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Abstract

In this brief note, we consider estimation of the bitwise combination G1 ∨ · · · ∨ G= = max8 G8
observing a set of noisy bits G̃8 ∈ {0, 1} that represent the true, unobserved bits G8 ∈ {0, 1}

under randomized response. We demonstrate that various existing estimators for the extreme bit,

including those based on computationally costly estimates of the sum of bits, can be reduced to

a simple closed form computed in linear time (in =) and constant space, including in an online

fashion as new G̃8 are observed. In particular, we derive such an estimator and provide its variance

using only elementary techniques.

1 Introduction

Consider the simple task of calculating the size of the union of sets from a (small) finite universe,

given binary representations of the sets. Suppose we have = sets ( 9 ⊆ [<] = {1, . . . , <} for 9 ∈ [=],

and we encode variables G8 9 = 18∈( 9
for 8 ∈ [<], 9 ∈ [=]. The cardinality of the set union is given

by

|(1 ∪ · · · ∪ (= | =

<
∑

8=1

18∈(1∪···∪(= =

<
∑

8=1

G81 ∨ · · · ∨ G8= ,

where G81 ∨ · · · ∨ G8= = max 9 G8 9 .

Now suppose that instead of observing the true sets {( 9 } or their bit representations {G8 9 }, we

observe the noisy bit representations {M@8 9 (G8 9 )}, where M@ : {0, 1} → {0, 1} denotes the ran-

domized response mechanism

M@ (G)
8=3
∼

{

Bernoulli(1 − @), G = 1

Bernoulli(@), G = 0
.

Observing only the noisy bits, we can no longer determine |(1 ∪ · · · ∪ (= | exactly; however, an

unbiased estimator for G81 ∨ · · · ∨ G8= leads naturally to an unbiased estimator for |(1 ∪ · · · ∪ (= |.

Moreover, the variance of this cardinality estimator is equal to the sum of the variances of the <

bitwise estimates, and the cardinality estimator is a minimum-variance unbiased estimator (MVUE)

if the bitwise estimator is also an MVUE.

This basic problem lies at the heart of several more sophisticated problems. For example, pri-

vately estimating the size of set unions from large universes may be achieved efficiently with binary

data sketches such as Bloom filters and Flajolet–Martin sketches perturbed by randomized response

(e.g., Stanojevic et al., 2017; Alaggan, Cunche, and Gambs, 2018; Kreuter et al., 2020; Hehir et al.,

2023), and the resulting estimators generally rely on precisely the sort of estimation outlined above.
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In the remainder of this note, we broadly consider estimation of G1∨· · ·∨G= = max8 G8 observing

only the noisy bits {M@8 (G8)}. While we focus on the maximum case (i.e., bitwise or) in this note,

our results and discussion generalize easily to the other extreme, G1 ∧ · · · ∧ G= = min G8 (i.e., bitwise

and). We consider three different estimators arising from existing literature and show that despite

their differences, all of these methods may be used to produce identical estimates for G1∨· · ·∨G=. We

rederive an equivalent estimator (Theorems 1, 2) using elementary techniques to obtain an estimator

that (a) can be calculated in $ (=) time and $ (1) space, (b) can be updated in an online fashion as

new noisy bits are observed, (c) flexibly accommodates different randomized response parameters

for each bit, and (d) has tractable variance whose form we provide (Theorem 3).

Our estimator may be directly plugged into previous works to obtain more flexible, efficient,

streamable estimates. For example, in differentially private cardinality estimation, substituting our

estimator in Stanojevic et al. (2017) allows the solution to scale beyond two sketches, in Kreuter

et al. (2020) allows for sketches with different privacy parameters to be combined, and in Hehir et al.

(2023) leads to a variance reduction when using multiple sketches in exchange for at most a constant

space tradeoff.

2 Existing Estimators for G1 ∨ · · · ∨ G=

2.1 Method 1: A Sum Estimator

The problem of estimating G1 ∨ · · · ∨ G= given {M@8 (G8)} is perhaps most frequently studied in the

simplified case when @1 = · · · = @= = @ for some known @ ∈ (0, 1/2), in which case we may slightly

abuse notation to write:

=
∑

8=1

M@ (G8) ∼ Binomial (
∑

8 G8 , 1 − @) + Binomial (= −
∑

8 G8 , @) . (1)

Thus, in the equal-@ case, the sum of the noisy bits is a convolution of two binomial-distributed ran-

dom variables whose count parameters (in particular
∑

8 G8) might become the target of estimation.

A popular method for estimating
∑

8 G8 in this case is to derive the probability mass function for

the convolution in Eq. (1) and encode the relevant values into an (=+1)×(=+1) transition probability

matrix %, where each entry denotes the probability that a given sum of G8 bits would translate to a

sum of noisy M@ (G8) bits, i.e., the matrix that satisfies

%41+
∑

8 G8
= �

[

41+
∑

8 M@ (G8 )

]

,

where 4 9 denotes the 9-th elementary basis vector, i.e., the vector whose 9-th entry is 1 and remaining

entries 0. From here, a method-of-moments estimator yields:

41+
∑

8 G8
≈ %−141+

∑

M@ (G8 ) .

Since G1 ∨ · · · ∨ G= = 1
∑

8 G8>0, this estimator for
∑

8 G8 is easily adapted to provide an estimate for

G1 ∨ · · · ∨ G=:

.̂2>=E>;DC8>= = 1 − %−1

1,1+
∑

M@ (G8 )
.

This is the estimator used in Kreuter et al. (2020) and discussed in Alaggan, Cunche, and Minier
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(2017).1 It is easy to see that .̂2>=E>;DC8>= is an unbiased estimator of G1 ∨ · · · ∨ G=, as:

%41+
∑

8 G8
= �

[

41+
∑

8 M@ (G8 )

]

=⇒ 41+
∑

8 G8
= �

[

%−141+
∑

8 M@ (G8 )

]

=⇒ 1
∑

8 G8=0 = �
[

%−1

1,1+
∑

8 M@ (G8 )

]

=⇒ 1 − G1 ∨ · · · ∨ G= = �
[

1 − .̂2>=E>;DC8>=
]

.

We pause to note several areas for improvement in this estimator. First, it is not particularly

efficient: obtaining an estimate over = bits requires deriving the convolution described above, then

constructing and inverting an (= + 1) × (= + 1) matrix—from which only a single entry is used.

Second, since a closed form for %−1 is non-obvious, the variance of this estimator does not appear

to be described in closed form. Finally, this estimator requires that all the @8 are equal and that all

bits are considered simultaneously in an offline fashion.

2.2 Method 2: A Bigger Sum Estimator

An estimator for
∑

G8 is given in Vinterbo (2018) that generalizes to the case when @1, . . . , @= are

not all equal. This estimator relies instead on a 2
= × 2

= transition probability matrix that encodes

the probability of any sequence of true bits G1, . . . , G= being mapped to a given sequence of noisy

bits M@1
(G1), . . . ,M@= (G=). As a result, the presented estimator is even more computationally

expensive, requiring exponential time and space. Although not the focus of the original work, this

estimator can be adapted to generalize .̂2>=E>;DC8>= to the unequal-@ case.

The work of Vinterbo (2018) essentially generalizes an estimation procedure designed in Stano-

jevic et al. (2017) for the estimation of the cardinality of two sets’ union or intersection under local

differential privacy.2 Stanojevic et al. (2017) stop short of generalizing their results to = ≥ 2 sets,

noting the exponential complexity of the solution.

As in the previous method, from the entire inverted transition probability matrix, only a single

entry is relevant to the estimation of G1 ∨ · · · ∨ G=. Rather than explicitly derive the estimator arising

from this method, we will move on to our next method, which obtains that single matrix entry more

efficiently.

2.3 Method 3: Bitwise Operations under Randomized Response

Hehir et al. (2023) demonstrate efficient methods to perform bitwise operations under randomized

response, including ∨ via a randomized merging algorithm. The aim of their work is not to directly

estimate G1∨· · ·∨G=, but rather to produce random bits whose distribution is a function of G1∨· · ·∨G=.

In particular, their algorithm 6 satisfies:

6@1,...,@= (M@1
(G1), . . . ,M@= (G=))

�
= M@∗ (G1 ∨ · · · ∨ G=),

for some @∗ ∈ [max @8 , 1/2) given as a function of @1, . . . , @=. This method is easily adapted to

obtain unbiased estimates for G1 ∨ · · · ∨ G= by de-biasing the effects of the randomized response

1Alaggan, Cunche, and Minier (2017), which is the basis for Alaggan, Cunche, and Gambs (2018), derives an estimator

based on %−1 that constrains estimates to a suitable space. These works propose solutions for more general counting problems

involving noisy bits, of which the type we focus on here is an important special case.
2This same procedure is used in Gao et al. (2020).

3



mechanism M@∗ , i.e.:

.̂A0=3<4A64 =

6@1,...,@= (M@1
(G1), . . . ,M@= (G=)) − @

∗

1 − 2@∗
.

It’s important to note that .̂A0=3<4A64 has two sources of randomness: the randomness from

applyingM@8 to the original bits G8 , plus additional randomness in 6 used to perform the aggregation

of bits. In the original work, this randomness was imposed to force 6 to take values in {0, 1}, but

.̂A0=3<4A64 neither requires nor satisfies this property. Accordingly, we adapt the estimator one step

further by removing the randomness of the merge operation 6:

.̂'�<4A64 =
�6 [6@1,...,@= (M@1

(G1), . . . ,M@= (G=))] − @
∗

1 − 2@∗
.

In the above, the expectation �6 [·] is taken with respect to the randomness of the merge operation

6 only. The fact that .̂'�<4A64 remains unbiased follows from the law of total expectation. (Equiva-

lently, .̂'�<4A64 may be seen as a Rao–Blackwellization of .̂A0=3<4A64.)

� [.̂'�<4A64] = � [�6 [.̂A0=3<4A64]] = � [.̂A0=3<4A64] = G1 ∨ · · · ∨ G= .

In fact, it follows from the derivation of 6 in Hehir et al. (2023) that .̂'�<4A64 once again comes

from the top row of the inverse of a large transition probability matrix. In particular, the =-way

merge of Hehir et al. (2023, Theorem A.2) involves the same 2
= × 2

= transition probability matrix

as Vinterbo (2018). However, as the authors demonstrate, this merge operation can be performed

inductively by combining pairs of bits =−1 times, reducing the computational cost from exponential

to linear in = and allowing for online/streaming implementations.

While this estimator achieves the flexiblity and computational requirements that we desire, it

remains somewhat complicated and lacks an explicit variance. We tackle these issues next.

3 An Elementary Estimator

We will now derive an estimator for G1 ∨ · · · ∨ G= using elementary techniques. The basic idea is to

build an estimator inductively. When = = 1, we have only one bit, which (trivially) is the extreme.

In this case, the estimator simply de-biases the single noisy bit. On the other hand, when = > 1,

additional de-biased bits may be combined through a simple multiplicative step. Starting with a

single bit, observe that:

� [M@8 (G8)] = @8 (1 − G8) + (1 − @8)G8

= @8 + G8 (1 − 2@8).

As a result:

�

[

M@8 (G8) − @8

1 − 2@8

]

= G8 .

So for = = 1, we have an estimator that is unbiased for G1 = min8 G8 = max8 G8:

.̂
(1)

4;4<4=C0A H
=

M@1
(G1) − @1

1 − 2@1

.
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Next, observe that the extreme bits have convenient multiplicative forms:

min
8
G8 =

=
∏

8=1

G8 ,

max
8
G8 = 1 −

=
∏

8=1

(1 − G8).

Since the randomness of the noisy bits is independent, we have, for example:

�

[

=
∏

8=1

M@8 (G8) − @8

1 − 2@8

]

=

=
∏

8=1

�

[

M@8 (G8) − @8

1 − 2@8

]

=

=
∏

8=1

G8 = min
8
G8 .

This is neat, but our intended focus was on estimating the maximum bit. Writing

1 −
M@8 (G8) − @8

1 − 2@8
=

1 − @8 −M@8 (G8)

1 − 2@8
,

we obtain:

�

[

=
∏

8=1

1 − @8 −M@8 (G8)

1 − 2@8

]

=

=
∏

8=1

�

[

1 −
M@8 (G8) − @8

1 − 2@8

]

=

=
∏

8=1

(1 − G8) = 1 − max
8
G8 .

This leads to the estimator we desire.

Theorem 1. Suppose G1, . . . G= ∈ {0, 1}, @1, . . . , @= ∈ [0, 1/2), and let

.̂4;4<4=C0A H = 1 −

=
∏

8=1

1 − @8 −M@8 (G8)

1 − 2@8
.

Then .̂4;4<4=C0A H is unbiased for G1 ∨ · · · ∨ G=, i.e.:

� [.̂4;4<4=C0A H] = max
8
G8 = G1 ∨ · · · ∨ G= .

Proof. See above. �

3.1 Equivalence and Variance of the Estimators

A general equivalence of .̂4;4<4=C0A H with the estimators arising from Vinterbo (2018) and Hehir

et al. (2023) can be seen through a cumbersome process of inspection. In short, letting ⊗ denote the

Kronecker product, those estimators may be found by constructing the matrix

 −1
=

(

=
⊗

8=1

[

1 − @8 @8
@8 1 − @8

]

)−1

=

=
∏

8=1

(1 − 2@8)
−1

=
⊗

8=1

[

1 − @8 −@8
−@8 1 − @8

]

,

then choosing a value from its top row according to the specific observed sequenceM@1
(G1), . . . ,M@= (G=)

and subtracting that value from 1 (see, e.g., Hehir et al., 2023, Theorem A.2). The resulting estimator

is precisely .̂4;4<4=C0A H.

Having stated the above without formal proof, we provide a more formal result for the case when

@1 = · · · = @=. (Recall that .̂2>=E>;DC8>= is only defined in this case.)
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Theorem 2. Suppose G1, . . . G= ∈ {0, 1}, @1 = · · · = @= = @ ∈ (0, 1/2), and consider .̂2>=E>;DC8>= ,

.̂'�<4A64, and .̂4;4<4=C0A H as previously described. Then .̂2>=E>;DC8>= = .̂'�<4A64 = .̂4;4<4=C0A H.

Proof. We avoid deriving the convolution in Eq. 1 (see Alaggan, Cunche, and Minier, 2017, Ap-

pendix A) and turn instead to statistical estimation theory to prove these estimators are equivalent.

Although the theorem concerns arbitrary G1, . . . G= ∈ {0, 1}, suppose for a moment that -1, . . . , -=

are random variables, independent and identically distributed as Bernoulli(\). Let -̃8 = M@ (-8).

Then -̃8 are also i.i.d. Bernoulli with parameter:

` = � [-̃8] = � [� [M@ (-8) | -8]] = � [@ + (1 − 2@)-8] = @ + (1 − 2@)\.

It is well known that
∑

8 -̃8 is a complete, sufficient statistic for ` (e.g., Casella and Berger, 2002,

Example 6.2.22). Consequently, it is also complete and sufficient for \. As a result, the Lehmann–

Scheffé theorem states that any function 5 (
∑

-̃8) that is an unbiased estimator for a function g(\)

is the unique minimum-variance unbiased estimator for g(\). Clearly, .̂2>=E>;DC8>= is a function

of
∑

8 -̃8 . It can be seen that .̂'�<4A64 is as well, through the inspection process described in the

preceding paragraphs. In fact, in the equal-@ case, we have:

.̂'�<4A64 = .̂4;4<4=C0A H = 1 −
@
∑

8 -̃8 (1 − @)=−
∑

8 -̃8

(1 − 2@)=
.

So indeed, all three estimators are a function of
∑

8 -̃8. We will now show that all these estimators

are unbiased estimators for the same quantity, 1 − (1 − \)=, and therefore are identical estimators.

Recall that for fixed G1, . . . , G=, each of the estimators in question is unbiased for G1 ∨ · · · ∨ G=.

In other words for each estimator .̂ ∈ {.̂4;4<4=C0A H , .̂'�<4A64, .̂2>=E>;DC8>=}:

� [.̂ ] = � [� [.̂ | -1, . . . , -=]]

= � [-1 ∨ · · · ∨ -=]

= 1 − %(-1 = 0, . . . , -= = 0)

= 1 −

=
∏

8=1

%(-8 = 0)

= 1 − (1 − \)=.

�

Given the convenient closed-form of .̂4;4<4=C0A H and the equivalence of the three estimators, the

variance of these estimators may now readily be found, also using elementary techniques.

Theorem 3. Suppose G1, . . . G= ∈ {0, 1}, @1, . . . , @= ∈ [0, 1/2). Then

Var(.̂4;4<4=C0A H) =
∏

8

(

1 − G8 +
@8 (1 − @8)

(1 − 2@8)2

)

− 1
∑

G8=0.
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Proof. To begin, let /8 = 1 − @8 −M@8 (G8), and note that:

Var[/8] = Var[M@8 (G8)]

= @8 (1 − @8)

� [/8] = 1 − @8 − � [M@8 (G8)]

=

{

0, G8 = 1

1 − 2@8 , G8 = 0

= (1 − G8) (1 − 2@8)

� [/2

8 ] = Var(/8) + (� [/8])
2

= @8 (1 − @8) + (1 − G8) (1 − 2@8)
2.

Then the variance of .̂4;4<4=C0A H is given by:

Var(.̂4;4<4=C0A H) = Var

(

=
∏

8=1

1 − @8 −M@8 (G8)

1 − 2@8

)

=

Var (
∏

8 /8)
∏

8 (1 − 2@8)2

=

∏

8 �
[

/2

8

]

−
∏

8 (� [/8])
2

∏

8 (1 − 2@8)2

=

∏

8

(

@8 (1 − @8) + (1 − G8) (1 − 2@8)
2
)

−
∏

8 (1 − G8) (1 − 2@8)
2

∏

8 (1 − 2@8)2

=

∏

8

(

@8 (1 − @8)

(1 − 2@8)2
+ (1 − G8)

)

−
∏

8

(1 − G8)

=

∏

8

(

1 − G8 +
@8 (1 − @8)

(1 − 2@8)2

)

− 1
∑

G8=0.

�
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