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Abstract

Motivated by crowdsourcing, we consider a problem where we partially observe the cor-
rectness of the answers of n experts on d questions. In this paper, we assume that both the
experts and the questions can be ordered, namely that the matrix M containing the prob-
ability that expert ¢ answers correctly to question j is bi-isotonic up to a permutation of it
rows and columns. When n = d, this also encompasses the strongly stochastic transitive (SST)
model from the tournament literature. Here, we focus on the relevant problem of deciphering
small entries of M from large entries of M, which is key in crowdsourcing for efficient alloca-
tion of workers to questions. More precisely, we aim at recovering a (or several) level set p of
the matrix up to a precision h, namely recovering resp. the sets of positions (z,7) in M such
that M;; > p+h and M;; < p—h. We consider, as a loss measure, the number of misclas-
sified entries. As our main result, we construct an efficient polynomial-time algorithm that
turns out to be minimax optimal for this classification problem. This heavily contrasts with
existing literature in the SST model where, for the stronger reconstruction loss, statistical-
computational gaps have been conjectured. More generally, this shades light on the nature of
statistical-computational gaps for permutations models.

1 Introduction

Ranking problems have spurred a lot of interest both in the statistics and machine learning com-
munities. Applications of these problems include a variety of things ranging from tournament
problems [1], pairwise comparisons [2], to crowdlabeling problems [3].

In tournament problems with n players, we observe results of games between players and the
general objective is to gain knowledge on the ranking between the players. More formally, this
amounts to have noisy partial observations from an unknown matrix M € [0,1]™" where M;;
corresponds to the probability that player ¢ beats player j. In crowdsourcing problems, n experts
(or workers) are faced to d types of questions (or tasks). Here, the n x d matrix M encodes the
fact that M;; is the probability that expert i correctly answers the question j. Based on noisy
observations of the matrix M, the objective is also to rank the experts or/and the questions. In
this manuscript, we consider both crowdsourcing and tournament data, the tournament problem
being a specific case where n =d and M;; = 1 - M;; (skew symmetry).

Earlier models for tournament problems are parametric in nature. Among others, the Bradley-
Luce-Terry model [4, 5] has prompted a lot of works, even recently [6-8]. In particular, com-
putationally efficient and statistically optimal parameter estimation methods have been intro-
duced. Other parametric models such as the noisy sorting! are also well understood [9, 10].
However, it has been observed that these simple parametric models are often unrealistic [11, 12]
and do not tend to fit the data well. This has lead to a recent line of literature in tourna-
ment and crowdsourcing where strong parametric assumptions are replaced by shape-constrained
non-parametric assumptions on the matrix M [13-22]. Arguably, the most popular model in
this field are the strong stochastically transitive (SST) [14] model for tournament and the bi-
isotonic model for crowdsourcing problems. The SST model presumes that the square matrix
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M is, up to a common permutation w of the rows and of the columns, bi-isotonic, that is
Moyt (y) 2 max(Mﬂ(fl)(Hl)ﬂ(fl)(j),Mﬂel)(i)ﬂ(fl)(jﬂ)). From a modeling perspective, this
corresponds to assuming that, if player i is better than j, then it has a larger probability than
player j of beating a third player k. Similarly, the bi-isotonic models in crowdsourcing data, sub-
sumes that, up to a permutation 7 of the rows and 7 of the columns, the matrix M is bi-isotonic.

Most works in the recent literature [13-19, 23] have focused on estimating the matrix M in
Frobenius distance. As recalled in Section 2, obtaining a good estimator of M mostly boils down
to estimating the permutation 7 (and n for crowdsourcing problems) with respect to some o
type distance. Although optimal rates for estimation of M have been pinpointed in the earlier
paper of Shah et al. [14], there remains a large gap between these optimal rates and the best
known performances of polynomial time algorithms. This has led to conjecture the existence of a
statistical-computational gap [17, 19].

1.1 Localizing large entries of M

In this manuscript, we move aside from the problem of estimating the matrix M in Frobenius
distance to the related problem of deciphering small entries of M from large entries of M. Given
M € [0,1]™¢ some threshold p € [0,1] and some tolerance h € [0,1], we define the classification
matrix R;,h by (R;,h)ij =1if Mij >p+h, (R;,h)ij =0 if Mij <p+h, and (R;,h)ij = NA otherwise.
In tournament problems, the matrix R;’ , encodes the set of games (¢, j) such that the probability
M;; that i beats j either exceeds p + h or are below p — h. In crowdsourcing problems, R;,h
encodes the sets of experts/question such that the probability of obtaining the right answer is
above (resp. below) p + h (resp. p—h). For instance, in tournament problems, finding Ry, is
relevant for betting purposes. In crowdlabeling applications, the knowledge of R, is important
to assign experts/workers to given tasks/questions. Our main objective in this paper is to recover
the matrix R; ,, from noisy and partial observations of M. In the sequel, we refer to this problem
as the classification problem R .

Given an estimator R,Lh of R’ |, we quantify its error by

Lo m[Rpn] = > RS, = Ryl - (1)
(R )i5e{0,1}

This loss simply counts the number of classification error among the entries which are outside the
region of tolerance. Estimating the classification matrix R}, is, in some sense, a weaker problem

than estimating the full matrix M in Frobenius norms. Indeed, given an estimator M we can
define the plug-in estimator R,(M) by [R,(M)] = 1yy,,p- Then, one can easily deduce that

1

Loim[Rp(M)] < 2

| - M| . (2)
If M is an SST matrix, it is well known that the optimal rate of convergence for |M — M|?% with
full observations is of the order of n [13], so that from an information-theoretical point of view,
it is possible to classify the large entries, that is to estimate R; ,, with a loss of the order of
n/h?. However, as explained above, no polynomial time-estimator of M achieves the n rate in
Frobenius norm and, as of today, the best achievable rate is of the order of n™/® [19, 24]. The
above observations raise the two following important questions:

(a) In crowdsourcing and tournaments problems, what is the optimal error for classification? In
particular, for tournament problems with full observation, is this optimal rate of the order
of n/h? as suggested by (2)?

(b) Is there a polynomial time algorithm achieving this rate?
1.2  Our contribution

In this manuscript, we answer by the affirmative to both questions by characterizing the optimal
rate for estimating the classification R} ) and by introducing a new computationally efficient and



statistically optimal estimator. In contrast, relying on available state-of-the-art polynomial time
ranking estimators such as those in [19, 23] would lead to a larger loss by a multiplicative factor
at (nvd)Y/S,

As a notable consequence of our results, we establish the absence of a computational gap for
reconstruction M in Frobenius distance when the matrix M is restricted to take a finite number of
values. This entails that the conjectured computation gap for SST matrix estimation, if it exists,
only arises for multi-scale matrices M.

From a technical perspective, we introduce a novel procedure to estimate the permutations m
(and possibly n). The general idea is to iteratively localize the level set at height p of the matrix
M. Intuitively, at each step, we consider groups E of rows that remain to be compared and ranked,
and based on our partial knowledge of the ranking, we select an envelope () of columns, that is a
small set (), such that, for the rows E, the threshold p is achieved on the set ). Then, by looking
at the noisy observations of M on F x @), we are able to gain additional knowledge on the mutual
ordering of the rows in . While the idea of iteratively refining a partial ordering on the rows by
further localizing the columns of interests is not new [19, 24], there are some important differences
both in the algorithm and its see analysis. See Section 6 for further discussion.

1.3 Organization and notation

In Section 2, we formally introduce the observation model, and we also reduce the problem of
estimating R , to that of estimating the permutations 7 and 1 with respect to a suitable loss
Ly n. In Section 3, we describe our main results, whereas Section 4 and Section 5 are dedicated
to the description of our polynomial time estimator procedure. Finally, we discuss our results and
further compare them to the literature in Section 6. All the proofs are postponed to the appendix.

In the sequel, we write [n] for the set {1,...n}. We write S,, for the set of permutations of [n].
Besides, id[,] stands for the identity permutation. For a permutation 7 on [n], we say i is below j
if 7(¢) <7(j). Since our work is motivated by crowdsourcing problems, expert ¢ henceforth refers
to the i-th question of M and question j to the j-th column of M. Given o > 0, a mean-zero
random variable is said to be o%-subGaussian if it satisfies E[exp(tW)] < exp(t?0?)/2 for t € R.
We write SG(0?) for the class of centered o?-subGaussian distributions. Given a matrix M, we
write | M| g for its Frobenius norm. For two quantities z and y, vy and x Ay respectively refer to
max(z,y) and min(x,y). We write |-| and [-] for the lower and upper integer parts. Also, log, ()
refers to log(z)/log(a). Finally, x < y, means that there exists a numerical constant ¢ such that
T < cy.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Problem formulation

We consider, without loss of generality, the general crowdsourcing setting where M € [0, 1]"Xd, the
tournament setting being a specific case where n = d and we have skew-symmetry. In the sequel, we
write Cpiso (id[,],idpqy)  [0,1]™*? the collection of bi-isotonic matrices, that is matrices satisfying
the inequality M;; > max(M; 15, M;j+1). Given some unknown permutation 7 € S,, and n € Sy, we
assume henceforth that the matrix M 1,1 defined by (Mz-1,-1)ij = M-1¢;,-1(; is bi-isotonic.
For fixed 7 and 7, we write Cgiso (7, 17) for the corresponding collection of matrices. Finally, we write
Caiso = Ur,nCgiso(m, 1) for the collection of bi-isotonic matrices up to two permutation. Similarly,
we define Cp;, (7) the set of matrices M such that, up to the permutation 7, M is non-increasing
on each row and non-decreasing on each column. Equipped with this definition, we can define the
collection of strongly stochastic transitive (SST) matrices as Csgr = U Chyo, (7)n{M : M+MT =1},

As usual in the literature —e.g. [17]—, we use the Poissonization trick to model the partial
observations on the matrix M. Given some A\g > 0, which is henceforth referred as the sampling
effort, and N = Agnd, we have N’ ~ Poi(N') observations of the form

Y, = M, j, + W/, (3)



for t € {1,...,N'}, where the sequences I = (i;)¢,J = (j¢)¢ are independent and uniformly dis-
tributed on [n] and [d], and where (W/); is an independent o2-subGaussian noise for ¢ > 0. The
data in this model is therefore of the form (N',I,J,Y"), where Y’ = (Y/);. In particular, the
observation model (3) allows for binary observations where Y} is a Bernoulli random variable with
parameter M;, ;, in which case we have o2 = 1/4.

With this observation scheme, each entry (i,7) of M is observed in a noisy way in expectation
Ao times. If Ay is much smaller than 1, Ag is to be interpreted as the probability of observing any
given entry and we do not have any observation on most entries, making the ranking task more
challenging. The assumption that the total sample size N’ is distributed as a Poisson random
variable is questionable, but as usual for this type of problems, this can be leveraged quite easily.
We mostly keep it here for the sake of simplicity.

Recall that, for p, h € [0,1], we refer to p as the threshold and h as the tolerance. In the sequel,
given some observations (N',I,J,Y") sampled from (3), our objective is to infer the classification
matrix R;’ h

2.2 Permutation loss and reduction

For estimating R ;,, the main challenge is to suitably estimate the ranking, that is the permutations
m and 7 such that M € Cgiso(m,n). For any estimators 7 and 7, we define the loss £, (7, 7) as

Lon(@n) = {0 ) €] x [d] s Mrsgiyrgy $P=hy Masi(iymr ) 2P+ bl
+[{G.5) eln X[d]: Mot (i) 2P+ s Mayany <p=hj| (4)

Note that this loss depends on the true value of the matrix M. It counts the number of times that
entries smaller than p — h get confused with entries larger than p + h, if we sort M by 7 and 7
instead of the oracle permutations 7 and 7.

In previous works where the focus was to estimate M in Frobenius norm, the overall challenge
was to estimate the permutations 7w and 7 [17, 19] with respect to the stronger loss L defined by

Lp(F,1) = [ Ma-1(y5-10) = Mar (1 Ol (5)

which measures how close the matrix re-ordered by the estimated permutations is to the perfectly
re-ordered matrix. Obviously, we have £, 5 (#,7) < (4h)2Lr((7,n), (7,7)), so that it suffices to
bound the latter to control the former loss. However, as alluded in the introduction, we are able
in the next section to craft polynomial time algorithms whose performances with respect to £, 5,
are much better than what is suggested by the previous bound.

3 Main results

Our main contribution is the construction of a polynomial time estimator of the permutation (7, 1)),
that turns out to be optimal in the minimax sense with respect to loss £, 5. In turn, this allows
us to easily derive an optimal estimator classification matrix Rp - 1o ease the reading, we mainly
state risk bounds in this section and we postpone the definition of our procedures to the next two
sections.

3.1 Minimax lower bound

We first state a minimax lower bound both for the permutation estimation problem with the loss
Ly, and for the classification matrix R7 ,, with respect to the loss Lo 1,w. For the purpose of
the following lower bound, we write E,; for the expectation with respect to the data (N',1,J,Y")
sampled with a given Ag and M, and where the noise in (3) is normally distributed with variance

o2,



Theorem 3.1. There exist universal constants c,c’,c” > 0, such that the following holds for any
>0, X\, pe[0,1], and h € (0,min(p,1 - p)), and n, d such that nv d>2. If \oh? < ca?, then

0,2
Aoh?

2
; O

inf  sup En[Lopau[Rpnl] 2 [Cl

(nv d)] A (nd) .
Ry n  MeCgiso

inf sup En [Lpn(7,1)] 2 [CI

d d) .
7 MeCpiso Aoh? (nv )] A (nd)

The condition A\gh? < co? is really mild, because in the most relevant setting, we have \g < 1
(less than 1 observation in expectation per entry) and o of the order of a constant, as for Bernoulli
observations. In the regime where Ag < 1, Mao et al. [17] introduced exponential-time least-square
type estimators M and (7r,77) that satisfy

- d
E[|M - M|3%] < (002 10g3/2(nd)%) And
0
d
E[| Mz -1 = M1 1| F] < (0'02 logs/z(nd)%) And
0

for some universal constants c,¢’ > 0. We have explained in the previous subsection how we can
deduce bounds with respect to the losses Lo 1y and £, 5, from the above equations. This implies
that Theorem 3.1 is tight, up to polylogarithmic terms, and characterizes the minimax risk for
reconstructing the classification matrix.

3.2 Permutation and classification matrix estimation

In order to estimate m and 7, we introduce in the next section a polynomial time estimator 7g,
which depends on p, h and 0% and a tuning parameter § € (0, 1), which corresponds to a probability
of error.

Theorem 3.2. There exist two universal constants ¢,c’ > 0 such that the following holds for any
§>0,0>0, N\ €(0,log(nd)], pe[0,1], he[0,1], T €Sy, n € Sq, M € Cpiso(m,n). With probability
higher than 1 -6, the estimator (7rg,fs) —defined in (13)— with tuning parameter & satisfies

Lyn(7s,ns) <c(a?v1) log5/2(nd/5)L\/d 7
’ Aoh?
If we fix § = 1/(nd), we also have
nvd

E[Lyn(is,s)] < (c’(02 v 1) log™? (nd) ) A (nd) . (6)

Aoh?

In the above theorem, we are only assuming that the sampling effort A\g < log(nd) so that there
are in expectation less than log(nd) observations per entry. As the sparse case Ag < 1 is arguably
the most relevant, this is not really restrictive. In fact, we would need to use a variant of our
procedure to better handle the case of very large sampling effort (Mg > log(nd)); we restricted
ourselves to the sparser case for the sake of conciseness.

Comparing (6) with Theorem 3.1, we observe that the estimator (7,7) is, up to a polylog factor,
minimax optimal for any n, d, \g < log(nd) and for any noise level o bounded away from zero.
Also, Theorem 3.2 handles the case of sparse observations, the convergence rates being optimal and
non-trivial for A9 as small Polylog(nd)/[h?(n Ad)], which corresponds to the challenging situation

where there are a logarithmic number of observations on each row (resp. column) if n > d (resp.
n<d).

We have stated the previous theorem for a single threshold/tolerance (p, h), but in fact, we can
construct our estimator for a collections (p, h) = (p1,h1),- -, (Pm, hm)-

Corollary 3.3. There exists an universal constant ¢ > 0 such that the following holds for any § > 0,
o >0, X € (0,log(nd)], (p,h) = (p1,h1),--+, (Pmshm), M € Ciso. With probability higher than



1 -9, the estimator (7is,7s) defined in (13) with (p,h) = (p1,h1),---, (Pm,hm) and d/m satisfies,
simultaneously for all 1=1,... ,m.

nvd
)\OhIQ

ndm

Ly n (Ts,7s) < [0(02 v1)log™? (7)

5 ]/\(nd) .

In comparison to the single choice of threshold, tolerance (p,h) (Theorem 3.2), we only pay a
mild logarithmic price with respect to the number m of thresholds. For (p,h) and (p’, h') such that
[p—h,p+h]c[p'—h',p+h'] and for any (7',n") we have, by definition, L, p/(7",n") < Ly n (7", 7).
This allows us to get a simultaneous control over all losses £, as explained in the following
remark.

Remark 3.4. By building a regular grid of thresholds p of width 1/(nd), and for each threshold,
a dyadic grid (1/2,1/4,1/8,...,1/211°82("DV) of tolerance, we deduce from the above corollary that
(7ts,7s) defined in (13) with this choice of (p,h) and §/(ndlog,(nd)), satisfies, with probability
higher than 1 -4, a

Lonis,is) <[ (2 v D log?l? (20 228
| Aoh?

- |~y .

simultaneously for all (p,h) € [0,1], where ¢’ >0 is a universal constant.

As a consequence, the above estimator of the permutations turns out to be simultaneously
optimal over all thresholds and tolerances. Finally, we describe in Section 5 how to deduce a
polynomial time estimator of the level set R ;.

Theorem 3.5. There exists a universal constant ¢ >0 such that the following holds for any o >0,
Ao €[0,1og(nd)], pe[0,1], he[0,1], and M € Cgiso. The estimator R, j, defined in (19) satisfies

nvd
Aoh?

E [L(),1,NA[Rp,h]] < 0(02 v1) 10g7/2(nd)

In light of Theorem 3.1 the polynomial time classification estimator ]A%NL is, up to polylogarith-
mic terms, minimax optimal for the bi-isotonic classification problem.

4 Description of the ranking algorithm

The procedure that we present in this section is aiming at reconstructing a specific level set of the
matrix. A fundamental step in it is to estimate a ranking of the experts/questions. This is done in
Algorithm SoHLoB, which is our main algorithmic contribution. Then based on the permutations
outputted by SoHLoB, we re-order the matrix and perform inference of the level set of the reordered
matrix. In what follows, we first present the intuition behind SoHLoB, then describe in details the
procedure itself.

4.1 Intuition behind SoHLoB

SoHLoB outputs an estimator of the true permutation of the experts. The algorithm itself is
involved and makes recursive calls to several routines. We describe here the intuition behind
this algorithm and behind the optimal error bound o2(n v d)/(h?)g). For the purpose of this
subsection, we assume that the matrix M only takes two values, namely {p — h,p + h}. Also,
we focus on the specific problem of estimating the permutation 7 of the set [n] of experts. The
intuitions presented here will however remain valid in the general setting. From a broad perspective,
Algorithm SoHLoB recursively refines an ordered partition of the experts, and transforms it in the
end into a permutation. This refinement is done by a subroutine which, given a set E c [n] of the
partition, splits it into an ordered partition.



Q" (E)

|

|

|

|

:

} E

|

|

|

|

|

)
| - - A L

| |

| |

; ;
(a) Some set of questions E c [n] and the (b) After several halving steps, we end up
corresponding set of questions of interest with an ordered partition (F;)i=1,2,34 of [n]
Q" (F), defined in Equation (7). such that the corresponding questions of interest

(Q*(E;))i=1,2,3,4 are small.

Figure 1: Illustration of two bi-isotonic matrices M € Cgiso(id[p],id[g)) so that m = idp,; and
n =idpg). These matrices take two values p + h (red) and p - h (blue).

Active set Q*(F) of questions for a set F of experts. For partitioning the set E of experts,
one needs to compare the corresponding rows of the matrix M on suitable questions. In our case,
the only relevant subset of questions to compare experts in E is

Q" (E)={je[d]: I?GBEXMU >p+h, rgglMU <p-h}, (7)

i.e. the questions where the experts within E differ around the threshold p - see Figure la. In the
absence of noise, one would like to split F, using Q*(F), into two parts, one containing the best
half of the experts, and the other containing the worst half. Recursively adding this bisection to
the ordered partition, one would ultimately end up with the true permutation 7. Note however
that since we observe noisy versions of M, we will only be able to estimate - albeit imperfectly -
Q*(FE) and subsequently split E if both E and Q*(FE) are large enough compared to the size of h,
namely if

0_2

@ B2 5 ®)

2

Indeed, if [Q*(E)| S 755,
corresponding rows of M differ by 2h on at most |Q*(F)| entries. Hence, the signal differs by 2h
on at most o2/h? observations, which makes it impossible to compare i and i’ when the noise level
is 0.

then it is impossible to compare any two experts 7 and i’ in E, because

Intuition behind the rate 0?(nvd)/(Aoh?). Consider an idealized situation, where, for each E,
an oracle gives us Q*(F) and, if Q*(E) satisfies (7), the oracle also provides us a perfect bisection
of F into two sets O and I such that, for any ¢ € O and i’ € I, we have 7(i) < 7(i"). This idealized
procedure would end up in providing an ordered partition of the experts (F1,..., Eg) such that

e the ordered sets E; and Ej,; are such that, for i € E; and i’ € Fy,q, we have 7(i) < w(i').

e each set ) has the property that either |Ey| =1 or |Q*(E;)| s 02/(h%)o).

See Figure 1b. The estimated permutation 7 is then taken as being any partition which is consistent
with the ordered partition. Note that for a such permutation 7’, the only entries on which it might
induce an error with respect to £, 5, (#,7) are those contained in the union of E; x Q*(E;). Hence,
the error £, 5 (7,7n) is bounded by

E|Q*(E)| s o° "
SIEQ (B 5 5



By symmetry, we would get a bound of the order of the order o2 thAO for n. Note that this matches
the minimax error bound, see Theorem 3.1, as well as the error bound of our procedure, see

Corollary 3.3.

The above description streamlines the structure of Algorithm SoHLoB, as well as its analysis.
However, since there is noise, the algorithm as well as its analysis are much more complicated, in
the three following directions.

e We need to estimate Q*(E) based on noisy data. This will lead to errors on the set of
questions we use for comparing experts in F.

e Even if we were equipped with oracle knowledge of Q*(E), we would need to select relevant
subsets of Q*(F) in order to compare a given pair of experts in E. Indeed, two given experts
in E may not significantly differ on all the questions @*(F), but just on a small subset of it.

e Even if we were equipped with an oracle knowledge on which questions are most useful
for comparing two given experts in E: we would still end up performing a noisy comparison
between these two experts. We will therefore not be able to perfectly divide E in two ordered
sets, and need to take into account these mistakes in the final partition.

Dealing with each of these problems presents a challenge of its own, which we describe in more
details in the full description of the algorithm below. We emphasize in particular the second
challenge in Subsection 6.2, which is the one that demanded the most innovative algorithmic and
analytical innovations, and is a main highlight of this paper.

4.2 Definition of the estimators and preliminaries

In this section, we introduce our new ranking procedure SoHLoB and we describe the estimators
s and Ng. Let
k. =3[logy(nvd))] . (9)

The procedure SoHLoB takes as inputs as sequence (p1,h1),..., (Pm,hm) of thresholds and tol-
erance, some quantity 6 € (0,1) which corresponds to some probability of error, and k. noisy
observations of the matrix M. For that purpose, we use a simple subsampling strategy to build
these k. matrices from the sample.

Subsampling and definition of 7g and 7g. Recall that we have at our disposal the data
(N',1,J,Y") which stands for a noisy sample of entries of the matrix M (see Section 2.1). Using
the Poissonization trick, we easily define k, estimators of M as follows. For t =1,..., N’, we first
sample independently a random variable U; uniformly in [k,]. Then, for each i € [n], j € [d],
k€ [k.], we define

NP =|{t<N': Li=i, Jy=j, U =k}|, (10)
as the number of observation in the k-th sample that fall within (¢,7). Then, the observation

matrix Y (*) e R™*¢ is simply defined, for any (4,7), by

X 1 M _ ‘
ng = N® ;1{115 =i, Ji=j, U=k} Y/, (11)
ij =

with the convention 0/0 = 0. By the Poissonization trick, the matrices Y *) are i.i.d. and the
Ni(k) are distributed as independent Poisson random variables with parameters Ay = S R—
J 3[logy (nvd)]

Besides, if Ni(jk) =0, then ngk) = 0. Conditionally to Ni(jk) > 0, we have
k k
Y = My Wi (12)

where the Wi(jk) are i.i.d. in k, independent in 4,j, and o?-subGaussian. The probability that
Ni(f) >0 is equal to A\ =1 —e o,



Then, the ranking estimator 7tg := 7g(N', I, J,Y’;§) is defined by
#s(N',1,.J,Y";8) = SoHLoB[ (YD), ..., Y ®) )i p b N, 6] . (13)
To order the columns of M, we simply apply the same procedure to the noisy observation of M7T.

This leads us to fis(N’,1,J,Y") := SoHLoB[ (Y (DT, ... [ Y (#)T): p b Ao, 5].

Preliminaries. Given the parameters p, h, 02, and §, we define the quantities p and ~.

pi=(1v U)e\/S log (24nd(n v d)'/2[logy(n v d)]/é) ; (14)
v = 2log (24nd(n v d)*[logy(n v d)]/5) [hie? . (15)

where e = exp(1). Here, we have p = (1v o)log"?(nd/§) and v = log(nd/§)/A1. In the sequel, we
say that & = (Ey,..., E,.) form an ordered partition of [n] if the collection (E1, ..., E,) of subsets
is a partition of the set [n] of rows. We say that a permutation 7 is compatible with &, if for any
i€ E, and j € F; with r < s, we have 7(i) < w(j). Given an ordered partition &£, Permutation(&)
stands for any permutation 7 (possibly random) that is compatible with £. Note that constructing
such 7 from a given £ can be done in linear time.

4.3 The hierarchical sorting tree

From a broad perspective, the general structure of SoHLoB (in Algorithm 1) is that of iteratively
building a hierarchical sorting tree. We start with the trivial ordered partition £ = ([n]). In the
first step, we build in Line 20 a Trisection of [n] into three sets (O, P,I) where O c [n] (resp.
I) is, with high-probability, made of rows i, such 7 (7) is below (resp. above) the median of [n],
that is w(i) <n/2 (resp. m(i) 2 n/2) and P contains the remaining rows for which we cannot draw
any significant decision. This leads us to & = (O, P,I). Then, at the later steps, we recursively
construct the ordered partition. Together with £, we maintain a vector v € {0, 1} where vy, = 0
encodes that the set Ej, is not to be refined anymore. This is either the case because Fj, arises from
a set P of indecisive rows in previous subsection, or because |Ey| is small compared log(nd)/(h*)1)
—see Line 21 in Algorithm 1 or the explanation below (8)— or if the sets @ of questions associated
to E are too small for (p;,h;) —see Line 17 and the explanations below (8). See Figure 3 in
Appendix C.5 for a visual representation of the hierarchical sorting tree. The algorithm stop after
less than [log,(n)] iterations when none of the sets are to be refined. At the end (Line 27), we
simply compute any permutation 7w which is compatible with the final ordered partition &£ (see
Section B.5 for a formal definition). Using hierarchical sorting trees has already been proposed
in [19, 23] and, more generally, recursive approaches for ranking problems have already been put
forward in [17].

The procedure SoHLoB mostly differs from those earlier works [10, 17, 19] in three ways. First,
aside from the hierarchical sorting tree, SoHLoB records a comparison graph G € {0,1}"*™. The
procedure initializes with G = 0,x,. Within the subroutine ScanAndUpdate, we update the com-
parison Gy to 1, if we find statistical evidence that m(i) < 7(¢"). In the main algorithm, the steps
in Lines 10-16 amounts to find as many statistically significant comparisons as possible within F.
Then, in Line 20, we trisect E into (O, P, I) using the graph G —see Algorithm 2. If, according to
G, the rank of 7 is below (resp. above) at least half of the experts i’ in E —and is therefore below
(resp. above) the median of E— we put ¢ in O (resp. I). Then remaining experts are put in the
indecisive set P. Hence, the statistical efficiency of the procedure mostly depends on the way we
construct G. For that, there are two main ingredients. First, the subroutine Envelope (Line 11)
that selects a set @ of questions which, with high probability, contains @, ;. (E), which is defined
in (7). As explained in Subsection 4.1, this set is instrumental towards comparing experts in E.
Second, the subroutine ScanAndUpdate compares experts based on partial row sums on subsets
Q. This subroutine differs from the idealized examples in Section 4.1 in that, it does not simply
compare the row sums restricted to @ on the set E, but also selects many relevant subsets of Q.
These two subroutines are described in the next subsections.

In the proof of Theorem 3.2 —more specifically in that of Theorem A.2— we will show that, on
an event of probability higher than 1-§/2, at all the steps of the algorithms, the envelope set @ will



Algorithm 1 SoHLoB

Require: samples (Y(k))kﬂ,_..g[logz(n)]’ p=(P15--,Pm), h=(h1,..., hm), Ao, 0.
Ensure: permutation 7 of [n] and directed graph G

1: initialize G < Opxn, k < 0, & < ([n]), v < (1{\1n > 4p?/h?})

2: while v #0 do

32 kek+1,E<(),0<()

4: for t from 1 to |€| do

5: E«tMsetin &

6: if v; =0 then > means that the algorithm decided in an earlier step not to refine E

7 E<~ (E,E), v+ (,0)

8: else

9: u <0

10: for [ from 1 to m do

11: Q < Envelope(t,&,v, Y C*2) p ki Ao, 0) > estimates questions of interest
w.r.t. E

12: if \1|Q| > 4p*/h? then > @ large enough, further refinement of E possible

13: U1

14: ScanAndUpdate(Y GFD YR B Q. G, )\, 0) > update of G

15: end if

16: end for

17: if ©v =0 then > all envelopes are small, no further improvement needed

18: E<~(E,E), v+ (,0)

19: else

20: (O,P,I) «GraphTrisect(E,G)

21: E—(E,0,PI), v« (0,1{\|O] > 4p?/h?},0, 1{\|I| > 4p*/h*)} > no further
refinement of P or [ if those are small enough

22: end if

23: end if

24: end for

2% E<E& v

26: end while
27: Return (Permutation(&))

Algorithm 2 GraphTrisect

Require: E ¢ [n], graph G € {0,1}™"
Ensure: trisection O, P, I of £

O<{ieE: Y,.zGi >|E|[2} > (i) < w(i") detected for the majority of i’ € E
IT<{ieE: Yy Gii>|E|/2} > (i) > w(i") detected for the majority of i’ € E
P<E~(OUI)

contain the oracle envelopes @}, ;,, (£) and that a trisection (O, P, I) computed by GraphTrisect
will be such that, for any ¢ in O and i’ € I we have 7(i) < 7(i"). However, it does not preclude
some expert ¢’ in P to have a true rank below some of O or above some of I. In summary, the
estimated permutation #g makes errors because in the final ordered permutation € = (E4,..., E,.),
(i) within any set Fs, the Ey’s are ordered arbitrarily and (ii) because, for some (i,4") with i € E
and i’ € Ey with s < ¢’ we have 7(i") < w(¢). This second problem arises because of the sets P
in the trisection steps. The cornerstone of the proof amounts to proving the loss of arising from
these errors is small.

4.4 The ScanAndUpdate routine

As indicated above, the purpose of the ScanAndUpdate routine is to update the comparison graph
G on the experts in E. ScanAndUpdate takes as a parameter a subset @) of questions —that has been
computed using the Envelope routine— and builds many possibly relevant subsets Q" of questions
(to be discussed below). Given such a subset Q' of questions, and some matrix Y sampled
according to (12), it calls the routine UpdateGraph (Algorithm 4) that compares in Line 3, for any
1,41’ € E, the partial row sums of Y (® restricted to the columns in Q'. Since Y ® is close to M and
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since M € Cpiso, when the partial row sum of ¢ is significantly larger than that of i’, we can conclude
that m(¢) < m(¢") and we update the comparison graph to G, = 1. The thresholds 2p\/A1/Q’ in
Line 3 has been chosen in such a way that we draw any false conclusion with extremely small
probability. ScanAndUpdate performs all possible |E|(|E| - 1) comparisons. Note that the partial
row sums are computed only if @’ is large enough (Condition in Line 1), otherwise we may not
have enough observations on Y(*) to draw statistically significant conclusions.

Let us now further discuss the construction of all the sets @’ in Lines 2, 5, and 7. We do not
simply use @) to compare experts in F, as ) - which estimates Q*(F) - aims at selecting any
questions on which two experts in F disagree. But in order to compare a given expert ¢ € £ with
other experts in F, it is important to refine @@ and adapt it to questions that are most relevant to
1. The choice of sets Q' reflect this - see Subsection 6.2 for a more in depth explanation.

For each j € @, the algorithm uses partial columns sums of Y (@ with respect to E to construct
sets Q' € @ that contain j' € @ for which we can detect based on data that either n(j") < n(j) or
n(43") > n(j); or for which such a detection based on these partial columns sums is not possible.
In our construction, we restrict the deviation of the partial columns sums by different choices of a
parameter c. This gives us an implicit control of the size of the Q.

Algorithm 3 ScanAndUpdate

Require: Ec[n], Qc[d], Y(® Y ¢R™ graph G € {0,1}%, Ao, d

Ensure: Update of G
1: for j €@ do
2: Q +{jeqQ: |\1f| YicE Yéa) - Yz§?)| <2p\/A1/|E|} > questions j” with n(j") close to n(j)
3 UpdateGraph(G, E, Q', Y )\, 4)
4: for c=2,3,...,[\/M|E|/(2p) +1] do > try different margins
5 Q <« {j eQ: 2p\/\/|E| < ‘lfl YicE [zgz,z) —Y/Z-g-a)] <2cp\/A/IE]} D questions j with

1(3") <n(j) within the given margin

6: UpdateGraph(G, E, Q’, )7(17)7)\0,6)
7: Q <« {j eQ: 2p\/\/|E| < ﬁ YicE [}Zga) —Yig.',l)] <2ep\/M/|El} D> questions j' with

n(3") >n(j) within the given margin

8: UpdateGraph(G, E, Q', Y Xy, )
9: end for
10: end for

Algorithm 4 UpdateGraph

Require: graph G e {0,1}"*", Ec[n], Q' ¢ [d], Y® e R™¢ Xy, §
Ensure: update of G

1: if |Q'| > v then > required for detection based on partial row sums
2: for i,7' ¢ £ do

3 if ﬁ e [Yigb) - 17;;’)] >2p\/A1/|Q’| then D> criterion for detecting 7 (i) < w(i")
4: G < 1

5: end if

6 end for

7. end if

4.5 Selecting relevant questions with Envelope

We emphasized in Subsection 4.1 the importance of reducing the set of questions from [d] to
Qy ,(E) defined in (7). The purpose of Envelope is to build a set @, whose size is as small
as possible, and that contains @, (E) with high probability. We can decompose Q5 ,(E) =

Qui(B)nQ’ (E).

Q;ﬁh(E):{je[d]: rﬁaéxMij >p+h}, @;’h(E):{je[d]: r{&pMm <p-h} .
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In Algorithm 5, the goal is to build a superset Q of Qp n(Es) and a superset @ of Q , (Es). We
focus on the latter. In Line 4, we define s as largest index ¢ < s such that v; = 1. The reason
why we take s and note simply s — 1 is that, with high probability?, (i) the collection |Es| is large
enough so that partial column averages on E, are statistically significant and (ii) it holds that all
i’ in E are below those in F; —note that this is not necessarily the case for Es_y. Under (ii), for all
j € [d], maxyep, M;j < mingeps M;; so that Q W(E) c{jeld]: A ZzeE M;; <p-nh}. In Line 5,
we build @ which, with high probability, is a superset of the latter by accounting for the noise of

the observations. Finally, the routine Envelope returns the intersection of @ and Q.

Algorithm 5 Envelope

Require: index se[r], £ =(Fy, Es,...,E.), ve{0,1}", Y eR™ p h, A, 0
Ensure: @ < [d]

1: if s=min{t=1,2,...,r: vy =1} then

2 Q < [d] > use all questions as “left envelope”
3. else

4 s< max{t<s: vy =1}

5 Q= {j e[d]: ﬁ YieB, Yij > M(p+h) - p\/)\1/|E§|} > use partial column sums on E; to

detect questions uniformly > p +h on E;, detected questions j as “left envelope”

6: end if

7. if s=max{t=1,2,...,7: v, =1} then

8: Q < [d] > use all questions as “right envelope”
9: else

10: S<max{t>s: vy =1}

11: Q= {j e[d]: ﬁ ZieE;i/ij <M(p-h)+p )\1/|E§|} > use partial column sums on Fs to
detect questions uniformly < p - h on Fs, detected questions j as “right envelope”
12: end if

13: Q< QnQ

Computational complexity of SoHLoB. With a suitable implementation that keeps in memory
values of partial row sums, the total computational complexity is (up to polylogarithmic terms)
of the order of mnd(d + n), where we recall that m in the number threshold/tolerance under
consideration. Thus, SoHLoB is less than quadratic with respect to the size of the data set.

5 Classification matrix estimation

In this section, we explain how to deduce an estimator Rp, n of the classification matrix R}, from
some permutation estimator.

Given suitable estimators 7 and 7, and an independent sample (N',I,.J,Y") it is easy to build
an estimator R, j, of R;,h using a block averaging strategy. Define the window sizes

kh::[(am) %], lh::[(avl)\/%o(hzd)d]. (16)

If kj, > n or I, > d, we simply define Rp,h as the constant matrix equal to 1. Else, we define
B as the regular grid of [n] x [d] with blocks of size kp x l,. More specifically, for all (r,s) €
[(In/kn]) v 1] x [(|n/ln]) v 1], we define the blocks B, s := [(r — 1)k, + 1,7kp] x [(s = 1)l + 1,8l ],
except for the blocks such that r = [n/kp,| or s = |d/l;,| for which the blocks go up to n or d.

Then, the block constant matrix 72’77 is defined by first ordering the data according to 7 and
7} and averaging over all blocks in B. More precisely, for any block B € B and any (i,j) € B, we

2see Appendix C.4 for precise statements and proofs
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have

1 N

> oY (T, ) =GR ATH)Y

BN
Ng" =1 (kyeB

777[-’77]
(Y5 lij:

with the convention 0/0=0 and where Njy" := SN ¥ e H((T, J) = (771 (k), 77 (1))} is the
number of observations in B. Finally, we define the estimator RNL by

[Rpnlij = WY 5 ey a0 2 P} - (17)

Proposition 5.1. For any , n, any matriz M € Cgiso(7,n), and any estimator (7t,7) independent
of the sample (N',I,J,Y") of intensity Ao, we have

[logy (1/R)]

E[LoimlBpnllti] < Y ¥ 2Lpmarrnoa (@) + Y Y Lpssmas s (7,9)
s=1  te{-1,1} s=2te{-1,1}
+1+(02v1)7;0—vh;l10g2(nd)]/\nd . (18)

In light of the above result, it suffices to split the data into two independent samples and use the
first subsamples to estimate m and 7 in such a way that a polynomial number of ranking losses of
the form £, ;, are small and use the small sample to control estimate the matrix M to have a small
classification risk. More specifically, we divide the full sample (N',I,J,Y") into two subsamples
of intensity A\g/2. We use the first subsample to build the permutations (#g,7)s) defined in (13)
with the vector (p,h) of (thresholds, tolerance) arising in (18), and § = (nd)™2. Then, we use the

second subsample to build the block constant matrix st’ﬁs. Thus, we obtain the final estimator
5 s
[Bpnlis = U[YE " Lag iz ) 2P} - (19)

In Section 3, we have stated that this simple estimator is minimax optimal.

6 Extensions and discussion

6.1 Connection to the noisy-sorting literature

The noisy sorting model [9] is a specific case of SST tournament model. In its most specific form,
it subsumes the existence of permutation 7 of [n] such that M;; = 1/2 + h if 7(i) < n(j) and
M;; =1/2-h if 7(i) > 7(j), the diagonal of M being equal to 1/2. We write Cpoisy,n for the
collection of such matrices with a given h > 0. In its most general form, it is assumed that the
matrix M satisfies M;; > 1/2+h if 7(i) <7(j) and M;; <1/2 - h if 7(i) > 7(j) and write Cly ., 1
for the collection of such matrices.

With these models, authors generally express the quality of their ranking procedure using a
distance on the space of the permutations such as the Kendall tau distance defined by

n n
dgr(n',m) =3 3 Hm(i) > n(5), 7'(i) <7’ ()} .
i=1j=1
which, is some way, measures the level of disagreement when comparing any two players with
respect to m and 7’. Interestingly, one readily checks that, for any matrix M e C?VOiS%h,

Lijpp(n' ") =2dgr(n’,7) (20)

where we recall that £, j, is defined in (4). Generalizing the work of Braverman and Mossel [9], Mao
et al. [10] have shown that the minimax optimal KT error over Cly,, ; is of the order of n/(Aoh?).
Conversely, they introduced a simple multi-sorting estimator sy r which, up to polylogarithmic
terms, achieves the optimal rate, but only in the regime where h is bounded away from zero and
for restricted noisy matrices. More specifically, their estimator achieves

sup  E[dxr(Fmwr,7)] < X an? | for he [¢,1/2) ,
MeCnNoisy,n Ao
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where ¢ and ¢’ are universal constants. Braverman and Mossel [9] —see also Shah et al. [14]-
have focused on the full observation model which roughly corresponds to Ag = 1 in our context.
Relying on the disagreement-minimizing permutation 7pag, which can be efficiently computed,
they manage to handle the generalized noisy sorting model, but still with a margin A which is
bounded away from zero. More specifically, they obtain

sup  E[dkr(7ras,m)] < cpnlog(n) for he(0,1/2) ,

U
MeCly sy n

where the constant ¢, depends in a non-explicit way on the value of h. Besides, the computational
complexity of their algorithm is exponential with respect to 1/h.

In light of (20), we can build® an estimator #g from SoHLoB that achieves

sup  E[dgr(7s,7)] < log®?(n) D an?
Aoh?

4
MeCYy sy

)

according to Theorem 3.2. Here, the constant ¢’ is universal. Hence, our procedure, is up to our
knowledge, the first one to achieve, in polynomial time, the optimal convergence rate with respect
to the margin h and the sampling rate \g, this on the whole class of generalized sorting models. We
thereby answer an open question in [10]. Although the construction of #g requires the knowledge
of h, is also possible to be adaptive with respect to an unknown value h by relying on multiple
tolerance in SoHLoB —see Remark 3.4 for a more detailed discussion.

We would like to emphasize that the noisy sorting problem with margin h has unique features
which make it simpler than other bi-isotonic models. In particular, recovering the permutation 7 is
equivalent to recovering the level set {(¢,j), M;; > 1/2}, this level being (up to the permutation )
completely triangular. It is much simpler to recover such a level set because of all the symmetries in
the model: a procedure based on trisections like ours would not need to pay attention to potential
asymmetries and imbalances around the level set p, which make in particular the choice of questions
based on which one trisects much more complicated - see Subsection 6.2 for a discussion on this.

In our work, we have introduced a polynomial time estimator, for recovering any level set (p, h)
in both the tournament and crowdsourcing model. In particular, our procedure does not require
symmetries - as in the classical noisy sorting model - nor the existence of a margin in the matrix
M as for noisy sorting problems.

6.2 Discussion of the choices of the set ()’ of questions in ScanAndUpdate

We now further discuss the ScanAndUpdate routine, as the algorithmic idea behind as well as its
analysis is one of the most innovative one in comparison to the available literature. Recall that we
construct iteratively a partition & of the experts [n], and we update iteratively a graph G, which
both encode order information on the experts. In order to do that, we work at each step on all sets
E € &, and we construct several sets of questions Q' that we use in order to compare the experts on
these questions - see mostly ScanAndUpdate in Algorithm 3, and also Envelope in Algorithm 5 for
the creation of the envelope set @ based on which the Q" are constructed. Note first that, for any
E € &, a natural oracle choice of the set Q" would be to consider Q*(E), which contains precisely
questions on which experts in E display substantial performance gaps around the threshold p, see
Equation (7). However, two distinct challenges occur:

e (i) first, Q*(E) is not available and needs to be estimated, and

e (ii) second, while Q*(FE) is the set of questions that is most effective for distinguishing the
best expert in E from the worst expert in E, many questions inside it might be irrelevant for
distinguishing between two given experts ,7" of F, e.g. if they lie more toward the median
of E - see below for a detailed discussion and an illustration of this important point. So
that in some situations there exist subsets Qg of @*(FE) that are much more informative to
distinguish between experts i and 7’

3As explained earlier, a SST matrix M is bi-isotonic up to the permutations 7 and 7~ and where 7~ is defined
by 77 (i) =n+1-7(3).
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(a) We estimate Q* (E) using some experts i’ < i Vi € E and some experts
i’ > i Vi e E (depicted as red and blue rows, resp., E corresponds to the
orrange rows and Q* (E) to the gray columns). In Section 4.5, we explain
why the corresponding dashed areas must contain Q*(F) which yields
@ as intersection to be the output of the Envelope procedure.

J

(b) We explain in Section 4.4, how, for each j, nested intervals left and
right of j are constructed as candidate sets Q. These intervals are
depicted in gray with different shades.

Figure 2: TIllustration of some bi-isotonic matrix M € Cgiso(idpy),id[4)) so that 7 = id[,) and
n = id[g;- The two purple curves divide the matrices into three areas: values, that are at least p+h
(light red background); values, that are at most p— h (light blue background); and values that are
between p + h and p — h (violet background). We construct sets @Q’, first using Envelope (2a) and
then in ScanAndUpdate (2b).

To handle this, we have to estimate a collection of proxies Q' of Qg in such a way that:
(a) at least one proxy @’ contains a "significant” number of elements of @y, while its cardinality
should not be too large (compared to |Qql),
(b) the number of elements in this collection of proxies is not too large (i.e. polynomial with
n,d).
The purpose of Property (a) is that comparing experts based on such Q" will be as effective as a
comparison based on Q. Properties (b) also enforces that the computational complexity of the
procedure remains controlled.

We would like to emphasize that in classical noisy sorting - tournament setting where n = d,
where p = 1/2 and where the matrix M takes values in {1/2-h,1/2+h} around its diagonal - we have
Q*(FE) = F for any set E of experts, by symmetry. So that the problem of estimating Q*(FE) does
not exist in classical noisy sorting. Besides, in this noisy sorting model, computing averages based
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on Q*(F), is mostly relevant for comparisons of experts in E, because of symmetries mentioned
earlier. In our setting however - i.e. either in a tournament setting where we possibly consider a
different threshold than p = 1/2, or in a ranking setting - we do not have the same symmetries as
in noisy sorting. So that Q*(E) cannot be straightforwardly constructed based on FE anymore and
some subsets Qo of Q*(F) are perhaps more informative.

In our setting, our main algorithmic and conceptual innovation - compared to noisy sorting [10]
and other ranking algorithms [17, 23-25] - is the construction of the sets Q' and their analy-
sis, which turned out to be surprisingly challenging. We already explained the intuition behind
Envelope in Section 4.5. This is however insufficient in very asymmetric situations. Indeed, even
in a noiseless case where our estimation of the questions in Q would be perfect, one might have
that only a small subset of @} obtained Envelope is actually composing Q*(E) - see Figure 2a
and even worse, only a small subset of Q*(F) is more informative. For this reason, we go one
step further in the refinement of our question sets and construct several subsets Q' of Q which are
candidate proxies for Q*(FE) - see ScanAndUpdate in Algorithm 3. The idea is to consider each
question j € ). Then, based on the averages of the observations on F, we either select the subset
of question j' whose averages are close to that of j - Line 2 - or questions j' whose averages belong
to some nested collection of bins below that of j - Line 5 - or questions j' whose averages belong to
some bins above that of j - Line 7. The size of these bins has been chosen in such a way that the
error due to the noise is small compared to the respective size of these bins. See Figure 2b for an
example. In this way, we target the actual set of questions where there are most variations among
experts within F, ensuring that we are not impacted by the case where this set is actually smaller
than @ - see Figure 2a. In the theoretical analysis of our algorithm, we prove that whenever the
variation within E is large enough, one of these sets Q" will be a relevant set of questions, namely
that it will be of small enough size, yet contain sufficiently many questions where sufficiently many
of the experts disagree so that it can be used to effectively discriminate between the experts. This
is done by carefully crafted volumetric arguments.

6.3 Two (or several) values problem

To simplify the discussion, we assume in this subsection that n > d. Let us first focus on a specific,
yet emblematic case, where the matrix M only takes two values, say p—h and p + h - note though
that here we do not necessarily consider the noisy sorting setting. In that setting, our estimators
g and g (13) satisfy the optimal risk bound from Theorem 3.2

n

E[Ly (s, 1s)] $ log”?(n)(o® v UW .

This bound interprets as the fact that, on average, the estimated permutation 7g wrongly ranks
rows 4 and j only if those differ by less 1/(\oh?) entries. Regarding the matrix M, in this setting,
it is equivalent, up to a factor h2, to reconstruct the matrix M in square Frobenius norm and to
estimate the level set R;,h' Indeed, upon defining M = p—hl,xq+ Qth,h where }N%p}h is defined in
Equation 17, we deduce from Theorem 3.5 that

E [N - M|%] Slog7/2(n)(02v1))\£ . (21)
0
We know e.g. from [17] that this Frobenius risk bound is, up to logarithmic term, rate-optimal.

In fact, the above results easily extend to the case where the matrix M takes K > 2 values.
Now assume that the square matrix M only takes K values (pi,...,px) with p; < ps < ...pk.
Using MultSoHLoB, we can construct (7g,7s) and using block-constant estimation of the matrix
in the spirit of Equation 19 we can build an estimator M achieving

E (|37 - M|}3] s log™* () K (o” v D) - (22)
0

which only differs from (22) by the multiplicative factor K. In summary, our polynomial time
procedure, achieves the optimal reconstruction risk when the number of values is considered as
constant.
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6.4 Narrowing the computational barrier for bi-isotonic problems

For a sake of clarity, we focus in this subsection on the square case where n=d, \g =1, and o < 1.
As explained in the introduction, it is known [10, 13, 14] that the minimax risk for estimating M
in Frobenius norm is of the order n, i.e.

en<inf sup En[|M - M|%] < log*(n)n .
M MeCyiso

However, the best available polynomial time procedure only achieves, up to polylog terms, the risk
n"/% (19, 24] despite a long line of research on this topic [13, 14, 26], which leads to the conjecture
of a computational barrier for this problem [17]. As already pointed out in [17], the problem of
estimating M mostly boils down to that of estimating the permutation 7 and 1. More specifically,
if we have at hand estimators 7 and 7, we can simply estimate M using the least-square estimator
on the space of bi-isotonic matrices based on a permuted matrix of observations Y;-1 3-1 - where
we do sample splitting and consider a sample Y independent of 7 and 7. Then, it is proved in [17]
that R
B{|3T = M|3] < B[|Maos s — Macs o [3] + enlog?(n) |

A similar result holds if we restrict our attention to SST matrices. As a consequence, the existence
of a computational barrier for Frobenius estimation of bi-isotonic matrices up to permutations
is equivalent to the existence of the barrier for the problem of permutation estimation - namely
estimation of 7 and 7 - with respect to the Frobenius-type losses Lp defined in (5).

In this work and more specifically in Remark 3.4, we have introduced a polynomial time-
estimator (#g,7g) achieving, for all (p,h) € (0,1), the risk bound

n

E [prh(ﬁ-S7 ﬁs)] < C, 10g5/2(n)ﬁ ,

(23)
thereby showing the absence of computation-information gap for simultaneous inference with re-
spect to all the weaker losses L, ;. This has an important consequence. As underlined in Sub-
section 6.3, the statistical-computational gap disappears when the matrix M only takes a (small)
finite number of values. This implies that the conjectured computation barrier for estimation of
SST and, up to permutations, bi-isotonic matrices can only arise for multi-scale matrices taking a
polynomial number of different values. A reason for the difference between the general setting, and
with the finite number of values for setting, is as follows. In general, one should not consider the
reconstruction of each level set separately - as we do in our procedure SoHLoB. This is sufficient if
M takes a small number of different values. In general, one should aggregate information contained
in several relevant level sets. In order to obtain the optimal rate of reconstruction. Doing this is
very challenging, and we believe that it is not possible in polynomial time, leading back to the
conjectured statistical-computational gap in the general case.
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A Reduction to rows and columns sorting

Recall that our goal is the estimation of unknown permutations 7 € S,, and 1 € §,,. For estimators
7 and 7, we have defined a loss function £, ;(#,7) which depends on 7, n and the unknown
matrix M € Cpiso(m,n). Let us define analog losses that consider only consider row and column
permutations respectively, namely

Rpn(7) =[{(i,5) € [n] x [d]: Mu-1(57; <p—hy, Mz-1(5y; 2 p+h}|
+{(3,5) e [n] x [d): My-13y; 2p+h, Msi0iy; <p-h}

)

and

Con() =[{(i.5) € [n] x [d]: Miypr(y <p=hy Mygaggy 2p+h}|
+ H(Z,]) € [TL] X [d] : Mi’r]‘l(j) Zp+ h, Miﬁ‘l(j) ﬁp— h}‘ .

The following lemma, proved in section C.1, states that the global loss £ can be bounded by
shifts of the losses R,C for respectively 7 and 7.

Lemma A.1. It holds

Ly on(7,1) € 2(Rp-h,n(T) + Cpsn,n (1)) A2(Cp-nn () + Rpsn,n(7))

and

['p,h(ﬁ-7ﬁ) 2 ,R’lhh(ﬁ-) VCP,h(ﬁ) .

In what follows, we will therefore mostly focus on the estimation of 7w through 7 and the loss
Rp.n(7) - which by symmetry will allow us to bound C, 5,(77) and then £, ,(7,17).

Theorem A.2. Let 1 €S, n€Sq, M €Cgiso(m,n) and (N',I,J,Y") an observation that satisfies
Definition 2.1 under some distribution P with subGaussian constant 0. Given p,h € [0,1], there
exists a universal constant ¢ >0 such that for the permutation estimator Ttg defined in (13) holds
with probability at least 1 - §/2

nvd

Rpn(fs) < (o v 1) log(nd/6)>? SWE
0

And .

The main challenge in this paper will be to establish this theorem and this is the purpose of
the two next subsections —see in particular Section B.5. Before this, we show how Theorem 3.2 is
easily obtained from this last result.

Proof of Theorem 3.2. Consider 7rg —defined in (13)— for the threshold p — h/2, tolerance h/2 and
tuning parameter §/2. By exchanging the roles of rows and columns, we also consider 7jg for the
threshold p + h/2, tolerance h/2 and tuning parameter §/2. By Theorem A.2 we know for some
universal constant ¢ > 0 that
d
Rponjons2(ics) < c(0® v 1)1og(nd/5)5/27;722 and
0

. nvd
Cpiny2.ny2(is) < c(o? v 1) 1og(nd/5)5/2m And

both with probability at least 1 —6/2. Together with the first part of Lemma A.1, a union bound
yields

Ly n(7ts,M5) < 2Rp_pj2,n/2(7Ts) + 2Cpins2,n/2(s)

<4e(o®v1) log(nd/5)5/27;0—\/fl;i And

with probability at least 1 — 4. O
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B General Analysis of SoHLoB (Proof of Theorem A.2)

In this section, we will give an overview of the analysis of each of the building blocks of the proof
of Theorem A.2, where the row loss R, j, is considered for the output 75 of SoHLoB with only one
threshold p and tolerance parameter h as input. Respective proofs are postponed to later sections
of this appendix.

In Section B.1, we show, that with high probability, all the trisection of a set E into three sets
(O, P, I) satisfy suitable properties with respect to the ordering. Then, Section B.2, which is the
keystone part of our proof, controls the permutation error which is dues to indecisive sets P —in fact
we look with a superset P of P. Section B.3 is dedicated to the analysis of the Envelope routine.
In Section B.4, we gather all these results to study the properties of the sorting tree. Finally, in
Section B.5, we control the error R, 5, (7s) of the ordering and thereby we prove Theorem A.2

B.1 Validity of the trisection procedure

We start by analyzing the procedures GraphTrisect, UpdateGraph and ScanAndUpdate (Algo-
rithms 2, 3 and 4) for a generic input first. More precisely, we assume here that these procedures
are fed with data Y(®) Y ®) set E of experts, set Q of questions and comparison graph G that
satisfy the following property.

Property 1 for Y@, y®, B Q, and G.
e Y gnd YO gre independent and distributed as described in Equation (12),
o Q*(E)={je[d]: maxjep M;; >p+h, mingeg M;; <p-h}cQ,
o M(IEIAQI) > 4p? /02,
o foralli,i'e B, Gy =1=m(i) <7(i).

We will later show that, outside an event of small probability, this property is satisfied each
time, we apply GraphTrisect, UpdateGraph or ScanAndUpdate. The last point of Property 1
states that G only contains correct information about 7.

The next lemma states that, when ScanAndUpdate is fed with Y@ y® B Q, and G that
satisfy Property 1, then the updated graph G still satisfies the last point of Property 1.

Lemma B.1. Under Property 1 for Y, Y®) E . Q and G, on an event of probability at least

1- %, the updated graph G obtained from ScandndUpdate satisfies
Giir = 1= 7(i) <m(i)

for all i,7' € E on the updated graph G.

With the updated graph G, GraphTrisect produces what we call trisection (O, P,I) of E in
the following manner:

O={ieE: Y Guw>|B|/2}; I={icE: Y Guw>|E|/2}; P=E~(Oul). (24)

i'eE i'e
We further define i —the median of E with respect to m— by the property
{i'e B2 m(i') <m(@)} =[IE)/2] (25)
and prove the following intuitive statement about the trisection of FE.
Lemma B.2. Under Property 1 for Y@ yO B Q and G, it holds with a probability of at least
QB that

1- 12[log, (nvd)]d

m(io) <m(i) <m(if) VipeO, ijel . (26)

Inequality (26) shows, that (O, P,T) is a partition of E with 7 € P, all the elements io of O
satisfying w(ip) < w(¢), and all elements iy of I satisfying 7(i;) > 7(z). This implies that elements
of O are well ordered in comparison to I.
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B.2 An error bound for the trisection

When we trisect a set E into (O, P,I), the sets O and I are well separated in the sense of
Lemma B.2. P can be seen as a set of experts that are indistinguishable from 7, and it is possible
that 7 € P exists, such that either w (i) < 7w(ip) for some ip € O or 7(i) > w(ir) for some iy € I. This
overlap is an important error source, since we want to build a sorting tree based on trisections.
We describe here briefly how we control this error and postpone the proofs of these results to
Section C.3.

ScanAndUpdate not only compares experts by considering partial row sums with respect to @,
but also by looking at suitable subsets Q' ¢ ). We construct them in Section C.2, more precisely
in (39). The collection of the sets @’ on that we compare experts in E during ScanAndUpdate is
defined as Q. Instead of the unobservable median i defined in (25), let us consider some empirical
counterparts: For Q' € Q we define the empirical median ¢ (Q") via the property

HieE: 5, (Q)>Tyoy (@ <IE|/2 and {i e E: 7, (Q") <¥,(qny (@)} <|EI/2 .

Note that for the definition of the empirical median ¢ (Q"), multiple choices might be possible. In
that case, one can choose an arbitrary expert with the defining properties without effecting any
proofs.

Our aim is to control the error inside an extension of P (see Lemma C.3), namely

P{icB: [5,(Q) - T (@) <8p/N/IQ] ¥Q € Q} . (27)

For doing that, we will consider a slightly different error metric. For given p,h >0, E’ € [n] and
Q' < [d], it relates to the maximal number of entries in E’ x Q' above p + h that can be confused
with entries below p — h by exchanging experts in £’ and is given as

ﬁp7h,El7Ql = Z |{Z € El : Mij < p- h}| A\ |{Z € El : Mij > p+ h}| . (28)
jeQ’
We can prove the following bound.

Lemma B.3. Under Property 1 for Y@ y® E Q and G, with a probability of at least

|Qlo :
1- T3[Tog, (nvd)]d’ it holds

RoynPild] = Z[:]Hieﬁz My <p-h}|al{ieP: My >p+h}|
jeld
=Y {ieP: My<p-h}[al{ie P: My>p+h}|<3744p(|E|vIQ)/\A* .
JjeQ

This lemma is one of the key parts of our proof. While the above bound would have been quite
simple to prove e.g.in a toy models where @ = Q*(E), p = 1/2, M corresponds to a noisy sorting
model with values 1/2—h and 1/2 + h, this turns out to much more challenging in the general case.
The proof of Lemma B.3 can be found in Section C.3 —see in particular Figure 4.

B.3 Analysis of the envelope procedure

As in the analysis of the trisection procedure, we will first analyze the procedure Envelope (Algo-
rithm 5) for some generic input. We consider Y, £ = (Ey, Es, ..., E,) and v = (v1,vs,...,v,) that
satisfies the following:

Property 2 for Y, £ and G.
o Y is distributed as described in Equation (12),

e & is a partition of [n],
o v, =1= \|E|>4p?/h?,

o vs=vy =1 for s<s' implies w(i) <mw(i') forie Es and i’ € Ey.
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The two last points mean that v indicates whether groups of experts are large enough and
that these large groups are ordered with respect to m. If we obtain the set Qs as an output of
Envelope(s, &, v, Y, p, h, Ao, §) for all s with vs = 1, we show the following.

Lemma B.4. Under Property 2 for }7, E and v, with probability at least 1 - 5
it holds that

)
oz, (nvd)[(nvd) 172 *

> Qs <3d, and Q*(Es) Qs  Vs=1,2,...,r withvs=1 .

s=1, vg=1

This enforces that the sets Qs obtained through Envelope all contain the relevant sets of
questions Q*(E;) and that the total size of the estimated questions, ¥¢_; ,._1 [Qs|, is controlled.

B.4 Analysis of the sorting tree

Equipped with the previous results, we establish some properties of the sorting tree that we have
built. In order so state these properties, we need to introduce further notation to formalize of the
intermediary objects built by the algorithm. We briefly described SoHLoB (Algorithm 1) in Section
4.3. Let us now define

€= ([n]). * = (1{an > 42 [1%)), ro =1 and G° = 0, .

and assume we are given independent observations Y ()| Y2y Glog2(mD from the Poisson
observation model (12), as described in Section 4.

SoHLoB operates in main rounds, indexed by k, starting with k£ = 1, which correspond to
successive refinement of the partition - and sometimes also in sub-rounds indexed by ¢, which
correspond to successive trisections. In Algorithm 1, notations corresponding to the rounds are
not indexed by the rounds in order to alleviate notation. We introduce below the sequential
notations corresponding to all rounds, in order to be able to analyze the algorithm. For k > 1,
given an ordered partition £571, v*1 € {0,1}"*1, 7,_; and a graph G*! € {0,1}™", let us define:

e Q%! for vF71 = 1; output of the routine Envelope (Algorithm 5) with parameters ¢, ¥,
1 Y GR-2) computed in line 11 of Algorithm 1

e wr e {0,1}71 defined by

whl = H{M[Q > 4p? R}, ifuft =1,
¢ 0 if vt =0,

corresponds to the indexes of the sets of the partition £¥7! to be further refined.

o rp=|{t=1,2,... 11w =0} +3-|{t=1,2,...,7%_1: wil =1}|. Here, r will stand for
the size of the partition £F.
o Gf=GF1.

Consider for ¢t = 1,2,...,75_1 the index s = [{t/ <t:whk ' =0} +3-|{t' <t:whk™t =1} +1. Then,
if wF™! =0, we do not refine EF~! anymore and we define E¥ = EF~!, 0¥ := 0, and G} = G ;. If

wF™ = 1, we denote

(O(EF1), P(EFY), I(EF1)); output of GraphTrisect (Algorithm 2) with parameters
y (Bk=1) "y (3k) Ef_l, Qf‘l and Gf_l, computed in line 20 of Algorithm 1

EF = O(EF1), vk = 1{\|E¥| > 4p%/1?},
B, = P(EFY), ok, =0,

s+1 =

Bfyp = I(EFY), vig = T{|EL,| > 40717},

s+2 T s+2

23



e G¥: update of G} ;; every time we run ScanAndUpdate (Algorithm 3) in line 14, the routine
UpdateGraph (Algorithm 4) with parameters G |, EF~1 Q1 Y (3%) leads to a new directed
graph.

e QFL: defined as in (39), collection of subsets Q' ¢ QF! on which we compare experts in
EF1 during ScanAndUpdate.

At the end of the r,_; iterations, one obtains £F = (Ef,Eg,...,Efk), ok = (vf,vé,...,vfk) and
GF = Gfk—l'

The algorithm goes through every Ef‘l e &k If vf‘l = 0, we say that Ef‘l is a passive set.
We account this by setting wF™' = 0. Passive sets are carried over to £¥, and we also set the
corresponding entry of v* to 0. If vf‘l = 1, we first compute Qf‘l. If this set is small, we will
change the status of EF~! to be a passive set. So again, wf =0, EF~! is carried over to £* and the
corresponding entry of v* is set to 0. If v¥~1 = 1 and QF! is large enough, we call EF™! an active
set, so wf =1. We will apply GraphTrisect and obtain a trisection of Ef‘l of the form (O, P, I).
This trisection now replaces EF~! in the new £¥. O and I will be considered as passive, if they
are too small, which is taken into account in the definition of the corresponding entries of v*. P is
always considered a passive set, so the corresponding entry of v* is set to 0. We refer to Figure 3
for a graphical illustration.

@

0 0000 © O O]

Figure 3: Illustration of a sorting tree with K = 3 iterations. The red nodes correspond to active
sets, on which we apply Algorithm GraphTrisect, the trisection. The blue nodes correspond to
passive sets, which are carried over unchanged into all further levels of the tree.

@
1O
O
@
@
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In Section C.5, we will prove the following statement which is mainly a consequence of the
results above for generic input arguments. In the next theorem, the first point states that each of
the envelopes contains the relevant set of questions and that their sizes is bounded. The second and
the third points state that each of the trisections satisfies the properties outlined in the previous
subsections. Finally, the two last points emphasize that so-called active sets are perfectly ordered
with each other.

Theorem B.5. There exist events €' 2 &2 5. o K with

ko
) 2 1= o )

such that on &, the following holds true after the k™™ iteration step of Algorithm 1:

for k=1,2,... K |

1. Forte{l1,2,...,rp_1} with vF~1 =1 we have

QBT
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and moreover it holds that

Qi <3d .

t>1, wf‘1=1

2. Lette{1,2,...,mp_1}, wF =1 and E¥ = O(EF1Y), E¥,, = P(EF 1Y), E*, = I(EF ).
2.a. (EX E* | E*,) is a partition of EF ™1,
2.b. If ff_l is the median of EF~' in the sense of Equation (25), it holds Ef_l e B% | and
wlio) <w(iy ) <n(iy) VioeEF, ijeE*, .
2.c. |E¥|v|EF,|<27Fn.
3. GFy=1=m(i) <n(i') Vi,i’ € [n].
4. ForieE* and i’ € E¥ with v¥ =¥ =1 holds

s<s' = w(i)<n(i) ,

5. &k is a partition of [n].

Moreover, with a probability of at least 1 - /2, Algorithm 1 terminates after at most [logy(n)]
iterations.

While the above theorem states that the partition is in some way coherent with the true
permutation 7 this will not be sufficient to control the error of the estimated permutation 7. For
that we need to define auxiliary objects. First, for any EF', we define O(EF™1), I(EF1), and
P(EF) as some completions of the sets O(EF), I(EF1), and P(EF1).

O(EF) = {z e[n]: min w@)<7(i) < max W(i,)} ,

i’eO(EF1) i’eO(EF1)

P(EFY) = {z €e[n]: min 7(@")<7(i) < max W(i,)} ) (29)
ieP(EF1) i’eP(EF1)

I(EFYY = {z €e[n]: min w()<7(i) < max W(i,)} . (30)
irel(EF1) iel(EF-1)

In other words O(EF1) > O(EF ) contains all the experts in [n] whose position 7(i) is sandwiched
by two experts in O(EF1).

Recall also that we defined median Ef e EF1 in Equation (25) by the property
{ie B s m@) <o | = 11EE21

Given a subset Q' c [d] of question, we now define its empirical counterpart ¢f=1(Q") by the
property

) _ 1 k 1 3k) k-1
ie EFL: VANDEN v N < BFY2
{ ' Q' jé' N Q' j%’ e f| <1
1 1
ie BF L. y 3R ¢ v < B2
{ C A i g e | <IE

In other words, «F7* (Q") corresponds to the median of EF~! according to the empirical average of
the data on the set Q' of questions.

Equipped with this new notation and recalling the definition of Qf‘l above, we define

<8pV/A/1Q'| VQ’eQ,’fl}. (31)

1
'l

Z Y(,?’k) _ Y(3k)
2]

D k-1y\ _ J k-1 .
P(Et ) - {1 € Et : et Lic—l(Q/)j
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In fact, under an event of large probability, the set P(EF!) contains P(EF!); this set will be
important to control the permutation error in the next subsection. We would like to point out a
small abuse of notation in the definition of ﬁ(Etk_l), which not only depends on the set Ef‘l, but
also on the indices t and k - 1, since we consider sets Q' € QF 1.

With this notation, the following result, whose proof is an immediate consequence of that of
Theorem B.5.

Corollary B.6. On the event £, it holds that

1. (EIQ’ e QF 1 st ﬁ Y jeor )/i§3k) - Yéﬁ’sz,)j > 2p\//\1/|Q’|) implies i € O(EF1),

— k k . . . _
2. (EIQ/E QF 1 st er\ZjeQ' Y;é?il)(Q’)j _Yigi’» )>2p\//\1/|Q’|) implies i € [(EF1),

o

ie P(EFY) implies ﬁ

3k 3k _
i Y0 =Y | < 20V AIQT Q€ OFY,

- O(BfY) e O(EF™), P(Ef™) € P(Ef™) and I(Ef™) € I(EF™),

[

. Ef'nP(EfY) < P(Ef™) and

Rp7h’ﬁ(Ef’1)7[d] < 3744p(|E;Y v [QF M) M b2,

S

The three first points are consequence of the definition of the procedure. The fourth point states
the O(EF1) is a superset of O(EF™), the fifth point P(EF') is large. Finally, the last point
controls the modified error R defined in (28) for the larger set P(E¥~1) ~this bound corresponds
to Lemma B.3.

B.5 Analysis of the permutation estimator

We have seen in Theorem B.5 that Algorithm 1 terminates with a probability of at least 1 - 4/2
after K < [log,(n)] iterations and returns a partition £ = (E{*, E5*,..., EX) of [n]. Recall that
we define the estimator # as permutation drawn uniformly among all permutations 7’ € S,, with
the property

ieEBX o Y |EX|<a'(i)< > |EF

s'<s s'<s

Throughout this subsection write # for #g to simplify the notation. On &% the property that 7 is
coherent with partition £% implies that it is also coherent with all less refined partitions £F, k < K
as stated in the following lemma.

Lemma B.7. On ¢, it holds for all k € {0,1,...,K} that

ieEY < Y |EE|<#(i)< Y |EE .

s'<s s'<s

The proof can be found in Section C.6.

B.5.1 Simple error bound in an idealized situation

At first, consider the following idealized situation. If we had at each step, for sets EF~! with

wy! = 1, a perfect separation of the form (O(EF™1), {ff_l},I(Ef’l)), this would lead to a final
partition £X with 7 (i) < w(i') if i € ESK, i' e EE for s < s'. If we apply 7 =7 o7 on some i € EX,
the definition of # therefore implies i = 7! (# (7)) € EX. Note that M;. and M; differ on at most

k-1
|Q*(EX)| entries. All EX are passive sets, meaning they are either of the form {i, } (no error
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arises from exchanging an element with itself); or EX = O(EF1) or EX = I(EF1), where either
|EE| <4p?/Ah? or |Q* (EX)| < 4p?/A1h?. Tt is easy to see that for each EX we have

> |[{Geldl: My >p+h, My, <p-h}|+|{jel[d]: My <p-h, M;;>p+h}|

ieEK
EK *(pK 4p? EK *(EK
S|€||62(<s)‘S 2(|9|V|Q(9)|)
Ah
and in total this sums up to an error

2

. * 4

Rpn(7) < Y IESQ (B $ s=5(nvd) . (32)
s>1 )‘1h

B.5.2 Valid control of the error

In general, P(EF!) does not simply contain the median if _1. We indicated earlier, that an overlap
of P(EF1) with O(EF1) or I(EF) might be a source of error. In fact, the arguments for the
error bounds we just stated cannot be formalized if i € O(EF™) but 7 = 7' (7(i)) ¢ O(EF) or
i€ I(EF1) but i ¢ [(EF'). The following two statements are quite technical, but take up exactly
this idea. Morally they lead to a proof of Theorem A.2, where every error from confusing i with
i, that we cannot handle as in (32), can be dealt with by controlling the sets P(E!), with [ < K,
we{l,...,r;}. We postpone the proofs of those lemmas to Section C.6.

Lemma B.8. Consider k < K, s € {1,2,...,r} such that E* is of the form Ek :~O(Ef‘1) or
E% = I(EFY) for some t€{1,2,...,74_1}. Consider i€ E¥ such that i =7 (7 (i)) ¢ EX. Then on
€K there exist | <k and we {1,2,...,7} such that i,ie P(E.).

In other words, these lemmas entails that an error in some E* corresponds to elements that
belong to a super set P(E'). This suggests that the size of P(E!) is important to quantify the
permutation loss.

Lemma B.9. Consider k,s such that EfA is of the form P(EFY) for somet e {1,2,...,7%_1}
with wy™ = 1. Consider i € EX and write 1 := 7~ (7(i)). On the event £¥, there exist | < k and
we{l,2,...,m} such thati,ie P(E.).

Similarly, this lemma states that, if 7 and 7 are mixed and if i belongs to some P(EF 1), then
both 4 and i belong to some P(E.).

We now have the main ingredients to analyze the error
'R,p’h(ﬁ') = |{(Z,j) € [n] X [d] : Mﬂ.—l(i)n—l(j) <p-h, Mﬁ-—l(i)n—l(j) >p+ h}|
+ |{(Z,]) €[n]x[d]: Mr-1Gyp1() 2p+ h, Ma1Gynp1(5) SP— h}| .
Also define for 1 < k < K the sets
OF ={EF: 3t ¢ {1,2,...,r1_1} with EF = O(EL™) and w} = 0} ,
TV = {EF: 3t € {1,2,...,rp_1} with EF = I(EE™) and wF =0} .

Then for s € {1,2,...,7x}, each set EX is either in Ur_, OF uZ* or has the form P(EE™1) for
some k € {1,2,...,K} and ' € {1,2,...,7%_1} with w! = 1. By combining Theorem B.5 with
Lemmas B.8 and B.9, we arrive, with some work, at the following control for the loss.

Lemma B.10. On the event £¥, it holds that

2 K Tk K o rig
. p . 5
Ryn(®) <4550 3 BIVIQUEDI+2Y Y Ry B - (33)
k=1 t=1 =1 u=1 '
EFeOFuTF w, =1

The above bound contains two terms. The first one accounts for the size of groups and cor-
responding questions of the form O(EF) or I(EF) that are not to be cut anymore. The second
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accounts for the error R, n.p induced by the set of the form P = P(E. '), such an error being
introduced and bounded in Section B.2. We respectively call (I) and (II) the two terms in the

rhs of (33). We first focus on (I). First, we claim that all EF in OF uZF with k = 1,..., K are
disjoint and that all corresponding |Q*(EF)| are also disjoint. It follows from this claim that

2
P

I)<4

(1) < WE

(34)

Let us show the above claim. Consider any two such sets Etkl1 and Etk;. Since these sets are not
cut anymore in the sorting tree, there exists | < k1 A ko and u € [r;] with wfl =1 such that

Ef' cO(E,), E?cI(E,) or E?cO(E,), Ef cI(E,) .

In fact, EL corresponds to the closest common ancestor of Efll and Etk;’ in the sorting tree. This

proves that Efll and Etk;’ are disjoint. This shows that Efl ! and Etk; are disjoint and we can assume

w.lo.g. Efll cO(E), Etk; c I(E), so in particular we have by Theorem B.5.2.b that 7(i;) < 7(is)
for all 4, € E;* and ip € E;?. By the bi-isotonicity, it therefore holds for all j; € Q*(E}!),
J2eQ” (E 2)

mm M;j, <p-h<p+h< max M;;, < mln M;;,
icE, 1 'IEE 'IEE

which implies n(j1) > 7(j2). Therefore, also Q*(Efll) and Q*(Ef;) are disjoint. We have proved
the claim.
Let us turn to the second term (II) in the rhs of (33). It follows from Corollary B.6.6 that

- _TAS8p i
2R, w1y ] S WE (1B, vIQy]) -

Then, for a fixed I, we know that the E. ! are disjoint by construction so that ¥, |ES Y < n
Besides, Theorem B.5.1 implies that ¥, |Q'}| < 3d. Overall, we arrive at

(IT) < 44928 K p(n v d)/\h* . (35)
Hence, gathering (34) and (35) in (33), we conclude that, on ¢ we have
vd

Rp.n(7 (36)

We are almost done with the proof of Theorem A.2. We only need to recall that A\; = 1 —e 0 with
Ao = W So consider the function g(x) = 1-¢7® for > 0. ¢ is monotonously increasing

and we have \; = (W) One can show that [logy(nd)] < 2log(nd) and that for x € (0,1]

it holds g(x) > z/e. Since we assumed \g € (0,log(nd)], we obtain \; > m which, together
with (36) conclude the proof of Theorem A.2.

C Proofs of the intermediary results

C.1 Proof of Lemma A.1

Consider (i,7) € [n] x [d] such that
Mﬂ(i)n(j) <p-2h and Mﬂ—(i)ﬁ(j) >p+2h .
Then it holds either that
Mgy P =20 Mayny 2P or - Maqyn() <ps Maciyigy 2p+2h
Since n and 7 are both permutations and hence bijective, this proves

(i, 9) € [n] x [d] : Mriyniy Sp—=2h, Mayagy 2p+2h}| S Rponn(7) + Cprnn () -
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In the same way, one can prove

{(i,7) € [n] x [d]: Mriiyyy <P =2h, Magyay 2P+ 20} < Rpsn,n(7) + Cponn (1),
|{(Z,j) € [n] X [d] : Mﬂ(i)n(j) >p+2h, Mﬁ(i)ﬁ(j) <p- 2h}| < Rp_h’h(ﬁ) +Cp+h,h(ﬁ) s

and
[{(i,7) € [n] x [d] : Ma(iyngy 2 +2hy Magiyagy <P =20} < Rpsnn(7) + Cponn () -
This concludes the first part of the statement.

For the lower bound, we will only prove
Ep,h(’fra 77) 2 ’R’p,h(ﬁ—) .

Note that we can write

Lpn(m,0) =Y Kjeld]: Meiyy1) <p—hy Ma-igyar(y) 2 p+h}
=1

+ |{j € [d] : Mﬂ.—l(i)n—l(j) >p+ h, Mﬁ—l(i)ﬁ—l(j) <p- h}|
and

n
Rpn(F) = 2 i €ld]: Me-igiyymr(y <p =y Mami(iyymr(gy 2 p+ |
i=1
+leld]s Mayymry 20+ hy Miciyrgy <p =Ryl

We will bound the respective summands. W.l.o.g., consider i € [n] with w(771(i)) > 4. This implies
M1 (iyn-1¢j) 2 Mz-1¢;yy-1(;) for all j € [d] by the bi-isotonicity assumption. To prove our claim, it
is therefore sufficient to show
[{j e[d]: M1Gynp1() SP— h, Miya1y 2p+ hi|
>{jeld]: Meagypr) SP=hy Maryg1) 2p+h}| .
To this end, define
ji=min{j € [d]: Mr-1(iyr1(jy <p—h},
Jr=max{j €[d]: Mza(pyy1)2p+h} .

=|{jeld]: i <d<grm n(G)) gt + G eld]: 5> Gr n((G)) < Gr}]
=[{Geld]: 5 <g, n(i () <ir}l
={jeld]: Mw‘l(i)n—l(j) <p-h, Mﬁ—l(i)ﬁ—l(j) >p+h}|,

where we used, that o071 is a permutation and that n(77*(j)) < j, implies

It holds
{7 eld]s Mrrygmiy <p=h Masiymrg) 2P+ 1l
=[{jeld]: ji<j<ijr}
=[G eld: g1 <i < n(071G)) <o+ G €ld] s i <G <dr, n(57 () > G}
<Hjeldl: ji<j<jr n(i () <gedl+Kield]: j < n(i () > dr}l
[d]
[d]

M1y = M1 iy (o2 (5))) 2 M1 (iyn2 () 2P+

This concludes the proof.

C.2 Proofs of Lemmas B.1 and B.2

We will derive properties of the trisection under Property 1 for two observations Y (@ and y®),
some set E c [n] of experts, some set @ c [d] of questions and a directed graph G € {0,1}™".
First, the average quantities

) 1 - . 1
7 (B) = SV and w0 (B) = = Y. My; for jeQ . (37)

|E| el |E| ek
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We will prove that with high probability

7 (E) -0’ (B)| < pV/MJIE] VjieQ . (38)

The algorithm now uses the 7’ (E) to construct sets of questions of the following form: for j € Q

and ce {2,3,...,[\/M|E|/2p + 1]}, let

Q4(e) =1{j" € Q: 20/ M/IE| <7 (B) -7 (E) < 2ep\/M/|E]}
Q5(e) =1{j" €Q: 2o/ M J|E| <7 (E) -F (E) < 2ep\/M/|E]} (39)

and

Aj={j Q77 (B) -7 (E)| < 2pv/M/|E]} .

The collection of potential sets of interest is defined as

= ({Qé(c) 1jeQ, c= 2,3,...,[\/)\1|E|/2p+1]}

@5 <@ c:2,37...,[\/A1|E|/2p+11}u{Aj:jecz}u{@})n{cz'g@: Q127 -

By Property 1, we have A\|Q| > 4p?|h? by implies Q € Q. Since the collection Q depends on the
realization of Y(*), we use the independent observation Y to define

SV and m, (Q') = S M VQ'€Q, VieE .

7;(Q") = |Q Pl |Q | %

For our analysis, we will assume that we are on the event £ where the concentration inequality in
Equation (38) holds and where also

7 (Q) = M (Q) [ < pyM/IQ] VQ'€Q, VieE (40)
namely
¢ = {Equation (38) holds} n {Equation (40) holds} .
¢ is an event of high probability, as proven below.

Lemma C.1. Under Property 1 for Y, Y®) E Q and G, it holds that P(¢) >1- %.

Proof of Lemma C.1. Consider Q' € Q. Since |Q'| > v = 2log (24[log,(n v d)]nd(n vd)?[5) [Aie?,
Lemma G.1 gives us for any i € F, with probability of at least 1 —

[logg(nvdﬂnd(nvd)l/z

7: (Q") — M, (Q) | < \/2(1 v a2)e?log (24[logy (n v d)|nd(n v d)1/2/5) A /|Q|
+2(1v o) log (24[logy (n v d)nd(n v d)*//5) /|Q|

<pVA/Q'

since p=(1v 0')6\/8 log (24[logy (n v d)nd(n v d)1/2/5).

Note that by Property 1 we also know \;|E| > 4p*/h? which again implies that |E| > ~. For any
J €@, this implies by Lemma G.1 that with probability of at least 1 -

12[log, (nvd)]nd(nvd) 1/2

7 (E) -\ (E)| < \/2(1 v o2)e?log (24[logy(n v d)Ind(n v d)1/2/5) A /| E|
+2(1v o) log (24[logy(n v d) nd(n v d)*/?/5) /| E|

<pVAME|
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Recall that the collection Q contains the set @) and sets of the form A; and Qé»(c)7 Q’(c) with
jeQ and ce{2,3,...,[\/A1|E|/2p + 1]}. Therefore, the cardinality of Q is bounded by

Q1 IV ME]20]+ 1) +1 <1QI (VM[El/p+3) +1
< 3Q/M[El/p

<|QIEI"?/2
where we used 1 < 1/h </A1|E|/2p, A1 <1 and p > e/8log(24) > 6. At the same time, we have
again |E| > 4p%/h?A1 > 4, so |Q| < |Q||E[*/?/2. In the end, the total number of inequalities in (38)
and (40) is bounded by
|E]-1Q] +1QI < [QUEP < [QIn(n v d)'* .

Consequently, using the union bound, we have

|Ql0
Pe)>1- 12[logy(nvd)]d ’

which concludes the proof. O

Proof of Lemma B.1. Consider 4,7’ € E with 7(i) > w(i"). Under Property 1, we have G;;» + 1. For
every Q' € Q, the bi-isotonicity assumption gives us m; (Q') < My (Q') and on &, in particular by
(40), it holds that

7 (Q) -9 (Q) <7, (Q) = M (Q) + Mimir (Q) =7y (Q7) < 20/ M1 /|Q'] -

So it remains Gy = Gy # 1 also after applying Algorithm 2. ]

Proof of Lemma B.2. Consider i € E with (i) < 7(4). Under Property 1 we can apply Lemma B.1
and obtain on £ that

[EI/2] =i e B: n()) <m(i)}| 2 |{i' e B: n(i) <a(i)}| 2 [{i' € B+ G =1}] .

By the definition in (24), this implies i ¢ O. Conversely, this means that if ip € O, we have
m(i0) <7(2). The second part of (26) follows in the same manner. O

C.3 Proof of Lemma B.3

We start with a few lemmas and notation. Recall that we defined for each Q' € Q the empirical
median ¢ (Q") via the property

i€ B2 3,(Q) > T (@} < |BI/2 and [{i € s 3,(Q) <Figery (@)1 <|BIJ2
as an empirical counterpart to i defined in (25).

The following lemma is a direct consequence of the definition of our trisection scheme in Equa-
tion (24).

Lemma C.2. Under Property 1 for Y, Y®) E Q and G, on the event £, it holds for any i€ E:

o If there exists Q" € Q s.t. §; (Q") =Y, o) (Q") > 20/ M/|Q], then i€ O.

o If there exists Q" € Q s.t. Y, (o) (Q) =7; (Q") > 2p\/M/|Q’|, thenieI.

So that:
o IfieP, then [y, (Q") — Yy gy (@) <20/ M/IQ'| VQ' € Q.
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Proof of Lemma C.2. We will first prove the first claim. Assume that there exists Q' € Q such that

U (Q) = V.o (@) > 207/ M/1Q'] -

Note that by definition, the number of all ¢’ such that 7, (Q") <, (¢ (Q")) is at least |E|/2. For
each such i’ it holds

7 (Q) -7 (Q) > 20V M /1Q]
and consequently Gy = 1. This proves i € O. The second claim follows analogously and the third

claim is just the contraposition of the first two statements. O

Let us introduce the sets O, P, and T which are to be interpreted as completions of O, P, and
1.

O = {z e[n]: ripei(r)mr(i') <7(i) < Iirlleaoxw(i')} ., P= {z €[n]: IlVIIEiIIDIW(Z'I) <m(i) € I}}g}g{ﬂ(i')} )

I:= {z €[n]: I_Irli}lﬂ'(i,) <m(i) < H_}aIXTr(i')} :
We note the following relationships between the defined sets.

Lemma C.3. Under Property 1 for)ﬂ‘”, }z(b), E, Q and G, on the event £, it holds that O € O,
PcP and I c 1. Besides, we have PN E ¢ P.

Proof of Lemma C.3. The first statement (three first inclusions) follows trivially from the re-
spective definitions. We therefore focus on the second statement. Consider i € P n E and let
imax = argmax, ¢ pm (i) and iy, = argmin, . p7(i’). By definition it holds that
T(imin) < T(1) < T(imax) -
From Lemma C.2 we know that
[T (@) = Tuiy (@) <20 N/1QT - VQ"€Q (41)
and
7, (@) - Yuaqn (@) <20/ M/IQ] VQ' €Q .
Because of the bi-isotonicity assumption, we have
Mo (Q7) < (Q) <TG, (Q)  VQ'€Q .
Consequently, by (40), it holds that
Tinan (@) =05 (Q) < T (Q) = M (Q) + M7 (Q) =T (Q) <20V N/IQ] VQ' € Q
and
7:,(Q) -7, (Q") <7 (Q") -\, (Q) + M, (Q) =7 (Q') <20/ M /|Q'] VQ'€Q .
Combined with (41), this yields
7 (Q) =T (@) < 40/ M[IQT VQ'eQ |

which concludes the proof by definition of P. O
Next, we prove a lemma, that relates the empirical medians ¢ (Q") to the actual median i.

Lemma C.4. Let N eN* a; >as >~ >ay and by, ba, ..., by such that|a;—b;| < R fori=1,... N.
Consider v such that |[{i: b; >b,}| < N/2 and [{i: b;<b,}| < N/2. Then |ajn/2) - a.| < 2R.
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Proof of Lemma C.4. We prove the statement by contradiction. Assume first that ajn/2)-a, > 2R.
Then, for i < [N /2], we have

bi—bLZai—ab—QRZa[N/z] —a,-2R>0 ,
so b; > b,, which is a contradiction to [{i: b; >b,}| < N/2. So that ajy/2) - a, < 2R. Similarly, we

prove that a, — ajn/2) < 2R and conclude the proof. O

Proof of Lemma B.3. For the entire proof, assume that Property 1 is satisfied, and that we are on
the event £. To simplify notation, we assume in what follows w.l.o.g. that 7 = id[,) and 7 = idq].

Property 1 states that
Q*(E) = {j € [d] : m%xM,-j >p+h, mib{lMij Sp—h} cqQ .
Hence, for any j € [d] \ @, it holds that

max M;; <maxM;; <p+h or minM;; >minM;; >p+h ,
ieP il icP ieE

and consequently
|{ZEF Mij Sp—h}|/\|{i€ﬁ: Mij 2p+h}| =0 .
This proves the equality of the sums in the statement of the lemma.

Throughout this proof, we will consider the quantities j = max{j € Q: ng >p} and

0= {Z €E: 3Q € Qs.t. 7, (Q) Ty q) (Q) > 8V M/|Q'] } : (42)

Recall that we have defined 7 (E) in (37), which we have used to define in (39) the set
A; ={j e @ 7 (E) -9 (B)| < 2p\/%1/|E|} and for ¢ € {2,3,...,[\/A1|E|/2p + 1]} the sets
Qc) = {j' € @ : 2o/ M[IEl <7 (E) -7 (E) < 2cp\/Ai/|E[} and Q%(c) = {j’ € Q : 2p/ M [|E] <
7 (E) -7 (E) < 2cp\/A/|E]}. Let us define further

ey =inf{e e {1,2,..., [V M[E|/2p]} - M|Q5(c + 1)] > 5760°/n%}
cf =inf{ee {1,2,....[V/MIE|/2p]} - M|Q5 (e + 1)| > 576p° /n%}

with inf @ = o0, 00 + 1 = 00 and the conventions Q%(oo) ={j' € Q: 20/ M/|E| <7 (E) —yj(E)},
Q2(00) = 11" € @ 20/ IBT < 7 (B) -7 (B)} and Q2(1) = QL(1) = .

We will provide an error decomposition on the sets of questions

R=QI(e) , R=Qic+1) , R=Qe+2) . Ap=BR (43)
L::Q%.(cl*), L::Q%,(cfwtl)7 f::Q%(c?+2), Ap=L~L ,
A::A,

7

We will show following upper bounds:

° ~p,h.ﬁ,AR < 144p*(|E| v |Q) /M R?, ﬁ)’p,h,ﬁ,AL < 144p%(|E| v [Q])/Mh2,

« Ry 0 < ST (EIVIQDINBS, R, 5, < 5T60°(1E]VIQD /A A2,

o R, 5.4 < 2304p%(|E| v [Q))/A1h? and

o R

.0 P.ON(TuAUR) = 0
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Figure 4: Illustration of a part of Mg . The dotted curves separate two areas of the matrix:
That where the entries are at least p + h (top left) and that where they are at most p — h (bottom
right). The curve in between separates values that are at least p from values that are smaller
than p. Question j is the “last” question for which the median expert i has value at least p. Our
algorithm relies on two detection steps: First, we use Y@ and the corresponding column averages
U (j), to detect areas of interest left and right of j (see (43) for a definition of these sets). Then,
we detect from Y| whether an expert is above or below i and for that purpose, we focus on
the following sets of questions: First, A corresponds to the questions for which we cannot detect
from our observation, whether they are left or right of j. Second, R contains questions that are
provably right 7, but the size of R is too small for reliably detecting experts above 7 from the given
observation Y. Though, we can detect those relying on averages on the larger sets of questions
R and R. As a consequence, experts that differ from 7 on this whole areas (in particular have all
values at least p+h) are assigned to O by (42). Following this, experts that remained in P cannot
“perform better” than p+ h on every question in R\ R and consequently there exists jr € R with
M;j, <p+hforallice P. By the bi-isotonicity, only questions j < jr can contribute to the error
we want to bound, which is why we extend our analysis to Ar = R\ R.

Summing them up concludes the proof. We want to point out, that in the case ¢ =1 or ¢ =1,
parts of the analysis become trivial, this is even more true if ¢; = co or ¢; = co. In the case ¢} =1
for example, we have R = @ and therefore Rp np.r = 0. In the case c; = oo, we obtain Ap = @

which implies ﬁp,h,p, Ay = 0. Further, note that by (38) and M taking values in [0,1], it holds

7 (B) -7 (BE) < 207/ M /J|E| + \ii? (E) - \y? (E)
<(2+VMIE|p)pvV/ M |E|
<2[VMIE|2p+ 1] p/M/|E|

For ¢} = oo, this implies R = Qjﬁ(oo) = Q;([\/)\1|E|/2p+ 1]) and therefore A\;|R| < 576p%/h? (oth-

erwise, this would mean ¢} < [\/A1]E|/2p]), which is sufficient for the analysis on R we provide
below.

Before providing the proofs, let us give some intuition for the analysis. During ScandAndUpdate,
we construct sets Q' € @ in order to have meaningful comparisons of experts i € F, in particular

with 7. Assume we want to detect i <i. We will see, that given a set Q' ¢ Q with |Q’| 2 %22 and
M;; <p for all je Q', we are able to detect all ¢ € E with M,; > p+ h for all j € Q" which by the

34



bi-isotonicity of M would be sufficient for 7(4) < 7(7) and will lead to i € O. We will see that the
constructed sets R and R have such properties, see Figure 4 for an illustration. The bi-isotonicity
assumption will then yield that there exist jr € R with M;; < p+h for all i ¢ P. Informally, this
means that questions j > jr don’t contribute to the error in the sense that

|{i€ﬁl Mij Sp—h}|/\|{i€ﬁ! Mij2p+h}|:0.

In the same way, we can look at L and construct jr € L with j < j; not contributing to the error.
By looking at Ru Au L, we capture all j with j, < j < jg, so all j that might contribute to the
error Rp hP.Q

We further decompose R = RuU Ap. The set R was considered too small for a meaningful
comparison of experts ¢ € F/, but this will turn out to lead also to a simple bound of Rp_h P R

By construction, the questions in Ar cannot be much easier than jg, this means that we have
a good control of the number of i € P with M;; > p+h for j € Ag. At the same times, P is by
definition a set of experts i € P for which we have a control over the deviation from 7 on R. Since
ng <p for all j € Ag, we can also bound the number of questions j such that M;; > p+h. We will

see that combining these bounds will allow us to bound Ry B.ag and we can bound Ronpa,
in the same manner.

A contains all questions j for which we could not detect whether j > j or j < j. Still, we can
decompose A into questions j € A with j > j and questions j < j. We will see that depending on the
respective sizes of the sets, either the ideas of the analysis on R and L or concepts of the analysis
on Ar and Ay, carry over.

Analysis on Ar and Ap. We will only prove the upper bound for Ag, since it can be easily
adapted for Ay. More precisely, we will use

Rynpan <)) €PxAr: My>p+h)| .
If immin = min P and jmin = min A g, the bi-isotonicity of M yields
{G,j)e PxAgr: Mjj>p+hyc{ieP: M . >p+h}x{jeAr: M, ;i>p+h},
and we will bound

Ryppan <HieP: My, >p+h}|-[{jeAr: M,

minJ

>p+h}| .

This will be done in four steps:

al) M;; <pforall je R,

a2) M. <p+h/2 for jmax = max R and all i € P,

a3) [{i e P: My, >p+h} <120\/[EIV/Arh,

ad) {j € Ar: My,,; 2 p+h} <12p\/[R|/~/A1h.
From a3) and a4), it follows directly the desired bound

Ry pa, < LoV QAR < 1440%(IE| v [QN) /M K2

Proof of al): By definition of R in Equation (39) with Equation (43) and the concentration

inequality in Equation (38), we know for every j € R, that
M (B) - (B)) 27 (B) -7 (E) = 207/ M JIE] > 0 .

The bi-isotonicity of M implies j > j and also M;; <p by definition of j.
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Proof of a2): Letie P. From the concentration equality in Equation (40), Lemma C.4 and
the definition of P in Equation (27) we know that

M (i (R) =113 (R)) < i (i (R) -7,z (R)) + 20\ M /[R]
<7; (R) ) (R) +4p\/ M /IR < 12p\/ M /|R] . (44)

This together with al) implies m; (R) < p + 12p/\/A1/|R| < p + h/2, since Ai|R| > 576p%/h* by

definition. Finally, by bi-isotonicity of M, we conclude that M, <m; (R) <p+ h/2.

Jmax

Proof of a3): Recall that jyin = min Ag while jpax = max R, S0 jmin < jmax. Note that
because of a2)

|E|- (@ (B) =7 (B)) = 3 Mijin = Mijan

ieE
Z Z Mijmin - Mijmax
ieP, M;; . >p+h
> (h)2)-|{ieP: My, >p+h} . (45)

If g/mex (E) > 3/=in (E), concentration inequality (38) yields

M (e (E) - e (E)) < 3o (E) - 77 (E) + 2o/ N TE] < 20/ N T
Otherwise, by definition of Az and R in (39) and (43),

7 (E) =2(c; +2)p/ M JIE[ < P (B) <3P (B) < ¢ (E) =2c;pv/M /| E

which yields

M (B) = (B)) <7 (B) =57 (B) + 20/ MJIE] < 60/ MIE] -

This together with (45) gives us |[{i € P: M, >p+h}|<12p\/|E|/~/Aih.

Proof of a4): In al) we have seen M;; < p for all j € R. So we can argue like in (45) and
obtain

{jeAr: M, ;>p+h}<|R| (M, (R)-m;(R))/h .

From (44) we know

M (T, (R) =5 (R)) < 12p7\/ M1 /|R]
and end up with [{j € Ag: M;_, ;i >p+h}| <12p\/|R|/v/Ah .

Analysis on R and L. We will only consider R as the proof is similar for L. From the con-
struction of R in Equation (43), it follows that A\;|R| < 576p?/h?. We obtain the trivial upper
bound

Rynp.r <[P x Bl <576p%[P|/\h? < 576p° (| E| v|Q))/\h? (46)

where for the last step we just used the rough inequality |P| < |E| < |E| Vv |Q|.

Analysis on A. Recall that j € A was the last question j such that M >p holds. We will split
up Ainto Al ={jeA: j<j}={jeA: M;; >p}and A" = {je A: j>jt={jeA: M;; <p}. If
A1) A| €2304p%/h?, we can conclude just like in (46) that

Ry b4 < 23040°(|E[VIQD/ A
So assume w.lo.g. that \|A| > 2304p?/h? and |A"| > |A!|, so in particular A\j|A"| > \|A]/2 >
1152p%/h%. Again, we will derive the upper bound in several steps:
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bl) [{jeA": M, .. ;>p+h}| <12p\/|A|/x/A1h for imin = min P,
b2) M,

1Jmax

b3) [{ie P: M5 > p+h}| < 8p\/|E|/A1h? and [{i € P: M. >p+h} <12p\/|E|/A1h? for

Jmin = Min A

bd) {jeAl: M, . ; <p-h}| <12p\/|A|/A1h2 for imax = max P.

<p+h/2for jpnax = max A and all i € P,

Once this is proven, one can bound R phPA = kp,h,ﬁ,A"" + kp,h,F,Al' It holds
RP,hPAT—H(Z j)ePxA": M;ij > p+h
SHieP: Mzzp+h}|-[{je A" Mi,;2p+h}|<960%(|E| v [Q))/Ah? |
by bl) and b3) and
Ronpa= o {ieP: Mij<p-h}al{ieP: Mi; >p+h}|

jeAl
JeAl, Miyaxi<p=h
<|{jeds M,;<p-h}|-{ieP: M, >p+h}|<144p°(|E| vV |Q))/Mh®

by b4) and b3), so in total, we would end up with Rp WP < 24007 (|E|V|Q]) /A A2

Proof of bl) and b2): Let i, = min P. Like in (44) one can prove

A (i, (A) - T (A)) < 1200/ JIA]
This implies
A", (A7) =105 (A7) = 30 M5 = M,
JeAr
<Y M- M
jeA
= A (T, (A) =775 (A)) < 120V/|A|[ A1 < p\/2881 AT\

By definition of A", we know that M;j <p for all j € A", so we can show bl) by arguing like in
(45) that

[{jeA™: My, 2 p+h}| <A\, (A7) =73 (A7) [h < 12p\/]Al/ (\/A1h)

For showing b2), note that it holds

> M= M;; > |A"|(,,, (A") -p)
jeAT

which implies

m; . (A") <p+p\/288/(A1]|AT|) <p+ h/2

by the assumption \;|A”| > 1152p%/h?. For any i € P we conclude by the bi-isotonicity of M
M;; <M, <my,. (A") <p+h/2 .

?Jmax — ?minJmax

Proof of b3): By the definition of A in (39) and (43) we know that |y (BE) -y (E)| <
2p\/A1/|E| and [g7min (E) - g7mex (E) | < 4p\/A1/|E|. With concentration inequality (38) this yields

M@ (B) -miwes (E)) < 4py/MJ[E]  and Ay (mie (E) - mom (E)) < 6o7/M/IE] -

Like in (45), using M;;___ <p+h/2 for i € P from b2), we obtain

Jmax

{i e P+ My > p+h}| < 2B|( (E) - = (E))/h < 8p\/[E/A 2
and

{ie P: My, >p+h} <2E|(@™" (E)-m/m (F))/h<12p\/|E|/\1h? .
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Proof of b4): This follows by adapting the proof of bl).

Analysis on Q~ (LUAUR). If jeQ@ but j¢ LuAuUR, then we have either

7 (E) -7 (B)>2(c; +2V/M/IBl v § (E) -7 (B)>2(cf +2)V/M/IB] .

Assume w.l.o.g. that the first inequality holds. For jy,a.x = max R, we know

7 (B) =57 (B) <2(c; + DV /Bl
and therefore
7 (B) -7 (B) <2/ M/|E| .

The concentration inequality (38) implies A (/> (E) - m’ (£)) <0 and the bi-isotonicity of M
yields j > jmax. Like in a2), we deduce M;; <p+h/2 forallie P,so|[{ieP: M;; >p+h}|=0. O

C.4 Proof of Lemma B.4

Consider Y sampled accordingly to observation model in Equation (12), £ = (E1, Es, ..., E,) and
a vector v € {0,1}". Let us redefine

1 1

7 (Ey) = 3 Y;; and W (Ey) = S M;;  Vs=1,2,...,r, Vje[d] .
|ES| ieb, |E8| i€Fg
Consider the event &, where the inequalities
7 (Ey) - M (B)| < p\/AJ|Es| Vs=1,2,...,r withv,=1, Vje[d] , (47)

hold true.
Lemma C.5. Under Property 2 for Y, € and v, it holds that

1)
Mogy(nv d)|(nvd)?

P(fenyv) 21— T

Proof of Lemma C.5. Recall Property 2 for Y, £ and v from Section 4.5. Then for each s =
1,2,...,r with v, = 1, we know that \|E,| > 4p?/h?. Lemma G.1 yields that each inequality

7’ (E) -\ (E)| < p/M/|Ed|

holds with a probability of at least 1 - T5log (nvd)ind(nvd)(lﬂ) , just like in the proof of Lemma C.1.

For each s we are considering d such inequalities. Because £ is a partition of [n] by Property 2,

we can roughly upper bound [{s = 1,2,...,7: vs = 1}| < n, so the total number of inequalities
considered is bounded by nd. A union bound argument yields P(&opy) > 1- 12[10g2(nv‘;)](nvd)m . O
For s =1,2,...,r we can define

Q(E,) ={je[d]: ¥ (Es) > (p+h)-p/M/IEs]}
Q(Es)={jeld]: ¥ (E) <A(p-h)+pV/A/IE} .

If vs = 1, Algorithm 5 checks whether s = max{t < s: wv; = 1} exists. If this is the case, it sets
Qs = Q(E;), otherwise Q, = [d]. In the same way Qs = Q(Es) or Qs = [d], depending on the
existence of 5 = min{t >s: v; = 1}. The algorithm then returns Q; = Qs N Q. See Figure 5 for an
illustration of the construction of Q. o
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Qs

Figure 5: Illustration of some bi-isotonic matrix M € Cgiso(id[n],id[q)). The part in the top left
(light red background) corresponds to matrix values > p + h, the part on the bottom right (light
blue background) to matrix values < p —h and the area in between (purple background) to values
in (p—h,p+h). Assume we have E;, E;, Es € £ such that each of the sets is larger than 4p*/\;h?
and i << forie E,, i€ E; and i € B5. We are interested in estimating the questions Q* (FE,),
which correspond to the gray area. To do so, we detect sets that contain all questions on which
the success-probabilities are at least p+h for all experts in E; (red dashed area) and at most p—h
for all experts in Fz (blue dashed area). Intersecting these sets yields Q.

Proof of Lemma B.4. Consider s € {1,2,...,r} with v; =1 and j € Q*(FEs). Then
maxM;; >p+h and minM;;<p-h .

iGES iEEs

Assume w.l.o.g. that s = max{t < s: v; = 1} exists; otherwise j € [d] = Q5 would be trivial. By
Property 2, m(i) < (i') for all i € Es and i’ € E5. The bi-isotonicity assumption therefore yields
M;; > p+h for all ¢ € E,, which implies m (Eé) > p+h. Since we assume that we are in the regime
of event &qpy, it follows from (47)

7 (By) 2> M (Ey) - p\/M/1Es 2 Ai(p+h) = py/ M /| Ed]

and consequently j € ;. In the same manner, one can show j € Q. This proves

Q(Es) € QsnQs=Qs

For the second claim it suffices to show that for each j € [d] there are at most three s €
{1,2,...,7r} with vs = 1 such that j € Q,. We show this by contradiction. So assume 1< s<t<u<
w<rexist with vy =vy=vy=vy=1and jeQsNQr NQy N Q.

We obtain j € Qg N Qu, s0
7 (Bs) s M(p-h) +p/M/|Bs|  and ¥ (Ew) 2 M(p+h) = py /M| Bul -
It holds 5 < ¢ <u <w and vz = vy = 1, and Property 2 implies
M|Es|>4p/h?  and A\ |Ey| > 4p%/h* |
which is equivalent to

)\1h>2p\/)\1/|E§| and )\1h>2p\/)\1/|E£| .

All this together with (47) yields
M (Es) <7 (Bs) + py/A/|Bs| < M(p = h) + 207/ M /| Es| < Aap

and
M (Ew) 2% (Ew) - pV/ M /|Es| 2 M(p+h) = 207/ A1 /|Es| > Aip
So in particular ™’ (E5) < m’ (Eg) This means that there exist i € E5 and i € E,, with M;; <

M;;. The bi-isotonicity assumption implies 7(i) > 7(i), and together with 5 < w, this yields a
contradiction to Property 2. O

39



C.5 Proofs of Theorem B.5 and Corollary B.6

We will see, that for each active set EF~!, i.e. wF! = 1, our algorithm relies on inequalities of the
form

1 . - e
EF] > VY MMy | <o MR vieQE
t ieEk-1
and
1 e
o] S YV oM <o/NJIQT ¥Q e QT e BT (48)
jeqQ’

where QF ! is defined by sets of the form given in Equation (39).

Proof of Theorem B.5. We will prove the claims via induction over k.

The case k = 1: If \in < 4p?/h?, there is nothing to prove, so assume A\jn > 4p2/h2. By
definition, Algorithm 5 returns QY = [d] which shows B.5.1. If \id < 4p?/h? it sets w® = (0),
El=([n ]) v! = (0) and G! = G°. One can easily check that in this case, all claims are fulfilled. If
A1d > 4p?/h?, let us consider the concentration inequalities

<pVhifn Vield],

1{& (2
-

and

SV oMM <p/NJIQT VQ QY L ie[n] .

JjeQ’

IQ’

Here, QY is defined as Q in Section C.2 by sets of the form (39) with respect to E = [n]. We call
¢! the event, on which these inequalities hold. Since Property 1 for Y(?), Y®) [n], [d] and G is
obviously fulfilled, Lemma C.1 yields

4]
Py 21— .
(&) 12[log,(n v d)]

The claims B.5.2.a (and therefore B.5.5) and B.5.2.b follow directly from Lemma B.2. By

B.5.2.b and the definition of 5(1) in (25) we obtain |O([n])| £ n/2 and |I([n])| < n/2, which yields
B.5.2.c. Property B.5.3 for the graph G* is consequence of Lemma B.1. In order to prove part
B.5.4, note that v3 = 0. If v] = v = 1, the claim follows from B.5.2.b. Otherwise, there is nothing
to prove.

From k-1 to k: Assume (induction assumption) we have constructed events ¢! c 2 c ... c ¢k-1
that satisfy the theorem (up to step k—1). From now on we work on the event £¢¥71. Algorithm 5
is applied on

o Y#2) an unused sample from observation model (12),
e £F 1 which by induction hypothesis (i.e. B.5.5) is a partition of [n],
e v*1 for which it holds that

—vF =1 = \|EFY>4p?/h? by definition,
— vf L=kt =1 for s < s implies 7(i) < n(i’) for i € EF', i’ € EX™! by induction

hypothesis (i.e. B.5.4).
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This implies that, conditionally to €7, the input Y32 £+-1 and v*~! satisfies Property 2. So,
as in Section 4.5, we can construct an event =51 with

)
12[logy(n v d)|(n v d)1/2

by Lemma C.5 and such that, thanks to Lemma B.4, it holds on &5~ == ¢¥=1 1 Zk-1 that

QY (Ef e, vte{l,2,....rp1} withof ' =1, and Y |Qs<3d .  (49)

t=1, vp=t=1

P(Egt € >1-

This proves part B.5.1 on §§_1 . In order to prove part B.5.2, consider ¢; to be the smallest
te{1,2,...,74_1} with wF~! = 1. Conditionally to ¢57!, we apply Algorithm 2 to
o Y 1) and Y| which are independent samples from observation model (12),

o Q*(Ef ") Qi by (49),

o M (IEFY A|QETY) > 4p? /R by the induction assumption (i.e. B.5.1),

e G = GF! with G;» =1 = (i) < n(i') for all i,i’ € [n] by the induction assumption
(ie. B.5.3).

Then, conditionally to 57, Property 1 is again satisfied by Y (k=1 Yy (3k), Ek Y Qfl L and th 1-
Consider the concentration inequalities of the form

1 k- . -
EET | 2 Y M <o MJIBET vieQr!
t1

; k-1
ZEEtl
and

1 R
o] <pVM/IQY VQ e Qi e By

Again, Q ~1 is defined as Q in Section C.2 by sets as in Equation (39), this time with respect to
E= Et’“1 ! Lemma C.1 again tells us that given fo the event ZF~! on which these inequalities hold
satisfies

> ng?’k) A1 M;;
jeQ’

ke Q18

]P) Ek 1 k-1 2 1 _ | 1

G 1) 2 Do, (T

We define ffl’l =81 n :f ! and obtain that conditional to {fl’l, Lemma B.2 implies B.5.2.a and

B.5.2.b. Since wy, = 1, we know that on €71, the set Efl_l itself results from a trisection such that
by induction hypothesis (i.e. B.5.2.c) |[EF| <27 =Dy, With B.5.2.b we obtain again that

OB DIVI(EL < 5 IEffll <2n
which yields B.5.2.c. The properties B.5.3 hold for Gfl‘l by Lemma B.1.

We then move on to the smallest t3 > ¢; with wy, = 1. It is worth mentioning, that although we
use again Y1 and Y (¥) for the trisection, since Ek_1 and Ek‘1 are disjoint, these observations
can still be considered as unused. Then, together with Lemma B 1, conditional to §t -1 Property 1
again holds for Y (3%=1)  y (k) E’c 1 sz I and Gf _1- We then define = ”k Land €8 I ftl n :,’fQ 1
as in the step before and check that all properties of B.5.2 hold When we trisect Ef;l, and also
B.5.3 for the updated graph sz_l follows in the same manner.

By iterating over all ¢ with w¥~! = 1 until the largest such index ¢, we obtain an event &~ = ¢F~1

such that B.5.2 holds uniformly and the graph G* = Gfa that satisfies by iteration B.5.3. Note
that indeed, with B.5.1, it holds

P(EF) =P nEF) =P ) - PET ) 2P ) -P(EHY &7
=2 PEF - P(EFHC T -PERDHY 167 - ;P«Eii:l)c L&)

(k-1)5 5 Yo 1QF 6
" 2logy(nvd)]  12[logy(nvd)|(nvd)/?  12[logy(nvd)]d
(k-1)5 5 3ds ko

T logy(nvd)]  Alogy(nvd)]  12[logy(nvd)d - - 2[logy(n v d)]
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and that, on &*, the graph G* satisfies B.5.3.

In order to prove claim B.5.4, consider ¢, t' € {1,2,...,75_;} such that i € Ef"! and i’ € EX7!.
By definition, i € E¥ and i’ € E¥ with s < s’ and v =% =1 imply ¢t < ¢ and vf ! =0l = 1. If
t < t', the claim 7 (i) < 7(i") follows directly by assumption. Otherwise, we know i € O(EF~') and
i e I(EF1) and B.5.2.b proves the claim.

Claim B.5.5 follows from the fact that we assumed that £¥~! is a partition of [n]. By B.5.2.a,
E* is obtained by replacing all active sets in £¥7! by a trisection, which in total yields again a
partition of [n].

Number of iterations: Assume that for some k the vector v* is non-zero. By B.5.2.c we know
that for ¢ with vF = 1 it holds |EF| < 27%n < 1. By definition, |EF| > 4p?/\1h? > 1. Therefore,
k <logy(n). This implies, that K < [log,(n)] with vg_; # 0 and vk = 0 exists. So the algorithm
terminates after round K on the event ¢, which holds with probability at least 1 —§/2. O

Proof of Corollary B.6. On ¢X we assume that concentration inequalities of the form (48) hold.
Therefore, Corollary B.6.1-B.6.3 follow like in Lemma C.2. Corollary B.6.4 and B.6.5 are an
adaptation of Lemma C.3. The last point Corollary B.6.6 follows like Lemma B.3. O

C.6 Proofs of Lemmas B.7-B.10

Proof of Lemma B.7. For K, the statement follows immediately from the definition of 7. Now
consider any k < K, and t < s. By the hierarchical construction of the sorting tree (see Figure 3),
it follows that EF (resp. E¥) is the disjoint union of EfS for indices I € £; (vesp. [ € L;) with
max{l:leL;} <min{l:1l € Ls}. For any i € E} and j € E¥, we have 7(i) < #(j). It follows that 7
is coherence with the partition £ and the result follows. O

Recall that, for F ¢ [n], we denote F as its completion with respect to 7.

E:= {z e[n]: Iilnei]gur(i') <7(i) < 12[1135(71'(2')} . (50)

Proof of Lemma B.8. We consider in the entire proof that we are on the event ¢K. Note that
i ¢ E¥ implies by definition (50) either that (i) > 7(i") Vi’ € E¥ or that (i) < w(i') Vi'e EX .
Assume w.l.o.g. that

n(i)>w(i') Vi'e EF . (51)

holds. Lemma B.7 implies that 7(7) = #(i) < Yy, |E%|. Since 7 is bijective on [n] (as it is
a permutation), it follows that there exists i € E¥ with s’ < s such that 7(i"”) > 7(i) holds.
Moreover, (51) implies

m(i) <mw(i) <m(i") . (52)

By definition of the algorithm, there must be a maximal number [ < k such that uw e {1,2,...,7}
exists with i,i” € E'. By this maximality assumption, E!, must be an active set and i and i’ must
end up in different sets of the partition after step I (in terms of the sets O(E.), P(E.), I(E.)) of
the corresponding trisection.

Since by assumption E¥ has the form O(EF™') or I(EF™') for some t € {1,2,...,7%_1}, the
definition of the algorithm does not allow i € P(E!). Therefore, because s’ < s, only i € I(E.) is
possible. Since we stated in Equation (52) that 7(i) < 7(i""), and since by definition of E!, i and
+" must end up in different sets after step I, by Theorem B.5.2.b, it must then hold that

i" e P(E.) . (53)
Again with Theorem B.5.2.b, we can extend the inequalities (52) to

7)< w(i) <7(3) <7(@") |
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which implies that i,i € P(EL) since both EL and 7" belong to P(E.) (Theorem B.5.2.b) and
by definition of P(E') in (29). If ¢ € E!, then Corollary B.6.5 implies that i,7 € P(E.), which
completes the proof.

It remains to consider the case where i ¢ Ei Consider the maximal !’ < [ such that u €
{1,2,...,rp} exists with 4,1 € E,. Again E!, must be an active set and after the trisection i (and

therefore i) must be contained in an active set. So in particular i,i" € O(EL,) or 4,i" € I(Ef;,).
Note that in both cases, the maximality assumption on !’ and Theorem B.5.2.b, together with (52)
imply 7 € P(Ef;,).

The proof is completed if we can show 7 € ?(Ef:,). In the case i € I(EZ,), note that, by
Theorem B.5.2.b together with Equation (52), it follows that

7@ <w(i) <7 (i)

and therefore i € P(EX,). Since i € EL

u’

the statement follows from Corollary B.6.5.

Hence, it only remains to consider the case where i € O(EL,). To show that i € P(EL,), by
definition of F(Ef;,), we only need to establish that

L)

jeq’

1
Q']

Consider such a set Q' € Q(E,). Note that

1 5 [Y(Sl’), _Y(Bl)]>2p A/Q

Q' jeQ v @i Y

<8p/M/JIQ] vQ e @l . (54)

leads to ¢ € I (Ef;,) by Corollary B.6.2, a contradiction. So we know that

1 ’
a1 2 [V, = ¥5 s 2Vl
jeQ’ u

so it remains to be shown that

1 () _y 1) o
Y I’ 8
|Q|j§![ l (Q) ] 14 1/|Q

We have seen earlier in the proof that also i € I(E!) holds. We can adapt the proof of
Lemma C.2: if for some Q' € Q(Ef;,) we have

1 ’
5 [ v, > 2o/

|Ql| jeQ’ / u(@

this would mean Gﬁ;, =1 for at least half of the i’ € E!, c Ef;,. Since the algorithm does not change
entries of the graph that are already set to 1, this would imply i € O(E!), a contradiction. So we
also have

1 Z [}/;('311) (3l) ] < 2p / 1/|Q (55)

(o7 AR AR

In the same spirit, we can show that

1 (1) (31)
Q] jezc:g, Ya@n Yo

<2V M/IQ) (56)

because otherwise we would end up with a contradiction to i’ € P(E!) from (53) by Corollary B.6.3.

Recall from Equation (52) that 7(z) < w(i"’). The bi-isotonicity assumption and (48) yield

1 y B _y () 1 y @) _ A JiCONM 1 Gy B o) /5 5
|Q|]EZC;,[1” Y ]‘|Q|Z[z" i ] ‘Q|J§2,[1 4 - ]_ /A /Q .
(57)
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Finally, from Lemma C.2, since we have 7 € P(Ef;,), it follows

1 ’
7| 2 [ vl < 2evnTer (58)

|Q | jeQ’ *

Hence, we derive from (55-58) that

1 @) (3l )
DI B

we obtain (54), which concludes the proof.

Then consider all Q' € QY

u’

O

Proof of Lemma B.9. 1f i e E¥ = P(Ef™), by Corollary B.6.4 there is nothing to prove. So assume
w.lo.g. that i € E¥ with s; <s. We will consider the cases 7 (i) < (i) and 7 (i) > (i) separately.

Case 1: 7(i) <m(2). Consider [ maximal such that u e {1, 2,... rly exibts with i, iAe El. Assume
first, that [ = k — 1. Since i € P(EF™) and we just assumed i € E n US s F ,, only i € O(EF 1) is

possible. But then, by Theorem B.5.2.b, we have (i) < 7(i) < 7T(’Lt ) soie P(EFYnEF! ¢
P(EF 1) by Corollary B.6.5.

If | < k-1, then Theorem B.5.2.b does not allow that i € O(E) and i€ I(EL). Furthermore,
i € P(E') would lead to a contradiction to wF™1 = 1. So from s, < s, only i € P(EL) and i € I(E., )

is possible. From Theorem B.5.2.b it follows that w(zu) < m(i) < 7(7). Hence, we conclude that
ie P(E\)nE! c P(E.) by Corollary B.6.5.

Case 2: 7(i) > m(7). Note that we assumed 7 € E¥ with s; < s, but that from Lemma B.7 it
follows

m(i) =7(i)> Y |EE| .

s'<s

By the bijectivity of m and the Pigeonhole principle, this means that there must be so > s and
i’ € E¥ such that

(') < Y |EE <7 (3) .

s'<s

Consider now [ maximal such that u e {1,2,...,7} exists with i',7 ¢ E!.

Ifl=k-1, sy <s< sy implies i’,7 € EF"" and 7 € O(EF'). By Theorem B.5.2.b this means
i" € P(EF1). Recall that

7(i') <w(i) <7(i) ,
so 1€ P(EF1')n EF' c P(EF') by Corollary B.6.5.

If | <k -1, note that again, by Theorem B.5.2.b, i€ O(ELA) and i’ € [(E!) is impossible, since
we have 7(i') < 7(z). This leaves us with the possible cases i € O(E!), i’ € P(E.) or i € P(E.),
i" € I(E'). Note that s; < s < so implies i € F.,.

If 1€ O(EL) and i’ € P(E'), then by our assumptions and Theorem B.5.2.b it follows

7)< (i) < (i) < 7(7,)
and therefore i € P(E!) n EL ¢ P(E.) with Corollary B.6.5.

Hence, it remains to consider the subcase where i € P(E!) and i’ ¢ I(E.). Since s; < s, we
know that i € I(EL). Consider Q' € Q!,. We will prove that

1 3l 31
7 | 5, Vit ~Y5" | <sovATIRT
jeQ’
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Indeed, this property will imply that i € P(EL) and conclude the proof.

We have seen that i ¢ O(EL), so Corollary B.6.1 implies

IQI % (V5™ =Y, ] <20vM /11T
je

and we are left with the proof of

|Q| Z [ Vit ngw]<8ﬂ\/h/lQ’l : (59)

Since i € P(EL), Corollary B.6.2 yields

<2p\V/M/1Q'

1 (30 (30)
0 je% Vi@ =Y

Since 7(i') < m(2), the bi-isotonicity assumption and Equation (48) imply that

|Q| %[ (3l) Y(Bl)]<2p /)\1/|Q'| '
i<

Hence, we have shown (59) if we can prove that

|Q| Z,[ v -y cap/NT1Q1 (60)

Observe that

01 2, 1] s 20/A T
j 7

must hold. Otherwise, one could argue like in the proof of Lemma C.2 and would obtain i € [( EF™1).

In the case i’ € EF~1, note that sy > s implies i’ ¢ O(EF™1). By an adaptation of the proof of
Lemma C.2, this implies

1 SCOBICY) AT
|Q|/ jeZC:Q’ [ i’'j YLIffl(Q’)j] < 20 A1/|Ci2,|

and we obtain Equation (60).

In the case i’ ¢ EF71, consider I’ maximal such that v’ € {1,2,... 7y} exists with 4,4’ € EZ,.
Again, by Theorem B.5.2.b and

7(i') <w(i) <m(i) ,

it cannot hold i € O(EL,) and i’ € I(E,/). Since wF™' = 1 we can also exclude i € P(EL,). So s < sy
only permits i e O(EY) and i’ ¢ P(EX).

Like before, one can show

31 2 [, Y5 < 20/ATT
J

otherwise ¢ would be in I (Ef;,) Similarly, we have

> [y Y] <20/ N71@1

|Q|jQ, YR

otherwise, i’ would be in O(EL,)). This shows Equation (60) and completes the proof. O
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Proof of Lemma B.10. First, for iq,is € [n], let us define

Ry n(iv,io)=[{jeld]: Myj2p+h, My, <p-h}|+|{je[d]: M ;<p-h, My 2p+h}| .

Also, consider 7= 77!

it holds that

o7 and note that 7 as permutation is bijective, as well as n. Therefore,

Ron(®) = 2 [[{G € [d]: Mei(iyyr(gy <2 =Py Mama(iyyi ) 20+ B}
=1

+ [ eld)s Maaqoyry 2P+ hy Maos iy <= hi]

=3 % Rynlir(i)

N> % Bulir(i)+ 3 S Ryair(i) (61)

k=1 =1 Rk =1 ieP(EE-1
koo kWS : %
EFeO*uz wh =1 t

where, in the last line, we used the property that any set ESK is either belongs to some OF UZ* or
is of the form P(EX!) for some t and k < K. We will first provide upper bounds for

Z R ,h(ivT(i)) with Ef cOFuTF (62)
ieEF
and
Z Ry n(i,7(i))  with wfr_l =1. (63)

ieP(EX)

Upper Bound for (62). W.lo.g., let us consider EF = O(EE™) with wF = 0. Then,

> Rpn(iym(d)) = > Ry (i, 7(2)) + > Ry (i, 7(1)) -

ieBy i€O(ER1), 7(i)eO(ER™) i€O(ER1), 7(i)¢O(ER1
Recall that we defined

Q*(EF)={jeld]: max My; > p+h, glérklMijﬁp—h} :

and consider j € [d], i1 € O(EE™) = EF and iy e O(EE™). By the bi-isotonicity assumption,

Mi2j£p—h:>miI]3MijSp—h and M;,;>p+h=maxM;; >p+h .
ieEy

ieEk
So if
Mi;>p+h, Mi;<p-h or M, j<p-h, My;>p+h
we deduce that j € Q*(EF). This implies that R, 1, (i1,i2) < |Q* (EF)| and consequently

2 Ry (i,7(9) < |Ef]- Q" (EF)]

i€O(BR1), r(i)eO (k)

Recall that we assumed wF = 0 because EF is not to be refined anymore. If |EF| > 4p?/A\1h?, the
algorithm computes Q¥ but it must hold |Q¥| < 4p?/A\1h%. By Theorem B.5.1, it holds QF ¢ Q* (EF).
We conclude that

2

. p P

> Ry (i, 7(3)) <43 (IEf| v IQ* (EY)
i€O(EN1), m(i)eO(ES ™) !

) .
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Next, note that i € O(EL™) but 7(i) ¢ O(EL™") implies, by Lemma B.8, that it exists | < k
and we {1,2,...,7,_1} such that i,7(i) e P(EL 1) We can therefore upper bound

Ti-1
Ry (i, 7(1)) < 2 Rpalir(d)
i€O(ER1), 7(i)¢O(EX I=1 u=l jepkaP(ELY)
v T r(i)eP(ELY)

Gathering the two previous inequalities, we conclude that

2 K ri-a
> Bonlior() <45 -(BHVIQUED)+3. X X Rl - (6)
ieEF =1 u=l jepFap(EL)

Y T (@eP(BE

<

Upper Bound for (63). In the case EF = P(Ef,’i), we can apply Lemma B.9 and obtain again
some [ <k and we {1,2,...,7_1} such that i,7(i) € P(EL!). This yields

Ti-1
> Rypn(i,m(3)) < Z > Rpa(iT(2)) (65)
ie By =l Sl ieEnP(E)

w =

v T r(i)eP(EYY)

Consider E;~! with w{™' =1 and an arbitrary bijection 7 : P(EL ") » P(ELY) with 7(i) = 7(i) if
7(i) e P(E"Y). Then
Z Rp,h(iﬂ—(i)) < Z R ,h(lvi—(l))
ieP(EY) ieP(EL-1)
T(i)eP(E,)

= Z Z ]l{Mij >p+h, M%(i)j Sp—h}
jeldlicP(EF-1)

+ ]l{Mij <p-h, M’F(i)j >2p+ h} .
Note that

Z 1{M1j>p+h MT()]<p h}<|{Z€P(Ek 1) lj—p+h}| |{Z€ﬁ(E£€71) M%(i)jgp+h}|
ieP(EF1)

=|{ie P(Ef™Y): Mij2p+h}[al[{ie P(E;™): My <p+h}| .

Recall the definition (28) of R BP(E-)[d . We obtain

Z prh(iﬂ—(i)) < 27ip,h,ﬁ(E,lu*1)[d] . (66)
ieP(E)
T(i)eP(ELT)

Combining the upper bounds. Combining (64), (65), and (66) with (61) gives us

2 K Tk
. p
Ron(®) <4255 S B vIQ” EN23 S Ry peeo
1 k=1 t=1 I= 1 u 1
EfeORuTF =1

7

D Proof of Corollary 3.3

In this section, we explain how the proof of Theorem A.2 easily extends to the case of multiples
thresholds and tolerances up to a minor change. Consider some [ € {1,...,m}. Note that the
only difference for Algorithm SoHLoB with multiple thresholds instead of one threshold is that we
consider multiple envelope sets, constructed in line 11. To this end, define

Qp n (E)={jeld]: maxM” >+ hy, mmM” <p-Mh},
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and consider the envelope with respect to p;, h; for EF71 with 071 as Qk 1. Again, we only use
this set for the ScanAndUpdate procedure if it is the case that Property 1is fulﬁlled and construct
each time a new Q t, as in (39). Therefore, Lemma C.1, Lemma B.1 and Lemma B.2 are not
effected. It is not hard to see that Lemma C.2 also holds, if our trisection is based on running
ScanAndUpdate for multiple envelope sets. One way of thinking is, that the resulting graph is more
informative than a graph being updated with respect to a single envelope set only. The first three
points of Lemma C.3 are again an immediate consequence, and Corollary B.6.5 can be adapted.
The proof of Lemma B.3 can be adapted, such that we obtain the error bound stated in (67).
For each [, we can construct a good event exactly as in the case where only one threshold p and
tolerance h is considered, so Lemma C.5 and Lemma B.4 can be applied to all sets Q;l’hl(Ef‘l)

and ijl with vF~1 as well.

So in the proof of Theorem B.5, what changes is the number of concentration inequalities
considered, leading to a final event of probability at least 1-md/2 instead of 1-4/2 due to a union
bound, and a slightly changed statement of Theorem B.5.1, such that

k-1 k-1
t,l S Qp,,hl (E )
and again

> QM <3d

t>1, wit=1

for [ = 1,...,m. On this newly constructed event, Corollary B.6 changes slightly. For the first
three points, our results can be reformulated with respect to sets Q' € Uj%, Qﬁ;l. Corollary B.6.5
then holds if we consider

1
'l

Py(EFY —{zeEf L
JjeQ’

> Y =Y o < 80V /IQ] v@'egﬁzl}

as replacement for P, and for B.6.6 we have

R h Pi(E1)a) S 3744p(|E; ! v |Q DR (67)
both jointly for all i =1,...,m

Lemma B.8 and Lemma B.9 can also be stated with respect to sets of the form P;(E.), and
with the adaptations in Corollary B.6 just stated we can also adapt the proofs of the lemmas.

The proof of Corollary 3.3 can be concluded just like the proof of Theorem A.2 and Theorem 3.2
for each I =1,...,m, and substituting § by §/m finally yields the claimed bound with probability
>1-94.

E Proof for the classification matrix

Proof of Theorem 3.5. This theorem is a straightforward corollary of Corollary 3.3 and Proposi-
tion 5.1. O

Proof of Proposition 5.1. We consider three cases depending on the values of (kp,l,). First, we
assume that kp v I, > 1 and that k; <n and [, < d. The simple cases where k, =1, =1 or ky >n or
lp, > d are postponed to the end of the proof.

For the sake of simplicity we simply write £, , for £, (7,7) Let us upper bound the recon-
struction error of Ry, j.

Loia[Rpn] = > H{(Rpn)i =1+ Y L{(Rpn)i=0t=(I)+(II) . (68)

(4,5):M;j<p-h (4,§):M;;2p+h

By symmetry, we focus on the second term (/1) of the rhs. Define Uy := {(4,J) : Msz-1(3y5-1(j) 2 p+h}
as the level set of the matrix Mz-1 -1 ordered according to the estimated rankings. We also define
Vi={(4,7) : My-1¢3yy-1¢j) 2 p+h/2} as the level set of the oracle ordered matrix M -1 -1 at p+h/2.
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By definition of the loss function, we know that [Uy \ Vi| < Ly, 3p/4,p/4- Since My 1 is a
bi-isotonic matrix, as long as V; is non-empty, V; is a connected subset of [n] x [d] that contains
(1,1). We call By the collection of kj, x I, blocks that are fully included in Vi and V{ the subset
of V4 which does not belong to any of the block in By. In fact, V' corresponds to the boundary of
the level set V7 so that

V1< bnln (k] + Tdf1n]) < e(0? v 1) 1Og(nd)

)\h2

for some universal constant ¢ since we assume that kj, v I, > 1. Since (II) corresponds to the

number of entries in Uy of the block constant matrix ?7;77 that are below p, we arrive for the error
(IT) at the following bound in (68)

(I < Y |B{YE" <p}+[V{| +|Uo\ Vi

BeBg
Z |B|]1{YB <SP} + Lpishjan/a +c(o® v 1) 5 log(”d) (69)
BeBy Ao h

Let us now define the level sets Wy = {(i,7) € Vi : Mza(y5-1(5) € (p = h,p + h/4]} and, for

5=1,...,8max Where syay = [logy(1/h)], we define W, = {(4,7) € Vi : (Mz-1(;)5-1(;) € [P — h2°,p -
h25‘1)}. Again by definition of the loss functions and of Vi, we have

[Wo nVi| < Lyi3n/8,h/85 [Wsn V1| < Ly pos2 pos2 (70)

for s =1,..., Smax. Recall that the observations are o2-subGaussians. Conditionally to 7 and 7,
we have, with probability higher than 1/(nd)?, for any B € By,

4log(nd) 3

Yﬁ’ﬁ—pzh 4 - —
o / NET N

Z Lh2t

where N;TI}"nB Zi\i; Yenyew.ns H{ITe, Jo) = (77 (k),77(1))} is the number of observations in
WsnB. The random variables Ng follow independent Poisson distribution with parameter \gkpl},.
By Bennett’s inequality, P[Np < A\o/2kpln] < exp[-0.15 okpln]. Hence, with probability higher
than 1/(nd)?, we have Np > A\o/2kpl), for all B € By. Hence, it follows that

—#,7 8log(nd) 3h
Yy —p>hli-oy/ - NI 98
5 mpzhfizo Noknln — Xoknln & V- "B

3h

oknln 3

>h/8+ 2%

WmB

by definition of kj, and ;. Coming back to (68) and applying Markov inequality, we deduce that

24 Pwxe oo vd
(II)S - Z N;er28+C(O'2V1)n log(nd)+£p+3h/4 h/4 -

)\0 520 s )\0}12 ’
The random variables N;rvj follow a Poisson distribution with parameters A\o|Ws|. By Bennett
inequality, with probability higher than 1 - 1/(nd)?, we have, for any s = 0,..., Smaz, N{,Ir,n <
MW + " log(nd), where ¢’ and ¢ are absolute constants. Gathering this bound with (70), we
conclude that, with probability higher than 1 —3/(nd)?, we have

Smax

(IT) < C|:£p+3h/4 h/4 +['p+3h/8 n/8 * Z 2° Ly h2s-2 pos-2 + (U N 1)

N h21 ¢ (nd)]

By handling analogously (I), we conclude that, with probability higher than 1 -6/(nd)?, we have

Smax

Lol ]< C[ Z 2° (Lpinae-2 pas—2 + Lpp_pos-2 pae-2)

nvd
+ Loanjana + Loranssngs + Lo-snjanja + Lo-ansns + (02 V1) SWE 10g2("d)] :

The result follows since, on the remaining event, the loss is smaller than nd.
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Finally, we consider the extreme cases. First, assume kj, = [, = 1. In this case, each of the block
has size 1. Hence, for any entry (i, j), (Rp,h)ij is simply 1{Y;; > p}. By Bennett’s inequality, with
probability higher than 1 - 1/(nd)?, we have Nj; > Xo/2. Then, by standard deviation inequality
for subGaussian variables, we deduce, that with probability higher than 1 - 3/(nd)?, we have

Y3 = Mij| < 4)\1\/log(nd) <1/h .
0

Hence, under this event, we have Lo 1 ya[Rp.4] = 0. This concludes the proof for this case. Finally,

we assume that either kj, > n or lj, > d. Then, we use the trivial bound Lo 1 m[ R, 1] < nd, since we

have here nd S (o2 v 1) /(Lovhdz log?(nd).

O

F  Proof of the lower bound

Proof of Theorem 3.1. This proof is based on Fano’s method, see e.g. [27], that we recall here. Let
(S,ds) be a pseudometric space, 01,6s,...,0, € S such that dg(0x,0;) > 2D for some D > 0 and
k #1. Consider a family of probability measures Py, ,Py,,...,Pg,, with KL(Py, |Py,) > & for k = [.
Then for any estimator beS , it holds

(71)

- Kk +log?2
pnax, Ey, [d5(9, 9)] >D (1 - ) .

log | M|

We recall the definition of our observation model from Section 2.1. Consider Ay > 0 to be the
expected number of observations we make for every entry (i,5) € [n] x [d], so that in total we
expect to have N = \gnd observations. In our setting, Py, is a distribution such that given the
matrix M we have observations (N',I,J,Y") of the following form:

e N’ ~Pois(N) is the number of observations we have,
o (I,J)|(N"=m) ~U([n]™ x [d]™) is a vector of entries we observe
i Y|(N, =m, (I7 J) = ((ih ce aim)a (jla s 7]771))) ~ ®21=1N(Mikjkvo-2)

Finally, we want to bound the Kullback-Leibler divergence of two distributions Py, and Py, relating
to samples from the described observation model:

Lemma F.1. Consider the random vector (N',1,J,7) with distributions Pp; and Ppp. Then
KL(Py|Pa) = 55| M - M3

Let us consider S = {v € {0,1}": ¥, v; = n/2} (where we assume w.l.o.g. that n is an even
number), equipped with the Hamming distance dgy(v,v") = |{i € [n] : v; # v]}|. We define the
surjective map

v: S, =8, v(m); = L{n(i) <n/2} .
For some [ > 0 to be chosen later, we also define the map

M: S— U (CBiso(ﬂ'zid[d])a M(U)ij =p—h+2h']l{1}i=1, _jSl} .

TeS,

Then, for any 7 € S,, and any estimator (7,), with ¥ = v(#), we have
]EM(U(W)) [prh(ﬁ', ﬁ)] >1- ]EM(U(W)) [dH(’U(W),f))] . (72)

Similarly, for any estimator 17:31,,;17 if we define © by v; =1 if Z?ﬂ(ép,h)ij >1/2.

o~

Enrcony) [Lo,iua[Bpnl] 3 ‘Ear(uimy) [du(v(m),0)] - (73)



Next, we want to construct a packing of S. An adaptation of the Varshamov-Gilbert bound
like in [28] yields, that a collection of vectors vy, va,..., v exists with dg(vg,v;) > n/4 for k =1
and log M > ¢-n (where ¢ can be chosen as 0.08).

Lemma F.1 implies for k # [, that

Aolhde(Uk,Ul) S )\Othn
202 " 802

KL(PM(vk)|PM(v1)) =

We now have all ingredients to prove Theorem 3.1. Indeed, it follows from Fano’s method that,
for any 0, we have

n

i rlnaXMEM(vk) [d (v, 0)] 2 3 (1 -

Aolh*n[80? +1og(2)
0.08-n '

Let us choose [ = |0.160%/(Agh?)] A d. Assuming that A\gh? < 0.160%, we deduce that [ > 1. If
n > 35, we have log(2) < 0.08n/4 and it follows that

[\

n
1rvlfk_max Ens (o) [da (vr, 0)] 16

In light of (72) and (73), this implies that

inf sup Eu [L0717NA[RP,;I]] >c (74)

Rp‘h, ME(CBiso

inf  sup EM[ﬁm(ﬁ,ﬁ)]zc'(m /\nd) 7 (75)
0

Py
g3
M?\DM
>
3
IsW
N —

™n MeCgiso

where ¢’ is a positive universal constant. We handle the case where n € [2,35] slightly differently by
simply considering two vector v; and vy such that dg(vi,v2) =n/2 and using Le Cam’s approach
together with Pinsker’s inequality. Hence, as long as, n > 2, we have proven (74) and (75)

2
. no
inf sup Ep|L R, 20'( /\nd) ,
Rpn  MeCpiso [ 0717NA[ P ]] )‘th

no?
inf  sup Epn [Lpn(7,7)]2 c'( 5 A nd) )
10 MeCgiso )‘Oh

Exchanging the role of n and d concludes the proof. O

Proof of Lemma F.1. Consider the likelihoods

_~N™ 1 ™ (yr = M; )
L D) = N-Y Kk
u(D)=e m!  (nd)™ ,!:I exp( 202 ) ’
_NN™ 1 U (yr = M4, )?
L , D — N _ kJk .
u(D)=e ‘ml (nd) 1:[ ( 202

with D = (m, (i1, --,%m), (J1,- -+, dm), (Y1,--.,ym)) being a possible realization of (N',I,J,Y").
Then we obtain as log-likelihood-ratio the term

7 2 2
o (LM(NI;I; J7Y,) ) _ % (MIka _2M}k]k Yy — MIka B M,Ika) )
g

LM'(N,aIa J7Y,) k=1
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For the Kullback-Leibler divergence, this means

[ LM(N,7IaJaY,)
KL(Pp|Ppsr) =Eps |1
(Parr|Par) M_Og(LMr(N’IJY’)

2 2
=B %(MIM iy, MIM_M/IM)]

202
[ N My 5 — M! M2, -M"?
-E E kJk IkaY _ Iy, Jy kJK N I.J
M M l];l( o2 k 252 | s 4y
[ N (My,.g, - M} )
_ ]EM Z kJK kK
k=1 20
N™ N’ M M 2
m20 m! k=1
= Z e_NNi . 1 Z Z Z (Mzk]k zkj;‘)
mso Mt ()™ E G e G g )eld] 202
B L LI
o m! nd 202
_ N | M-M'|%
nd 202 ’
where we used in the second last step the identity
m M;, ;. — M! nod (M, M’ 2
Z Z ( kJk . Zk]k) m(nd)m 1 Z Z )
k=1 (i1,eenyim )e[]™ (G1yemerim )e[d]™ 20 i=1j=1
which can be proven with an induction over m. O

G Concentration of partial sums

In this section, we state and prove a deviation bound for local averages of the observation matrix.
In what follows, we will have to control the deviations of partial row and column sums of an
observed matrix Y to their mean.

Lemma G.1. Consider Y =Y (") as described in Equation (12). Let T ¢ [n] x [d]. For any 6 >0,

1
7]

>, Yij- MM
(i.)eT

<2(1v 02)e2 log(2/8) M\ [T + 2(1 v o) log(2/5)/|T|

holds with probability > 1 -8, where A\; =1 —e 0.

Proof of Lemma G.1. Write fﬁ%k for the k-th observation of coordinate i,j that is used to con-
~ ~ G, )

struct Y as described in Equation (12) - i.e. Yj; = N(”) ZN ’ Y; j.x- We use the decomposition

}/” - )\lMij = Oy + ﬂij with

1 ]\/‘(Z 3)
.- gd) . Vo — M
aij =B (N(i,j) kZ::l [Y5,5,k Mw]),

and
Bij = M- (B9 = A1)

where the N7 are iid. Pois()\g) distributed and B = 1{N@) > 0} ~ Ber(\;) Bernoulli
distributed with P(B®7) = 1) = 1 - P(B®) = 0) = \;. By Markov’s inequality and Cauchy—
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Schwarz, we obtain for ¢ >0

1 -
P(m(z Y—ij_)\lMij>t):P( Z aij+ﬂij>|T|t)
i

,J)ET (i,§)eT

<e TR lexp (x . { Z g + ﬂz‘j})]
(i,3)€T
1/2
< eIt {E lexp (2x~ Z aij)l -E [exp (23: . Z 51;)]} ,
(i,9)€T (i,5)€T

(76)
where we will choose a suitable z > 0.
Now note that
[ o 1 NG
E exp(2x~ Z aij)] = H Elexp(Qm-B(l’J).(N(i’j) Z Ym-,k—Mil))‘| ,
| (ZJ)GT (Z7J)€T k=1
and for (i,5) €T
[ 1 N9
. g(d) . Vo M
E|exp (2:10 B (N(ivj) 1;1 Yi ik Mlj))]
] . 1 K .
=(1-M)+ > P(NGD = K)E [exp (235 (K S Yk - MJ))]
K>1 k=1
<(1-)+ Y P(NOD = K)exp(22%02/K) < A1 (exp(22%0?) - 1) +1
K>1
< A (02)%? +1 < exp(he2(02)?) |
for z € [-1/0,1/o], where we used e2** — 1 < s2¢? for |s| < 1. So in total, we obtain
E lexp (295- > aij)] <exp(M\|T|e?(ox)?) for z € [-1/0,1/0] . (77)
(1,§)€T

For the second factor, note that for a random variable B ~ Ber(p) the moment generating function
can be bounded via

Elexp(2y-(B-p))]=p- e 4 (1-p).-e 2P
=e P (p(e® - 1) + 1)
< exp(-2yp +pe* ~ 1)

<exp(p(e? -2y —1))
< exp(pe’y?) for [y <1,

where we used that e — 2y — 1 < e?y? for |y| < 1. This implies

Ele}(p(zx' 2 @'j)]: [T Elexp(2eM;;-(B™) - A1)

(i,9)eT (i,9)eT
< JI exp()\leerzMizj) (for |z| < 1)
(4,9)eT
< exp(\ e’z |T)) (for |z|<1) . (78)

Let k:=1vo. Then plugging (77) and (78) into (76) yields

1 _
P(|T| Z Yij — MM > t) <exp ()\162552(02 +1)|T/2 - x|T|t) for z € [-1/k,1/k]
(4,4)eT
< exp ()\162.’1,‘2,"@2|T| - x|T|t) for z € [-1/k,1/K]

<ex —@ £ At
= oxp 25 \ A\ ke? '
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We conclude the proof by claiming that the right hand side is bounded by §/2 for the value
t = /2k2e2log(2/8)A\1/|T| + 2k1og(2/5)/|T| and that in the same way, we have shown

1 _
P(T Z Y;j—/\lMij>t)Sé/2
| |(i,j)eT

one can show

1 -
P|{ — Z AlMij_}/ij>t 35/2 . L]
|T| (4,7)€T
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