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Abstract. We present a fully probabilistic approach for solving binary optimization problems with black-box
objective functions and with budget constraints. In the proposed probabilistic approach, the optimization variable
is viewed as a random variable and is associated with a parametric probability distribution. The original binary
optimization problem is then replaced with an optimization over the expected value of the original objective, which
is then optimized over the probability distribution parameters. The resulting optimal parameter (optimal policy) is
used to sample the binary space to produce estimates of the optimal solution(s) of the original binary optimization
problem. The probability distribution is chosen from the family of Bernoulli models given the binary nature of
the optimization variable. The optimization constraints generally restrict the feasibility region. This effect can be
achieved by modeling the random variable with a conditional distribution given satisfiability of the constraints. Thus,
in this work we develop conditional Bernoulli distributions to model the binary random variable conditioned by the
total number of nonzero entries, that is, the budget constraint. This approach (a) is generally applicable to binary
optimization problems with nonstochastic black-box objective functions and budget constraints; (b) accounts for
budget constraints by employing conditional probabilities that sample only the feasible region and thus considerably
reduces the computational cost compared with employing soft constraints; and (c) does not employ soft constraints
and thus does not require tuning of a regularization parameter, for example to promote sparsity, which is challenging in
sensor placement optimization problems. The proposed approach is verified numerically by using an idealized bilinear
binary optimization problem and is validated by using a sensor placement experiment in a parameter identification
setup.
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1. Introduction. This paper describes a fully probabilistic approach for solving budget-
constrained binary (or categorical) optimization problems of the form

(1.1) ζopt = argmax
ζ

U(ζ) s.t. ζ ∈ {0, 1}ns , ∥ζ∥0 ∈ Ωn ⊆ {0, 1, . . . , ns} ,

where the objective function U is a black-box real-valued deterministic function. We use maxi-
mization in (1.1); however, the approaches and analyses presented in this work apply equally to
minimization problems. This will be highlighted in the discussion as needed. This is an NP-hard
combinatorial optimization problem that arises, with various complexities of the objective U , in
abundant applications including machine learning and computer vision [22, 28, 36, 51, 52, 55]; natu-
ral and social sciences and social network analysis [23,33,59]; healthcare and drug discovery [29,57];
and a wide range of economics and engineering applications [44,56]. Solving such binary optimiza-
tion problems in large-scale applications by brute force is computationally infeasible because the
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solution space grows exponentially with the dimension of ζ. Specifically, for ζ ∈ {0, 1}ns , the
number of possible realization of ζ is 2ns .

Of special interest is the problem of optimal resource allocation and optimal sensor placement
in large- to extreme-scale data assimilation and inverse problems [16–18, 27, 42]. This problem is
usually formulated as a model-constrained optimal experimental design (OED) [1, 2, 4, 6, 9, 10, 30,
45,49,54]. The OED objective function U is a utility function that often quantifies the information
gain from an experiment, and the optimization problem is constrained by a simulation model and
sparsity constraint (e.g., budget constraints) on ζopt to avoid simply dense designs. This is usually
achieved by using an ℓ0 penalty/regularization term that is inherently nonsmooth. Thus, smooth
approximations of the penalty term are employed, and the binary sensor placement problem is
replaced with an approximate continuous relaxation that is then solved approximately following a
gradient-based approach [3, 10,10,32,37,58].

A stochastic learning (probabilistic) approach for solving unconstrained binary optimization
problems without the need for relaxation was introduced in [11] and extended to robust (e.g.,
max-min) optimization problems in [12]. This approach views the target optimization variable as
a random variable, associates a parametric probability distribution (policy) to that variable, and
replaces the binary optimization problem with an optimization problem over the parameters (proba-
bilities) of the probability distribution. Specifically, the objective U is replaced with an expectation

surface E
[
U
]
, and the resulting optimization problem is solved by following a stochastic gradient

approach. Thus the probabilistic approach has similarities with neuro-dynamic programming, rein-
forcement learning, and policy optimization [19,21]. The optimal set (the set of optimal solutions)
of the stochastic optimization problem includes the optimal solutions of the original optimization
problem, and the optimal policy enables exploration (sampling) of the optimal set, for example in
the case of nonunique optima.

The probabilistic approach is ideal for binary optimization with black-box objectives because
it only requires evaluations of the objective U at sampled realizations of the binary variable ζ. The
budget and sparsity promoting constraints can be embedded in the optimization objective function
as penalty terms [11, 47]. This approach, however, introduces the need for expensive tuning of
the penalty parameter, which is generally a challenging task especially when robust optimization is
required because tuning the penalty parameter by using traditional methods such as the L-curve can
fail due to the bilevel nature of the optimization problem. Heuristic approaches have been employed
to enforce hard constraints [47,48,50] including budget constraints. These heuristics, however, are
problem specific and still explore the full probability space and are thus computationally intensive
and are not always guaranteed to yield a feasible solution.

This paper presents a fully probabilistic approach for binary optimization problems with black-
box objective functions and with budget/cost constraints. The main idea is that constraints in an
optimization problem define a restriction on the domain by defining a feasible region (set of all
points satisfying the constraints) among which an optimal solution is sought. This corresponds to
conditioning in probability distributions. Specifically, one can define the probability distribution
of a random variable given that (conditioned on) a function of that variable (or another variable)
satisfies a set of constraints, for example, equality or inequality constraints. Our approach employs
a conditional distribution that defines the probability of ζ conditioned by the budget constraints
P (ζ |ζ ∈ {0, 1}ns , ∥ζ∥0 ∈ Ωn) and thus explores only the feasible region. Developing conditional
distributions for hard constraints is generally a nontrivial task, and of course various conditional
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models need to be modeled for different types of constraints. In this work we focus on budget
constraints that can be extended to many types of binary constraints. Moreover, the work provides
a rigorous foundation for handling other hard constraints in binary optimization with black-box
objectives.

Contributions. The main contributions of this work are summarized as follows.

1. We present an extensive treatment of a class of conditional Bernoulli models suitable for
modeling budget constraints in binary optimization. The existing theory and computational
methods for this class of probability models are very sparse and are limited to degenerate
probabilities. Specifically, we considerably extend the Poisson binomial and the conditional
Bernoulli models to properly handle degenerate probabilities. Moreover, we develop an-
alytical forms of the derivatives needed for the proposed optimization approach, discuss
moments (first- and second-order moments), and develop bounds on derivatives that are at
the heart of the convergence analysis of the proposed approach. In addition to the crucial
role these derivatives play in the proposed approach, they are suitable in general for model
fitting, for example, maximum likelihood fitting.

2. We propose a fully probabilistic approach that employs the developed probability models,
and we provide a complete algorithmic statement for solving binary optimization problems
with black-box objectives and budget constraints. This approach can be used as a plug-and-
play tool for solving a wide range of sensor placement optimization and decision-making
problems where the objective can be treated as a black box.

3. We discuss the convergence of the proposed approach and analyze its performance, strength,
and limitations.

4. We provide an open-source implementation of the proposed approach through the PyOED
package [8, 26] with the code used for generating results in this work available for future
comparisons and for benchmarking.

5. We carry out an extensive numerical analysis for the proposed approach using an idealized
bilinear binary optimization problem, and an OED optimal sensor placement experiment
to verify the quality of the proposed approach.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides the mathematical background
and overviews the probabilistic approach to unconstrained binary optimization. Section 3 provides
a detailed discussion of the probability models required for the proposed probabilistic optimization
approach, which is presented in Section 4. Numerical results are described in Section 5, and
conclusions are summarized in Section 6.

2. Background: Unconstrained Binary Optimization via Stochastic Learning. The
probabilistic optimization approach [11] aims to solve the unconstrained binary optimization prob-
lem

(2.1) ζopt = argmax
ζ

U(ζ) s.t. ζ ∈ {0, 1}ns ,

by regarding ζ = (ζ1, . . . , ζns
)T as a random variable following a multivariate Bernoulli distribution

with independent but not identically distributed Bernoulli trials ζ1, . . . , ζns associated with success
probabilities θi ∈ [0, 1]ns , i = 1, . . . , ns. The joint probability mass function (PMF) is thus given by

(2.2) P (ζ |θ) :=
ns∏
i=1

θζii (1− θi)
1−ζi , ζi ∈ {0, 1}, θi ∈ [0, 1] ,
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with an expectation given by

(2.3) Υ(θ) := Eζ∼P(ζ |θ)

[
U(ζ)

]
=

2ns∑
k=1

U(ζ[k])P (ζ[k] |θ) ; k = 1 +

ns∑
i=1

ζi 2
i−1 , ζi ∈ {0, 1} ,

where all possible realizations of ζ are labeled as ζ[k], k = 1, . . . , 2ns . Note that the indexing
scheme k = 1 +

∑ns

i=1 ζi 2
i−1 only associates each possible ζ ∈ {0, 1}ns with a unique integer index

k ∈ {1, . . . , 2ns}. The main idea is that the expectation (2.3) constructs a smooth surface—as
a function of success probabilities—that connects all possible realizations of the binary random
variable ζ. Thus, the probabilistic approach to unconstrained binary optimization [11] replaces the
original problem (2.1) with the following stochastic optimization problem,

(2.4) θopt = argmax
θ

Υ(θ) := Eζ∼P(ζ |θ)

[
U(ζ)

]
s.t. θ ∈ [0, 1]ns ,

which can be solved by following a stochastic gradient approach. Specifically, the gradient of (2.4)
can be approximated efficiently by using Monte Carlo samples from the corresponding policy, that
is, the multivariate Bernoulli distribution with parameter θ,

(2.5) ∇θEζ∼P(ζ |θ)

[
U(ζ)

]
= Eζ∼P(ζ |θ)

[
U(ζ)∇θ logP (ζ |θ)

]
≈ 1

Nens

Nens∑
j=1

U(ζ[j])∇θ logP (ζ[j] |θ) ,

where {ζ[j] ∼ P (ζ[j] |θ) |j = 1, . . . ,Nens} is a sample drawn from the Bernoulli distribution with
success probabilities θ. The gradient of the log-probability model (written in terms of its elements)

is given by ∇θ logP (ζ |θ) =
∑ns

i=1

(
ζi[j]
θi

+ ζi[j]−1
1−θi

)
ei , where ei is the ith normal vector (versor)

in Rns . Thus, the gradient and its stochastic approximation (2.5) only require the values of the
objective U at sampled realizations of ζ. The cost of sampling and evaluation of the gradient of
the log probability is negligible, and the cost of the process is exclusively dependent on the cost
of evaluating U . For example, when U involves evaluations of simulation models such as partial
differential equations, the cost can be significantly reduced by employing surrogate and reduced-
order models; see, for example, [31].

As discussed in [11], the stochastic approximation of the gradient is an unbiased estimator.
Its variance, however, can deteriorate the performance of stochastic gradient-ascent (in the case of
maximization) or gradient-descent (in the case of minimization) optimization procedures. Thus,
variance reduction methods are generally employed to reduce the variability of the stochastic gra-
dient while maintaining its unbiasedness. This can be achieved by using antithetic variates for
sampling, importance sampling, optimal baselines, or a combination thereof.

Modeling budget constraints. To account for hard (e.g., budget) constraints, one can em-
ploy soft constraints where a penalty term is appended to the objective to enforce a given constraint
on ζ [11, 12]. This approach, however, requires choosing a penalty/regularization parameter large
enough to enforce the constraint but also small enough to avoid domination of the objective func-
tion value over the constraint. While approaches such as the L-curve [39, 41] can be employed to
tune the penalty parameter, this approach is generally problematic (e.g., the robust formulation)
and is computationally expensive. Moreover, despite the reduction of the feasible region due to
the constraints, with employing soft constraints the whole domain of ζ is still sampled, leading to
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considerable waste of computational efforts and even inaccuracies in the solution procedure since
the result is not guaranteed to satisfy the budget constraint.

An alternative approach is to employ heuristics to enforce the budget constraint. For example,
Ryu et al. [50] enforce the budget constraint by a simple heuristic that orders the success prob-
abilities in decreasing order and samples each entry ζi ∈ {0, 1}, by comparing the corresponding
success probability θi with a uniform random sample ui ∼ U [0, 1] until the budget constraint is
fulfilled. While this is a simple approach, it has no guarantees and can fail in fulfilling the budget
constraint. The main reason is that such heuristics change the sampling process, which means the
samples generated are not distributed according to the multivariate Bernoulli distribution being
optimized.

Proper modeling of the hard constraints in general requires restricting the feasible region by
modeling the random variable ζ by a conditional probability distribution given satisfiability of the
hard constraints. Specifically, in order to employ (2.4) for solving (1.1), the random variable ζ needs
to be modeled by a conditional probability distribution P (ζ |θ; ζ ∈ Ωζ ⊆ {0, 1}ns). Developing such
a conditional distribution is a nontrivial task and is dependent on the type of the constraints. In
this work we focus on budget constraints suitable for decision-making, sensor placement, and OED,
as defined by (1.1).

In Section 3 we develop the conditional probability distributions required to model budget
constraints, and in Section 4 we present the fully probabilistic approach for solving (1.1).

3. Probability Models. In this section we develop the probability models that will model the
budget constraints in the probabilistic optimization approach proposed in Section 4. This section
is self-contained and presents a comprehensive analysis of the probability distributions of interest.
The reader interested only in the proposed optimization approach can skip to Section 4 and get
back to referenced models and identies in this section as needed.

Section 3 provides new developments and major extensions to combinatoric relations and prob-
ability models those are essential for the probabilistic approach proposed in Section 4. Specifically,
we develop and analyze the following probability models:

(3.1) P (ζ |θ) ; P (Z |θ) ; P (ζ |Z; θ) ; Z = ∥ζ∥0 =

ns∑
i=1

ζi ,

where ζ = (ζ1, . . . , ζns)
T is a collection of binary random variables (Bernoulli trials) with success

probabilities θ1, . . . , θns
, where θj ∈ [0, 1], j = 1, . . . , ns.

The first probability model in (3.1) is the multivariate Bernoulli model (2.2), which assumes
the trials are independent but not identically distributed. The second probability model P (Z |θ)
describes the probability of achieving a total number of successes (number of entries equal to 1) in
the ns trials. If the success probabilities are equal, this could be modeled by a binomial distribution.
Since the success probabilities are not necessarily identical, however, this distribution is described
by the Poisson binomial (PB) model [25]. The third probability model P (ζ |Z; θ) describes the
probability of an instance of the binary variable ζ, that is, a collection of the ns binary trials,
conditioned by their sum. This distribution can be defined by extending the conditional Bernoulli
(CB) model [25].

The unconditional multivariate Bernoulli model P (ζ |θ) is fully developed and well understood;
see, for example, [11, Appendix A]. Thus, in the rest of this section we focus on developing the
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PB and CB models, respectively. First, in Subsection 3.1 we develop a set of preliminary relations
and computational tools essential for formulating and analyzing both models. The PB model is
then described in Subsection 3.2, and the CB model is presented in Subsection 3.3. For clarity of
notation, and since all probability models discussed in this work are parameterized by the success
probabilities θ, we drop the dependence on θ from all distributions and state it explicitly only when
needed to avoid confusion. Additionally, for clarity of the discussion, the proofs of theorems and
lemmas introduced in Section 3 are provided in Appendix A.

3.1. Preliminary relations. A combinatoric function that is elementary to formulating and
evaluating the joint probabilities of both PB and CB models (3.1) is the R-function, defined as

(3.2) R(k,A) :=
∑
B⊆A
|B|=k

∏
i∈B

wi , wi =
θi

1− θi
, i = 1, . . . , ns ; A ⊆ S := {1, 2, . . . ns} ,

where S is the set of indices associated with all Bernoulli trials. Thus, the R-function R(k,A)
evaluates the sum of products of weights corresponding to all possible combinations of k different
choices of Bernoulli trials {ζi, i ∈ A}. As an example, let ζ = (ζ1, . . . , ζ4)

T ∈ {0, 1}4 with non-
degenerate success probabilities θ = (θ1, . . . , θ4)

T ∈ (0, 1)4. By defining the set of indices S =
{1, . . . , 4} and the weights {w1, . . . , w4} and by considering the case where A = S in (3.2), then
R(1, S) = w1 + w2 + w3 + w4, R(2, S) = w1w2 + w1w3 + w1w4 + w2w3 + w2w4 + w3w4, R(3, S) =
w1w2w3 + w1w2w4 + w1w3w4 + w2w3w4, R(4, S) = w1w2w3w4. Of course, as the dimensionality
increases, the R-function cannot be practically evaluated by enumeration. Efficient evaluation of
the R-function is addressed in Subsection 3.1.2.

Lemma 3.1 describes the derivative of the weights w vector (3.2), which will be essential for
developing derivatives of the probability models with respect to their parameters.

Lemma 3.1. Let ζ ∈ {0, 1}ns be a Bernoulli random vector with parameter θ ∈ (0, 1)ns , and
consider the vector of weights w := (w1, . . . , wns

)T with entries defined by (3.2). Then

(3.3) ∇θw = (I+ diag (w))
2
; ∇θ

ns∑
i=1

log (1 + wi) = 1 +w ,

where I is the identity matrix and diag (w) is a diagonal matrix with w on its main diagonal.

Proof. See Appendix A.

3.1.1. Inclusion probability. The inclusion probability (also known as the coverage prob-
ability) is the probability that a unit i is selected when a sample of size z is selected at random
from a given population of size ns. Because this is the probability of a single unit inclusion, it
is generally referred to as the first-order inclusion probability and is generally given a symbol πi.
Generally speaking, the kth-order inclusion probability πi1,...,ik is the probability that the tuple/set
of unique k units {i1, . . . , ik} is included in a sample of size z drawn without replacement from a
population of size ns [53]. For the general case of weighted sampling, and assuming each element i
of the population S := {1, 2, . . . , N} is associated with a probability θi of being selected in a sample
of size z, the kth-order inclusion probability (see, e.g., [25, 53]) is given by

(3.4) πi1,...,ik :=

(
k∏

t=1

wit

)
R(z − k, S \ {i1, . . . , ik})

R(z, S)
; i1, . . . , ik ∈ S = {1, . . . , ns} ,
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where for two sets A,B, the set difference A \ {B} is obtained by excluding elements of set B from
set A. For example, the first- and second-order inclusion probabilities, respectively, are given by

(3.5) πi = wi
R(z − 1, S \ {i})

R(z, S)
, πi,j = wiwj

R(z − 2, S \ {i, j})
R(z, S)

, i ̸= j, i, j ∈ S .

The first-order inclusion probability πi can be interpreted in the case of Bernoulli trials as
follows. Assume we are sampling a multivariate Bernoulli random variable ζ ∈ {0, 1}ns such that
only z entries are allowed to be equal to 1. In this case, the probability of the ith entry to be equal
to 1 in a random draw of ζ is πi. Note that for a fixed sample size z, the first- and second-order
inclusion probabilities (3.5) satisfy the following relations (see, e.g., [53] ):

(3.6)

N∑
i=1

πi = n , πiπj > πi,j , i, j = 1, . . . , ns , i ̸= j ,

with derivative information described by Lemma 3.2.

Lemma 3.2. First- and second-order inclusion probabilities (3.5) satisfy the following identities:

∂πi

∂wj
=

πj − π2
j

wj
δij +

πi,j − πiπj

wj
(1−δij)(3.7a)

∂πi,j

∂wi
=

πi,j

wi
(1−πi)(3.7b)

∂πi,j

∂wj
=

πi,j

wj
(1−πj)(3.7c)

∂2πi,j

∂wi ∂wj
=

πi,j

wi wj

(
(1−πi)(1−πj)− δij(πi − π2

i )− (1−δij)(πi,j − πiπj)
)
,(3.7d)

where δij is the Kronecker delta function, i, j = 1, 2, . . . , ns.

Proof. See Appendix A.

Corollary 3.3 follows immediately from Lemma 3.2 by definition of logarithm derivative and by
using Lemma 3.1.

Corollary 3.3. First- and second-order inclusion probabilities (3.5) satisfy the following:

∂πi

∂θj
=

(1 + wj)
2

wj

((
πj − π2

j

)
δij + (πi,j − πiπj) (1−δij)

)
(3.8a)

∂πi,j

∂θi
=

(1 + wi)
2

wi
πi,j (1−πi)(3.8b)

∂πi,j

∂θj
=

(1 + wj)
2

wj
πi,j (1−πj)(3.8c)

∂2πi,j

∂θi ∂θj
=

πi,j(1 + wi)
2(1 + wj)

2

wi wj

(
(1−πi)(1−πj)− δij(πi − π2

i )− (1−δij)(πi,j − πiπj)
)
.(3.8d)
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3.1.2. Efficient evaluation of the R-function. As mentioned earlier, evaluating the R-
function by enumerating all possible combinations, that is, by using (3.2), is computationally chal-
lenging and can be infeasible for large cardinality. The value of the R-function, however, can be
calculated efficiently by using one of the following recurrence relations [25, 35, 38, 40]. For any
nonempty set A ⊆ S = {1, . . . , ns},

R(k,A) =
1

k

k∑
i=1

(−1)i+1 T (i, A)R(k − i, A) ; T (i, A) :=
∑
j∈A

wi
j ,(3.9a)

R(k,A) = R(k,A \ {k}) + wkR(k − 1, A \ {k}) ,(3.9b)

R(0, A) = 1 ; R(k,A) = 0 ∀ k < 0 or k > |A| .(3.9c)

The initial condition of the R-function is given by

(3.9d) R(1, A) =
∑
B⊆A
|B|=1

∏
i∈B

wi =
∑

B⊆{{1},...,{ns}}

∏
i∈B

wi =
∑
i∈A

wi =
∑
i∈A

θi
1− θi

. ,

which can also be obtained by setting k = 1 in (3.9a). As stated in [25, Section 2], the first recurrence
(3.9a) requires a total of zns+(z2/2)−(3z/2) additions and zns−ns+z2 multiplications to compute
R(z, S). The second relation (3.9a), on the other hand, requires zns− z2 additions and zns− z2+ z
multiplications. Thus, both methods cost O(zns). The first method, however, can be numerically
unstable given that the values of T (i, A) grow exponentially.

The recurrence relation (3.9b) is used to tabulate the values of R(·, ·) recursively where the
ith row (starting with index n = 0) corresponds to the values of R(n,A) for subsets A ⊆ S
with cardinality |A| = 0, 1, . . . , |S| = ns. A tabulation procedure that employs this relation was
presented in [25, Table 3], in which cell c(i, j), 1 ≤ i ≤ min(k, j) ≤ ns in the table is generated by
c(i, j−1)+wj×c(i−1, j−1), where the first row is filled with 1 by using the fact that R(0, A) = 1,
as stated earlier. The tabulation procedure is summarized in (Figure 1), and we will build on it
for evaluating derivatives of the R-function; see Subsection 3.1.3. Unlike (3.9a), each iteration z of
the tabulation procedure resulting from (3.9b) requires only maintaining values of R(i−1, ·), which
considerably reduces memory requirements.

3.1.3. Derivatives of the R-function. The probability distributions discussed later in this
work rely on the R-function, and thus we need to develop a method to efficiently evaluate the
gradient of this function. Since the recurrence (3.9a) is generally numerically unstable for large
cardinality (we have tested that already), we focus on the tabulation procedure based on (3.9b).

To apply (3.9b), the tabulation procedure (see, e.g., Figure 1) calculates each cell c(i, j) by
using the relation c(i, j)← c(i, j−1)+wj×c(i−1, j−1), 1 ≤ i ≤ min(k, j) ≤ ns, which means one
can calculate the gradient of each cell recursively to the tabulation procedure similar to the principle
of automatic differentiation. Specifically, ∇wc(i, j)← ∇wc(i, j− 1)+wj ×∇wc(i− 1, j− 1)+ c(i−
1, j−1)ej , where we used the fact that ∇wwj = ej . Thus, to evaluate the gradient of the cells in the
ith row of the table recursively, we need to keep track of both the values and the derivatives of the
cells on the previous row of the table. Specifically, the gradient ∇wR(n, S) is computed recursively
by the following tabulation procedure (along with the tabulation of R-function evaluation). The
first row n = 0 is set to c′(0, ∗) := 0 for all values of ns, and each cell c′(i, j) := ∇wc(i, j) is given by
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n = 0

n = 1

n = 2

1

−

−

N = 0

1

w1

−

N = 1

1

w1 + w2

w1w2

N = 2

−

w1 +
w2 + w3

w1w2 +
w1w3 +
w2w3

N = 3

−

−

w1w2 + w1w3 +
w1w4 + w2w3 +
w2w4 + w3w4

N = 4

×w1 ×w2 ×w3

×w2 ×w3 ×w4

+ +

+ +

Fig. 1. Recursive generation of R(n, S), n = 2, S := {1, 2, 3, ns = 4} by using the relation (3.9b).

n = 0

n = 1

n = 2

0

−

−

N = 0

0

c(0, 0)e1 = e1

−

N = 1

0

c(0, 0)e1 +
c(0, 1)e2 =
e1 + e2

w2e1 +
c(1, 1)e2 =
w2e1 + w1e2

N = 2

−

c(0, 0)e1 + c(0, 1)e2 +
c(0, 2)e3 = e1+e2+e3

w2e1 +w1e2 +w3e1 +
w3e2 + c(1, 2)e3 =
(w2 + w3) e1 +
(w1 + w3) e2 +
(w1 + w2) e3

N = 3

−

−

(w2 + w3) e1 + (w1 + w3) e2 +
(w1 + w2) e3 +w4 (e1 + e2 + e3) +
c(1, 3)e4 → ∇wR(2, S) =
w2 + w3 + w4

w1 + w3 + w4

w1 + w2 + w4

w1 + w2 + w3



N = 4

×w1 ×w2
×w3

×w2 ×w3 ×w4

+ +

+ +

Fig. 2. Recursive generation of ∇wR(n, S), n = 2, S := {1, 2, 3, ns = 4}, where R(n, S), n = 2, S :=
{1, 2, 3, ns = 4} is obtained as described in Figure 1.

the relation c′(i, j)← c′(i, j−1)+wj×c′(i−1, j−1)+ c(i−1, j−1)ej . To formalize this approach,
we use the same example given by Figure 1 to describe the tabulation procedure for gradient
evaluation in Figure 2. Note that the tabulation procedure provides the first-order derivative of the
R-function with respect to the Bernoulli weights (3.2). The gradient with respect to the Bernoulli

probabilities θ can be obtained by applying the chain rule ∇θR(·, ·) = (∇θw)
T ∇wR(·, ·) and by

employing Lemma 3.1.

In addition to the method described above for gradient tabulation, we can define derivatives of
the R-function using inclusion probabilities as summarized by Lemma 3.4.
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Lemma 3.4. The R-function (3.2) satisfies the following relations for wi, wj ; i, j ∈ A ⊆ S,

∂R(k, A)

∂wi
= R(k − 1, A \ {i}) = πi R(k,A)

wi
,(3.10a)

∂logR(k, A)

∂wi
=

πi

wi
,(3.10b)

∂2R(k, A)

∂wi ∂wj
= δijR(k − 1, A \ {i, j}) = δij

πi,jR(k, A)

wiwj
.(3.10c)

where δij is the delta function and the first- and second-order inclusion probabilities πi, πi,j are
given by (3.5).

Proof. See Appendix A.

Corollary 3.5 follows immediately from Lemma 3.4 by the definition of logarithm derivative
and by using Lemma 3.1.

Corollary 3.5. The R-function (3.2) satisfies the following relations for wi, wj ; i, j ∈ A ⊆ S:

∂R(k, A)

∂θi
=

πi(1 + wi)
2R(k,A)

wi
,(3.11a)

∂logR(k, A)

∂θi
=

πi(1 + wi)
2

wi
,(3.11b)

∂2R(k, A)

∂θi ∂θj
=

δijπi,j(1 + wi)
2(1 + wj)

2

wi wj
.(3.11c)

The significance of Lemma 3.4 and Corollary 3.5 is that they provide closed forms of the
gradient of the R-function and also provide second-order derivative information. Despite being data
parallel—components of the gradient and the Hessian can be computed completely in parallel—
each entry of the gradient requires evaluating the R-function for a different set and thus requires
constructing a table for each entry to calculate first-order probabilities.

3.2. Poisson binomial distribution. In this section we discuss the PB model, which models
the sum of independent Bernoulli trials with different success probabilities [25]. In other words, the
PB distribution models the probability of the ℓ0 norm of a multivariate Bernoulli random variable.
Let Z ≡ Z(ζ) := ∥ζ∥0 =

∑ns

i=1 ζi, where ζ is a multivariate Bernoulli random variable with non-
degenerate success probabilities θ ∈ (0, 1)ns . Then Z follows a PB distribution with joint PMF
given by

(3.12) P(Z = z) =
∑
B⊆A
|B|=z

∏
i∈B

θi
∏
j∈Bc

(1−θj) = R(z, S)

ns∏
i=1

(1−θi) =
R(z, S)∏ns

i=1(1+wi)
; z = 0, 1 . . . , ns .

The R-function (Subsection 3.1) will be used to evaluate the PMF and its derivatives. Specif-
ically, the gradient of the PMF of the PB distribution (3.12) with respect to the distribution
parameters is described by the following Lemma 3.6.
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Lemma 3.6. Let Z :=
∑ns

i=1 ζi be the sum of a multivariate Bernoulli random variable with
success probabilities θ ∈ (0, 1)ns and weights w := θ

1−θ calculated elementwise. Then

∇θP(Z = z) = P(Z = z)
(
(1 +w)2 ⊙∇w logR(z, S)− (1 +w)

)
(3.13a)

∇θ logP(Z = z) = (1 +w)2 ⊙∇w logR(z, S)− (1 +w) .(3.13b)

Proof. See Appendix A.

Corollary 3.7 follows immediately from Lemma 3.6 and Lemma 3.4. Note that while (3.14)
simplifies the derivative formulation, it is more computationally expensive to apply than (3.13) since
it requires constructing an independent table for each of the inclusion probabilities. Nevertheless,
these formulae will make it easier to carry out convergence analysis because we know the bounds and
behavior of the weights wi and the inclusion probabilities πi as well as the probabilities P(Z = z).

Corollary 3.7. Let Z :=
∑ns

i=1 ζi be the sum of a multivariate Bernoulli random variable with
success probabilities θ ∈ (0, 1)ns and weights w := θ

1−θ calculated elementwise. Then

∇θP(Z = z) = P(Z = z)
( (1 +w)2

w
π − (1 +w)

)
,(3.14a)

∇θ logP(Z = z) =
(1 +w)2

w
π − (1 +w) ,(3.14b)

where π := (π1, π2, . . . , πns) is a vector consisting of first-order inclusion probabilities (3.5) and all
operations on the vectors w and π are entrywise.

3.2.1. The degenerate case . So far, we have assumed the parameter of the PB model,
that is, the success probabilities are non-degenerate θi ∈ (0, 1)∀i = 1, . . . , ns. This is mainly due
to the utilization of the R-function in evaluating the PMF and the associated derivatives. An
important question is what happens at the bounds of the probability domain, that is, when any of
the success probabilities is equal to either 0 or 1. Here we extend the PB model (3.12) to include
the case of degenerate probabilities. It is sufficient to consider the case where only one entry of θ is
degenerate/binary, since the following arguments can be applied recursively. Lemma 3.8 describes
the properties of the PB model at the boundary of the domain of the ith success probability θi.
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Lemma 3.8. The PB model (3.12) satisfies the following identities.

P (Z = z |θi = 0) = R(z, S \ {i})
ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

(1− θj)(3.15a)

P (Z = z |θi = 1) = R(z − 1, S \ {i})
ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

(1− θj)(3.15b)

lim
θi↘0

P(Z = z) = P (Z = z |θi = 0)(3.15c)

lim
θi↗1

P(Z = z) = P (Z = z |θi = 1)(3.15d)

∂P(Z = z)

∂θi

∣∣∣∣
θi=0

=
∂P(Z = z)

∂θi

∣∣∣∣
θi=1

=
(
R(z − 1, S \ {i})−R(z, S \ {i})

) ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

(1− θj)(3.15e)

lim
θi↘0

∂P(Z = z)

∂θi
= lim

θi↗1

∂P(Z = z)

∂θi
=

∂P(Z = z)

∂θi

∣∣∣∣
θi=0

=
∂P(Z = z)

∂θi

∣∣∣∣
θi=1

.(3.15f)

Proof. See Appendix A.

The significance of Lemma 3.8 is that it shows that the PMF of the PB model and its derivative
with respect to the parameters (probabilities of success) θ are both smooth. Moreover, it provides
a rigorous definition the PMF and its derivative for the degenerate case where the weights wi =
employed in the R-function and in (3.12) are not defined, that is, when θi = 1. Theorem 3.9 describes
a generalization of the PB model where the success probabilities are allowed to be degenerate. The
proof is eliminated because it follows immediately from (3.12) and (3.15).

Theorem 3.9. Let ζ = (ζ1, . . . , ζns
) ∈ {0, 1}ns be a multivariate Bernoulli random variable

with success probabilities θ = (θ1, . . . , θns
) ∈ [0, 1]ns . Let Z = ∥ζ∥0 =

∑ns

i=1 ζi be the sum of entries
of ζ, that is, the total number of successes in ns Bernoulli trials, and let

(3.16a) S = {1, 2, . . . , ns}; O = {i ∈ S | θi = 0}; I = {i ∈ S | θi = 1} .

Then the PMF of the PB model over the closed interval θ ∈ [0, 1]ns is given by

(3.16b) P (Z |θ) = R(z − |I| , S \ {I ∪O})
∏

j∈S\{I∪O}

(1− θj) ,

and the gradient of the PMF with respect to the distribution parameters is

(3.16c) ∇θP (Z |θ) =
ns∑
i=1

(R (z − |I| , S \ {I ∪O})−R (z, S \ {I})
) ∏

j∈S\{I∪O}

(1− θj)

 ei ,

where ei is the ith normal vector in Rns .

Proof. See Appendix A.

Note that (3.16b) reduces to (3.12) when both sets of indices I and O are equal to the empty set
ϕ and thus the non-degenerate PB model (3.17) is a special case of the more general form (3.16b).
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3.3. The conditional Bernoulli distribution. The CB model [24] models the distribution
of a random vector ζ composed of ns Bernoulli trials with success probabilities θ ∈ (0, 1)ns condi-
tioned by the total number of successes, that is, Z = ∥ζ∥0 =

∑ns

i=1 ζi. Given the non-degenerate
probabilities of success θi ∈ (0, 1), i = 1, . . . , ns, the PMF of the CB model (often denoted by
CB(θ, z)) is given by

(3.17) P (ζ |Z=z) = P

(
ζ1, . . . , ζns

∣∣∣∣∣
ns∑
i=1

ζi=z

)
=

ns∏
i=1

wi
ζi∑

d∈{0,1}ns ;∥d∥0=z

∏ns

i=1 wi
di

=

ns∏
i=1

wi
ζi

R(z, S)
,

where the Bernoulli weights wi, i = 1, . . . , ns and the R-function are as described in Subsection 3.1.
The gradient of the CB model PMF (3.17) is summarized by Lemma 3.10.

Lemma 3.10. Let ζ = (ζ1, . . . , ζns
)T ∈ {0, 1}ns be a multivariate Bernoulli random variable with

success probabilities θ = (θ1, . . . , θns
)T ∈ (0, 1)ns , and let Z := ∥ζ∥0 =

∑ns

i=1 ζi. Then

∇θP (ζ |θ; Z=z) = P (ζ |θ; Z=z)
(1 +w)

2

w
⊙
(
ζ −w ⊙∇w logR(z, S)

)
,(3.18a)

∇θ logP (ζ |θ; Z=z) =
(1 +w)

2

w
⊙
(
ζ −w ⊙∇w logR(z, S)

)
,(3.18b)

where the vector of weights w is defined by (3.2) and ∇w logR(z, S) is described by subsection 3.1.3.

Proof. See Appendix A.

While (3.18a) enables efficient evaluation of the first-order derivatives of the CB model PMF
with respect to its parameters, we can employ first- and second-order inclusion probabilities to
formulate equivalent formulae for both first- and second-order derivatives. This is summarized
by Lemma 3.11.

Lemma 3.11. Let ζ = (ζ1, . . . , ζns
)T ∈ {0, 1}ns be a multivariate Bernoulli random variable with

success probabilities θ = (θ1, . . . , θns
)T ∈ (0, 1)ns , and let Z := ∥ζ∥0 =

∑ns

i=1 ζi. Then

∂logP (ζ |Z=z)

∂θi
=

(1 + wi)
2

wi
(ζi − πi) ,

(3.19a)

∂P (ζ |Z=z)

∂θi
= P (ζ |Z=z)

(1 + wi)
2

wi
(ζi − πi) ,(3.19b)

∂2P (ζ |Z=z)

∂θi ∂θj
= P (ζ |Z=z)

(
∂2logP (ζ |Z=z)

∂θi ∂θj
+
(1+wi)

2

wi

(1+wj)
2

wj
(ζi−πi)(ζj−πj)

)
,(3.19c)

∂2logP (ζ |Z=z)

∂θi ∂θj
=

(1+wi)
2(1+wj)

2
(
δij

(
(w2

i−1)
(1+wi)2

(ζi−πi)+(π2
i −πi)

)
+(1−δij) (πiπj−πi,j)

)
wi wj

,

(3.19d)

where the weights wi are defined by (3.2) and the inclusion probabilities πi and πi,j are given
by (3.5).

Proof. See Appendix A.
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3.3.1. Moments of the CB model. Here we analyze the conditional expectation and con-
ditional variance-covariance under the CB model. Specifically, Lemma 3.12 summarizes important
identities for both first- and second-order moments under the CB model.

Lemma 3.12.

E
[
ζi|Z = z

]
= πi ,(3.20a)

E
[
ζiζj |Z = z

]
= δijπi + (1− δij)πij ,(3.20b)

cov (ζi, ζj | Z = z) = δij(πi − π2
i ) + (1− δij)(πi,j − πiπj) ,(3.20c)

E
[
∇θ logP (ζ |Z = z) |Z = z

]
= 0 ,(3.20d)

var(∇θ logP (ζ |Z = z) |Z = z) =

ns∑
i=1

(1 + wi)
4

w2
i

(πi − π2
i ) ,(3.20e)

where the total variance of the gradient ∇θ logP (ζ |Z = z), in the last equation, is defined as the
sum of variances of its entries.

Proof. See Appendix A.

3.3.2. The degenerate case . Similar to the treatment of the degenerate case of a degenerate
PB model presented in Subsection 3.3.2, Lemma 3.13 describes the properties of a degenerate CB
model.

Lemma 3.13. The CB model (3.17) satisfies the following identities.

P (ζ |θi = 0;Z = z) =


1

R(z,S\{i})
∏ns

j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j ; ζi = 0

0 ; ζi = 1
,(3.21a)

P (ζ |θi = 1;Z = z) =

0 ; ζi = 0
1

R(z,S\{i})
∏ns

j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j ; ζi = 1 ,(3.21b)

lim
θi↘0

P (ζ |Z = z) = P (ζ |θi = 0;Z = z)(3.21c)

lim
θi↗1

P (ζ |Z = z) = P (ζ |θi = 1;Z = z)(3.21d)

∂P (ζ |Z = z)

∂θi

∣∣∣∣
θi=0

=


−R(z−1,S\{i})1
(R(z,S\{i}))2

∏ns
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j ; ζi = 0

1
R(z,S\{i})

∏ns
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j ; ζi = 1

,(3.21e)

∂P (ζ |Z = z)

∂θi

∣∣∣∣
θi=1

=


−1

R(z−1,S\{i})
∏ns

j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j ; ζi = 0

R(z,S\{i})
(R(z−1,S\{i}))2

∏ns
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j ; ζi = 1

,(3.21f)

lim
θi↘0

∂P (ζ |Z = z)

∂θi
=

∂P (ζ |Z = z)

∂θi

∣∣∣∣
θi=0

(3.21g)

lim
θi↗1

∂P (ζ |Z = z)

∂θi
=

∂P (ζ |Z = z)

∂θi

∣∣∣∣
θi=1

.(3.21h)
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Proof. See Appendix A.

Lemma 3.13 enables us to handle degenerate/binary success probabilities in a CB model as
follows. First, the Bernoulli sum z is reduced by the number of probabilities (entries in θ) equal
to 1. Second, the dimension ns is reduced by the number of binary entries by removing the entries
of ζ and θ corresponding to 0/1 probabilities in θ. To formalize this procedure, we conclude this
section with Theorem 3.14, which summarizes the most important identities of the CB model given
the discussion presented above. The proof of the theorem is omitted because it follows immediately
from the definition of the CB model’s PMF for non-degenerate probabilities (3.17) and Lemma 3.13.

Theorem 3.14. Let ζ = (ζ1, . . . , ζns
) ∈ {0, 1}ns be a multivariate Bernoulli random variable

with success probabilities θ = (θ1, . . . , θns
) ∈ [0, 1]ns . Let Z = ∥ζ∥0 =

∑ns

i=1 ζi be the sum of the
entries of ζ, that is, the total number of successes in ns Bernoulli trials, and let

(3.22a) S = {1, 2, . . . , ns}; O = {i ∈ S | θi = 0}; I = {i ∈ S | θi = 1} .

Then the PMF of the CB model over the closed interval θ ∈ [0, 1]ns is given by

(3.22b) P (ζ |Z = z) =


∏

j∈S\{I∪O}
wj

ζj

R(z−|I|,S\{I∪O}) ; ζj = θj ∀j ∈ {I ∪O},
∑

j∈S\{I∪O}
ζj = z − |I| ,

0 ; o.w.,

where wj =
θj

1−θj
and the gradient of the PMF with respect to the distribution parameters is

∇θP (ζ |Z = z) =
∑ns

i=1
∂P(ζ |Z=z)

∂θi
ei, where where ei is the ith normal vector in Rns and the partial

derivatives for i ∈ S are given by

(3.22c)
∂P (ζ |Z = z)

∂θi
=



P (ζ |Z = z) (1+wi)
2

wi

(
ζi − wi R(z−|I|−1,S\{I∪O∪{i}})

R(z−|I|,S\{I∪O∪{i}})

)
; 0 < θi < 1 ,

−R(z−|I|−1,S\{I∪O})
(R(z−|I|,S\{I∪O}))2

∏
j∈S\{I∪O}

w
ζj
j ; ζi = 0

1
R(z−|I|,S\{I∪O})

∏
j∈S\{I∪O}

w
ζj
j ; ζi = 1

 ; θi = 0 ,

−1
R(z−|I|,S\{I∪O})

∏
j∈S\{I∪O}

w
ζj
j ; ζi = 0

R(z−|I|+1,S\{I∪O})
(R(z−|I|,S\{I∪O}))2

∏
j∈S\{I∪O}

w
ζj
j ; ζi = 1

 ; θi = 1 ,

such that both the PMF and its derivative are continuous for θ ∈ [0, 1]ns .

Proof. See Appendix A.

Note that the non-degenerate CB model (3.17) is a special case of the more general form (3.22b).
Specifically, (3.22b) reduces to (3.17) when both sets of indices I and O are equal to the empty set
ϕ.
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3.4. Generalized conditional Bernoulli model. Here we introduce a formal generalization
to the CB model (3.22) where the scalar z is replaced with a set of admissible values. Specifically,
Lemma 3.15 describes a generalized CB (GCB) model that describes the probability distribution
of a multivariate Bernoulli random variable ζ conditioned by multiple possibilities of the sum
Z ∈ Z := {z1, . . . , zm}.

Lemma 3.15. Consider the multivariate Bernoulli random variable ζ, and consider the set Z :=
{z1, . . . , zm} ⊆ {0, 1, . . . , ns}. Then,

P (ζ |Z ∈ Z) =

∑
z∈Z

P (ζ |Z = z)P(Z = z)∑
z∈Z

P(Z = z)
,(3.23a)

∇θ logP (ζ |Z ∈ Z) =

∑
z∈Z

P (ζ |Z=z)∇θP(Z=z)+
∑
z∈Z

P(Z=z)∇θP (ζ |Z=z)∑
z∈Z

P (ζ |Z=z)P(Z=z)
(3.23b)

−

∑
z∈Z
∇θP(Z=z)∑

z∈Z
P(Z=z)

,

∇θP (ζ |Z ∈ Z) = P (ζ |Z ∈ Z)∇θ logP (ζ |Z ∈ Z) ,(3.23c)

E
[
f(ζ)|Z ∈ Z

]
=

1∑
z∈Z

P(Z = z)

∑
z∈Z

E
[
f(ζ)|Z = z

]
P(Z = z) ,(3.23d)

var(f(ζ)|Z ∈ Z) =

∑
z∈Z

E
[
f(ζ)2|Z = z

]
P(Z = z)∑

z∈Z
P(Z = z)

(3.23e)

−

m∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

E
[
f(ζ)|Z = zi

]
E
[
f(ζ)|Z = zj

]
P(Z = zi)P(Z = zj)(∑

z∈Z
P(Z = z)

)2 ,

where f is real-valued function f : {0, 1}ns → R and P(Z = z) and P (ζ |Z = z) are the PMFs of
the PB (3.12) and the CB (3.17) models, respectively.

Proof. See Appendix A.

The significance of Lemma 3.15 is that it enables employing the PB model and the CB model
to evaluate probabilities, moments, and gradients under the GCB model.

3.5. Sampling. Here we provide the machinery for generating samples from the probability
distributions discussed in Section 3.

3.5.1. Sampling the PB distribution. Sampling a PB distribution (3.16b) amounts to
weighted random sampling with replacement from the set {0, 1, . . . , ns}, where the weights (prob-
abilities) are defined by the PB PMF (3.16b) for each value in this set. Hence, sampling a PB
distribution is straightforward. In the reset of this section we focus on sampling the CB and the
GCB models described in Subsection 3.5.2 and Subsection 3.5.2, respectively.
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3.5.2. Sampling the CB distribution. One can sample exactly from a CB model [25, 38]
or use alternative methods such as Markov chain Monte Carlo; see, for example, [34]. Here, for
completeness, we summarize an algorithm that samples the CB model exactly; see [34, Appendix A].
To sample a CB model (3.22b) with success probabilities θ and conditioned by the value of the sum
Z = z, we follow two steps. First, we define a matrix-valued function q(i, j) = P(

∑ns

m=j ζm = i−1),
with entries (with indices starting at 1) given recursively by

q(i, j) :=


∏ns

m=j(1− θm) if i = 1 ,

θns if i = 2, j = ns ,

0 if i > ns − j + 2 ,

θj q(i− 1, j + 1) + (1− θj) q(i, j + 1) otherwise ,

;
i = 1, . . . , z + 1 ,
j = 1, . . . , ns .

(3.24)

Second, we utilize the following sequential decomposition of the CB model to generate a sample.
Each entry of a CB random variable ζi, i = 1, . . . , ns is sampled sequentially by calculating the
corresponding probability conditioned by previous entries and by the distribution parameter, and
by the sum Z = z. The inclusion probability of the jth entry, that is, the probability of setting the
entry to 1, is

(3.25)

P (ζj = 1 |ζ1, . . . , ζj−1, Z = z) =
P(ζj = 1, ζ1, . . . , ζj−1, Z = z)

P(ζ1, . . . , ζj−1, Z = z)

=
P (ζ1, . . . , ζj−1,

∑ns

m=1 ζm = z |ζj = 1)P(ζj = 1)

P(ζ1, . . . , ζj−1,
∑ns

m=1 ζm = z)

=
P(
∑ns

m=j+1 ζm = z − 1−
∑j−1

m=1 ζm)P(ζj = 1)

P(
∑ns

m=j ζm = z −
∑j−1

m=1 ζm)

=
q(z−

∑j−1
m=1 ζm , j + 1) θj

q(z+1−
∑j−1

m=1 ζm , j)
,

which formulates the probability in terms of the matrix-valued function (3.24). Thus, by using (3.24)
and (3.25), we can sample realizations from a CB model sequentially. Note that the matrix q
defined by (3.24) is sparse and is fixed for fixed parameters θ, z. This procedure is summarized
by Algorithm 3.1.

3.5.3. Sampling the GCB distribution. Generating a random sample of size Nens from
the generalized CB model (3.23a) is carried out in two steps. First, a set of Nens realizations of the
parameter Z is drawn with replacement from the set Z := {z1, . . . , zm} by using weighted random
sampling with weights equal to the probabilities dictated by the PB distribution (3.12), that is,
{P (Z = z1 |θ) , . . . ,P (Z = zm |θ)}. Second, for each realization Z = z in the collected sample,
use Algorithm 3.1 to draw a sample from the CB model with parameters θ, z.

4. Probabilistic Black-Box Binary Optimization. Here we describe a fully probabilistic
approach for solving binary optimization problems with black-box objective functions and bud-
get/cost constraint (1.1). We start in Subsection 4.1 by discussing in detail the case of budget
equality constraints. We then describe in Subsection 4.2 a generalization that addresses the case
of budget inclusion (e.g., inequality) constraint. For clarity, the proofs of theorems and lemmas
introduced in Section 4 are provided in Appendix B.
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Algorithm 3.1 Generate a sample from the CB model (3.22b).

Input: Distribution parameters θ, z, and sample size Nens.
Output: A sample {ζ(i) ∈ {0, 1}ns ∼ P (ζ |θ; Z=z) |i = 1, . . . ,Nens} drawn from (3.22b)
1: Calculate the matrix q using (3.24)
2: Initialize a sample S = {}.
3: for i ← 1 to Nens do
4: for j ← 1 to ns do
5: Initialize ζ(i) ∈ {0, 1}ns

6: Calculate pj using (3.25)
7: Sample a uniform random value ui ∼ U(0, 1)
8: if uj >= pj then

9: ζ
(i)
j ← 1

10: else
11: ζ

(i)
j ← 0

12: end if
13: end for
14: Update S ← S ∪ {ζ(i)}
15: end for
16: return S

Algorithm 3.2 Generate a sample from the GCB model (3.23a).

Input: Distribution parameters θ, Z := {z1, . . . , zm}, and sample size Nens.
Output: A sample {ζ(i) ∈ {0, 1}ns ∼ P (ζ |θ; Z∈Z) |i = 1, . . . ,Nens} drawn from (3.23a)
1: Calculate weights/probabilities W = {P (zi |θ) |i = 1, . . . ,m} using (3.12)

2: Sample Ẑ = {ẑi|i = 1, . . . ,Nens} with replacement from Z using weighted random sampling
with weights W

3: Extract unique sample sizes Z̃ = {z̃i ∈ Ẑ|i = 1, . . . , r} and calculate N := {Ni|i = 1, . . . , r},
the number of times each z̃i appears in Ẑ

4: Initialize a sample S = {}.
5: for i ← 1 to r do
6: Generate a sample S̃ of size Ni from (3.17) with parameters θ, z̃i ▷ Use Algorithm 3.2

7: Update S ← S ∪ S̃
8: end for
9: return S

4.1. Budget equality constraint. Here we focus on the optimization problems of the form

(4.1) ζopt = argmax
ζ

U(ζ) s.t. ζ ∈ {0, 1}ns , ∥ζ∥0 = z ,

where U : {0, 1}ns → R is a real-valued black-box deterministic function. This formulation is
especially important for resource allocation and sensor placement applications where the objective
is to maximize an expensive utility function that involves black-box code simulations and nonsmooth
objectives.

The probabilistic approach [11] views each ζi, i = 1, . . . , ns as a Bernoulli trial and associates a
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probability θi ∈ [0, 1], i = 1, . . . , ns with those trials. Since the binary variable ζ must be confined
to the subspace defined by the budget constraints, the trials are no longer uncorrelated, and we
need to model the distribution of ζ probabilistically by using a probability distribution model
conditioned by the budget constraint. This is achievable in this case by employing the CB model
presented in Subsection 3.3. Thus, we employ the CB model (3.22b) and replace the optimization
problem (4.1) with the following stochastic optimization problem:

(4.2a) θopt ∈ argmax
θ∈[0,1]ns

Υ(θ) := Eζ∼P(ζ |Z=z)

[
U(ζ)

]
,

whose gradient (derivative with respect to the distribution parameter θ) is given by

(4.2b) g(θ) := ∇θ Υ(θ) = ∇θ Eζ∼P(ζ |Z=z)

[
U(ζ)

]
= Eζ∼P(ζ |Z=z)

[
U(ζ)∇θ logP (ζ |Z = z)

]
,

where independence of U from θ, linearity of the expectation, and the kernel trick (∇θP = P∇θ logP)
are used to obtain the last term. The set of optimal solutions of (4.1) is guaranteed to be a subset
of the optimal set of (4.2a); see [11, Lemma 3.2]. In order to solve (4.2a) following a gradient-based
approach, a stochastic approximation of the gradient (4.2b) is used in practice. The stochastic
gradient is given by

ĝ(θ) =
1

Nens

Nens∑
k=1

U(ζ[k])∇θ logP (ζ[k] |Z = z) ; ζ[k] ∼ P (ζ |Z = z) ; k = 1, . . .Nens} ,(4.3a)

∇θ logP (ζ[k] |Z = z) =
∇θP (ζ[k] |Z = z)

P (ζ[k] |Z = z) ,
(4.3b)

where the PMF P (ζ[k] |Z = z) is given by (3.22b) and the gradient ∇θ logP (ζ[k] |Z = z) is given
(elementwise) by (3.22c). To use the stochastic gradient (4.3) to approximately solve (4.2a), an
algorithm takes a step of a predefined size (learning rate) in the direction of the gradient in the
case of maximization or in the opposite direction in the case of minimization. We must, however,
restrict the update to the domain of the optimization parameter/variable θ. Thus, we must use a
projector to project the gradient onto [0, 1]ns . Here we use a scaling projection operator that works
by reducing the magnitude of the gradient if the gradient-based update is outside the domain
[0, 1]ns . The projection operator is given by

(4.4) P(g) := s g ; s := min{1,min
i
{si}} ; si =


1−θi
|gi| if θi ± gi > 1
θi
|gi| if θi ± gi < 0

1 otherwise ,

; i = 1, . . . , ns ,

where ± in the definition of si is added to define the projected gradient based on the update for
both maximization and minimization, respectively. A stochastic steepest ascent step to solve (4.2a)
is approximated by the stochastic approximation of the gradient (4.3) and is described as

(4.5) θ(n+1) = θ(n) + η(n)P
(
ĝ(n)

)
,

where 0 < η(n) ≤ 1 is the step size (learning rate) at the nth iteration. The plus sign in (4.5) is
replaced with a negative sign for minimization (steepest descent) problems.
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Employing the projector (4.4) has the potential of simplifying the problem of tuning the learning
rate (optimization step size). One can choose a fixed step size η or follow a decreasing schedule to
guarantee convergence. In fact, by using this projector, we were able to fix the learning rate in our
numerical experiments as discussed in Section 5. Note, however, that other projection operators
can be used, such as the truncation operator [43, Section 16.7] that was employed in [11]. However,
our empirical studies indicated that (4.4) achieves a superior performance in this framework.

As discussed in [11], the stochastic gradient ĝ given by (4.3) is an unbiased estimator with
variance that can be reduced by employing a baseline. Specifically, a baseline-based version of the
gradient is given by

(4.6) ĝb =
1

ns

Nens∑
k=1

(U(ζ[k])− b) ∇θ logP (ζ[k] |Z = z) ,

which is also unbiased, E
[
ĝb
]
= E

[
ĝb
]
= g, with total variance (sum of elementwise variances)

satisfying var
(
ĝb
)
= var (ĝ) − 2bE

[
ĝTd

]
+ b2var (d), with d = 1

Nens

∑Nens

j=1 ∇θ logP (ζ[j] |Z = z).

Thus, we take the total variance var
(
ĝb
)
as a quadratic expression in b and minimize it over b.

Because var (d) ≥ 0, the quadratic is convex, and the min in b is obtained by equating the derivative
of the estimator variance var

(
ĝb
)
to zero. We note that based on the values of the objective, we

need to make sure the baseline is non-negative; otherwise, var
(
ĝb
)
> var

(
ĝb
)
. Thus, the optimal

baseline is max{0,E
[
ĝTd

]
/var (d)}, which is then approximated based on a sample collected from

the CB model with parameter set by the current value of θ. By employing (3.20e), we have

(4.7) var (d) =
1

N2
ens

Nens∑
j=1

var (∇θ logP (ζ |Z = z)) =
1

Nens

ns∑
i=1

(1 + wi)
4

w2
i

(πi − π2
i ) ,

which is independent from the sample collected to estimate the gradient. The value of E
[
ĝTd

]
,

however, is estimated by using the collected sample {ζ[k] ∼ P (ζ |Z = z) , k = 1, . . . ,Nens} as
follows,

(4.8) E
[
ĝTd

]
≈ 1

N2
ens

Nens∑
i=1

Nens∑
j=1

U(ζ[i]) (∇θ logP (ζ[i] |Z = z))
T
(∇θ logP (ζ[j] |Z = z)) ,

which yields the following optimal baseline estimate:

(4.9) bopt ≈ max

0,

Nens∑
i=1

Nens∑
j=1

U(ζ[i]) (∇θ logP (ζ[i] |Z = z))
T
(∇θ logP (ζ[j] |Z = z))

Nens

ns∑
i=1

(1+wi)4

w2
i

(πi − π2
i )

 ,

where only non-degenerate probabilities of success 0 < θi < 1 are employed in (4.9), wi = θi/(1−θi),
and the first-order inclusion probabilities πi are given by (3.5). If all success probabilities are
degenerate, the baseline is set to 0 since var (d) = 0 in this case and the variance of the baseline
version of the stochastic gradient is no longer quadratic in b.
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4.2. Budget inclusion constraint. Here we focus on the optimization problems in the fol-
lowing more general form,

(4.10) ζopt = argmax
ζ

U(ζ) s.t. ζ ∈ {0, 1}ns , ∥ζ∥0 ∈ Z := {z1, . . . , zm} .

Similar to the case of equality constraint discussed in Subsection 4.1, we replace the optimization
problem (4.10) with the following stochastic optimization problem:

(4.11) θopt ∈ argmax
θ∈[0,1]ns

Υ(θ) := Eζ∼P(ζ |Z∈Z)

[
U(ζ)

]
,

with gradient

(4.12) g(θ) := ∇θ Υ(θ) = ∇θ Eζ∼P(ζ |Z∈Z)

[
U(ζ)

]
= Eζ∼P(ζ |Z∈Z)

[
U(ζ)∇θ logP (ζ |Z ∈ Z)

]
,

which is approximated by the following stochastic approximation:

(4.13) ĝ(θ) =
1

Nens

Nens∑
k=1

U(ζ[k]) ∇θP (ζ[k] |Z ∈ Z)
P (ζ[k] |Z ∈ Z)

; ζ[k] ∼ P (ζ |Z ∈ Z) ; k = 1, . . .Nens} ,

with ∇θP (ζ[k] |Z ∈ Z) given by (3.23b) and P (ζ[k] |Z ∈ Z) given by (3.23a). Developing a version
of the stochastic gradient (4.13) with minimum variance, following a baseline approach—subtracting
a constant non-negative baseline from the objective value in the computation of the gradient—is
achieved by defining the vector d = 1

Nens

∑Nens

j=1 ∇θ logP (ζ[j] |Z ∈ Z), whose total variance can be
obtained by elementwise application of (3.23e). This results in the following baseline (minimum-
variance) version of the stochastic gradient:

ĝb =
1

Nens

Nens∑
k=1

(
U(ζ[k])− bopt

)
∇θ logP (ζ[k] |Z ∈ Z) ,(4.14a)

bopt ≈ max

0,

Nens∑
i=1

Nens∑
j=1

U(ζ[i]) (∇θ logP (ζ[i] |Z ∈ Z))T (∇θ logP (ζ[j] |Z ∈ Z))

Nens
m∑

j=1
P(Z=zj)

m∑
j=1

(
ns∑
i=1

(1+wi)4

w2
i

(πi − π2
i )

)
P(Z = zj)

 ,(4.14b)

which, combined with a projection operator (4.4), is employed in a stochastic steepest ascent step
to solve (4.11), as described by (4.5). In Subsection 4.4 we describe an algorithm that employs
(4.2a) or (4.11) for solving (4.1), or (4.10), respectively.

4.3. Relation between binary and probabilistic formulations. Theorem 4.1 states the
relation between the binary optimization problems and the corresponding probabilsitic counterparts
discussed in Subsection 4.1 and Subsection 4.2.

Theorem 4.1. Given the CB model (3.22b), the optimal solutions of the two problems (4.1)
and (4.2a) are such that

(4.15) argmax
ζ∈{0,1}ns

∥ζ∥0=z

U(ζ) ⊆ argmax
θ∈[0,1]ns

Eζ∼P(ζ |Z=z)

[
U(ζ)

]
;
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and if the solution ζopt of (4.1) is unique, then ζopt = θopt, where θopt is the unique optimal solution
of (4.2a). Similarly, given the GCB model (3.23a), the optimal solutions of the two problems (4.10)
and (4.11) are such that

(4.16) argmax
ζ∈{0,1}ns

∥ζ∥0∈Z⊆{0,1...,ns}

U(ζ) ⊆ argmax
θ∈[0,1]ns

Eζ∼P(ζ |Z∈Z⊆{0,1...,ns})

[
U(ζ)

]
;

and if the solution ζopt of (4.10) is unique, then ζopt = θopt, where θopt is the unique optimal
solution of (4.11).

Proof. The proof follows immediately from [11, Lemma 3.2 and Proposition 3.1] by noting that
we are restricting the support of the probability distribution only to the feasible region defined by
the respective constraints.

The significance of Theorem 4.1 is that it shows that by solving the probabilistic optimization
problem we obtain a set of parameters of the corresponding probability distributions that include
the optimal set of the original binary optimization problem. Moreover, by sampling the underlying
probability distribution (e.g,. CB or GCB), with the parameter set to the optimal solution of the
probabilistic optimization problem, one obtains a set of binary realizations of ζ with at least a
near-optimal objective value as suggested in [11] and as shown in Section 5.

4.4. Algorithmic statement. Here we provide a complete algorithmic statement (Algo-
rithm 4.1) that details the steps of the proposed probabilistic approach to binary optimization
for solving (4.1) and (4.10).

Algorithm 4.1 Probabilistic binary optimization for solving (4.1) or (4.10).

Input: Initial distribution parameter θ(0), stepsize schedule η(n), and sample sizes Nens, Nopt

Output: ζopt

1: initialize n = 0
2: while Not Converged do
3: Sample {ζ[k]; k = 1, . . . ,Nens} ▷ Use Algorithm 3.1 for (4.1) or Algorithm 3.2 for (4.10)
4: Calculate optimal baseline estimate bopt ▷ Use (4.9) for (4.1) or (4.14b) for (4.10)
5: Calculate g(n) ▷ Use (4.6) for (4.1) or (4.14a) for (4.10)
6: Update θ(n+1) = θ(n) − η(n)P

(
ĝ(n)

)
▷ Use P given by (4.4)

7: Update n← n+ 1
8: end while
9: Set θopt = θ(n)

10: Sample {ζ[k]; k = 1, . . . , Nopt} with the optimal parameter θopt.
11: return ζopt: the design ζ with smallest value of U in the sample.

Note that Algorithm 4.1 inherits the advantages of the original stochastic optimization algo-
rithm [11, Algorithm 3.2]. Specifically, the value of U is evaluated repeatedly at instances of binary
variable ζ, which are more likely/frequently revisited as the algorithm proceeds. Thus, redundancy
in computation is prevented by keeping track of the sampled binary variables and the corresponding
value of U . This can be achieved by assigning a unique index or a hash value to each feasible value
of ζ. Algorithm 4.1 is conceptual, because the loop (Step 2) is not necessarily a finite processes.
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In practice, we can ensure that the loop is finite by setting a tolerance of the projected gradient
and/or a maximum number of iterations.

4.5. Convergence analysis. Proving convergence of Algorithm 4.1 in expectation to the
solution of the corresponding binary optimization problem requires developing bounds on the first-
and second-order derivatives of the exact gradient and ensuring that the corresponding stochastic
gradient approximation is an unbiased estimator and has bounded variance [11].

Evaluations of the CB model (3.22b), and thus the generalized version (3.23a), rely primarily
on the weights (3.2) of the non-degenerate entries, which appear in several forms in the formulae of
the first- and second-order derivatives of the PMF and its logarithm. For non-degenerate success
probabilities θi ∈ (0, 1), i = 1, . . . , ns, the weights w = (w1, . . . , wns

)T satisfy the following upper
bounds, with corresponding plots shown in Figure 3:

(4.17) max
i=1,...,ns

wi =

max
i=1,...,ns

θi

1− max
i=1,...,ns

θi
; max

i=1,...,ns

(1 + wi)
2

wi
=

1

θ̂(1− θ̂)
, θ̂ := max

i=1,...,ns

{θi, 1−θi} .

The bounds (4.17) are employed to develop the bounds on the derivatives of the CB model described
by Theorem 4.2.

Fig. 3. Bernoulli trials weights (3.2). Left: weights w as a function of the success probabilities p. Middle:

values of
(1+w)2

w
for values of θ ∈ (0, 1). Right: values of w2−1

1+w2 for values of θ ∈ (0, 1).

Theorem 4.2. The derivatives of the non-degenerate CB model (3.17) satisfy the following
bounds:

∥∇θP (ζ |Z = z)∥2 ≤ ∥∇θ logP (ζ |Z = z)∥2 ≤ ns C
2 ,(4.18a)

E
[
∥∇θ logP (ζ |Z = z)∥2

]
= var (∇θ logP (ζ |Z = z)) ≤ ns

4
C2 ,(4.18b) ∣∣∣∣∂2P (ζ |Z = z)

∂θi ∂θj

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 9

4
C2 ,(4.18c)

where C = max
i=1,...,ns

(1+wi)
2

wi
. Moreover, there is a finite constant Ĉ such that the derivatives (3.22c)

of the degenerate CB model (3.22b) satisfy

(4.18d) ∥∇θP (ζ |Z = z)∥2 ≤ Ĉ ; E
[
∥∇θ logP (ζ |Z = z)∥2

]
≤ Ĉ ;

∣∣∣∣∂2P (ζ |Z = z)

∂θi ∂θj

∣∣∣∣ ≤ Ĉ .

Proof. See Appendix B.
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The significance of Theorem 4.2 is that it enables developing bounds on the exact derivatives of
the objective in (4.2a) as described in Theorem 4.3. Specifically, Theorem 4.3 shows that the exact
gradient and the exact Hessian of Υ are both bounded, which shows that the stochastic objective
Υ is Lipschitz smooth and guarantees convergence of steepest descent approach for solving (4.2a)
to a local optimum solution.

Theorem 4.3. Let ζ ∈ Ωζ ⊂ {0, 1}ns , Z = ∥ζ∥0 = z, be modeled by the CB model (3.17), and
let M = max

ζ∈Ωζ

{|U(ζ)|}. Then the following bounds of the gradient of the stochastic objective Υ in

(4.2a) hold:

∥∇θ Υ(θ)∥ ≤ M2

(
ns

z

)
nsC , θ ∈ Ωθ ,(4.19a)

∥∇θ Υ(θ[1])−∇θ Υ(θ[2])∥ ≤ 2M

√(
ns

z

)
nsC , θ[1], θ[2] ∈ Ωθ ,(4.19b)

∣∣∣∣ ∂2Υ

∂θi ∂θj

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 3M C

2

√(
ns

z

)
,(4.19c)

where C = max
i=1,...,ns

(1+wi)
2

wi
, wi =

θi
1−θi

, and
(
ns

z

)
is the cardinality of the feasible domain. Moreover,

if ζ is in the degenerate case, that is, when ζ follows (3.22b), then there is a finite constant C̃ <∞
such that

(4.20) ∥∇θ Υ(θ)∥ ≤ C̃ ; ∥∇θ Υ(θ[1])−∇θ Υ(θ[2])∥ ≤ C̃ ;

∣∣∣∣ ∂2Υ

∂θi ∂θj

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C̃ .

Proof. See Appendix B.

From Theorem 4.3 it follows that similar bounds can be developed for the stochastic objective
(4.11). This follows immediately from Lemma 3.15 by noting that for the GCB model (3.23a), the
probabilities, derivatives, and first- and second-order moments are weighted linear combinations
of the corresponding values of the CB model (3.22b). Note that the value of the upper bound

C̃ in (4.20) itself is irrelevant here because only the existence of this finite constant guarantees
convergence of a gradient-based optimization algorithm involving the exact gradient of the stochastic
objective Υ.

To guarantee convergence of the proposed Algorithm 4.1 we need to show that the stochastic
estimate of the gradient is unbiased with bounded variance. This is shown by Theorem 4.4.

Theorem 4.4. Let ζ ∼ P (ζ |Z), and let

(4.21a) g = ∇θEζ ∼P(ζ |Z)

[
U(ζ)

]
; ĝ :=

1

Nens

Nens∑
k=1

U(ζ[k])∇ logP (ζ[k] |Z) ,

where P (ζ |Z) refers to any of the probability models (3.17), (3.22b), or (3.23a), respectively. Then

(4.21b) E
[
ĝ
]
= ∇θEζ ∼P(ζ |Z)

[
U(ζ)

]
; E

[
ĝT ĝ

]
≤ K1 + gTgT ,

for some positive finite constant K1.
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Proof. See Appendix B.

Theorem 4.4 shows that the stochastic gradient employed in Algorithm 4.1 is an unbiased esti-
mator and it satisfies Assumption (d) of [20, Assumptions 4.2], which guarantees convergence of the
stochastic optimization algorithm, as discussed in [11]. Note that the convergence of the stochastic
optimization procedure Algorithm 4.1, where baseline versions ĝb of the stochastic gradient are
employed, is guaranteed by Theorem 4.4 and by the fact that var

(
ĝb
)
= var (ĝ) + K for a finite

positive constant K, as was discussed in the derivation of the optimal baseline estimates; see, for
example, the discussion in Subsection 4.1.

5. Numerical Experiments. We use a simple bilinear binary optimization problem in Sub-
section 5.1 to extensively validate the proposed approach. Then in Subsection 5.2, we further
validate the probabilistic optimization approach by using an optimal sensor placement problem
often utilized for experimental verification in the OED literature; see, for example, [3, 5, 9, 10,46].

All numerical experiments in this work are carried out by using PyOED [8, 26] with the code
to replicate all results available through PyOED’s examples and tutorials.

5.1. Numerical experiments using a bilinear binary optimization problem. In this
section we employ the following objective function to formulate and solve probabilistic binary
optimization problems with equality and inclusion/inequality constraints, in Subsection 5.1.1 and
Subsection 5.1.2, respectively:

(5.1) U(ζ) =
ns∑
i=1

(−1)i ζi ; ζ ∈ {0, 1}ns .

This function enables us to inspect global optimum (maximum or minimum) values and thus
to study the performance of the proposed approach for various settings as discussed next. In all
experiments here, we run Algorithm 4.1 with the maximum number of iterations set to 500, we
set the the sample size of the stochastic gradient to Nens = 100, and we collect 100 sample points
from the policy generated at the last iteration of the optimization procedure to get an optimal
design estimate. We compare the results with 1, 000 points sampled uniformly (by setting success
probabilities to θi = 0.5) from the set of feasible observational designs.

We choose the learning rate η = 0.25 and set the gradient tolerance pgtol to 10−8. The algo-
rithm terminates if the maximum number of iterations is reached or if it has converged. Convergence
is achieved if the magnitude of the projected gradient (4.4) is below the preset pgtol.

Solution by enumeration (brute force) is carried out for all feasible realizations of ζ based on
the defined budget constraint, and the corresponding value of U is recorded for visualization when
computationally feasible.

The initial success probabilities is set to 0.5; that is, we set θ(0) = (0.5, . . . , 0.5)T in Algo-
rithm 4.1. Upon termination, the optimization algorithm returns samples from the underlying
probability model (CB or GCB based on the type of the constraint) associated with the parameter
θopt at the final step. Then, it picks ζopt as the sampled design associated with the largest value of
U .
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5.1.1. Results with equality budget constraint. First we run Algorithm 4.1 to solve the
following optimization problem:

(5.2) ζopt = argmax
ζ

U :=

ns∑
i=1

(−1)i ζi s.t. ζ ∈ {0, 1}Nsens , ∥ζ∥0 = 10 .

That is, we set the budget to z = 10, and we initially set the dimension to ns = 20. The global
maximum value of U over the feasible region in this case is ns/2 = 10. Moreover, the cardinality
of the feasible region, that is, the total number of feasible realizations of ζ such that ∥ζ∥0 = 10, is(
20
10

)
= 184, 756, which enables inspecting the objective value of all feasible realizations of ζ.

Figure 4 shows the behavior of the optimization procedure (Algorithm 4.1) for solving (5.2).
Specifically, Figure 4 (left) shows the values of the best value of the objective function U explored

at each iteration, along with the estimate of the stochastic objective E
[
U
]
evaluated by averaging

the value of U over the sample used in the stochastic gradient (4.3). The associated violin plot
shows the values of the objective U corresponding to a sample of size 1000 generated assuming
uniform probabilities, that is, by sampling the CB model with θ = (0.5, . . . , 0.5)T. This shows
that the optimization procedure achieves a superior result (better than the best random sample)
in just 4 iterations. Moreover, in this case it generates an optimal solution ζopt that achieves the
global maximum objective value of 10. We note, however, that the global optimum solution in this
case is not unique. The value of the distribution parameter, that is, the success probabilities θ,
over consecutive iterations is shown in Figure 4 (right) showing that the optimization procedure
successfully and quickly identifies entries of ζ that should be associated with higher probabilities
and those that correspond to lower probabilities.

Fig. 4. Behavior of Algorithm 4.1 for solving (5.2) over consecutive iterations. Left: Sample-based estimate

˜
E
[
U
]
of the stochastic objective Υ at each iteration of the optimization procedures. The estimate is produced by

averaging U(ζ) over the sample used to estimate the gradient (of size 100) that is sampled from the distribution
with parameter θ at each iteration. Additionally, the best (largest) value of U among the sample is plotted. A
violin plot is created for a sample of ζ of size 100 generated randomly from the feasible region with probability
θi = 0 ∀i = 1, . . . , ns = 20. Right: The value of each entry of the parameter θ over successive iterations.

The reason Algorithm 4.1 did not converge to a degenerate distribution, that is, 0/1 proba-
bilities, is that the global optimum solution is nonunique and the algorithm tries to capture the
distribution parameter that yields as much information about the optimal solution as possible. The
sample (of size 100) generated from the final policy (CB model with the final value of the parameter
θ at the last iteration) is shown in Figure 4 compared with brute-force search over all feasible real-
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izations of ζ. The optimization procedure samples the optimal policy and chooses the best sample
(ζ that achieves the maximum value of the objective U) as the optimal solution. Moreover, since
the binary space is finite, the algorithm keeps track of the best value of U it achieves during the
exploration procedure, that is, during sampling for estimating the stochastic gradient. The result
in Algorithm 4.1 shows that the optimal policy indeed yields samples at or near the global optimum
value.

Fig. 5. Results of applying Algorithm 4.1 to solve (5.2) compared with the brute-force search of all feasible
realizations of ζ. All feasible ζ are associated with a unique integer index (on the x-axis) by using the indexing
scheme in (2.3), and the corresponding value of U is shown on the y-axis. Brute-force results are shown as blue dots.
The sample (of size 100) generated from the policy upon termination of the optimization procedure is identified by red
stars. The optimal solution (the best realization of ζ among the sample) is identified by a red square. Additionally,
the best sample point (the realization of ζ that corresponds to the highest value of U) that the optimizer sampled
during the whole procedure is identified by a red triangle.

The algorithm terminates after approximately 130 iterations; however, the major updates to
the parameter happen at the first few iterations. This situation is demonstrated by Figure 4 (right)
as well as Figure 6 (left), which shows the step update over consecutive iterations. Moreover, the
algorithm keeps track of sampled realizations of ζ along with the corresponding objective values
U(ζ). As the algorithm proceeds, the probabilities are updated and are generally pushed toward
the bounds {0, 1}, thus promoting realizations of ζ it has previously explored. This is demonstrated
by Figure 6 (left), which shows the number of new evaluations of the objective U at each iteration.

Fig. 6. Results of applying Algorithm 4.1 to solve (5.2). Left: ℓ2 norm of the update of the parameter θ over
consecutive iterations. Right: Number of new function evaluations, that is, the number of evaluations of U for
realizations of ζ that have not been previously explored by the optimization procedure.
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5.1.2. Results with inclusion budget constraint. We run Algorithm 4.1 to solve the
following optimization problem:

(5.3) ζopt = argmax
ζ

U(ζ) :=
ns∑
i=1

(−1)i ζi s.t. ζ ∈ {0, 1}Nsens , ∥ζ∥0 <= 10 ,

where we used the same setup as in Subsection 5.1.1. Here, the cardinality of the feasible region
is
∑10

n=0

(
20
n

)
= 616, 666. The algorithm shows similar performance to the results presented in

Subsection 5.1.1 as shown in Figure 7, which shows the behavior of the optimization procedure
of consecutive iterations in Figure 7 (left) and the optimization results compared with brute-force
search in Figure 7 (left).

Fig. 7. Results of applying Algorithm 4.1 to solve (5.2). Left: Similar to Figure 4 (left). Right: Similar to
Figure 5, but the feasible realizations of ζ are grouped by the number of nonzero entries on the x-axis.

Note that the case of unconstrained binary optimization is a special case of where ∥ζ∥0 ≤ ns.
Thus, we run Algorithm 4.1 to solve the following optimization problem:

(5.4) ζopt = argmax
ζ

U(ζ) :=
ns∑
i=1

(−1)i ζi s.t. ζ ∈ {0, 1}Nsens ,

where we use the same setup as in Subsection 5.1.1 and Subsection 5.1.2 but we do not use any
budget constraints. This is equivalent to setting the budget constraint to ∥ζ∥0 ≤ ns = 20. Here,
the cardinality of the feasible region is 220 = 1, 048, 576. The results are given in Figure 8 showing
performance similar to that of the constrained cases.

5.1.3. Results for large dimension. To analyze the performance of the optimization Algo-
rithm 4.1 for increasing cardinality (dimension of the binary variable), we show results for solving
(5.2) for increasing dimensions. Specifically, results for ns = 100, 200, 500 are given in Figure 9,
Figure 10, and Figure 11, respectively, showing performance similar to that obtained for ns = 20
given by Figure 4. This shows that the proposed algorithm can perform well for increasing di-
mensionality at the same (fixed) computational cost in terms of number of function evaluations.
Note that the percentage of feasible space explored by the algorithm in the case of ns = 500 is
ns×Nens

(ns
λ )

× 100% = 500×100

(50010 )
× 100% ≈ 10−14%.

5.2. Numerical experiments using an advection-diffusion problem. Optimal sensor
placement for parameter identification using an advection-diffusion simulation model is a problem
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Fig. 8. Similar to Figure 7. Here we apply Algorithm 4.1 to solve (5.4).

Fig. 9. Same as Figure 4. Here the dimension of the problem is set to ns = 100.

Fig. 10. Same as Figure 4. Here the dimension of the problem is set to ns = 200.

that has been used extensively in the computational science literature and has been solved by a
variety of solution algorithms; see, for example, [9–11,46]. We test our proposed approach using this
problem with an experimental setup described briefly in Subsection 5.2.1. The numerical results
are shown in Subsection 5.2.2.
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Fig. 11. Same as Figure 4. Here the dimension of the problem is set to ns = 500.

5.2.1. Experimental setup. The advection-diffusion model (5.5) simulates the spatiotem-
poral evolution of a contaminant field u = u(x, t) in a closed domain D,

(5.5)

ut − κ∆u+ v · ∇u = 0 in D × [0, T ],

u(x, 0) = θ in D,
κ∇u · n = 0 on ∂D × [0, T ],

where κ > 0 is the diffusivity, T is the simulation final time, and v is the velocity field. In our
experiments we set κ = 1e − 3, and we employ a constant velocity field v by solving a steady
Navier–Stokes equation, with the side walls driving the flow [46]. The spatial domain D = [0, 1]2

includes two buildings (modeled as rectangular regions in the domain interior) where the flow is
not allowed to enter. The domain boundary ∂D includes the external boundary and the walls of
the two buildings.

The inference (inverse) problem seeks to retrieve the true (unknown) source of contamination,
that is, the true initial condition θtrue given the simulation model (5.5) and sparse spatiotemporal
observations collected from the domain at predefined sensor locations. The domain and the bound-
ary are both shown in Figure 12 along with grid discretization and candidate sensor locations, which
are discussed next.

Forward and adjoint operators. The simulation model (5.5) is linear. We denote the forward op-
erator F as the mapping from the inference parameter to the observation space. Thus, F represents
a simulation of (5.5) over the time interval [0, T ] followed by applying a restriction (observation)
operator that extracts the concentration of the contaminant u at all sensor locations at prespecified
observation time instances. The domain is discretized following a finite-element approach, and the
model adjoint is given by F∗ :=M−1FT, where M is the finite-element mass matrix.

Observational setup. Observational data is collected by using a set of uniformly distributed
sensors with fixed locations in the interior of the domain D. To define the optimal sensor placement
OED optimization problem, we need to specify candidate ns senor locations where sensors are
allowed to be placed. Here we consider ns = 20, 100, 200, 300 candidate sensors (spatial distribution
of sensors), respectively, with candidate sensor locations as described by Figure 12. Here the
observational data (concentration of the contaminant collected by the sensors) is assumed to be
collected at a set of predefined time instances 1+0.2∆t with a model simulation timestep ∆t = 0.5
and with s = 0, 1, 2, 3; that is, we assume only nt = 3 observation time instances.
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The observational data is corrupted with Gaussian noise N (0,Γnoise), with an observation error
covariance matrix Γnoise := σ2I. Here I ∈ RNobs×Nobs is the identity matrix with Nobs = ns × nt

being the dimension of the spatiotemporal domain. We set the standard deviation of the observation
error to 0.01.

Fig. 12. Candidate sensor locations ns = 20, 100, 200, 300, from left to right, respectively.

The optimization problem. The optimization (optimal sensor placement) problem we are inter-
ested in solving is defined as follows:
(5.6)

ζopt = argmax
ζ

U(ζ) := Tr

(
F∗
(
Diag (ζ)T ΓnoiseDiag (ζ)

)†
F

)
s.t. ζ ∈ {0, 1}Nsens , ∥ζ∥0 = 10 ,

where Diag (ζ) is a diagonal matrix with ζ on its main diagonal and (A)
†
is the pseudo-inverse

of matrix A. The objective of (5.6) is to find the optimal placement of 10 sensors (out of ns

candidate locations) in the domain D such that the optimal design maximizes the trace of the

Fisher information matrix (FIM) defined as F∗
(
Diag (ζ)T ΓnoiseDiag (ζ)

)†
F. Thus, the solution of

(5.6) is an A-optimal design [49]. The numerical results of applying Algorithm 4.1 to solve this
problem (5.6) are discussed in Subsection 5.2.2.

5.2.2. Numerical results.

Results with ns = 20 candidate locations. Here we show results of applying Algorithm 4.1 to
solve (5.6) with ns = 20 candidate locations as shown in Figure 12.

Figure 13 shows the behavior of the optimization procedure (Algorithm 4.1) for solving (5.6).
The results in Figure 13 are similar to those displayed in both Figure 4 and Figure 7, respectively.
As the optimization procedure iterates, the variance of the sample used to estimate the gradi-
ent (stochastic gradient estimate) reduces, indicating that the optimizer is moving toward a local
optimum.

Figure 13 shows results similar to those in Figure 4. While Algorithm 4.1 produces results (e.g.,
an optimal solution estimate) slightly better than the uniformly random sample, the algorithm is
able to beat the best random sample after only one iteration. Note that one iteration of the algo-
rithm costs Nens = 100 evaluations of the objective U while the size of the uniform random sample
here is set to 1000. The superiority of the proposed approach becomes clear as the dimensionality
of the problem increases as discussed below.
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Fig. 13. Behavior of Algorithm 4.1 for solving (5.6) over consecutive iterations. Here the dimension is set

to ns = 20 with candidate sensor locations as in Figure 12. Left: Sample-based estimate
˜
E
[
U
]
of the stochastic

objective Υ at each iteration of the optimization procedures. The estimate is produced by averaging U(ζ) over the
sample used to estimate the gradient (of size 100), which is sampled from the distribution with parameter θ at each
iteration. Additionally, the best (largest) value of U among the samples is plotted. A violin plot is created for a
sample of ζ of size 1000 generated randomly from the feasible region with probability θi = 0∀i = 1, . . . , ns = 20.
Right: The value of each entry of the parameter θ over successive iterations.

Similar to the results in Figure 5, the results displayed in Figure 14 show that the major updates
to the parameter happen at the first few iterations and that the computational cost (number of
new evaluations of the objective function U) reduces considerably as the algorithm iterates.

Fig. 14. Behavior of Algorithm 4.1 for solving (5.6) over consecutive iterations. Here the dimension is set
to ns = 20 with candidate sensor locations as in Figure 12. Left: ℓ2 norm of the update of the parameter θ over
consecutive iterations. Right: Number of new function evaluations, that is, the number of evaluations of U for
realizations of ζ that have not been previously explored by the optimization procedure.

Both the optimal solution (best among the sample collected from the optimal policy) and
the best solution explored by the optimization algorithm are compared with the global optimum
solution in Figure 15. The sensor locations are plotted along with the value of the optimal policy
parameters θopt that is interpolated in the domain.

Here the number of design (designs with 10 active sensors) is
(
20
10

)
= 184, 756, which enables

conducting a brute-force search to benchmark our results. Results of the optimization procedure
compared with enumeration by brute-force results are shown in Figure 16. These results show
that the parameters of the CB model (success probability) enable sampling a region in the feasible
domain close to the global optimum. In this case the global optimum solution has been explored
during the course of the optimization procedure. The optimal solution and the best along the route
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Fig. 15. Results of applying Algorithm 4.1 to solve (5.6). Here the dimension is set to ns = 20 with candidate
sensor locations as in Figure 12. Left: Optimal solution (best among the sample collected from the optimal policy).
Right: Best solution explored along the route (across all iterations of the optimization procedure).

are very similar in structure (spatial distribution) as shown in Figure 15, and both attain very
similar values of the objective function as shown in Figure 16.

Fig. 16. Similar to Figure 5. Here, we show results of applying Algorithm 4.1 to solve (5.6) compared with
the brute-force search of all feasible realizations of ζ. Here the dimension is set to ns = 20 with candidate sensor
locations as in Figure 12.

Performance and scalability. Here we analyze the performance of the proposed approach for
various practical scenarios. First, we discuss the algorithm results for increasing cardinality ns.
Second, we analyze its reliability by running multiple instances to solve the same problem with dif-
ferent sequences of pseudorandom numbers; that is, the random seed is automatically and randomly
selected by the compiler.

The results obtained for ns set to 100, 200, and 300 are shown in Figure 17, Figure 18, and
Figure 19, respectively. These results show consistent behaviour of the optimization procedure as
the size of the problem (number of candidate sensor locations) increases. Moreover, the results
show that the most likely place (highly probable) to place sensors is near the second building.
The values of the CB model parameters (success probabilities) θopt returned by the optimizer and
interpolated over the domain show that the resulting policy is non-degenerate, which indicates that
many candidate designs achieve an objective value near the global optimum value.

The proposed algorithm employs random samples from the CB model at each iteration as shown
in Step Algorithm 4.1 of Algorithm 4.1. Thus, rerunning the optimization procedure multiple times
will likely yield different behavior unless a random seed of the pseudorandom number generator is
set. In our experiments (and in the PyOED’s tutorials corresponding to this work), we set a fixed
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Fig. 17. Behavior of Algorithm 4.1 for solving (5.6) over consecutive iterations. Here the dimension is set

to ns = 100 with candidate sensor locations as in Figure 12. Left: Sample-based estimate
˜
E
[
U
]
of the stochastic

objective Υ at each iteration of the optimization procedures. The estimate is produced by averaging U(ζ) over the
sample used to estimate the gradient (of size 100) that is sampled from the distribution with parameter θ at each
iteration. Additionally, the best (largest) value of U among the samples is plotted. A violin plot is created for a
sample of ζ of size 1000 generated randomly from the feasible region with probability θi = 0 ∀i = 1, . . . , ns = 100.
Middle: Optimal solution (best among the sample collected from the optimal policy). Right: Best solution explored
along the route (across all iterations of the optimization procedure).

Fig. 18. Same as Figure 17. Here the dimension is set to ns = 200 with candidate sensor locations as in
Figure 12.

Fig. 19. Same as Figure 17. Here the dimension is set to ns = 300 with candidate sensor locations as in
Figure 12.
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random seed for reproducibility of results. To analyze the reliability of the proposed approach, we
show the results of applying Algorithm 4.1 20 times, each with a different random seed, for solving
(5.6); see Figure 20.

Fig. 20. Results of applying Algorithm 4.1 to solve (5.6) 20 times with different random seeds. Here the
dimension is set to ns = 100 with candidate sensor locations as in Figure 12. Results are obtained as follows. For
each of the 20 runs we evaluate three statistics (maximum, mean, and minimum) of the objective value U(ζ) for all
sampled realizations of the binary ζ. The samples are those employed in evaluating the stochastic gradient estimate
(4.6). Left: the three statistics maximum, mean, and minimum over the 20 runs with labels Max, Mean, and Min,
respectively. Right: the value of the objective Tr (FIM) of the optimal solution and the best explored design for each
of the runs.

In this experiment we set the number of candidate sensors to 100. Thus, the results here
have the setup as those shown in Figure 17. Figure 20 shows that while the optimal design found
by Algorithm 4.1 is not guaranteed to be the global optimum, the optimal design is much better
than uniform random sampling. Moreover, since the algorithm explores the binary space without
relaxation, we can keep track of the best explored sample (the sample associated with highest
objective value) that the algorithm has obtained along the optimization iterations. These best
along the route sample points are always at least as good as the optimal solution. Moreover, in
spite of setting the maximum number of iterations to 500, the optimization algorithm converges
quickly to a local optimum for small as well as large dimensionality.

Note that the computational cost of Algorithm 4.1 is predetermined by the size of the sample
used in estimating the gradient (the stochastic gradient) and by the number of iterations of the
optimization procedure. These results and the fact that the stochastic gradient is data parallel
show that the proposed approach is computationally efficient and scalable and thus is suitable
for challenging applications such as sensor placement in large-scale inverse problems and data
assimilation [7, 13–15].

6. Discussion and Concluding Remarks. In this work we presented a fully probabilistic
approach for binary optimization with a black-box objective function and with budget constraints.
The proposed approach views the optimization variable as a random variable and employs a para-
metric conditional distribution to model its probability over the feasible region defined by the budget
constraints. Specifically, the objective function is cast into a stochastic objective defined over the
parameters of a conditional Bernoulli model, and the stochastic objective is then optimized follow-
ing a stochastic gradient approach. The result is an optimal policy (parameters of the parametric
distribution) that enables sampling the region at (or near) the global optimum solution(s). This is
similar to stochastic policy optimization in reinforcement learning where the horizon is finite with



36 AHMED ATTIA

only one time step.

The proposed approach does not require appending the objective function with a penalty term
to enforce the budget constraint, as is the case with the original probabilistic optimization proposed
in [11], which is ideal for unconstrained binary optimization. By using a conditional distribution
whose support is restricted to the feasible region defined by the budget constraints, the proposed
approach only explores (by sampling) points in the binary domain that satisfy the predefined con-
straints, leading to massive computational cost reduction. Note that the cost of the proposed
approach in terms of number of function evaluations is predetermined by the settings of the opti-
mization procedure, namely, by the choice of the size of the sample used to numerically evaluate the
stochastic gradient, and by the number of optimization iterations. The computational cost of the
proposed approach is dominated by the cost of evaluating the objective function at sampled feasible
realizations of the binary variable. The proposed approach, however, is data parallel and is thus
ideal for large-scale optimization problems rather than small problems where a near-optimal solu-
tion can be found, for example, by greedy methods, brute force, or even random search. Moreover,
efficient inexpensive approximations of the objective function such as randomization methods and
machine learning surrogates of expensive simulations can be employed to speed up the optimization
process when applicable.

In this work we focused primarily on budget (cost) constraints that are popular in applications
such as optimal sensor placement for computational and engineering inference problems. Modeling
hard constraints using conditional probability distributions in general is a nontrivial task. General
approaches such as combining Fourier transform with the characteristic function of basic distribu-
tions can help in developing conditional distributions of more complex constraints. This topic will
be investigated further in future work.

The only tunable parameter in this work is the leaning rate, that is, the optimization step size.
This is generally an open question for stochastic optimization with existing general guidelines such as
employment of decaying learning rate schedule. In this work the domain of the optimization variable,
that is, the parameters of the conditional Bernoulli model, is restricted to the hypercube [0, 1]ns .
Thus, we have proposed a projection operator that works by scaling the stochastic gradient to fit
within the hypercube, which enables employing a fixed learning rate (e.g., 0.25) with encouraging
empirical results. Nevertheless, automatic tuning of the learning rate will be investigated in future
work, which can be applied to both the original (unconstrained) formulation and the proposed
constrained probabilistic approach to binary optimization.

Appendix A. Proofs of Theorems and Lemmas Discussed in Section 3 .

Proof of Lemma 3.1. Given the definition of the Bernoulli weights (3.2), it follows that

(A.1)
∂wi

∂θj
=

1

(1− θi)2
δij = (1 + wi)

2
δij ; i, j = 1, 2, . . . , ns ,

where δij is the Kronecker delta function, that is δij = 1 if i = j, and δi=j = 0 when i ̸= j. Thus,
∇θw ∈ Rns×ns is a diagonal matrix with the ith entry of the diagonal equal to 1/(1−θi)2 = (1+wi)

2,

which proves the first relation in (3.3), that is, ∇θw = (I+ diag (w))
2
.

From (3.2) it follows that for each i = 1, . . . , ns, log (1 + wi) = − log (1− θi) , and, for i, j ∈
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{1, . . . , ns},

(A.2)
∂log (1 + wi)

∂θj
= −∂log (1− θi)

∂θj
=
−∂(1−θi)

∂θj

1− θi
=

δij
1− θi

= (1 + wi) δij .

Thus, ∇θlog(1 + wi) =
∑ns

j=1(1 +wi)δijej , where ej is the jth versor (jth unit vector) in Rns .
It then follows that

(A.3) ∇θ

ns∑
i=1

log (1 + wi) =

ns∑
i=1

∇θ log (1 + wi) =

ns∑
i=1

ns∑
j=1

(1 + wi)δijej =

ns∑
j=1

(1 + wj)ej = 1 +w ,

which proves the second identity in (3.3), and completes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 3.2. We prove the first identity (3.7a) by considering the two cases i = j
and i ̸= j, respectively. First, let us assume i = j. By definition of the first order inclusion
probability (3.5),

(A.4)

∂πi

∂wi
=

∂

∂wi

(
wiR(k − 1, A \ {i})

R(k,A)

)
=

R(k,A) ∂
∂wi

(wiR(k − 1, A \ {i}))− wiR(k − 1, A \ {i}) ∂
∂wi

R(k,A)

(R(k,A))
2

=
R(k,A)

(
R(k − 1, A \ {i}) + wi

∂R(k−1,A\{i})
∂wi

)
− wiR(k − 1, A \ {i}) ∂

∂wi
R(k,A)

(R(k,A))
2

=
R(k − 1, A \ {i})

R(k,A)
− wi

(
R(k − 1, A \ {i})

R(k,A)

)2

=
πi

wi
− π2

i

wi
=

πi − π2
i

wi
.

Second, assume i ̸= j:

(A.5)

∂πi

∂wj
=

∂

∂wj

(
wiR(k − 1, A \ {i})

R(k,A)

)
=

R(k,A) ∂
∂wj

(wiR(k − 1, A \ {i}))− wiR(k − 1, A \ {i}) ∂
∂wj

R(k,A)

(R(k,A))
2

=
R(k,A)

(
∂wi

∂wj
R(k−1, A\{i}) + wi

∂R(k−1,A\{i})
∂wj

)
− wiR(k−1, A\{i}) ∂

∂wj
R(k,A)

(R(k,A))
2

(3.10

) =wi
R(k − 2, A \ {i, j})

R(k,A)
− wi

R(k − 1, A \ {i})R(k − 1, A \ {j})
(R(k,A))

2 =
πi,j − πiπj

wj
.

The first identity (3.7a) is obtained by combining the two cases above. The derivative of the
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second-order inclusion probability (3.7b) similarly is as follows:

(A.6)

∂πi,j

∂wi
=

∂

∂wi

(
wiwjR(k − 2, A \ {i, j})

R(k,A)

)
=

R(k,A) ∂
∂wi

(wiwjR(k − 2, A \ {i, j}))− wiwjR(k − 2, A \ {i, j}) ∂
∂wj

R(k,A)

(R(k,A))
2

=
wjR(k − 2, A \ {i, j})

R(k,A)
− wiwjR(k − 2, A \ {i, j})R(k − 1, A \ {j})

(R(k,A))
2

=
πi,j

wi
− πi,j

πj

wi
=

πi,j

wi
(1− πi) ,

and (3.7c) follows from (3.7b) by noting that πi,j is symmetric in both indices i, j. The second-order
derivative (3.7d) is then given from (3.7c), as follows. For i ̸= j,

(A.7)

∂2πi,j

∂wi ∂wj
=

∂

∂wi

(
∂πi,j

∂wj

)
(3.7b)
=

∂

∂wi

(
πi,j

wj
(1− πj)

)
=

1

wj

∂

∂wi
(πi,j(1− πj))

=
1

wj

(
∂πi,j

∂wi
(1− πj) + πi,j

∂(1− πj)

∂wi

)
(3.7a,3.7b)

=
1

wj

(
πi,j

wi
(1− πi)(1− πj)− πi,j

(
πj − π2

j

wj
δij +

πi,j − πiπj

wj
(1− δij)

))
=

πi,j

wi wj

(
(1− πi)(1− πj)− δij(πj − π2

j )− (1− δij)(πi,j − πiπj)
)
,

which proves (3.7d) and completes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 3.4. The identity (3.10b) follows from the definition of the R-function (3.2),

(A.8)
∂R(k,A)

∂wi
=

∂
∑

B⊆A
|B|=k

∏
j∈B

wj

∂wi
=
∑
B⊆A
|B|=k

∂
∏
j∈B

wj

∂wi
=

∑
B⊆A\{i}
|B|=k

∏
j∈B

wj = R(k−1, A\{i}) = πiR(k,A)

wi
,

where we used (3.5) in the last step. The identity (3.10b) follows from (3.10a) by noting that
∂R(k,A)

∂wi
= R(k, A)∂logR(k,A)

∂wi
. The last identity (3.10c) is obtained by applying (3.10a) recursively

as follows; for i ̸= j,

(A.9)
∂2R(k,A)

∂wi ∂wj
=

∂ ∂R(k,A)
∂wi

∂wj
= δij

∂R(k − 1, A \ {i})
∂wj

= δij R(k − 2, A \ {i, j}) = δij πi,j

wiwj
,

where we used (3.5) and the fact that ∂R(k,A)
∂wi

is independent of wi and
∂2R(k,A)
∂wi ∂wj

= ∂2R(k,A)
∂wj ∂wi

.
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Proof of Lemma 3.6. From (3.12),

(A.10)

∇θP(Z = z) =

(
ns∏
i=1

(1− θi)

)
∇θR(z, S) +R(z, S)∇θ

ns∏
i=1

(1− θi)

=
(
∇θR(z, S)−R(z, S)(1 +w)

) ns∏
i=1

(1− θi)

=
(
(1 +w)2 ⊙∇wR(z, S)−R(z, S)(1 +w)

) ns∏
i=1

(1− θi)

= P(Z = z)
(
(1 +w)2 ⊙∇w logR(z, S)− (1 +w)

)
,

where we used the facts that
∂
∏ns

i=1 (1−θi)

∂θj
=

−
∏ns

i=1 (1−θi)

1−θj
= −(1 + wj)

∏ns

i=1 (1− θi) in the second

step, Lemma 3.1 is used in the third step, and (3.12) is used in the last step. This proves the
first identity (3.13a). The second identity (3.13b) is a straightforward application of the rule of the
logarithm derivative, ∇θ logP(Z = z) = 1

P(Z=z)∇θP(Z = z), which completes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 3.8. The first identity (3.15a) evaluates the PMF of the PB model when one
of the success probabilities is equal to 0. Because we can reorder the entries of ζ and θ, it is sufficient
to prove the identity for i = 1. Assume θ1 = 0, which means that the first entry of ζ is always 0
with probability 1, that is, P (ζ1 = 0 |θ1 = 0) = 1 and P (ζ1 = 1 |θ1 = 0) = 0. By applying the law
of total probability, the PMF of the PB model in this case takes the form

(A.11)

P (Z = z |θ1 = 0) = P (Z = z, ζ1 = 0 |θ1 = 0) + P (Z = z, ζ1 = 1 |θ1 = 0)

= P (Z = z, ζ1 = 0 |θ1 = 0)

= P ((0 + ζ2 + . . .+ ζns) = z |θ1 = 0)

= P ((ζ2 + . . .+ ζns) = z |θ1 = 0, θ2, . . . , θns)

= P ((ζ2 + . . .+ ζns) = z |θ2, . . . , θns) ,

which is equivalent to the PMF corresponding to removing θ1, which is equivalent to (3.15a). The
second identity (3.15b) follows similarly by considering the case where θ1 = 1. In this case, the first
entry of ζ is always 1 with probability 1. The PMF of the PB in this case is

(A.12) P(Z = z) = P ((1 + ζ2 + . . .+ ζns
) = z |θ1 = 1) = P ((ζ2 + . . .+ ζns

) = z − 1 |θ2, . . . , θns
) ,

which is equivalent to (3.15b). To prove the limits at the bounds, that is (3.15c), and (3.15d), we
note that the PMF (3.12) can be written as follows:

(A.13)

P(Z = z) = R(z, S)

ns∏
j=1

(1−θj)
(3.9b)
= (1−θi)

(
R(z, S\{i}) + wiR(z−1, S\{i})

) ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

(1−θj)

(3.2)
=
(
(1−θi)R(z, S\{i}) + θiR(z−1, S\{i})

) ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

(1−θj) .

Thus the limits (3.15c) and (3.15d) are obtained by setting θi in the right-hand side to 0 and 1,
respectively. The one-sided derivatives of the PMF at the bounds are obtained as follows. The
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right-hand derivative at θi = 0 is given by

(A.14)

∂P(Z = z)

∂θi

∣∣∣∣
θi=0

= lim
ϵ↘0

P (Z |θi = ϵ)− P (Z |θi = 0)

ϵ

(A.13,3.15a)
=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

(1−θj) lim
ϵ↘0

(
ϵR(z − 1, S\{i})− ϵR(z, S\{i})

)
ϵ

=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

(1−θj)
(
R(z − 1, S\{i})−R(z, S\{i})

)
.

The left-hand derivative at θi = 1 is similarly given by
(A.15)
∂P(Z = z)

∂θi

∣∣∣∣
θi=1

= lim
ϵ↘0

P (Z |θi = 1)− P (Z |θi = (1−ϵ))
ϵ

(A.13,3.15b)
=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

(1−θj) lim
ϵ↘0

R(z−1, S\{i})− ϵR(z, S\{i})− (1−ϵ)R(z−1, S\{i})
)

ϵ

=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

(1−θj) lim
ϵ↘0

ϵR(z−1, S\{i})− ϵR(z, S\{i})
ϵ

=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

(1−θj)
(
R(z − 1, S\{i})−R(z, S\{i})

)
.

In this case we used the fact that wi =
θi

1−θi
= 1−ϵ

1−(1−ϵ) = 1−ϵ
ϵ . The last identity (3.15f) follows by

noting that the the PMF of the PB model (3.12) can be written in the alternative form

(A.16) P(Z = z)
(3.12)
= R(z, S)

ns∏
j=1

(1−θj)
(3.9b)
=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

(1−θj)
(
(1− θi)R(z, S\{i})+ θiR(z−1, S\{i})

)
.

Thus, the derivative with respect to θi takes the form

(A.17)
∂P(Z = z)

∂θi
=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

(1−θj)
(
R(z − 1, S\{i})−R(z, S\{i})

)
,

which is independent from θi and hence proves (3.15f).

Proof of Lemma 3.10. We start by proving (3.18b). The logarithm of the CB model (3.17) is
given by

(A.18) logP (ζ |Z = z) = log

ns∏
i=1

wi
ζi

R(z, S)
= log

ns∏
i=1

wi
ζi − logR(z, S) =

ns∑
i=1

ζi logwi − logR(z, S) .
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Thus, the gradient of the log-PMF of the CB model (3.17) is given by

(A.19) ∇θ logP (ζ |Z = z) =

ns∑
i=1

ζi∇θ logwi −∇θ logR(z, S) ,

where ∇θ logR(z, S) is given by (3.1.3), and ∇θ logwi follows by definition of the weights (3.2),

(A.20) ∇θ logwi = ∇θ log θi −∇θ log 1− θi =

(
1

θi
+

1

1− θi

)
∇θθi =

(1 + wi)
2

wi
ei ,

where ei is the ith unit vector in Rns . Thus,

(A.21)

∇θ logP (ζ |Z = z) =

ns∑
i=1

ζi
(1 + wi)

2

wi
ei −∇θ logR(z, S)

= ζ ⊙ (1 +w)2

w
−∇θ logR(z, S)

(3.10,3.11)
=

(1 +w)2

w
⊙ (ζ −w ⊙∇w logR(z, S)) ,

where vector operations are computed elementwise, that is, (1+w)2

w =
∑ns

i=1
(1+wi)

2

wi
ei, and ei is the

ith versor (unit vector) in Rns . The identity (3.18a) follows by noting that ∇θ logP (ζ |Z=z) =
1

∇θP(ζ |Z=z)∇θP (ζ |Z=z) and by using (3.18b), and (3.17), respectively.

Proof of Lemma 3.11. The first identity (3.19a) follows by substituting (3.11b) into (3.18b),

and (3.19b) follows from (3.19a) by noting that ∂P(ζ |Z=z)
∂θi

= P (ζ |Z=z) ∂log P(ζ |Z=z)
∂θi

. The iden-
tity (3.19c) is obtained as follows:
(A.22)

∂2P (ζ |Z=z)

∂θi ∂θj
=

∂2P (ζ |Z=z)

∂θj ∂θi
=

∂

∂θj

∂P (ζ |Z=z)

∂θi
=

∂

∂θj

(
P (ζ |Z=z)

∂logP (ζ |Z=z)

∂θi

)
= P (ζ |Z=z)

∂2logP (ζ |Z=z)

∂θi ∂θj
+

∂P (ζ |Z=z)

∂θj

∂logP (ζ |Z=z)

∂θi

= P (ζ |Z=z)

(
∂2logP (ζ |Z=z)

∂θi ∂θj
+

∂logP (ζ |Z=z)

∂θj

∂logP (ζ |Z=z)

∂θi

)
= P (ζ |Z=z)

(
∂2logP (ζ |Z=z)

∂θi ∂θj
+

(1+wi)
2

wi
(ζi − πi)

(1+wj)
2

wj
(ζj − πj)

)
,
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where we used (3.19a) in the last step. The last identity (3.19d) is given by

(A.23)

∂2logP (ζ |Z=z)

∂θi ∂θj

∂2logP (ζ |Z=z)

∂θj ∂θi
=

∂

∂θj

∂logP (ζ |Z=z)

∂θi
=

∂

∂θj

(
(1 + wi)

2

wi
(ζi − πi)

)
=

(1 + wi)
2

wi

∂

∂θj
(ζi − πi) + (ζi − πi)(1 + wj)

2 ∂

∂wj

(
(1 + wi)

2

wi

)
= − (1 + wi)

2

wi

∂πi

∂θj
+ δij(1 + wi)

2w
2
i − 1

w2
i

(ζi − πi)

=
(1 + wi)

2

wi

(
−∂πi

∂θj
+ δij

w2
i − 1

wi
(ζi − πi)

)
=

(1+wi)
2

wi

(
−(1+wj)

2

wj

((
πj−π2

j

)
δij+(πi,j−πiπj) (1−δij)

)
+δij

w2
i −1
wi

(ζi−πi)

)
=

(1+wi)
2

wi

(1+wj)
2

wj

(
δij

(
(w2

i −1)
(1+wi)2

(ζi−πi)+(π2
i −πi)

)
+(1−δij) (πiπj−πi,j)

)
,

where we used the fact that ∂
∂wj

(1+wi)
2

wi
= δij

w2
i−1

w2
i

, which completes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 3.12. While in [24] it was noted that the first identity holds, the proof was
not accessible. Thus, we provide the proof here in detail for completeness. Using the formula of
expectation,

(A.24) E
[
ζ|Z = z

]
=

∑
ζ∈{0,1}ns

∥ζ∥0=z

ζ
ns∏
j=1

wj
ζj

R(z, S)
=

∑
ζ∈{0,1}ns

∥ζ∥0=z

ζ
ns∏
j=1

wj
ζj

R(z, S)
=

∑
ζ∈{0,1}ns

∥ζ∥0=z

ζ
ns∏
j=1

wj
ζj

R(z, S)
,

we can extract the components of the conditional expectation,

(A.25)

E
[
ζi|Z = z

]
=

1

R(z, S)

∑
ζ∈{0,1}ns

∥ζ∥0=z

ζi

ns∏
j=1

wj
ζj =

0w0
i

∑
B⊆S\{i}
|B|=z

∏
j∈B

wj + 1w1
i

∑
B⊆S−\{i}
|B|=z−1

∏
j∈B

wj

R(z, S)

=

wi

∑
B⊆S−\{i}
|B|=z−1

∏
j∈B

wj

R(z, S)
=

wi R(z − 1, S \ {i})
∑

B⊆S−\{i}
|B|=z−1

∏
j∈B wj

R(z, S)

=
wi R(z − 1, S \ {i})

R(z, S)
= πi ,

which proves (3.20a). Similarly the second identity(3.20b) is obtained as follows. Assuming i ̸= j,
we have

(A.26)
E
[
ζiζj |Z = z

]
=

∑
ζ∈{0,1}ns

∥ζ∥0=z

ζiζj
ns∏
j=1

wj
ζj

R(z, S)
=

wiwj

∑
B⊆S\{i,j}
|B|=z−2

∏
k∈B wk

R(z, S)

=
wiwj R(z − 2, S \ {i, j})

R(z, S)
= πi,j ,
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where the second step is obtained by dropping all terms with ζi = 0 or ζj = 0 from the ex-
pectation expansion. In the other case, namely i = j, since ζi ∈ {0, 1}, ζiζj = ζ2i = ζi, we

have E
[
ζiζj |Z = z

]
= E

[
ζi|Z = z

]
= πi and thus for i, j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , ns} we have E

[
ζiζj |Z = z

]
=

δijπi+(1−δij)πij , which proves the second identity (3.20b). The third identity (3.20c) follows from

both (3.20a) and (3.20b), since cov (ζi, ζj | Z = z) = E
[
ζiζj |Z = z

]
− E

[
ζi|Z = z

]
E
[
ζj |Z = z

]
=

δij(πi − π2
i ) + (1− δij)(πi,j − πiπj). The identity (3.20d) is obtained as follows

(A.27)

E
[
∇θ logP (ζ |Z = z) |Z = z

]
= E

[ ns∑
i=1

∂logP (ζ |Z=z)

∂θi
|Z = z

]
ei

(3.19a)
=

ns∑
i=1

E
[ (1 + wi)

2

wi
(ζi − πi) |Z = z

]
ei =

ns∑
i=1

(1 + wi)
2

wi

(
E
[
ζi|Z = z

]
− πi

)
ei

(3.20a)
=

ns∑
i=1

(1 + wi)
2

wi
(π − πi) ei = 0 ,

where ei is the ith unit vector in Rns . The identity (3.20e) then follows by using (3.20d) and (3.19a)
and by summing the variances of the entries of ∇θ logP (ζ |Z = z) as follows:

(A.28)

var(∇θ logP (ζ |Z = z) |Z = z) =

ns∑
i=1

var(∇θ logP (ζ |Z = z) |Z = z)ei

=

ns∑
i=1

var

(
∂logP (ζ |Z=z)

∂θi
|Z = z

)
(3.20d)
=

ns∑
i=1

E
[(∂logP (ζ |Z=z)

∂θi

)
|Z = z

]
(3.19a)
=

ns∑
i=1

E
[( (1 + wi)

2

wi
(ζi − πi)

)2

|Z = z
]

=

ns∑
i=1

(1 + wi)
4

w2
i

E
[
ζ2i − 2ζiπi + π2

i |Z = z
]
=

ns∑
i=1

(1 + wi)
4

w2
i

πi − π2
i ,

where we used the fact that ζ2i = ζi, E
[
ζi|Z = z

]
=πi in the last step, which completes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 3.13. The two identities (3.21a) and (3.21b) describe the PMF of the condi-
tional Bernoulli model at the boundary of the probability domain, that is, at θi = 0 and θi = 1,
respectively. To prove these two identities, we note that the PMF of the CB model (3.17) takes the
following equivalent form,

(A.29)

P (ζ |Z = z; θ) = P

ζ1, . . . , ζi−1, ζi+1, . . . , ζns

∣∣∣∣∣∣
ns∑
j=1

ζj = z

P (ζi |Z = z)

= P

ζ1, . . . , ζi−1, ζi+1, . . . , ζns

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
ns∑
j=1
j ̸=i

ζj = z − ζi

P (ζi |Z = z) ,

which is the product of two terms. The first term is the PMF of a CB model obtained by dis-
carding the ith component of θ, and the second component is the first-order inclusion probability
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P (ζi |Z = z) = πi; see Subsection 3.1.1. Assuming θi ∈ {0, 1}, then

(A.30) P (ζi |Z = z; θi = 0) =

{
1 ; ζi = 0

0 ; ζi = 1
; P (ζi |Z = z; θi = 1) =

{
0 ; ζi = 0

1 ; ζi = 1
,

which shows that the value of the PMF (3.17) is equal to 0 when ζi ̸= θi, which is intuitively
expected. If we let θi = 0, then the first term in the product (A.29) is given by

(A.31)

P

ζ1, . . . , ζi−1, ζi+1, . . . , ζns

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
ns∑
j=1
j ̸=i

ζj = z − ζi, ζi = 0, θi = 0



= P

ζ1, . . . , ζi−1, ζi+1, . . . , ζns

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
ns∑
j=1
j ̸=i

ζj = z, θ1, . . . , θi−1, θi+1, . . . , θns

 =

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j

R(z, S\{i})
,

which together with (A.29) proves (3.21a). Similarly, for θi = 1,

(A.32)

P

ζ1, . . . , ζi−1, ζi+1, . . . , ζns

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
ns∑
j=1
j ̸=i

ζj = z − ζi, ζi = 1; θi = 1



= P

ζ1, . . . , ζi−1, ζi+1, . . . , ζns

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
ns∑
j=1
j ̸=i

ζj=z−1; θ1, . . . , θi−1, θi+1, . . . , θns



=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j

R(z−1, S\{i})
,

which together with (A.29) proves (3.21b). To prove the limits (3.21c) and (3.21d), we write the
PMF of the CB model (3.17) as follows:

(A.33)

P (ζ |Z=z) =

ns∏
i=1

wi
ζi

R(z, S)

(3.9b)
=

ns∏
j=1

wj
ζj

R(z, S \ {i}) + wiR(z − 1, S \ {i})
(3.2)
=

ns∏
i=j
j ̸=i

wj
ζj

θi
ζi

(1− θi)
ζiR(z, S \ {i}) + θi(1− θi)

ζi−1
R(z − 1, S \ {i})

.
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Thus, for ζi = 0,

lim
θi↘0

P (ζ |Z=z) =

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

wj
ζj lim

θi↘0

1

R(z, S\{i}) + θi(1−θi)−1
R(z−1, S\{i})

=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

wj
ζj

R(z, S\{i})
,(A.34)

lim
θi↗1

P (ζ |Z=z) =

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

wj
ζj lim

θi↗1

1

R(z, S \ {i}) + θi(1− θi)
−1

R(z − 1, S \ {i})
= 0 ,(A.35)

and for ζi = 1,

lim
θi↘0

P (ζ |Z=z) =

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

wj
ζj lim

θi↘0

θi
(1−θi)R(z, S\{i})+θiR(z−1, S\{i})

= 0 ,(A.36)

lim
θi↗1

P (ζ |Z=z) =

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

wj
ζj lim

θi↗1

θi
(1−θi)R(z, S\{i})+θiR(z−1, S\{i})

=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

wj
ζj

R(z−1, S\{i})
,(A.37)

which proves (3.21d). The right-hand derivative (3.21e) at θi = 0 can be defined as

(A.38)
∂P (ζ |Z = z)

∂θi

∣∣∣∣
θi=0

= lim
ϵ→0

P (ζ |Z = z; θi = ϵ)− P (ζ |Z = z; θi = 0)

ϵ
,

which, by letting ζi = 0, can be equivalently written (by replacing ϵ with θi) as

(A.39)

∂P (ζ |Z = z)

∂θi

∣∣∣∣
θi=0

(3.17,3.21a)
= lim

θi↘0

ns∏
j=1

wj
ζj

R(z,S) −
1

R(z,S\{i})
∏ns

j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j

θi

=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j lim

θi↘0

1
R(z,S) −

1
R(z,S\{i})

θi
=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j lim

θi↘0

R(z,S\{i})−R(z,S)
R(z,S)R(z,S\{i})

θi

(3.9b)
=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j lim

θi↘0

−θiR(z−1,S\{i})
R(z,S)R(z,S\{i})

θi
=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j

R(z−1, S\{i})
R(z, S\{i})

lim
θi↘0

−1
R(z, S)

(3.9b)
=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j

R(z−1, S\{i})
R(z, S\{i})

lim
θi↘0

−1
R(z, S\{i}) + θi

1−θiR(z−1, S\{i})

=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j

−R(z−1, S\{i})
(R(z, S\{i}))2

,
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which proves (3.21e) for ζi = 0. Similarly, for ζi = 1,

(A.40)

∂P (ζ |Z = z)

∂θi

∣∣∣∣
θi=0

(3.17,3.21a)
= lim

θi↘0

ns∏
j=1

wj
ζj

R(z,S) − 0

θi
=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j lim

θi↘0

θi
(1−θi)R(z,S)

θi

(3.9b)
=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j lim

θi↘0

1

(1−θi)R(z, S\{i}) + θiR(z−1, S\{i})
=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j

1

R(z, S\{i})
,

which completes the proof of (3.21e). The left derivative (3.21f) can be shown by following the
same procedure as above for proving (3.21f),

(A.41)
∂P(Z = z)

∂θi

∣∣∣∣
θi=1

= lim
θi↗1

P (Z |θi = 1)− P(Z)

1− θi
.

By letting ζi = 0, the left derivative at θi = 1 is given by

(A.42)

∂P(Z = z)

∂θi

∣∣∣∣
θi=1

(3.21b,3.17)
=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j lim

θi↗1

−1
R(z,S)

1− θi

(3.9b)
=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j lim

θi↗1

−1
(1−θi)R(z, S\{i}) + θiR(z−1, S\{i})

=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j

−1
R(z−1, S\{i})

,

and for ζi = 1

(A.43)

∂P(Z = z)

∂θi

∣∣∣∣
θi=1

(3.21b,3.17)
=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j lim

θi↗1

1
R(z−1,S\{i}) −

θi
(1−θi)R(z,S)

1− θi

=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j lim

θi↗1

(1−θi)R(z,S)−θiR(z−1,S\{i})
(1−θi)R(z−1,S\{i})R(z,S)

1− θi

(3.9b)
=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j lim

θi↗1

(1− θi)R(z, S \ {i}) + θiR(z − 1, S \ {i})− θiR(z − 1, S \ {i})
(1− θi)2R(z − 1, S \ {i})R(z, S)

(3.9b)
=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j

R(z, S \ {i})
R(z − 1, S \ {i})

lim
θi↗1

1

(1− θi)R(z, S \ {i}) + θiR(z − 1, S \ {i})

=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j

R(z, S \ {i})
(R(z − 1, S \ {i}))2

,

which completes the proof of (3.21f).
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The continuity of the derivative at the bounds θi = 0 and θi = 1 given by (3.21g) and (3.21h),
respectively, is obtained by taking the limit of the PMF model derivative (3.19b) as θi approaches
these respective limits. Specifically, for any θi ∈ (0, 1)

(A.44)

lim
θi↘0

∂P (ζ |Z=z)

∂θi

(3.19b)
= lim

θi↘0
P (ζ |Z=z)

(1 + wi)
2

wi
(ζi − πi)

(3.2,3.17)
=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j lim

θi↘0

θζii
R(z, S)

(1 + wi)
2

wi

(
ζi − wi

R(z − 1, S \ {i})
R(z, S)

)
.

By setting ζi = 0, it follows that

(A.45)

lim
θi↘0

∂P (ζ |Z=z)

∂θi

(3.9b)
=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j lim

θi↘0

−R(z − 1, S \ {i})
((1− θi)R(z, S \ {i}) + θiR(z − 1, S \ {i}))2

=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j

−R(z − 1, S \ {i})
(R(z, S \ {i}))2

(3.21e)
=

∂P (ζ |Z = z)

∂θi

∣∣∣∣
θi=0,ζi=0

,

and

(A.46)

lim
θi↗1

∂P (ζ |Z=z)

∂θi
=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j lim

θi↗1

−R(z − 1, S \ {i})
((1− θi)R(z, S \ {i}) + θiR(z − 1, S \ {i}))2

=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j

−1
R(z − 1, S \ {i})

(3.21f)
=

∂P (ζ |Z = z)

∂θi

∣∣∣∣
θi=1,ζi=0

.

For ζi = 1,

(A.47)

lim
θi↘0

∂P (ζ |Z=z)

∂θi
=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j lim

θi↘0

wi

R(z, S)

(1 + wi)
2

wi

(
1− wi

R(z − 1, S \ {i})
R(z, S)

)

(3.9b)
=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j lim

θi↘0

R(z, S)− wiR(z − 1, S \ {i})
((1− θi)R(z, S))

2

=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j lim

θi↘0

R(z, S \ {i})
((1− θi)R(z, S \ {i}) + θiR(z − 1, S \ {i}))2

=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j

1

R(z, S \ {i})
(3.21e)
=

∂P (ζ |Z = z)

∂θi

∣∣∣∣
θi=0,ζi=1

,
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and,

(A.48)

lim
θi↗1

∂P (ζ |Z=z)

∂θi
=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j lim

θi↗1

R(z, S \ {i})
((1− θi)R(z, S \ {i}) + θiR(z − 1, S \ {i}))2

=

ns∏
j=1
j ̸=i

w
ζj
j

R(z, S \ {i})
(R(z − 1, S \ {i}))2

(3.21f)
=

∂P (ζ |Z = z)

∂θi

∣∣∣∣
θi=1,ζi=1

,

which proves continuity of the derivative of the CB model ∂P(ζ |Z=z)
∂θi

over the domain θ ∈ [0, 1]ns

and completes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 3.15. By the definition of Bayes’ rule and the conditional probability, it follows
that

(A.49) P (ζ |Z ∈ Z) = P (ζ |Z ∈ {z1, . . . , zm}) =
P(ζ, Z ∈ Z)
P(Z ∈ Z)

=
P (Z ∈ Z |ζ) P(ζ)

P(Z ∈ Z)
,

and, because realizations of the sum Z are mutually exclusive, that is, Z cannot take different values
at the same time, then ∀i ̸= j; i, j ∈ S, P (Z = zi ∩ Z = zj |θ; ζ) = 0, hence P (Z = zi ∪ Z = zj |ζ) =
P (Z = z1 |ζ) + P (Z = z2 |ζ) for any two realizations z1, z2 of Z. Thus by using (A.49), we have

(A.50)

P (ζ |Z ∈ Z) = P (Z ∈ Z |ζ) P(ζ)
P(Z ∈ Z)

=
P (Z = z1 ∪ . . . ∪ Z = zm |ζ) P(ζ)
P(Z = z1) + . . .+ P(Z = zm)

=

(
P (Z = z1 |ζ) + . . .+ P (Z = zm |ζ)

)
P(ζ)

P(Z = z1) + . . .+ P(Z = zm)
=

∑
z∈Z

P (ζ |Z = z)P(Z = z)∑
z∈Z

P(Z = z)
,

which completes the proof of (3.23a). The identity (3.23b) is obtained from (3.23a) as follows,

(A.51)

∇θ logP (ζ |Z ∈ Z) = ∇θ log


∑
z∈Z

P (ζ |Z = z)P(Z = z)∑
z∈Z

P(Z = z)


= ∇θ log

∑
z∈Z

P (ζ |Z = z)P(Z = z)−∇θ log
∑
z∈Z

P(Z = z)

=

∇θ

∑
z∈Z

P (ζ |Z = z)P(Z = z)∑
z∈Z

P (ζ |Z = z)P(Z = z)
−

∑
z∈Z
∇θP(Z = z)∑

z∈Z
P(Z = z)

=

∑
z∈Z

P(Z = z)∇θP (ζ |Z = z) +
∑
z∈Z

P (ζ |Z = z)∇θP(Z = z)∑
z∈Z

P (ζ |Z = z)P(Z = z)
−

∑
z∈Z
∇θP(Z = z)∑

z∈Z
P(Z = z)

,

which proves (3.23b). (3.23c) follows from (3.23b) and by using the definition of the derivative of
the logarithmic function. By the definition of the conditional expectation and by using (3.23a), we
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have

(A.52)

E
[
f(ζ)|Z ∈ Z

]
=

∑
ζ∈{0,1}ns

∥ζ∥0∈Z

f(ζ)P (ζ |Z ∈ Z)=
∑

ζ∈{0,1}ns

∥ζ∥0∈Z

f(ζ)

∑
z∈Z

P (ζ |Z = z)P(Z = z)∑
z∈Z

P(Z = z)

=
1∑

z∈Z
P(Z = z)

∑
ζ∈{0,1}ns

∥ζ∥0∈Z

f(ζ)
∑
z∈Z

P (ζ |Z = z)P(Z = z)

=
1∑

z∈Z
P(Z = z)

∑
z∈Z

∑
ζ∈{0,1}ns

∥ζ∥0∈Z

f(ζ)P (ζ |Z = z)P(Z = z)

=
1∑

z∈Z
P(Z = z)

∑
z∈Z

E
[
f(ζ)|Z = z

]
P(Z = z) ,

which proves (3.23d). Similarly, by the definition of the conditional variance and by using (3.23d)
it follows that

(A.53)

var(f(ζ)|Z ∈ Z) = E
[
f(ζ)2|Z ∈ Z

]
−
(
E
[
f(ζ)|Z ∈ Z

])2

=

∑
z∈Z

E
[
f(ζ)|Z = z

]
P(Z = z)∑

z∈Z
P(Z = z)

−

(∑
z∈Z

E
[
f(ζ)|Z = z

]
P(Z = z)

)2

(∑
z∈Z

P(Z = z)

)2 ,

which is equivalent to (3.23e) and thus completes the proof.

Appendix B. Proofs of Theorems and Lemmas Discussed in Section 4 .

Proof of Theorem 4.2. The first bound (4.18a) is given by

(B.1)

∥∇θP (ζ |Z = z)∥2 =

ns∑
i=1

(
∂P (ζ |Z = z)

∂θi

)2
(3.19b)
=

ns∑
i=1

(
P (ζ |Z=z)

(1 + wi)
2

wi
(ζi − πi)

)2

= (P (ζ |Z=z))
2

ns∑
i=1

(
(1 + wi)

2

wi
(ζi − πi)

)2

≤
ns∑
i=1

(
(1 + wi)

2

wi
(ζi − πi)

)2
(3.19a)
= ∥∇θ logP (ζ |Z = z)∥2

(4.17)

≤
ns∑
i=1

C2 (ζi − πi)
2
< ns C

2 .

where C = max
i=1,...,ns

(1+wi)
2

wi
; we used the fact that P (ζ |Z = z) is constant for all terms in the sum in

the second step; 0 ≤ P (ζ |Z = z) ≤ 1 is used in the third step; and because ζi ∈ {0, 1}, πi ∈ (0, 1),
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it follows that 0 < (ζi − πi)
2
< 1, and

∑ns

i=1 (ζi − πi)
2
<
∑ns

i=1 1 = ns, which is used in the final
step. The second bound (4.18b) is obtained by using (3.20d) and (3.20e), as follows:

(B.2)

E
[
∥∇θ logP (ζ |Z = z)∥2

]
= E

[
Tr
(
(∇θ logP (ζ |Z = z)) (∇θ logP (ζ |Z = z))

T
)]

= Tr
(
E
[
(∇θ logP (ζ |Z = z))

T
(∇θ logP (ζ |Z = z))

])
(3.20d)
= var (∇θ logP (ζ |Z = z))

(3.20e)
=

ns∑
i=1

(1 + wi)
4

w2
i

(πi − π2
i ) ,

where we used linearity and the circular property of the trace operator in the first step. Since for
θi ∈ (0, 1) the first-order inclusion probabilities satisfy πi ∈ (0, 1)∀i = 1, . . . , ns, and since (πi−π2

i )
is a quadratic with maximum value 1

4 , it follows from (B.2) that

(B.3) E
[
∥∇θ logP (ζ |Z = z)∥2

]
≤ 1

4

ns∑
i=1

(1 + wi)
4

w2
i

(4.17)

≤ ns

4
C2 ,

which proves (4.18b). To prove (4.18c), we use (3.19c) and note that 0 < P (ζ |Z = z) < 1 and
0 < |ζi − πi| < 1, and from (3.6) it follows that πi,j − πiπj < 0. Thus,

(B.4)

∣∣∣∣∂2P (ζ |Z=z)

∂θi ∂θj

∣∣∣∣ (3.19c,3.19d)<
(1 + wi)

2

wi

(1 + wj)
2

wj

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
δij

(
(w2

i − 1)

(1 + wi)2
(ζi − πi) + (π2

i − πi)

)
+ (1− δij) (πiπj − πi,j)

+ (ζi − πi)(ζj − πj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
(4.17)

≤ C2

(
5

4
δij + (1− δij) + 1

)
≤ 9

4
C2 ,

where we used the facts that 0 <
(w2

i−1)
(1+wi)2

< 1 and π2
i − πi ≤ 1

4 in the second step. This completes

the proof of (4.18c).

To prove the bounds in the general case of of non-degenerate probabilities, we note that (3.22c)
is equivalent to (3.19b) for the first case 0 < θi < 1. In each of the other 4 degenerate cases in (3.22c),
the derivatives are expressed in terms of the weights of the non-degenerate parts. Thus, from (4.18)

it follows that there is always a finite number Ĉ (defined based on the maximum/minimum success
probability 0 < θi < 1) that bounds first- and second-order derivatives. This proves (4.18) and
completes the proof of the theorem.

Proof of Theorem 4.3 .

(B.5)

∥∇θΥ(θ)∥2 =

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑

ζ∈{0,1}ns

∥ζ∥0=z

U(ζ)∇θ P (ζ |Z = z)

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ C2

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑

ζ∈{0,1}ns

∥ζ∥0=z

∇θ P (ζ |Z = z)

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤M2
∑

ζ∈{0,1}ns

∥ζ∥0=z

∥∇θ P (ζ |Z = z)∥2
(4.18a)

≤ M2

(
ns

z

)
nsC ,
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which proves (4.19a). For any two realizations of the CB model parameters θ[1], θ[2], it follows that

(B.6) ∥∇θ Υ(θ[1])−∇θ Υ(θ[2])∥ ≤ ∥∇θ Υ(θ[1])∥+∇θ Υ(θ[2])
(4.19a)

≤ 2M

√(
ns

z

)
nsC ,

which proves (4.19b). The bound on the Hessian entries (4.19c) are obtained as follows:

(B.7)

(
∂2Υ

∂θi ∂θj

)2

=

 ∂2

∂θi ∂θj

∑
ζ∈{0,1}ns

∥ζ∥0=z

U(ζ)P (ζ |Z = z)


2

≤M2
∑

ζ∈{0,1}ns

∥ζ∥0=z

(
∂2

∂θi ∂θj
P (ζ |Z = z)

)2 (4.18c)

≤ 9

4
C2M2

(
ns

z

)
,

which by taking the square roots on both sides proves (4.19c). The boundedness of the derivatives
(4.20) follows immediately from (4.19) and (4.18d).

Proof of Theorem 4.4 .

(B.8)

E
[
ĝ
]
= E

[ 1

Nens

Nens∑
k=1

U(ζ[k])∇ logP (ζ[k] |Z)
]
=

1

Nens

Nens∑
k=1

E
[
U(ζ)∇ logP (ζ |Z)

]
=

1

Nens

Nens∑
k=1

∑
ζ

U(ζ)∇ logP (ζ |Z)P (ζ |Z) =
1

Nens

Nens∑
k=1

EP(ζ |Z)

[
U(ζ)∇ logP (ζ |Z)

]
= EP(ζ |Z)

[
U(ζ)∇ logP (ζ |Z)

]
(4.3,4.12)

= g ,

which proves that the stochastic approximation is an unbiased estimator of the exact gradient of
the stochastic objective Υ. The second identity in (4.21b) is obtained as follows:

(B.9)

E
[
ĝT ĝ

]
= var (ĝ) + E

[
ĝ
]T
E
[
ĝ
]
= var (ĝ) + gTg = var

(
1

Nens

Nens∑
k=1

U(ζ[k])∇ logP (ζ[k] |Z)

)

=
1

N2
ens

Nens∑
k=1

var (U(ζ)∇ logP (ζ |Z)) =
M

Nens
var (∇ logP (ζ |Z)) ,

where M = max
ζ∈Ωζ

{|U(ζ)|}. By Theorem 4.2, there is a positive finite constant C̃ such that

var (∇ logP (ζ |Z)) ≤ C̃, which completes the proof of (4.21b) and the theorem.
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