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Abstract

In this paper, we investigate the problem of deciding whether two standard normal
random vectors X € R” and Y € R” are correlated or not. This is formulated as a
hypothesis testing problem, where under the null hypothesis, these vectors are sta-
tistically independent, while under the alternative, X and a randomly and uniformly
permuted version of Y, are correlated with correlation p. We analyze the thresholds at
which optimal testing is information-theoretically impossible and possible, as a func-
tion of n and p. To derive our information-theoretic lower bounds, we develop a novel
technique for evaluating the second moment of the likelihood ratio using an orthogonal
polynomials expansion, which among other things, reveals a surprising connection to
integer partition functions. We also study a multi-dimensional generalization of the
above setting, where rather than two vectors we observe two databases/matrices, and
furthermore allow for partial correlations between these two.

1 Introduction

Consider the following binary hypothesis testing problem. Under the null hypothesis, two
n-dimensional standard normal random vectors X = (Xy,..., X)) and Y = (Y7,....Y,,) are
drawn independently at random. Under the alternative hypothesis, the entries of X are
correlated with a randomly and uniformly permuted version of the entries of Y (see, Fig. 1
for an illustration). Then, under what conditions, one can infer/decide whether X and Y are
correlated or not?

The above setting is motivated by a recent line of work on what is known as the data
alignment problem, introduced and explored in, e.g., [1, 2]. In this problem, X and Y are R"*¢
random matrices, with n typically designating the number of users, each with d features.
As in the problem above, there is an unknown (or randomly generated) permutation that
matches users in X with those in Y. When a pair of entries from these databases is matched,
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Figure 1: An illustration of the detection problem. On the left are the uncorrelated vectors under
the null hypothesis #j. On the right are the vectors X and Y under the hypothesis #;, where
correlated elements are marked with a similar color.

their features are dependent according to a known distribution, whereas for unmatched
entries, the features are independent. In the recovery problem, the goal is to recover the
unknown permutation. When the two databases have independent standard normal entries,
with correlation coefficient p between the entries of matched rows, it has been demonstrated
in [2] that perfect recovery is attainable if p?> = 1 — o(n™%4), while it becomes impossible if
p?> =1—w(n=*9) as both n and d tend to infinity.

The detection problem, which is more relevant to our paper, has also undergone exten-
sive investigation in [3, 4, 5, 6], in the Gaussian case, and recently, for general distributions in
[7]. In a nutshell, in the regime where d — oo, if p?d — 0 weak detection (performing slightly
better than random guessing) is information-theoretically impossible, independently of the
value of n, while if p?d — oo, efficient strong detection (with vanishing error probability) is
possible. While the statistical limits for detection and recovery are clear when d — oo, the
case where d is fixed is still a mystery. Specifically, for d > dy, and some dy € N, it was
shown in [6] that if p> = 1 —o(n~%(?=V) then strong detection is possible, while if p < p*(d),
for some function p*(d) of d, then strong detection is impossible. In particular, for d = 1
we have p*(1) = 1/2, while an algorithmic upper bound in this case is missing. Accordingly,
this evident substantial gap between the current known upper and lower bounds, even in the
elementary case of d = 1, sets the main goal of our paper.

The main results of our work are sharp information-theoretic thresholds for the impos-
sibility and possibility of strong detection in the one-dimensional case, thereby closing the
aforementioned gap in [6, 4, 7, 5]. Specifically, we prove that strong detection is impossible
when p? is bounded away from 1 and possible when p> = 1 — o(n™*). Another significant
aspect of our results concerns with the proof technique of our lower bound, in which we
abandon the standard approach of upper bounding the second moment of the likelihood ra-
tio directly. Instead, we use an orthogonal decomposition of the likelihood ratio with respect
to (w.r.t.) Hermite polynomials, and compute the second moment using Parseval’s identity.
Not only that this new approach enables us to improve upon the p* threshold from [6], and
close the gap, it also reveals an intriguing connection between random permutations and



integer partition functions.

Then, in the second part of our paper, we use the techniques established for the one-
dimensional, and study a generalized version, where X and Y are now nxd databases/matrices,
and further consider the scenario of partial correlation. To wit, under the alternative hy-
pothesis, only a random subset of k£ out of the n rows of X are correlated with some k rows
of a randomly permuted version of Y. This aims to model the natural and practical scenario
where in two different databases (e.g., movie rating datasets) only a subset of the total popu-
lation of users in each database, is common. For this model, we prove non-trivial thresholds
for impossibility and possibility of weak and strong detection w.r.t. the parameters p,d,n
and k. For example, in the fully correlated case where £ = n, our results coincide with
the sharp thresholds proved in [6]. When k£ = O(logn), our results suggest that detection
becomes statistically harder compared to the fully correlated model, regardless of the value
of d.

We will now present a brief overview of a few related works. The problem of par-
tially recovering the hidden alignment was investigated in [8]. In [9] necessary and sufficient
conditions for successful recovery using a typicality-based framework were developed. Fur-
thermore, [10] and [11] addressed alignment recovery in scenarios involving feature deletions
and repetitions, respectively. Finally, the task of joint detection and recovery was proposed
and analyzed in [5]. We also mention a series of papers [12, 13, 14, 15], in which a variant
the database alignment problem (i.e., recovery) was considered. Specifically, these papers
deal with the task of matching random sequences to their distinct generative distributions,
which are either known or unknown but a training sequence from each database is available.
While this is similar in nature to the database alignment problem, the techniques and results
are quite different. It is noteworthy that the difficulties in database alignment and detection
are closely linked to various planted matching problems, particularly the graph alignment
problem. This problem involves detecting edge correlations between two random graphs with
unlabeled nodes, see, e.g., [16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23].

2 Model Formulation

Preliminaries and notation. Throughout this work, we use lower case letters x for scalars,
upper case letters X for random variables. We denote the set of integer {1,2,...n} by [n],
and with abuse of notation, we use ([Z}) in order to denote the set of all subsets of [n] of size
k. We denote the set of all permutation over [n] by S,, and for o € S,,, we let o(i) denote
the value to which ¢ maps ¢ € [n]. For two functions f,g : N — R we say that f = o(g)
if f(n)/g(n) 2= 0, and f = O(g) if there exists a constant C' such that f(n) < C - g(n)
for all n € N. By the same convention, we say that f = w(g) if g = o(f) and f = Q(g) if
g = O(f). For two measures p and v on the same measurable space such that v is absolutely
continuous w.r.t. p (that is, u(A) = 0 = v(A) = 0 for all A), we denote the Radon-
Nikodym derivative of v w.r.t. u by 3—5. We use (11, %) to denote the normal distribution
with expectation p and covariance matrix ¥. For d € N we use 4/ (1, %)% to denote the
independent product of d 4/ (u,%)-Normal distributions.

Probabilistic model. As described in the introduction, we deal with the following hypoth-



esis testing problem,
o (X0, Y1), (X, Vo) W4 (0, %) 0
iid
%1 : (X17 Yo‘(l))7 R (Xcr(n)7 Yo(n)) ~ '/V(Ov Ep)7

where o ~ Unif(S,,), and for |p| <1,
a |l p
el o
Given o € §,, we denote the joint distribution measure of (X,Y) under the hypothesis %
by Py s, and under the hypothesis #; by Py, .

Problem formulation. A test function for our problem is a function ¢ : R" x R™ — {0,1},
designed to determine which of the hypothesis %, #7 occurred. The risk of a test ¢ is defined
as the sum of its average Type-I and Type-II error probabilities, i.e.,

R(¢) = P%’o [¢(Xa Y) = 1] + P [¢(Xa Y) = O]a (3)

with Py, = Eowunifs,)[P# o). The Bayesian risk associated with our hypothesis detection
problem is

R'2  inf  R(¢). (4)

1
¢:R*xR”—{0,1}

We remark that R is a function of p and n, however, we omit them from our notation for
the benefit of readability.

Definition 1. A sequence (p,n) = (pr, nx)r 1s said to be:
1. Admissible for strong detection if limy_,. R* = 0.
2. Admissible for weak detection if limsup,_,. R* < 1.
Clearly, admissibility of strong detection implies the admissibility of weak detection.

While admissibility of strong detection clearly refers to the existence of algorithms that
correctly detects with probability that tends to 1, weak detection implies the the existence of
algorithms which are asymptotically better then randomly guessing which of the hypothesis
occurred. The next two sections are devoted to the investigation of the one-dimensional de-
tection problem in (1). As mentioned in the Introduction, we investigate also a generalization
of (1) to high-dimensions and partial correlations (see, Section 5).

3 Phase Transition in 1D

In this section, we present our main results starting with lower bounds.

Lower bounds. We have the following impossibility guarantees for strong and weak detec-
tion, respectively.



Theorem 1 (Impossibility of strong detection). Consider the detection problem in (1). For
any sequence (p,n) = (pg, N )r such that p*> =1 — Q(1), we have

R* = Q(1). (5)
Namely, strong detection is impossible.

Theorem 2 (Impossibility of weak detection). Consider the detection problem in (1). For
any sequence (p,n) = (px, Ny )r such that p*> = o(1), we have

R*=1-o0(1). (6)
Namely, weak detection is impossible.

Let us discuss the above results. From Theorem 1 we see that strong detection is
statistically impossible if p? is bounded away from 1, and in particular, for any fized p* < 1.
This improves strictly the known bound in [6], where it was shown that strong detection
is statistically impossible whenever p? < 1/2. As for weak detection, our lower bound in
Theorem 2 implies that weak detection is statistically impossible whenever the correlation
p* decays to zero; this matches the results in [6].

Upper bounds. Next, we present our upper bounds, starting with a strong detection
guarantee. To that end, we now define a testing procedure and analyze its performance. For
simplicity of notation, we denote @ xy = A#(0,%,) and Pyy = 4(0,%,), and the associated
joint probability density functions by fp and fg, respectively. Then, for z,y € R, let the
individual likelihood of x and y be defined by

Sz, y) 2 log —gg ‘Z% ")
= —% log(1 — p?) — ﬁ(z’z +y%) + 1 _ppzxy’ (8)

and define

¢count(xa Y) é ]l {Zn: j(XzaY;) 2 %ngjp} ) (9)

i,j=1

where j(X,,Y;) £ 1 {%(XZ,}/;) Z 7-count}> tq’p = ]PP [‘%(Aa B) Z 7-count]a and Teount € R,
where Pp(F) means that the probability of the event & is evaluated w.r.t. the joint dis-
tribution Pxy. Similarly, we also define @, = Pg [Z(A, B) > Teount|, where the probability
is evaluated w.r.t. the joint distribution ) xy. Roughly speaking, ¢count counts the number
of pairs whose likelihood individually exceed the threshold %ng’p. Intuitively, since the in-
dividual likelihoods are proportional to the products of the entries of X and Y, we expect
the count to be larger under the alternative hypothesis, when these vectors are correlated.
While the choice of the threshold %ng’p is not unique (and perhaps even not optimal), it al-
lows us to control the Type-I and Type-II error probabilities. Indeed, intuitively, when p? is
sufficiently close to unity (which as will be seen below is the relevant regime where the count
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test is successful) we get that @, = o(n’%,), and therefore, the summation of % (X;,Y;)
over uncorrelated pairs {(X;,Y;)};; is “relatively small” with high probability (e.g., by the
law of large numbers); this eliminates errors of Type-I. Moreover, we have that 2, is strictly
positive, and thus the summation of Z(X;,Y;) over correlated pairs {(X;,Y;)};; is strictly
positive (again, by the law of large numbers), which eliminates errors of Type-II. It should
be mentioned here that a similar test was proposed in [6]. Specifically, in [6], the number of
normalized inner products is being counted, while here we count the inner products directly.
As it turns out, the normalization procedure in [6] excludes the d = 1 case we consider in
this section.

To present our main result, we need the following definitions. For 6 €
(—dkL(Qxv]||Pxy), dkL(Pxy||@xy)), we define the Chernoff’s exponents Ep, Eg : R —

[—00, 00) as the Legendre transforms of the log-moment generating functions, namely,

Eql6) £ sup [V — vg(V)]. (10
Ep(0) £ sup (A0 — pp(N)], (11)

where 1g(\) = logEglexp(AA (A, B))] and ¥p()\) = logEplexp(AZA (A4, B))]. Closed-form
expressions for ¢ and 1p in our setting, can be found in Lemma 5. Then, applying
standard Chernoff’s bound on these tails yield that if the threshold 7eount is such that

Teount € (—dkL(Qxv||Pxy), dxL(Pxy||@xy)), then

@p S €exXp [_EQ (7-count)] 3 (12&)
g)p >1- exp [_EP(Tcount)] . (12b)

We are now in a position to state our main result.

Theorem 3 (Count test strong detection). Consider the detection problem in (1), and the
count test in (9). Suppose there is a Teount € (—dkL(Qxy]||Pxy), dxL(Pxy||@xy)) with

Eq(Tcount) = w (logn) (13a)
EP(Tcount) = w(n_l)' (13b)

Then, R(¢eount) — 0, as n — oo. In particular, for (13) to hold it suffices that p* =
1—o(n™).

Recall that in Theorem 1 we proved that strong detection is statistically impossible
for any p? < 1; therefore, for strong detection to be possible p? must converge to unity.
Theorem 3 shows that indeed the count test that achieves strong detection if p? approaches
unity sufficiently fast. We would like to mention here that there is still a statistical gap
between the lower and upper bounds in Theorem 1 and Theorem 3, respectively. While
according to Theorem 1 for strong detection to be possible, p? must converge to unity, as
n — 00, it is not clear yet what is the sufficient rate of convergence. We suspect that
Theorem 3 is not optimal, and that, slower rates are possible. An intriguing question is to
analyze the optimal Neyman-Pearson test, which seems quite challenging similarly to other
related problems where a latent combinatorial structure is planted. Finally, we would like to
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mention here that the strong detection upper bounds in [4, 6] exclude the case where d = 1,
and as so Theorem 3 is novel.

Next, we consider weak detection. By definition, any test that achieves strong detection
achieves weak detection automatically. As so, the count test above achieves weak detection
under the same conditions stated in Theorem 3. In fact, it is rather straightforward to
show that weak detection is possible using the count test even if, for example, the condition
p* = 1—o0(n1) is replaced by the weaker condition p?> = 1 — C-n~*, for some constant
C > 0 (or, more generally, the w-asymptotic in (13) is replaced by some constant C > 0).
Nonetheless, for weak detection, it turns out that the following rather simpler test exhibits
better performance guarantees. Let 8 € R, and define the test,

n

Y (X - 1)

1=1

Deomp(X,Y) £ 1 {

< e}, (14)

if p € (0, 1], and we flip the direction of the inequality in (14) if p € [—1,0). This test simply
compares the sum of entries of X and Y. Let G ~ /#/(0,1) and G’ ~ #7(0,1 — |p|) We define
the threshold 6 as the value for which

dry(#(0,1), (0,1 — |o]) = P (|G| > %) .- (|G'| > %) . (15)

Such a value exists by the definition of the total-variation distance for centered Gaussian
random variables (see, e.g., [24, pg. 10]). The intuition behind this choice of 6 is that, as it
turns out, the right-hand-side (r.h.s.) of (15) is exactly the reward (i.e., 1 —R(¢)) associated
with the comparison test. Thus, since the total-variation distance at the left-hand-side of
(15) is clearly positive for any p?> = Q(1), we obtain that the risk is strictly bounded by
unity. We then have the following result.

Theorem 4 (Comparison test weak detection). Consider the detection problem in (1), and
the comparison test in (14), with 6 given by (15). If p* = Q(1), then limy, 0o R(Pcomp) < 1.

Comparing Theorems 3 and 4 we see that for weak detection we can construct a test
for which it is suffice that p? is of order constant (i.e., bounded away from zero), while for
strong detection our test requires the correlation to converge to unity sufficiently fast. We
would like to emphasize that Theorem 4 is novel; in particular, the weak detection results in
[4, 6] again exclude the d = 1 case (and in fact a range of values of d, as discussed in more
detail in Section 5). We provide the proofs of Theorems 3 and 4 in Section 5.2, where in
fact, we prove a more general result for a high-dimensional model which allows for partial
correlations, as described in Section 5. We summarize the above results in Table 1, next to
previously known bounds in the literature. Finally, we conclude this subsection by showing
a numerical evaluation of our count test. Specifically, in Fig. 2, we present the empirical risk,
averaged over 10? Monte-Carlo runs, associated with the count test in (9) with Teount = 0, as
a function of p, for n = 100. As predicted by our theoretical results, it can be seen that if
the correlation is sufficiently close to unity, then the associated risk decreases.



Weak Detection

Strong Detection

Current /previous| Possible | Impossible| Possible | Impossible

work

Our results Q1) o(1) 1—o(n™)| 1—-9(1)
(Theorem 4) (Theorem 2) (Theorem 3) | (Theorem 1)

Previous work - o(1) - :

Table 1: A summary of our bounds on p?, for weak and strong detection in the one-dimensional
case, compared with the results of [6].

4 Lower Bound via Polynomial Decomposition

This section is devoted to the proofs of Theorems 1-2. A crucial part of our proof involves the
expansion of the likelihood function into its orthogonal Hermite polynomials components,
which compose an orthonormal basis of L? w.r.t. the Gaussian measure. We shall therefore
begin with a brief introduction of Hermite polynomials in Hilbert spaces. For the benefit of
readability, throughout this entire section, with some abuse of notation, we use lower-case
Greek letters (e.g., «), for integer vectors of finite lengths.

4.1 Hermite polynomials and Hilbert spaces

Let Y ~ #(0,I) be an n-dimensional random variable distributed according to, p, an n-
dimensional Gaussian distribution. Consider the space L?(p), of real-valued random variables
R™ — R with finite second moment (w.r.t. the measure to the measure p), which is a Hilbert
space when equipped with the inner product,

(@, 9), = By [0(Y) - (V)]

where ¢ and ¢ are two measurable functions from R™ to R. Recall the univariate Hermite
polynomials, which are a sequence of polynomials (hy(z))k>0, with deg(hx) = k, defined by
the equation,

(16)

A k_x%/2 d* —x2/2
hi(z) = (=1)%e" /" ——e ™ /7,

dz® (17)

It is well-known (see, for example [25][Chapter 5.6]) that Hermite polynomials are orthonor-
mal w.r.t. the standard one-dimensional Gaussian measure. Namely,
Eyn) [e(Y)he(Y)] = o[k — £]. (18)

The multivariate Hermite polynomials in n variables are indexed by # € N, and are merely
products of the univariate Hermite polynomials, i.e., Hy(z) = [[\_, ho,(x;). We note that
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Figure 2: The risk of the count test ¢count as a function of p, for d = 1, n = 100 and values of p?
spanning between 1 —n~2 and 1 —n~°. The results are compatible with Theorem 1, showing that
the risk indeed vanishes when p? =1 — o(n™?).

the degree of Hy is exactly |8] £ 3. 6;, which is exactly the L; norm of the vector 6.
Furthermore, the multivariate Hermite polynomials (Hp)genn are orthonormal w.r.t. an
independent product of standard Gaussian measures, namely,

Ev-vton [Ho(Y)H (Y)) = Evoxion [H B (¥i) i (V) (19)
= [T Evivon e (Yo, (Y) (20)
(:)Hé[ai—%] = dla — 7], (21)

where (a) follows from the independence of the random variables {Y;},, and (b) follows from
(16).

It is well-known that the Hermitian polynomials form a complete orthonormal basis in
the Hilbert space L?*(u1) w.r.t. the Gaussian measure (see, e.g., [26, Proposition 1.10]), and



therefore any random variable of the form 1 (Y) can be expanded as,
W(Y) =Y (Ho(Y),(Y)), Ho(Y), (22)
fenn

where the equality is in the sense that the sum at the r.h.f.s of (22) converges in norm to
¥(Y). Finally, Parseval’s identity implies that,

E, [6(Y)?] = 9 (V)2 (23)
=303 o). vy, (24)
= pex

4.2 Proof outline

Before delving into the proofs, let us provide a brief outline of the main steps. Roughly
speaking, we derive our lower bounds using a non-standard analysis of the the second moment
of likelihood function which involves the decomposition of the likelihood function into its
orthogonal components, which we presented in the previous subsection. The main steps are:

1. Bounding the risk using the likelihood’s second moment: Using a series of
fairly standard arguments, we bound the optimal risk function as

R > 1~ /B, [ZOCYP] 1 (25)

2. Hermite polynomial decomposition: Using Parseval’s identity we present the like-
lihood’s second moment (with respect to &%) using the orthogonal projection coeffi-
cients,

Ew [ZXY)] = 3 [(Hap(X YY), Z(XY))g |7, (26)

(o, B)ENZ"

where H, g is the Hermite polynomial with 2n variables which corresponds to the pair
(a, B) € N*",

3. Computing the orthogonal projection: In Lemma 1, we show that the coefficients
of the orthogonal projection coefficients can be presented as,

<Ha75(xv Y)? go(v Y))%O = EU [E%’ﬂa [Ha,ﬁ(xvY>H . (27)

Then, we carefully analyse the r.h.s. of the above equation using some well-known
properties of Hermite polynomials and give an expression which depends only on «

and [.

4. Integer partitions: We plug in the result in the previous step into (26), and show
that the likelihood’s second moment is uniformly bounded by the generating function
of integer partitions (see, Definition 2). Finally, we combine this bound and (25) in
order to get a threshold for the impossibility of detection.
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4.3 The proof of the lower bound

The proof strategy for our lower bound begins with a series of standard arguments frequently
used in proofs of impossibility of detection in hypothesis testing problems involving a planted
combinatorial structure. We start by recalling the well-known characterization of the optimal
Bayes risk, using the total-variation distance [27, Theorem 2.2],

R* =1 — drv(Ps, Py, (28)

where dtv denotes the total variation distance between two probability measures. In the
case where Pg, is absolutely continuous w.r.t. Py, the total variation distance is given by

1
dry(Br Pr) = 5 [ 1200Y) = 1] d, (29)

where Z(X,Y) is the Radon-Nikodym derivative of Pg, w.r.t. Pg,, also known as the likeli-
hood ratio. In our case Z(X,Y) is given by

o dPy { Forio (X, Y)}
dP?fO 7 f?fo(xvY> 7

where fg,(X,Y) denotes the density function of (X,Y) and fy -(X,Y) denotes the density
function of (X,Y) conditioned that hidden permutation is o ~ Unif(S,,). The second step
involves a standard use of Cauchy-Schwartz inequality together with (28) and (29) in order
to obtain:

Z(X,Y) (30)

R >1— %\/E% XY =1 (31)
:1_%VX2(P7/0’P%’1)> (32)

where x? is the y*-divergence/distance [27]. The above equation shows that if Eg,[Z?]
approaches to 1, then weak and strong detection are impossible.

At this point, we deviate from the typical straight-forward analysis of the second mo-
ment of the likelihood ratio as in [6, 7, 4], which involves a non-trivial analysis of the cycles
structure of random permutations. Not only that this analysis is highly complicated, as we
show, it also results in a loose lower bound. Instead, we suggest a simple, but powerful
alternative technique for bounding the second moment of the likelihood ratio, using a de-
composition/expansion of the likelihood function &#(X,Y) w.r.t. the orthonormal basis of
Hermite polynomials.

The key idea of our technique is to decompose the likelihood ratio into its orthogonal
components using the basis formed by the (infinite) family of Hermite polynomials, and
then use Parseval’s identity. As mentioned in Section 4.1, the Hermitian polynomials form
a complete orthonormal system in L?(%), and by (24), Z(X,Y) can be expanded as,

LX) = D (Hap(X,Y), Z(XY)) g Hap(X,Y), (33)

a,BENT
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where H, s denotes the Hermite polynomial with 2n variables defined by («, ) € R?". The
above sum converges in norm to £, and by Parseval’s identity,

Es, [Z(X,Y)?] = ||£f<>< V)7, (34)

- Z > (Hap(XY), Z(X,Y))y, - (35)
m=0 (q,8)eN2"
o] +|B]l=m

In the following lemma, we find an expression for the projection coefficients in (35).

Lemma 1. For any (o, ) € N?",
(Hog(X,Y), Z(XY)) 5 = P - Plo(B) = o, (36)

where () € N? denotes the vector obtained by permuting the coordinates of a according to
the uniformly distributed random permutation o.

Proof. By the definition of the Radon-Nikodym derivative we have,

(Ha,s(X,Y), Z(X,Y)) g = Es, [Ha (X, Y) - L (X, Y)] (37)
= Ex [Ha,ﬁ(x, Y) ﬁ:)] (38)
= Es [Hap(X,Y)] (39)
=E, [_E%ua [Has(X, Y)]] (40)
=E, E% ﬁh ) s, (Yon) (41)
=E, HE%\o [hai “ha,q (YU@)} , (42)

where the last equality follows from the independence of the pairs (X;, Yo(; )i, conditioned
on the hidden permutation o. Given o, the pair of random variables (X;, Y,;)) is distributed
as the two-dimensional Gaussian distribution /#°(0,%,). Let X and Z be two independent
standard normal random variables. A simple calculation reveals that the pair (X, pX +
V1 —p%Z) is also distributed as ,#°(0,%,), and therefore for all 1,

Esilo [hai (Xi) - hg, (Yo(i))} =Exuz [hai (X) g,y (pX + V1= p*Z )} (43)

—E [hai (X)-E [hﬁa(i) (pX + MZ)) X” L (44)

where the last equality follows from the law of total expectation. When conditioned on X,
the random variable pX + /1 — p?Z satisfies

(pPX +V1=pZ) | X ~ ¥ (pX, 1= p?). (45)
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Thus, our goal is now to find the expectation Ey s (pz,1-p2) [hi(Y)], for any k € N and |p| < 1.
Let hy, denote the k-th order physicist’s Hermite polynomials. It is known that [28, equation

3],

_ _ (y—pz)? _
/ he(y)e” = dy = V/rpF\/1 — p? - hy(x),
R

for [p| <1, k >0, and y € R. Also, it is known that [25, Chapter 5.6]

V2
Thus,
1 _(yfmcgz
EYNN(Px,l—pz) [hk(Y)] = \/ﬁ th(y)e 2=, dy
2_§ — (y) _ (y—px)?
=———— [ h | == | e 20-9d
on(l— ) Jr | \V2 Y
2‘% 3 ( ) _(yf(lpzN)E)Qd
VA=) Je
a 275 )
N ANy WEYNG)
V=
= _%Pkf_lk(if/\/i)
:pkhk(l’)

(46)

where (a) follows by using (46) with = 2/4/2. Combining (44), (45), and (53) we obtain,

Eriio [as(X0) + By (Yorw)]| = B [hay(X) - E [ha, , (0X + /1= 22) | X|]

=K _hai(X) By npx1-p2) [hﬁa(i)(Y)H
= B [ha,(X) - 770 - g (X))
- PB"(” ' 5[0&2 - 60(2')]’

o4
25

56

)
)
)
57)

(
(
(
(

where the last equality follows from the orthogonality property of the Hermite polynomials.

We now conclude,
(Hap(4,Y), Z06Y)) g, = B | T] B [Bas(X0) - By (Yoro)]
Li=1

=B, [T] o0 - bl - w]
Li=1

=E, _pZ?zl B"(i)lg(g):a}
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— PPB[o(8) = al. (61)

Note that the if Plo(5) = a] # 0 then it must be that |a| = |5| (since the L; norm is
invariant under reordering of the coordinates). Thus, we have

(Has(X,Y), Z(X,Y)) 5, o' = Plo(8) = a] = pP[o(8) = al. (62)
0

We now turn to analyse P[o (/) = «] for arbitrary vectors «, f € N". To that end, we
consider the integer distribution function of a vector « € N, p, : N — N, where p,(¢) is
defined as the number of coordinates of a that contain ¢. We also consider the equivalence
relation over N” defined by setting o = f3 if and only if there is 0 € S,, such that o(f) = a.
We observe that a = ( if and only if they have the same distribution functions, namely,
Pa = ps. Let [a] denote the equivalence class of & w.r.t. this equivalence relation.! For
o ~ Unif(S,), symmetry implies that o(a) ~ Unif([a]). We therefore have,

1 1

]P)O-(ﬁ):a = o la=p = =7 La=p- (63)
S e o s
We are now ready to prove our lower bounds. By (35) and (63),
E?fo [g(x> Y)2] = Z Z ocﬁ X Y g(x> Y)>;’/0 (64)
m=0 (o, 8) €N2n
\a|+\6|

Z Z |2 La=p (65)

I ©
PPN (70)

For mathematical correctness, we can think of [] as a map between integer vectors and equivalence
classes, which maps any « to the unique equivalence class for which it belongs.
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I ™)

m=0 " [a]
jo=m
= ol : la| = m}|- p*", (72)

where:

(a) follows since the L; norm is invariant under the equivalence relation = (since reordering
of the coordinate do not affect the L; norm) and therefore the summand in (65) may
be nonzero only if || = |5|. Thus, the summation includes only pairs (a, #) such that
la| = || = m for some m € N.

(b) follows since the set of equivalence classes is a partition of N™,
(c) follows since [3] = [a] for a = B.

For a fixed m € N, consider the set of all equivalence classes ([@])qenn With |a| = m
(which is well defined as the L' norm is preserved under equivalence relation =). As we
mentioned, o = [ if and only if p, = pg. We also note that for any a, with corresponding
distribution function p,, the sum ), pa(k) < n is the number of non-zero elements of a,
and the sum ), k- po(k) = |a] is the degree of the polynomial H,. Thus, equivalence
classes of the form ([a])aenn, |@| = m, are in a one-to-one correspondence with integer
distribution functions p : N — N which satisfy

Y kep(k)=m and > p(k) <n. (73)

keN keN

Such integer distributions represent integer partitions, which are defined as follows.

Definition 2. An integer partition of the number m is an unordered multiset of positive
integers 7 = {aq,...,ar} such that Zle a; = m. We denote the set of integer partitions
of m to exactly n elements by Par(m,n) and the set of integer partitions of m to at most n
elements by Par(m, <,,).

Indeed, any distribution function which satisfy the conditions in (73) correspond to a
unique partition z of m to at most n elements given by the multiset in which any integer
k € N has exactly p(k) copies. Hence, we conclude that,

keN keN

= |Par(m, <,)|. (75)

[ {le] - laf =m}|= Hp:N%N\ Zk‘-p(k)Zm,Zp(k‘)Sn}

We are now in a position to prove our lower bounds. Combining (72) and (75), we
bound the second moment of the likelihood ratio as follows,

Ewn[Z(X,Y)T=Y_{la] : la| = m}| - p*" (76)
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Z |Par(m, <, (77)

Since |Par(m, <,)| is a monotone non-decreasing function of n we have
[e.e]
Ew & Z |Par(m, < (78)
m=0

where |Par(m, <,)| is the number of integer partitions of the number m (with no bound
on the number of parts). We comment that bounding |Par(m, <,)| by |Par(m, <.)| (and
thereby loosing the decency with n) does not compromise our analysis. In Remark 4.3 we
prove a lower bound on Eg, [Z(X,Y)?] which shows that the thresholds obtained cannot be
improved by refining the analysis of (77).

In the following, we will use the well-known Hardy-Ramanujan Formula (see, e.g., [29,
Chapter 1.3]) for the number of integer partitions, which states that there exists some uni-
versal constant ¢ € R such that for all m € N\ {0},

1 2m
< e — . 79
SO e (w 3 ) (79)

Proof of Theorem 2. By Hardy-Ramanujan Formula in (79), |Par(m, <..)| is sub-exponential
in m, and the infinite power series in (78) converges to a finite number, for any p? < 1, which
we denote by g(p). Since the limit function of a power series is continuous within the region
of convergence (which in our case is the interval (—1,1)), for any sequence (px)x, such that
pr — 0, we have g(pr) — ¢(0) = 1. When combined with (78) and (32), we conclude that if
p* = o(1) we have,

|Par(m, <..)|

R*> 1 £ VB [Z(K V)T 1 (30)

21—% 9(p) =1 (81)

:1—% T o(l)—1=1-o(1). (82)

That is, weak detection is impossible if p? = o(1). O

For the impossibility of strong detection, we recall the following well-known fact regard-
ing the total-variation distance.

Lemma 2. [27, Lemma 2.6]) For any sequence of measures (fn,Vn)nen on a measurable
space such that v, is absolutely continuous w.r.t. fi,, if

. [(37)] — o), ()

drv(fin, vn) =1 —Q(1). (84)

then
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Note that Lemma 2 follows from the inequality 1 — drv(pin, V) >

1/2 7 We are
now in a position to prove Theorem 1.

1+X2 (/J«n Wn

Proof of Theorem 1. By (78) and (79), if p> = 1 — Q(1), then there exists ¢ > 0 such that
pi <1—¢, for all k € N, and we have,

[e.e]

B[ £ (X, Y)2) < 3 [Par(m, <o) p2" (85)

3
I
=)

|Par(m, <)| (1 — &)™ (86)

WE

3
Il
o

1 my/2m/3 2m __
e VM1 2 = 0(1), (87)

M8

3
I
(=)

where the last equality follows since the sum in (87) converges (for example, by the ratio
test). Using Lemma 2 and (28) we conclude that

R* =1 — drv(Pay, Py ) = Q(1).
]

Remark. We observe that in (77) we have an exact expression for Eg, £ (X,Y)?], which we
may bound from bellow by

1
Ex [Z(XY)] =) 0™ = el (88)
meN

which is bounded whenever p* = 1 — Q(1), and approaches 1 whenever p = o(1). This shows
that the thresholds for the impossibility of weak and strong detection stated in Theorems 1-2
cannot be further improved by a tighter analysis of Eg, [Z£ (X, Y)?]. This implies that the only
scenario in which our lower bound can be improved is if the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality used
in (32) is not asymptotically tight.

5 Partial Correlation in High Dimensions

We now turn to extend our techniques and results to a generalized version of the one-
dimensional setting in Section 3. Specifically, we consider the problem of detecting the
correlation between two Gaussian random databases, where the database elements are d-
dimensional Gaussian random vectors (rather than a random variable), and further consider
the case in which the databases are only partially correlated. Let us formulate this mathe-
matically.

Our generalized model is formulated again as a binary hypothesis testing problem.
Under the null hypothesis %, the Gaussian databases X € R™*% and Y € R"*? are generated
independently at random with Xy,..., X,,,Y:,...,Y, ~ #(04,1;). Under the alternative
hypothesis #7, k out of the n elements from the first database X are correlated with some
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other k elements in a randomly and uniformly permuted version of Y. Specifically, fix
a parameter £k < n, and let & be a set of k indices chosen uniformly at random from
{1,2,...,n}, and let o be a permutations of [n], chosen uniformly at random as well. Then,
for each i € # and 1 < j < d, under 7, the random variables X;; and Y,;); are jointly
Gaussian with correlation p # 0. To conclude, we deal with the following decision problem,

Hy (X1,Y1), .., (X, V) R 4240, 1,,)
{(X0Yo) }iere = MU0, %)

T2 4 A (X0 Vo) )y ' W40, Tpks) )
g ¢H
{(Xi, Yo }Zgyz L { XuY(n)}ie%v
where o ~ Unif(S,)) independently of the random set # ~ Unif([z]), and we recall that,
5, L E} ﬂ . (90)
The risk of a test ¢ : R"*? x R™*¢ — {0, 1} is defined as
R(9) = Poy [6(X,Y) = 1] + P [6(X,Y) = 0], (91)
and the Bayesian risk is
R* £ inf R(¢). (92)

¢:RnxdxRxd—{0,1}
As in the one-dimensional case, a sequence (p,n, k) = (pg, ng, ke)e is said to be:
1. Admissible for strong detection if lim, ., R* = 0.

2. Admissible for weak detection if limsup,_ . R* < 1.

Lower bounds. As in Section 3, we start with our lower bounds. We have the following
impossibility guarantees for strong and weak detection, respectively.

Theorem 5 (Impossibility of strong detection). Consider the detection problem in (89). For
any sequence (p,n, k,d) = (pe, g, ke, dg)e such that p* < é and

(%)2 (ﬁ W _ 1) —0(1), (93)

we have

Namely, strong detection is impossible.
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Figure 3: An illustration of the correlation structure under the alternative hypothesis #;. Corre-
lated elements are marked with a similar color, where the remaining mutually independent elements
are colorless.

Theorem 6 (Impossibility of weak detection). Consider the detection problem in (89). For
any sequence (p,n, k,d) = (ps, ny, ke, dy)e such that p* < é and

(%)2 (ﬁ W _ 1) — o(1), (95)

R =1—o(1). (96)

we have

Namely, weak detection is impossible.

Let us simplify the above results. Consider first the case where £ = n, in which the
left-hand-side of (94)—(95) above becomes,

" 1
H — o — 1. (97)
11— (dp?)
We also observe that
i <7 =9 (98)
i=1 i=1

The function g at the right-hand-side of (98) is the generating function of integer partitions
(see, e.g., [29, Chapter 1.3]), and is given by,

[e.e]

gx) = |Par(m, <)| 2", (99)

m=0
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where Par(m, <) is defined in Definition 2. Note that for any |z| < 1, g(x) is a well-defined
finite number. Hence, by (98), if dp* < (1 — ¢), for some constant € > 0, then

ﬁ — —1<g(l—2)=0(1). (100)

i=1

Similarly, if dp* = o(1) then

[T — 1 < glo() = 1+0(1). (101)

=1

Subsequently, (100) and (101) imply that strong and weak detection are impossible if dp? <
(1 —¢) and dp? = o(1) respectively. These conclusions coincide with the sharp thresholds
in [6], in the regime where d — co. Now, when d is fixed, it was proved in [6] that strong
detection is impossible as long as p? < p*(d), for some function p*(d). Accordingly, our
result in (100) gives a new threshold for the impossibility of strong detection, suggesting
that strong detection is impossible when p? < (1 — &)d™!, for some € > 0, even when d is
fixed. This threshold, however, is strictly larger than p*(d), for d < 4, and thus improves
upon [6]. For fixed d > 4, the threshold p* is strictly larger then d~!, and our bound does
not improves upon the one in [6]. For k& = n, we only slightly improve existing results; here,
our main contribution is our proof technique, which applies for all asymptotic regimes at
once, while in [6] a separate analysis for each asymptotic regime is required. For general
values of k, we show in Section 5.1 that the analysis and techniques in [6] do not extend to
the partly correlated regime, as it is unclear how to evaluate the obtained expression for the
likelihood’s second moment (see, Proposition 1). This indicates that in addition to the fact
that our analysis arguably simpler as compared to [6], our new technique is also essential
for analyzing more complex scenarios, which seem quite complicated to analyze using the
standard tools.

Upper bounds. Next, we move to our upper bounds. From the algorithmic point of view,
in the high-dimensional case, we propose the following almost straightforward extension of

(9),

Peount (X, Y) —H{ZJ i Y;) > kz@pd} (102)

J=1

where Teoune € R, and

d
_ 1
j(XZ, Y}) é 1 {g ZS/pI(XM; Y;Z) Z 7—count} ) (103)
(=1
and finally,
d
gjp,d = ]P)pg?gl, [Z %(Ab BZ) > d- 7-count] ) (104&)
=1
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d
@Pvd = Q?}‘é Z %(A[, BZ) > d - Teount | » (1O4b)
/=1

where we recall that Qxy = 4/(0,%) and Pyy = 4(0,X,). We can then show the following
result. Applying Chernoft’s bound on these tails yield that if the threshold Teount is such that

Teount € (—dkL (Qxv||Pxy), dxL(Pxy||@xy)), then

@p,d S €xXp [_d . EQ(Tcount)] ) (105&)
@p,d Z 1 — exXp [_d : EP(Tcount>] ) (1O5b)

where Eg and Ep are defined in (11).

Theorem 7 (Count test strong detection). Fiz d € N. Suppose there is a threshold Teount €
(—dkL(Qxv]||Pxy), dxL(Pxy||@xy)) with

2
EQ(Tcount) =W (d_l 1Og %) s (106&)

Ep(Teount) = w(k™'d 7). (106b)

Then, R(¢eount) — 0, as n — oo. In particular, R(¢eount) — 0, as n — oo, if p? =
1—o((n?/k)="4).

As mentioned right above Theorem 3, the seemingly similar normalized counting pro-
cedure in [6], excludes the d = 1 case, and in fact requires that d > dp, for some fixed
dy € N. Our result above holds for any natural d > 1. Also, interestingly, the threshold
p? =1 —o(n=*?) coincides with the threshold for the recovery problem [2], achieved by the
exhaustive maximume-likelihood estimator, while the count test is clearly efficient.

The count test is not optimal. Consider the regime where d — oo. In this case, when
d = w(logn), we have R(¢eount) — 0, if dp? = w(log(n?/k)) = w(logn), almost independently
of the value of k. The following simple test, however, exhibits better statistical guarantees
in the regime where k = Q(n/y/logn). Define,

n

bam(X.Y) £ 1 {sign<p> SXTY > %'”'} . (107)

1,7=1

Intuitively, ¢eum sums all n? possible inner products of feature pairs, and compares this
sum to the threshold %‘p‘, which is simply the average between the expected values of the
sum under the null and alternative hypotheses. The idea behind this test is that under the
alternative hypothesis, where the databases are correlated, this sum is larger as compared
to the null hypothesis, where the databases are uncorrelated. Note that this test is by no
means novel, and was proposed and analyzed for the case where k = n already in [4]. Here,
we analyze its performance for any value of k£, and use a simpler first and second moment

analysis as compared to [4]. We have the following result.

2

Theorem 8. Consider the test in (107). Then, R(¢sum) — 0, as d = oo, if p* = w(3).
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Thus, if for example % — k € (0,1], then we see that R(¢eum) — 0 if x%dp? = w(1),

strictly better than the guarantees we obtained for the count test. When w(1) = d = O(logn)
the count test is successful only if (at best) p? = 1 — Q(1), while the sum test allows for
vanishing correlations as k2dp* = w(1). When d is fixed, however, the sum test is completely
useless, and the count test is useful. Also, in the regime where k = O(n/+/logn), it can be
seen that the count test have better statistical guarantees compared to the sum test

Next, we consider weak detection. As mentioned right above Theorem 4, by definition,
any test that achieves strong detection achieves weak detection automatically. As so, the
count and sum tests above achieve weak detection under the same conditions stated in
Theorems 7 and 8. Nonetheless, as for the d = 1 case, in the regime where d is fixed, we
can obtain stronger performance guarantees under the weak detection criterion. Specifically,
consider the (straightforward) generalization of the comparison test in (14). We define,

> (X —Yy)

Z‘?j

(bcomp(XaY) = 1 {

< 9} , (108)

if p € (0,1], and we flip the direction of the inequality in (108) if p € [-1,0), and 0 € R,.
Let G ~ #/(0,1) and G’ ~ 4 (0,1 — £|p|). We define the threshold 6§ as the value for which

iy (w00 (00-2p1)) =2 (1612 <) -2 (612 =) (a0

Again, such a value exists by the definition of the total-variation distance for centered Gaus-
sian random variables (see, e.g., [24, pg. 10]). We then have the following result.

Theorem 9 (Comparison test weak detection). Consider the detection problem in (1), and
the comparison test in (108), with 6 given by (15). If p* = Q(1) and k = O(n), then
lim,, 00 R(¢comp) < 1, for any d > 1.

Comparing Theorems 7 and 9, we see that when d is fixed, then weak detection is
possible if p? is of order constant, while for strong detection our test requires the correlation
to converge to unity sufficiently fast. On the other hand, if d — oo, then the count and sum
test clearly have better performance guarantees. Finally, we mention here that Theorem 9
holds for any natural d > 1, while the weak detection guarantee (achieved by the sum test) in
[4, 6] holds under the assumption that d > 601log2. For clarity, we emphasize the detection
criterion and asymptotic regime where each one the test above are most relevant/operate
the best:

e Count test: strong detection and d € N.
e Comparison test: weak detection and d € N.

e Sum test: strong detection and d — oo.

Discussion. In the regime where k = o(n), our results shows that the detection problem
gets statistically harder in the sense that strong detection becomes impossible even if p? <
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Weak Detection Strong Detection

Asymptotics Possible Impossible Possible Impossible
n,d — oo, k = Q(d™) o(d™1) w(d™) (1-9Q(1))-d*
@(n) Theorem 8, [4] | Theorem 6,[6] Theorem 5,[4] Theorem 5, 6]
d — o0, n con- Q(d_l) o(d_l) w(d‘l) O(d_l)
stant, k = @(n) Theorem 8, [4] | Theorem 6,[6] Theorem 8,[4] [6]

__2 a4\ *
n — oo, d con- Q1) o(1) 1-o (n a1 /\n_3> min (p*(d),d ")
stant, k = @(n) Theorem 9 Theorem 6,[6] Theorem 4,[6] Theorem 5,[6]
n = ood | 1=CE)TT AT L —w((B)R)] | 1= (/) ~) | dT1-((2)F)]
constant, Theorem 7 Theorem 6 Theorem 7 Theorem 5
k = O(log(n))

Table 2: A summary of our bounds on p?, for weak and strong detection, as a function of the
asymptotic regime. The one marked with * is for d > 1, where for d = 1 only n=%* is defined. The
referenced papers contains result matching those presented for the special case k = n.

(1 —e(n,k))d™!, where €(n, k) — 0, as n — co. For example, if k = O(logn), then

1 dp? F
- <1+ 11
Hl—(dpz)l_{ +1—dp2} ’ (10)

i=1

and so (93) is satisfied if

1
1 E2\F
p* < y [1 — (cﬁ) ] : (111)
for some C > 0. We note that

(&) - (o) -0

which proves that the problem is strictly harder. To see that, consider, for example, the
one-dimensional case d = 1. For any ¢ > 0, by (93) and (112) we have that detection is

where such p exist for sufficiently large n since e™/1°8(") decays faster than n~=%, for all a.

In particular, there exists a sequence p,, that satisfies the strong detection condition of the
count test in Theorem 3 for £k = n, for which strong detection is theoretically impossible
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when k = O(logn). The discussion above is similar for the weak detection criterion as well.
When k& = ©(n), our lower and upper bounds suggest that the detection problem is roughly
statistically the same at least asymptotically. Finally, for general values of k, our lower
and upper bounds are inconclusive on the exact threshold at which a phase transition for
weak /strong detection occurs. However, as shown above, the lower bounds in Theorems 5 and
6 show that in certain regimes, the number k of correlated pairs has a non-trivial influence
on the statistical hardness of the problem. This could only be proved using our new method
for analysing the likelihood’s second moment. We summarize the above results in Table 2
next to previously known bounds in the literature.

5.1 Lower bounds

As in the proof for the d = 1 case, throughout this entire section, with some abuse of nota-
tion, we use lower-case Greek letters (such as, ) for integer matrices, and the dimensions of
these matrices are mentioned of understood by context. The prove strategy of Theorems 56
is the same as that of Theorems 1-2. We thereby repeat the exact same steps described in
the proof outline presented in Section 4.2. However, we would like to emphasize that despite
this similarity, a more refined analysis is required for the more complicated generalized mul-
tidimensional partly-correlated scenario. Note that (29) and (32) are true regardless of the
structure of our problem and therefore hold for the generalized model as well. Accordingly,
we follow the same approach of evaluating the second moment of the likelihood ratio by rep-
resenting it as a linear combination of basis functions, and then use Parseval’s identity. We
consider the Hilbert space L?(%#) of all random variables over R™*?¢ x R"*¢  with the inner
product defined in (16). As in the one-dimensional case, the set of multivariate Hermite
polynomials {Haﬁ}m 8 form an orthonormal basis, but now «a, 3 € N**¢ are n x d coefficient
matrices (rather than vectors), and

H,5(X,Y) = HHh% i HHhﬁ” ij) (114)

=1 j5=1 =1 j5=1

For an n x d integer matrix a define |a| = >, - a;; to be its L' norm, and RS(a) to be the
row support of «, that is, the set of indices of the non-zero rows of «,

RS(a) ={1<i<n|(wai,...,0iq) #0}. (115)

We also generalize the definition of the equivalence relation we defined in Section 4 for integer
vectors to integer matrices. We say that a = f if there exists a permutation o € S,, such
that [ is obtained by permuting the rows of a according to o. We denote the equivalence
class of a by [a]. Now, using Parseval’s identity, we obtain,

B, [Z(XY)] = 12X V)5, (116)
= Z <Ha,ﬁ(X7Y)7g(X7Y)>§l’O : (117)
m=0 (q,8)e(N"*4)2
|al+|B8|=m

Our goal now is to give an exact expression for the orthogonal projection coefficients
(Ha,p(X,Y), Z(X,Y)) g, This is done in a similar fashion to Lemma 1.
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Lemma 3. For any o, B € N**¢,

(Has(X,Y), Z(X,Y)) 5, = p*! - Plo(8) = a] - P[RS(cr) € ] (118)

o (=) oo

Proof. We start the proof by repeating the steps of the proof of Lemma 1. Given ¢ and %/,
the pairs (Xij, Yo(:),;)i,; are statistically independent random variables, and thus,

=1{a=3,|RS(a)| < k} -

APy,
(o s (X ), 26 V) g, = B | o X Y) 327 (120)

o
= Eg, [Has(X,Y)] (121)
= Eo5 [Esmjo [Hap(X, Y)]] (122)

n d

=Eo |Eajo | [[T] 7, (Xid) - By, (Yotir) ] (123)

=1 j=1

n d

= Eo,z/ HH 1o, E [ C“zJ ) ’ hﬁg(i),j(YU(i)J)}] : (124)

Now, recall that conditioned on o and %, for all i € [n], if i ¢ H, then X, ; and Y, ; are
independent. Thus, if a;; or B,(;) ; are non-zero, we get

Es oo | has;(Xig) - hﬁg(i),j(Yo(i)J)] = Esjo.x [hai,;(Xij)] - Eajo, (hﬁa@),j(Ya(z’),j)) (125)
—0, (126)

where the last equality follows since distinct Hermite polynomials are orthogonal under
(") and therefore

E?fﬂcr,% [haiyj (Xz,j>:| = <h'a7;7j7 h0>%0 = 07 (127)
if (07%] 7& O, and

IE7f1|05'[ [hﬁa(l)j(Y (i),j)] = <hﬁa(i),j7 h0>%0 =0, (128)

if B5(:),; 7 0. Thus, on one hand, given o and %, we obtain that the product

n

d
H HE%HU,% [hai,j (Xi,j) ) hﬁo(i),j (YU(Z')J):| (129)

i=1 j=1

can be non-zero only if o;; = By, = 0 for any @ # K and j € [d]. On the other hand,
given o, &, i € X and j € [d], by the proof of Lemma 1, we have

Eajot |y (Xi) - iy, (Yotn)| = 0790 [ = oo s] (130)
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Therefore, combining (126) and (130) we have

n d
;. (6% ]_Bo' ),7 aiyj:BU i ,j:(]
HH %’ﬂa%[ 00y Xi) B, (Yot ) | = P20 l{wezgéf}} m{ gt sl }
(131)
= 1 {o(B) = 0} 1{RS(@) C ). (132)

We now conclude,

<Ha,ﬁ(xa Y)a g(xa Y))yfo = EU,.%

n d
H H Bt o [h%j (Xi) - hﬁau),j (YU(i)J)u (133)

= Ewn o [P*1{0(8) = a} L{RS(a) C H}] (134)
= p"'P[o(8) = o] P[RS(ar) € H]. (135)

Since o is uniform on S,, o(f) is uniformly distributed over all [3], which is the set of
matrices obtained by permutations on the rows of 5. Thus,

Plo(8) = af :ﬁl{azﬁ}:ﬁl{azﬁ}. (136)

For a fixed a = 3, note that P [RS(«) C H] is non-zero only if |RS(a)| < k, in which case,
since # is uniform over ([Z]),

(o) e

RS K= 2 = : 137
e | e (137)
This completes the proof. O

We carry on with our analysis of Eg, [Z£(X,Y)?] in (117). Plugging in the orthogonal
projection coefficients calculated in Lemma 3, we obtain,

Ew, [£ Z > (Hap(XY), Z(X. V)5, (138)
m= O(QB Nnxd
Ia\+|5\
=1+ Z > (Hap(X,Y), Z(X.Y))5 (139)
m=1 (q,8)e(N"*4)2
la]+|Bl=m

2la| IRS(@)-1| —i\?2
_1ry % Ho=ARS@)I<H Lo ] =

m=1(q,8)e(Nnxd)?
\a|+\/3|

R (E2)
TS

IRS(0)] =¢
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[e%) . k /-1 ]{?—’L 2 1
L S (=) 2, 2T (142)

|a|=m

IRS ()| =¢

:1+ip2mi%_l (z:z)Q QGNZ ﬁ (143)

|a|=m

IRS(c)|=¢

acNnxd
{[a] |aj=m }
IRS(ex )| 4

Note that when &k =n and d = 1, (144) reduces to the expression in (72), as expected.

We now turn to estimate the number of equivalence classes [a], for @ € N"*4_ |a| = m
and |[RS(a)| = ¢, for a fixed ¢ < k. To that end, as in the one-dimensional case, we notice to a
correspondence between equivalence classes and d-dimensional integer distribution functions
with certain properties. Specifically, for a € N**¢, consider the function p, : N* — N, such
that p,(v) is the number of rows of «, which are equal to v € N¢. We also note that |a| =
and |RS(«)| = ¢ if and only if

S paw) =t and S [olpa(v) = m, (145)

vENd vENd

(144)

where |v| = Zle v;. As in the one-dimensional case, we have that a = f if and only if

Do = ps. Thus, we wish to bound the number of integer distribution functions which satisfy
(145).

Lemma 4. For fired { < k and m € N, we have

Z H (q+d—1

1
p1EPar(m,f) qGN

p1(q)
) < [{p:N?* = N | p satisfies (145)},

(146)

where py is a partition of the integer m to exactly ¢ parts,®> and,

. p1(q)
[{p: N’ = N | p satisfies (145)}| < Z H (q +d 1) (147)

p1€Par(m,¢) geN

< d™|Par(m,?)|. (148)

Proof. We note that any d-dimensional distribution function p which satisfies (145) corre-
sponds uniquely to an unordered list of ¢ non-zero vectors in N?, such that the sum over all
entries of all vectors together is m. For a given vector v € N, p(v) represents the number
of occurrences of the vector v in this list. Thus, in order to prove the desired bounds on
[{p : N* = N | p satisfies (145)}|, we will bound the number of such unordered lists.

2It is convenient to think about p; as a one-dimensional integer distribution function, such that p;(q) is
the number of parts of size ¢ in a given partition.
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Proof of (147). We upper bound the number of the unordered lists described above by
using a procedure that generates all possible lists, and then bounding the number of distinct
lists generated by this procedure. We first go over all possible norms of vectors v in that
list. Since the summation of these weights is exactly m, we should go over all partitions of
the integer m to exactly ¢ elements. Having the norms of the vectors in the list fixed, we
upper bound the number of ways to choose integer vectors with these exact norms. For a
partition part with weight ¢, the number of vectors in N¢ with weight ¢ is exactly the same
as the number of ways to distribute ¢ elements into d cells, which is known to be equal to
(q+d_1). For a fixed partition py, there are p;(q) parts with weight ¢, and therefore, there are

d—1
at most (q;ﬁl)pl(q) ways to generate d-dimensional integer vectors with such norm. Taking

into account all of the distinct parts of the partition p;, we upper bound the number ways
to generate appropriate d-dimensional integer vectors by,

I1 (q;f; 1)1,1@‘ (149)

qeN

This concludes the first upper-bound.

Proof of (148). For the second upper bound, we note that the factor (q;ﬁl), which is the
number of ways to distribute ¢ elements into d cells, can be upper bounded by d?. If each
one of the ¢ elements is a associated with a distinct item, they have d optional cells each, and

therefore, together, the ¢ elements have d? optional distributions along the d cells. Hence,

p1(q)
{p:N?— N | p satisfies (145)} < Z H <q - ) (150)

p1€Par(m,¢) geN

< Z qu-m(q (151)
p1EPar(m,f) geN

< Z d>=qen 4P1(9) (152)
p1E€Par(m,f)

= > (153)
p1€Par(m,£)

= |Par(m, ¢)| d™. (154)

Proof of (146). For the lower bound, we note that for a fixed ¢, the expression in (149)
may over-count the number of possible ways to choose pi(q) unordered d-dimensional vectors
whose norms are ¢, because different orderings of such vectors are counted multiple times.
Thus, we lower bound the number of possible ways to choose p;(q) unordered d-dimensional
vectors with norms equal to ¢, by dividing by p;(¢)!, the maximal number of multiple counts
for each set of p;(q) vectors. The rest of the analysis is carried out similarly to the upper
bound. O

We are now ready to prove our lower bounds.

Proofs of Theorems 5-6. We continue from (144), and use Lemma 4 to obtain,

o, [Z(X,Y)?] =1+ Z P i ﬁ ( ) {[a] e H (155)

RS()|=¢
=0 im0 IRS(e)]
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00 k (-1 2
k—1 aeNnxd
= 2m al=m
=1+> p ZH(H_Z) {[a] |RS(|Q):£H (156)
m=1 /=0 i=0
00 k (-1 k—i 2
=1+> "> ] <n_l) d™ |Par(m, )| (157)
m=1 £=0 =0
(a) LA 2
<1+ (dp)™> (ﬁ) |Par(m, )| (158)
m=1 =0
(b) [e%) . k ]{Z 2
<1+ Z (dp?) (—) |Par(m, 0)| (159)
m=1 (=0 n
k‘ 2 oo k
=1+ <ﬁ) > (dp*)™ > [Par(m, 0)| (160)
m=1 (=0

— 1+ > (dp*)™ Par(m, <), (161)

VR

3|

~~
[N}

where (a) follows since the function £=% is monotonically decreasing as a function of i, as

long as n > k, and (b) follows since |Par(m,0)| = 0, for any positive integer, and (k/n)?* is
decreasing with /.

Now, recall the well-known formula for the generating function of integer partitions to
at most k elements (see, for example, [29, Chapter 1.3]),

1

1— 2

[e'e) k
Pe (z) =) [Par(m, <p)|2' =[] (162)
m=0 i=1
where the infinite sum converges when |z| < 1. Thus, for any p? < é, the infinite sum in
(161) converges, and we have,
) &
Ea [Z(X,Y)}] < 1+ (E) > " [Par(m, <;)|(dp*)™ (163)

m=1

<1- (%) " (%)2;|Par<m, <Ol(dP)" (164)
:1+<§)2<QW—1). (165)

The proof is concluded by repeating the same exact steps as in the proofs of Theorems 1—
2, by using Cauchy-Schwartz inequality (32) for the impossibility of weak detection, and
Lemma 4 for the impossibility of strong detection. O

Let us now compare our proof technique with the one in [4, 6, 7], where a straightforward
analysis of Eg, [£?] is carried out. Repeating the same steps in [6], while generalizing the
analysis for the partly correlated scenario, one can show that Eg, [Z(X,Y)?] can be expressed
using the following representation of random permutations cycle enumerators. The proof of
the following result appear is relegated to Appendix .2.
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Proposition 1. The second moment of the likelihood ratio for the detection problem defined
in (89) is given by

IE?'fo [ff(x, Y>2] = E,Ey

b 1
H (1— p2€)dN5(a,.%)] g (166)

/=1

where Ny(o, Z') is the number of cycles of o whose intersection with the set [k| K is of size

l.

In the fully correlated scenario where k = n, our generalized model reduces to the one
studied in [6, 4]. In this case, Ny(o, &) becomes Ny(o), which is the number of cycles of
length ¢ of a random permutation. The analysis of (166) is already involved and requires
a delicate case by case analysis for the different asymptotic regimes of n,d, and p, using a
certain Poisson approximation of the random variables (N;(c)),. Our method for calculating
Esx, [Z (X, Y)?], however, is able to recover the results in [6], but for all regimes at once.

In the case where k& < n, it becomes unclear how to evaluate the expression in (166).
Conditioning on the size of the intersection F# N [k], which we denote here by i, it is possible
to express (166) as a weighted average of elements of the form

Eq

b 1

[] | (167)
— 12\dNg(o,[2

= [1)]

where Ny(o, [i]) is the size of the number of cycles of o intersecting the interval [i] in exactly
¢ points. It seems likely that a Poisson approximation for the variables (N;(o, [4]))s,; exists,
and may be used in order to estimate Egx [Z(X,Y)?]. However, proving such a Poisson
approximation theorem is highly non-trivial, and has its own intellectual merit. We therefore
leave it for future research.

Remark. As discussed above, in the fully correlated scenario where k =n and d — oo, the
lower bounds in Theorems 5 and 6 recover the sharp threshold d=', proved in [6]. When d is
fixed, on the other hand, our lower bounds are not tight in general. To wit, recall that it was
proved in [6] that strong detection is impossible if p < p*(d), and p*(d) is a certain function
of d. As it turns out, for d > 4, we have p*(d) > 1/d, and so as our results in this paper do
not improve upon [6]. This suggests that a more delicate analysis of (156) is required. We
suspect that the loose step in our proof, is use of the bound |Par(m,)|d™ on the number of
equivalence classes in (156). As proved in Lemma 4, a sharper bound is,

(@)
qg+d—1\"
> H( g ) . (168)
p1E€Par(m,£) geN

The (almost) matching lower bound from Lemma 4 hints that (168) might be a strictly better
candidate for analysing (156). Unfortunately, evaluating (168) seems quite complicated, and
calls for a fine analysis of high-order statistics of random integer partitions.
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5.2 Upper bounds

Count test. We prove now Theorem 7, and mention again that Theorem 3 is just the
special case where d = 1 and k = n. Consider the test in (102). We start by bounding the
Type-I error probability. Markov’s inequality implies that

]P)%’b (¢C0unt = ]- ]P)%’b (Z j i j 2 kgj ) (169)

i,j=1
2n2@
- kP,

(170)

On the other hand, we bound the Type-II error probability as follows. Under %7, since our
proposed test is invariant to reordering of X and Y, we may assume without loss of generality
that the latent permutation is the identity one, i.e., ¢ = Id. Then, Chebyshev’s inequality
implies that

]P)?ﬁ (¢count - 0 ]P)?ﬁ (Z j I ] < kﬁ) (171)

i,j=1
b 1
<Py, (Z F(X.Y) < 5%%) (172)
k
4- Var, <Ei=1 J(Xi, Yz))
<

1
< o , (173)

where Var, denotes the variance w.r.t. Pyxy. Noticing that

Var,, <Z I (X, Yi)) = Var, (J(X.,Y))) (174)

i=1

= kP, (1 P,). (175)
we finally obtain,
41 -2, 4
P count = 0) < P < . 176
1 (¢ t ) — k@p — k:@p ( )

Thus, using (12) we obtain

€xp [_d : EQ(Tcount)]

= exp [=d- Br(reom)] (77)

m 2
]P)?fo (¢count - 1) S 7

and

4
k- (1 — exp [—d . EP(Tcount>]).

]P)?ﬁ (¢count - 0) S (178)
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For strong detection, we see that the Type-II error probability converges to zero as n — oo,
if 1 — e 4Brlreom) — (y(k~1), which is equivalent to Ep(Teount) = w(k~'d'). Under this
condition we see that the Type-I error probability converges to zero if "—:e_d'EQ(Tm“”t) =o(1),
which is equivalent to Eg(Teount) = w(d ™! log %2)

Finally, we show that for (106) to hold it is suffice that p? = 1 —o((n?/k)~*%). We start
by calculating 1p and 1g. The following result is proved in Appendix .1.

Lemma 5. For —1;52 <Aand |l =\ < %,

vo(N) = 27 log(1 — ) — L logll — (1~ A% (179

and for |\ < 1/p?,

Yp(A) = —% log(1 — p?) — %log(l — A?p?%). (180)

Using Lemma 5 with 7ount = 0 we have

Bq(0) = sup —ig() > ~¥(1/2) (181)
1 2 1 2
= —ilog(l—p )+§log(1—p /4). (182)
Similarly,
Ep(0) = Sup —Yp(A) > —Pp(-1/2) (183)
= —i log(1 — p?) + %log(l —p*/4). (184)

Thus, (106) hold if p? = 1 — o((n?/k)=%/4).

Sum test. For simplicity of notation define T(X,Y) £ > i1 XTY;. Let us analyze first
the Type-1I error probability. We have

Varg, (T(X,Y))

< - (186)
(B [TOXY)] = 7)

assuming that 7 < Eg, [T(X,Y)] = kdp. Let us find the variance of T(X,Y) under #;. Since
Ea [T(X,Y)] = kdp, we are left with the calculation of the second moment of T(X,Y).

Without loss of generality, assume that o* = Id and # = [k| (as the bound is invariant
under averaging over ¢ and % ). Furthermore, note that for i € # we have (X;,Y;) are
equally distributed as (pY; + /1 — p2Z;,Y;), where Z; ~ 4 (04,1;), and {Z;}, are i.i.d,
independent of {Y;},. Thus,

k n n n
TY) =D D Y+ V1= 22)" Y+ > Y 72y, (187)
i=1 j=1 i=k+1 j=1
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k n k n n n
=p Y D VIV VI=p2 ) Y 2+ Y Y A4, (188)

=1 j5=1 i=1 j5=1 i=k+1 j=1
k k n k n n n
DN GETI DD DR RIVIE) 39 DEATEED DD D47
i,j=1 i=1 j=k+1 i=1 j=1 i=k+1 j=1
(189)
:pHYkHz +p-VIVED 1 — p2ZTY + (29 TY (190)

where we have defined Y £ ZZ Y, Y, £ ZZ Y, y(+) & S j1 Yis 7, = ZZ | Zi, and
Zk+1 Zz k+1 Z Note that ¥ ~ ./V(Od,n Id) Yk ~, ./V(Od, k- Id) Zk ~, ./V(Od, k- Id)
and finally Z*** ~ 4 (04, (n — k) - Id). We also note that

(Zy, Zy) AL (Y, Y3, V¥ and Y, 1L YA (191)

Thus, since all vectors have zero mean, the expected value of the crossing terms in E[T(X, Y)?]
are nullified, and as so,

Ea, [TOGCY)?) = 2R [|[Viy] + 0B [TV +0)°] + (1= AR [ (207)]
+E [((Z’“*l)TY/)z} . (192)
By the independence structure in (191), we get,

E [(Zgif)?] —E[Y?Z,ZTY] (193)

—E[E[YTZ.2IY|Y]] (194)

=E[Y"-E|[Z.Z[|Y] Y] (195)

=E[Y'E[Z,Z]] Y] (196)

— KE [[|V][;] = knd. (197)

A similar calculation shows that E [((Z*1)TY)?] = (n — k)E [H}_/Hz] = (n — k)nd. Next,
we have,

E [(YkTY(k+1))2} _F [YkTY(k+1)(Y(k+l))T}7k}
= (n—k)E || %3] (198)

Recall that Y, ~ A4 (0g, k- I;). Denoting the elements of Y by Y = (Y1, Ys,...,Yy), we have
that for each 1 <i <d, Y; ~ #(0,k). Thus,

E|Vis=E[VZ+Y2+.. + Y7 =kd, (199)

I

implying that

E [(YJY““U)? = (n— k)kd. (200)
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Finally,

1=1

E||[%i],] =E (zd: Yf>2 (201)

d
=E|) V'+) Vv (202)
Li=1 i#j
= 3dk* + d(d — 1)k?, (203)

where we have used the fact that for W ~ 4#7(0,1?), it holds EW* = 30%. Combining the
above we finally obtain

Varg, (T(X,Y)) = p* (dk* + dkn) + (1 — p*)knd + (n — k)nd. (204)

In the same way, we get that Eg, [T(X,Y)] = 0 and Varg, (T(X,Y)) = (n — k)nd. Recall that
T =0 - pkd, for some § < 1. Then,

Varg, (T(X,Y))

P [6(X,Y) = 0] < . 205
nlox.Y) = 0) < 2 L) (209
_ p?(dk* 4+ dkn) + (1 — p*)knd + (n — k)nd
o (1 —0)2p2k2d> (206)
_ 1 N n (1—p*)n (n—Fk)n (207)

(—0)d  (1—0)dk " (1=002p%kd  (1—0)p%2d’

Thus, we see that if d — oo, p2d2—2 — 00, p*dE — 0o, and % — oo, then we have
Py, [¢(X,Y) =0] — 0. Note however that pzdz—z — 00 is more stringent compared to
dh o0 and p*dE — oo; therefore, Py, [$(X,Y) = 0] — 0 if d — 0o and p*dE; — co. As for
the Type-I error probability, we get that

Varg, (T(X,Y))

P, [6(X,Y) = 1] < i 208
= T T Y) .
_ (n—k)nd
= S (200)
< m, (210)

which again vanishes provided that pzdﬁ—i — 00. Therefore, we can conclude that the sum
of the Type-I and Type-II error probabilities vanishes, as d — oo, if pzdﬁ—z — 00, as claimed.

Comparison test. We now prove Theorem 9. We analyze the case where p € (0,1],

with the understanding that the case where p € [—1,0) is analyzed in the same way. Let
A n d A n d

Gh=> ", ijl Xijand Go = > ijl Y;;. Then, under %, we clearly have G; — G ~

N(0,2nd), while under %, we have G; — Gy ~ A(0,2nd — 2kdp)). Therefore,

1 = R(@comp) = Por, (|G1 — G2| > 0) — Py (|G1 — G| > 0) (211)
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=P(|#(0,2nd)| > 0) — P(|#(0,2nd — 2kdp)| > 0) (212)

= drv (/V(O, 1),/ <0, 1— %p)) (213)
—Q(1), (214)

where the third equality holds by the definition of € in (109), and the last equality is because
p=1(1) and k = O(n).

6 Conclusion and Outlook

In this paper, we analyzed the detection problem of deciding whether two given databases are
correlated or not, under a Gaussian distributive model. With a particular focus on the canon-
ical one-dimensional case, we derived thresholds at which optimal testing is information-
theoretically impossible and possible. Our lower bounding technique is based on an orthog-
onal polynomial expansion of the likelihood function, which revealed interesting connections
to integer partition functions. While the study of the database alignment is relatively new,
there are many open questions going forward. We thereby mention several directions of
particular interest for future research:

1. Our polynomial expansion method proved very useful in our setting. Thus, it would be
interesting to develop a framework which implements similar ideas for general families
of inference problems with a hidden combinatorial structure, e.g., in planted subgraph
problems.

2. The information-theoretic thresholds for detection impossibility and possibility in the
Gaussian database alignment problem are fairly understood for d — oo. Nevertheless,
the case where d > 2 and fixed, is not solved completely. While the best currently
known strong detection lower bound is given by min(1/d, p*) < 1, state-of-the-art
strong detection algorithms work only if p? approaches 1 sufficiently fast. Closing
this evident gap is an important step towards complete understanding of the database
alignment problem.
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.1 Proof of Lemma 5

We compute 1 (A) using its definition,

B 1 —(X%2+Y?)p? +2XY)p

b =B | e (= )| o
) ) —(X?24+Y?)p? +2XYp
=3 log(1 — p*) +logEg {exp ()\ 20— ) )} : (216)

Using the well-known fact that the moment generating function of Gaussian random variable
W ~ N (p,0?) squared is given by,

1 it
2\1 — 77 21
Elexp (tW?)] 5 exp (1 — 2t02) ) (217)
when Real(t0?) < 1/2, we have that fo A < 71),
—(X?24+Y?%)p? +2XY [ —(X?24+Y?%)p? +2XY
B |exp (AT H YD 2XYON g g [ (A2 YD 22XV
20— ) | 20— )
(218)
[ 2 —v?2 2+2XYp
—Eo | N E e( REGT ‘X” (219)
i —A(P2—1) 12 ( o= X)2
_Eg |e 1A XE 21=7%) ‘ X (220)

_ 2_ _ 2

(@ Eq |e s X i R e ms v
1 —p?+ Ap?
(221)
1—p? —A1=Np? 2
-p P

@ 1— p2 . 1 — p2 + )\p2 (223)
V1= 1= (1= 2)2p?

/1 — 2
= 4 ) (224)

VI-0- 77

where (a) follows from (217) with t = —)\/(2(1 — p?)), u = —X and % = p? as given X,
pY — X is dlstributed as N (X, p*). (b) follows from (217) as well, with u = 0, 0> = 1 and
_ AU\
b= 2(1-p +>\p
The calculation of 1p(A) is very similar. As in (224) we have

. Plugging in (224 ) (216), we conclude the first part of the proof.

—(X2 4+ V%)% +2X Yp)} L (229)

5p(3) = =3 log(1 = ) + IogEp fexp (A=

38



We repeat the the calculation of the moment generating function using (217) and obtain
that for all |\| < 1/p? we have

R G e e R e R e A

(226)

= Y2p2+2XYp
2= ‘X (227)

_ Ap? X2
=Ep|e 20-H7 E |e

“A?-1) yo ALY = X)2

K
—Ep |e20-" X R e< B 'X” (228)

T “Mp?—1) y2 1 —2(1-p?)x2
= EP {e 205 7 Y ce 20+a?) } (229)
A7 (14+A) y2
=4/ T )\ 2Ep |:62(1+)\P2) } (230)
2
_ /le . 11+_Ap"; (231)

S (232)

V1= p?

where (a) follows from (217) with t = —=\/(2(1 — p?)), u = X(p* — 1) and 02 = p (1 —p?)
(b)

as given X, under the measure P, pY — X, is distributed as 4 (X (1 — p?), p*(1 — p?)). (b
follows from (217) as well, with p =0, 0> =1 and t = (lJ(rl/\J;’\ Plugging in (232) to (225),

we conclude.

.2 Proof of Proposition 1

We follow the steps of the proof of [4, Theorem 2|. Let # ~ Unif([z}), and o be chosen
uniformly over S,,, where ¢ and # are mutually independent. By the model definition, it is
easy to see that

X, Y)
TY) (233)

H Py, (Xi, Yo))

(234)
% IP)?/O (Xza Ya(z))

Let %' and ¢’ be independent copies of & and o, respectively. Then, using Fubini’s theorem
we have,

P (Xs, Yoi) Po (X, Yy
LXY)?=E 1 |[] 52 7 X Yo)
KUK ie P% Xi, Y ) e P% (Xi7 Yag)

[ H ]P%l(XZaYO'(Z))]P%l (XHYO';)
IP)?/O (Xza Yo’(l)) IP)?/O (Xza Yo’i)

(235)

=E o‘J_Lo’/
LI cowna
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0 eiayy I sy o
iea\a ~ TN L)) g g T I\ Lo
L EoioBrua [9(H, H' 0,0)]. (237)
Thus, the second moment of the likelihood is given by,
Es, [Z(X,Y)?] = Eou o By n 5B [9(H, H',0,0)]. (238)

Looking at (236) we note that the expectation of the last two products w.r.t. % is unity.

A P?fl (leya(l))

Specifically, for simplicity of notation, define gy4(o) = [],c, Fr(KoYo0) Then, we have
o\ AXirto(s

B, [9(H, Z' 0,0")] = Ex, {gznzf(a)gzmzf(al)gﬂ\%'(0)9%'\%(0')]
= Eg, {E% (9709 (0)9xnz (") 9o\ (o) garn g (o)
| X%m%',Yo(%m%'),Ya'(%n%')]] (239)
= Egx, [ngn%' (0) g5 (0" ) Eszy (9090 (0) g (o)

| Xsznzs Yo(xna, Ya/(ymz/)]] (240)

a)
(: E% [g%m%'(U)QXm%/(U/)

. ]E%’O [g%\%r(a)g%/\%(g/) ‘ YU(%Q%’)aYU’(%ﬁ%’)]} (241)
b
2 Egz, [g‘%”?f’(a)gzmyﬂ(al) - Eg, [957/\%'(0)‘ Yo(ana), Ya’(%m%’)}
By (97 (0")| Yo(ansn, Yorans] ] (242)
(2 Eg, [Q%ﬂ%’(o')g%m%'(o'/)E% [957[\%’(0)‘ Yo(%ﬂ%’)]
B, [9%/\%(0/)} Ya'(ymyﬂ)} ] (243)

= Ex, [gym%’ (0) g0 (0" )Ex o [950\50 () B o (900500 (0 )]} , (244)

where (a) follows from the independence of (Xga%', Yo(xnw'), Yo (#nzr)) o0 Xggng, (b) and
(¢) follow similarly by independence properties of X and Y, and the inner expectation Ex -
in (244) is taken w.r.t. the distribution of {X;},c#\ %/, under %, and similarly for Ex%,\%,
while the outer expectation in (244) is over the remaining random variables. Now, we note
that

H P, (Xi, Yo))

(245)
]P)?fo (XZ YU(i))

EXW\W [93’[\%’ (0)] = EX?{\W’
ISV AW 44
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P Xi7 Yo i

CAVARTN AV 2 AV A P (X ( )
P Xi7 Yo’ )
_ / de%\%, (247)
Xo\a' i€ x\ %" w0 (Yo(i))
— H Pin (Vo) (248)
e L6 (Yo@)
=1. (249)

In the same way, we have Ex_, _[gonx(0)] = 1. Therefore,

Bl (X Y] = E gt B e (o) ()] | (250)
HILH
P il Xi, Yo Pg (XiaYcrf)
=K, o E%o H P%(X Y())P 1X YZ : (251)
VAN A ieHNH! %0( 2 O'(Z)) ?fo( 1) O';)
By symmetry we may assume that 7' = Id and &’ = [k]. Then, the expression above
simplifies to,
P Xw}/; ]P) 1 XiaYO'i
Ew[Z(X.Y)") =Eos |Em | [] 7 (X0, Y0) P (X, Yorw) (252)

iclkng P?fo (Xw Y;) P?fo (qu Ya(z))
Denote the product in (252) by Z, . We recall that a cycle of a permutation o is a string
(i0, 12, ..., 1|c|—1) of elements in [n] such that o(i;) = ij41 mod |¢) for all j. If |C] = ¢, we call
C a l-cycle. For a fixed cycle C, we denote

A H ]P)%l (Xz'> Yz) ]P)?ﬁ (Xia Ycr(i))
P?fo (Xw YD P?fo (qu Ya(z))

Zow (253)

i€[k]nxNC

Since the set of cycles of a permutation induce a partition of [n], the random variables
{Zc.o } e, corresponding to all cycles of o, are independent (w.r.t. Pg,), and thus,

Lo = H Zoa- (254)
c
The following lemma is a straightforward generalization that follows easily from the proof
of [4, Lemma 10].

Lemma 6. For a fized cycle C of a permutation o, and a set &, we have

1

By | Zo.| = (1 — pAlRInanCTyd" (255)
Using this lemma, we get that
Eg, [Z (X, Y)2] = E,ExEsx, [Zo,%] (256)
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where Ny(o, %) is defined as

Ny(o, &)= |{C €0

= E,ExEsz,

= ]EUE%

=E,Ex

=E,Ey

H Zow
~Le

[1Ex [Zo.q]

[ 1
1- p2[k]mﬁm(1)d]

-2

1
— 20Ny (o, %) |
ﬁﬁlp>‘(]

K NnZNC| =0}
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