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Abstract

We consider the online version of the isotonic regressimblem. Given a set of linearly or-
dered points (e.g., on the real line), the learner must préalbels sequentially at adversarially
chosen positions and is evaluated by her total squareddospared against the best isotonic (non-
decreasing) function in hindsight. We survey several siethdnline learning algorithms and show
that none of them achieve the optimal regret exponent; ity faost of them (including Online
Gradient Descent, Follow the Leader and Exponential We)ghtur linear regret. We then prove
that the Exponential Weights algorithm played over a congeriet of isotonic functions has a re-
gret bounded by (7/? 10g2/3(T)) and present a matchirf(7'*/3) lower bound on regret. We
provide a computationally efficient version of this algbnit. We also analyze the noise-free case,
in which the revealed labels are isotonic, and show that tumt) can be improved t0(log T')

or even toO(1) (when the labels are revealed in isotonic order). Finally,extend the analysis
beyond squared loss and give bounds for entropic loss ardiadsoss.

Keywords: online learning, isotonic regression, isotonic functiorgnotonic, nonparametric re-
gression, exp-concave loss.

1. Introduction

We propose a problem of sequential prediction in the classoddnic (non-decreasing) functions.
At the start of the game, the learner is given a sef'dinearly ordered points (e.g., on the real
line). Then, over the course @ftrials, the adversary picks a new (as of yet unlabeled) @oidtthe
learner predicts a label frof, 1] for that point. Then, the true label (also frdfm 1)) is revealed,
and the learner suffers the squared error loss. Afteounds the learner is evaluated by means of
the regret, which is its total squared loss minus the losk@best isotonic function in hindsight.

Our problem is precisely the online version igbtonic regressiona fundamental problem
in statistics, which concerns fitting a sequence of data evtiee prediction is an isotonic func-
tion of the covariateAyer et al, 1955 Brunk, 1955 Robertson et al.1998. Isotonic constraints
arise naturally in many structured problems, e.g. prewicthe height of children as a function of
age, autocorrelation functions, or biomedical applicaisuch as estimating drug dose responses
(Stylianou and Flourngy2002. Despite being simple and commonly used in practice, rsotee-
gression is an example of nonparametric regression wheneuimber of parameters grows linearly
with the number of data points. A natural question to ask istiver there are efficient, provably
low regret algorithms for online isotonic regression.
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Since online isotonic regression concerns minimizing averross function over the convex
set of feasible prediction strategies (isotonic funct)piican be analyzed within the framework of
online convex optimizationShalev-Shwart22012. We begin by surveying popular online learning
algorithms in our setting and showing that most of them (idirig Online Gradient Descent, Follow
the Leader and Exponential Weights) suffer regret thahisli in the number of data points in the
worst case. The failure of most standard approaches makgsrdbblem particularly interesting.
We also show that the Exponentiated Gradient algorithnveiediaO (/T log T) regret guarantee
which is nontrivial but suboptimal.

We then propose an algorithm which achieves the regret bouid/* log®3(T)). The al-
gorithm is a simple instance of Exponential Weights thayplan a covering net (discretization)
of the class of isotonic functions. Despite the exponersizd of the covering net, we present a
computationally efficient implementation wi(h(T4/3) time per trial. We also show a lower bound
Q(T1/3) on the regret of any algorithm, hence proving that the preg@dgorithm is optimal (up to
a logarithmic factor).

We also analyze the noise-free case where the labels revealbbe adversary are isotonic and
therefore the loss of the best isotonic functio.idVe show that the achievable worst-case regret
in this case scales only logarithmically’in If we additionally assume that the labels are queried in
isotonic order (from left to right), the achievable worsise regret drops th In both cases, we are
able to determine the minimax algorithm and the actual vafuke minimax regret.

Finally, we go beyond the squared loss and adapt our dizeteExponential Weights algorithm
to logarithmic loss and get the same regret guarantee. Weaissider isotonic regression with ab-
solute loss and show that the minimax regret is of ofdey'T’) and is achieved, up to a logarithmic
factor, by the Exponentiated Gradient algorithm.

1.1. Related work

Isotonic regression has been extensively studied in tatistarting from work byyer et al.(1955);
Brunk (1955. The excellent book bjRobertson et ak1998 provides a history of the subject and
numerous references to the statistical literature. ISotoegression has applications throughout
statistics (e.g. nonparametric regression, estimatingatome densities, parameter estimation and
statistical tests under order constraints, multidimamaigcaling, se®obertson et al. 199&nd to
more practical problems in biology, medicine, psycholagyg, Kruskal, 1964 Stylianou and Flourngy
2002 Obozinski et al.2008 Luss et al.2012).

The classical problem of minimizing an isotonic functiordensquared loss (the offline coun-
terpart of this paper) has usually been studied in stagisticler a generative modgl= f(z;) +¢;
with f(z;) being some isotonic function ang being random i.i.d. noise variable¥an de Geer
1990 Birgé and Massartl993 Zhang 2002. It is known (see, e.gZhang 2002 that the statisti-
cal risk of the isotonic regression functi@i ||/ — f||%] converges at the rate 6f(T~2/3), where
T is the sample size. Interestingly, this matches (up to ariibgmaic factor) our results on online
isotonic regression, showing that the online version oftmdblem is not fundamentally harder.

In machine learning, isotonic regression is used to cdklrkass probability estimatedgdrozny and Elkan
2002 Niculescu-Mizil and Caruan2005 Menon et al.2012 Narasimhan and Agarwa#013 Vovk et al,
2015, for ROC analysis Kawcett and Niculescu-Mizil2007), for learning Generalized Linear
Models and Single Index Model&élai and Sastry2009 Kakade et a].2011), for data cleaning
(Kottowski and Stowihski2009 and for ranking floon et al, 2010. Recent work byKyng et al.
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(2015 proposes fast algorithms under general partial ordertcings. None of these works are
directly related to the subject of this paper. The one rdlam®mblem we found is online learning
with logarithmic loss for the class of monotone predictssstudied byCesa-Bianchi and Lugosi
(2001, who give an upper bound on the minimax regret (the boundtisight for our case).

We also note that the problem considered here falls into argéframework of online non-
parametric regressiorRakhlin and Sridhara(2014) give nonconstructive upper and lower bound
on the minimax regret, but using their bounds for a particélaction class requires upper and
lower bounds on its sequential entropy. In turn, our uppemblas achieved by an efficient algo-
rithm, while the lower bound follows from a simple constiant Gaillard and Gerchinovit{2015
propose an algorithm, called Chaining Exponentially WetdghAverage Forecaster, that is based
on aggregation on two levels. On the first level, a multi-ablé version of Exponentiated Gradi-
ent is used, while on the second level, the Exponential Weiglgorithm is used. The combined
algorithm works for any totally bounded (in terms of metridrepy) set of functions, which in-
cludes our case. It is, however, computationally inefficiengeneral (an efficient adaptation of
the algorithm is given for the Holder class of functionswhich our class of isotonic functions
does not belong). In contrast, we achieve the optimal boyndsing a simple and efficient Ex-
ponential Weights algorithm on a properly discretized ngr®f our function class (interestingly,
Gaillard and Gerchinovit£2015 show that a general upper bound for Exponential Weightg;hwh
works for any totally bounded nonparametric class, is stibva).

2. Problem statement

Letz; < 29 < ... < zp, be a set ofl" linearly ordered points (e.g., on the real line), denoted
by X. We call a functionf: X — R isotonic(order-preserving) oX if f(z;) < f(x;) for any
z; < z;. Given data(y,,z1), ..., (yr, z7), the isotonic regression problem is to find an isotofic
that minimizesszzl(yt — f(x¢))?, and the optimal such function is called tisetonic regression
function

We consider the online version of the isotonic regressiafblpm. The adversary choos&s=
{z1,..., 2z} which is given in advance to the learner. In each ttiat 1,...,7, the adversary
picks a yet unlabeled point;,, i; € {1,...,7} and the learner predicts wif), € [0,1]. Then,
the actual label;, € [0,1] is revealed, and the learner is penalized by the squaredygss 7;,)?.
Thus, the learner predicts at all pointg, . . . 7 but in an adversarial order.

The goal of the learner is to have small regret, which is ddfitmebe the difference of the
cumulative loss and the cumulative loss of the best isotfumiction in hindsight:

T T

Regr =Y (yi, —0i)” — min > (y;, — f(2))*

isotoni
= isotonic f =

Note that neither the labels nor the learner’s predictiorsrequired to be isotonic aX. In what
follows, we assume without loss of generality that< x5 < ... < zp, because equal consecutive
pointsz; = x;4; constrain the adversary (z;) = f(x;+1) for any functionf) but not the learner.

Fixed-design. We now argue that without showind to the learner in advance, the problem is
hopeless; if the adversary can choasgonline, any learning algorithm will suffer regret at least
%T (a linear regret implies very little learning is happenitigce playing randomly obtains linear
regret). To see this, assume the adversary chaeses- 0; given learner’s predictiory;,, the
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Attrial t =1...T"
Adversary chooses indey, such that; ¢ {i1,...,4—1}.
Learner predictg;, € [0, 1].
Adversary reveals labet, € [0, 1].
Learner suffers squared lo&g, — 7;,)>.

Figure 1: Online protocol for isotonic regression.

adversary can choosgg, € {0, 1} to cause loss at Iea%t Now, after playing round, the adversary
chooses;, , = x;, —27tif y;, = 1 ora;,,, = x;, +27"if y;, = 0. This allows the adversary to set
vi,, o any value and still respect isotonicity. Regardlesg;of , the adversary inflicts loss at least
%. This guarantees thatgf, = 1 thenz;, < x;, for all future pointsg = ¢ + 1,...,T’; similarly, if
y;, = 0 thenz;, > x;, for all ¢ > t. Hence, the label assignment is always isotonickgrand the
loss of the best isotonic function in hindsighigby choosingf (z;) = v;, i = 1,...,T) while the
total loss of the learner is at leakT".

Thus, the learner needs to knaW in advance. On the other hand, the particular values X
do not play any role in this problem; it is only the order &nthat matters. Thus, we may without
loss of generality assume that = i and represent isotonic functions by vectgrs= (f1,..., fr),
wheref; := f(i). We denote byF the set of all0, 1]-valued isotonic functions:

F=A{f=(f1.-- . fr):0< i< fo<...<fpr<1}h

Using this notation, the protocol for online isotonic reggien is presented in Figuie

We will use Ly = Ele(yt — ;)% to denote the total loss of the algorithm ahg(f) =
Zle(yt — f+)? to denote the total loss of the isotonic functigre 7. The regret of the algorithm
can then be concisely expressediag; = L7 — min fer Lr(f).

The offline solution. The classic solution to the isotonic regression problenomputed by the
Pool Adjacent Violators AlgorithriPAVA) (Ayer et al, 1955. The algorithm is based on the obser-
vation that if the labels of any two consecutive poifjts+ 1 violate isotonicity, then we must have
fi = fi, in the optimal solution and we may merge both points to thegrage. This process
repeats and terminates in at m@ssteps with the optimal solution. Efficiett(7") time implemen-
tations existDe Leeuw et al.2009. There are two important properties of the isotonic regjoes
function f* that we will need laterRobertson et al1998):

1. The functionf™ is piecewise constant and thus its level sets partifion. ., T'}.

2. The value off* on any level set is equal to the weighted average of labetimiihat set.

3. Blooper reel

The online isotonic regression problem concerns miningiziconvex loss function over the convex
class of isotonic functions. Hence, the problem can be aedlyvith online convex optimization
tools Shalev-Shwartz2012). Unfortunately, we find that most of the common online l&zgn
algorithms completely fail on the isotonic regression peobin the sense of giving linear regret
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Algorithm General bound Bound for online IR
Online GD GaDoV/T T
EG GooD1v/T logd v1logT
FTL GoDsydlogT T?logT
Exponential Weights dlogT TlogT

Table 1: Comparison of general bounds as well as boundsadiged to online isotonic regression
for various standard online learning algorithms. For gahleoundsd denotes the dimen-
sion of the parameter vector (equalftdor this problem) G, is the bound on thé,,-norm
of the loss gradient, anB, is the bound on thé ,-norm of the parameter vector. Bounds
for FTL and Exponential Weights exploit the fact that the aaguloss is%—exp—concave
(Cesa-Bianchi and Lugqs2006).

guarantees or, at best, suboptimal rate® 6{/T); see Tablel. We believe that the fact that most
standard approaches fail makes the considered probleroybarty interesting and challenging.

In the usual formulation of online convex optimization, folls ¢ = 1,...,T, the learner
predicts with a parameter vectar, € R9, the adversary reveals a convex loss functigrand the
learner suffers losg;(w;). To cast our problem in this framework, we set the predictbnhe
learner at trialt to 3;, = w] x;, and the loss td;(w;) = (y;, — w;x;,)%. There are two natural
ways to parameterizey;, x;, € R%:

1. The learner predicts sonfec F and setaw = f. Then,x; is thei-th unit vector (withi-th
coordinate equal td and the remaining coordinates equaljoNote thatup,, ||w|s = VT
and||V{(w)||2 < 2in this parameterization.

2. The learner predicts sonfec F and setaw = (f1 — fo, fo — f1,. .., fre1 — fr) € RTHL,
i.e. the vector of differences ¢f (we used two dummy variable§ = 0 and fr.1 = 1);
then,z; has the first coordinates equal tb and the last” — ¢ coordinates equal t0. Note
that||wl|; = 1, | VA(w)||s < 2, butsup,,, [V (w)|2 = 2vT.

Table1 lists the general bounds and their specialization to oriineonic regression for sev-
eral standard online learning algorithms: Online Gradi2escent (GD) Zinkevich, 2003, Expo-
nentiated Gradient (E&ivinen and Warmuti{1997) when applied to exp-concave losses (which
include squared loss, sé®esa-Bianchi and Lugosi 20Q)6Follow the Leadér, and Exponential
Weights Hazan et a].2007). EG is assumed to be used in the second parameterizatidle, thv
bounds for the remaining algorithms apply to both parari®ttons (sinceGyDy = Q(v/T) in
both cases).

EG is the only algorithm that provides a meaningful boundrdeoO (/T Tog T), as shown in
AppendixA. All the other bounds are vacuous (lineafliror worse). This fact does not completely
rule out these algorithms since we do not know a priori whettheir bounds are tight in the worst
case for isotonic regression. Next we will exhibit sequsnaeoutcomes that cause GD, FTL and
Exponential Weights to incur linear regret.

1. The Online Newton algorithm introduced blazan et al(2007) is equivalent to FTL for squared loss.
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Theorem 1 For any learning raten > 0 and any initial parameter vectof, € F, the Online
Gradient Descent algorithm, defined as

. 1
o= onguin {51 = Fu sl 4 20Ficrsi — s |
fer

suffers at Ieas% regret in the worst case.

Proof The adversary reveals the labels in isotonic order< ¢ for all ¢), and all the labels are
zero. Thenf,(f,) = £:(f,), and the total loss of the algorithin is equal to the loss of the initial
parameter vectorL, = Lr(fi) =, fﬁt. This follows from the fact thaf’, and f,_; can only
differ on the firstt — 1 coordinates f; , = f;—1,4 for ¢ > t) so only the coordinates of the already
labeled points are updated. To see this, note that the pteaoplate can be decomposed into the
“descent” stepf, = f,_1 — 2nfi—1,—1e:—1 (Wheree; is thei-th unit vector), and the “projection”
stepf, = argmingc 7 || f — ftH2 (which is actually the isotonic regression problem). Theceéat
step decreasg# — 1)-th coordinate by some amount and leaves the remaining icades intact.
Since f,_; is isotonic ft,t <...< fir andftq < ftt for all ¢ < t. Hence, the projection step
will only affect the firstt — 1 coordlnates

By symmetry, one can show that when the adversary revealaltiés inantitonic order ¢,
T —t +1for all ), and all the labels ark, thenLy = > (1= f10)?. Sinceff, + (1 — f14)* >
for any f, 4, the loss suffered by the algorithm on one of these sequéﬂeei;east%.

[

Theorem 2 For any regularization parametek > 0 and any regularization centef, € F, the
Follow the (Regularized) Leader algorithm defined as:

t—1
o= argain {1 = £ol* + ;m—q — 4%},

suffers at leas regret in the worst case.

Proof The proof uses exactly the same arguments as the proof ofrdineb If the adversary
reveals labels equal t@in isotonic order, or labels equal tioin antitonic order, therf;; = fo;
for all . This is because the constraints in the minimization prolkdee never activeaggmin over
f € RT returns an isotonic function). [ |

We used a regularized version of FTL in Theor@mbecause otherwise FTL does not give
unique predictions for unlabeled points.

Theorem 3 The Exponential Weights algorithm defined as:

e~ 3 Loz (fig—vig)”
fo= [ nfans), where p(f) = — o
. [ T

)

with . being the uniform (Lebesgue) measure a¥esuffers regref2(7") in the worst case.

The proof of Theoren3 is long and is deferred to Appendix
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4. Optimal algorithm

We have hopefully provided a convincing case that many ostardard online approaches do not
work for online isotonic regression. Is this section, wesprdg an algorithm that does: Exponential
Weights over a discretized version 8t We show that it achieve®(7"/3(log T')%/?) regret which
matches, up to log factors, tiiE7"'/3) lower bound we prove in the next section.

The basic idea is to form a covering net of all isotonic funies by discretizings with resolution
%, to then play Exponential Weights on this covering net witméorm prior, and to tuné( to get
the best bound. We take as our coveringAgt C F the set of isotonic functions which take values
of the form £,k =0,..., K, i.e.

FK = {fe]—“:ft:% for somek, € {0,..., K}, klg...ng}.

Note thatF is finite. In fact|Fx| = (T1"), since the enumeration of all isotonic functionix
is equal to the number of ways to distribute tigpossible increments among bijis1), ..., [T —
1,7),[T,T + 1). The first and last bin are to allow for isotonic functionsttetart and end at
arbitrary values. It is a well known fact from combinatoribst there ard” ) ways to allocate
K items intoT" + 1 bins, (see, e.gDeTemple and Wehl2014 section 2.4).

The algorithm we propose is the Exponential Weights alfpriover this covering net; at round
t, eachf in Fg is given Weighte‘% Zo=1(Fig=¥ig)* and we play the weighted average f3f. An
efficient implementation is given in Algorithrh

4log(T+1
prior on the covering nefFx has regret bounded by:

1/3
Theorem 4 Using K = R%) / -‘ the regret of Exponential Weights with the uniform

3 2/3
Regr < 5575 7"/% (log(T' + 1)) 3 4 2log(T + 1).
Proof Due to exp-concavity of the squared loss, running ExpoakWeights withn = 1/2 guar-
antees that:
Ly — fnelég}{ Lo(f)

(see, e.g.Cesa-Bianchi and Luggs2006 Proposition 3.1).
Let f* = argmin;.» L7(f) be the isotonic regression function. The regret is

= 2log | Fk|,

< log |-7:K|
n

Reg = ET — LT(f*)

=Ly — Join Le(f) + min Lo(f) = Lo (£).

=Ag

Let us start with bounding\ . Let £ be a function obtained fronf* by rounding each value

f; to the nearest number of the for% for somek; € {0,...,K}. It follows that f* € Fx and
A < Lp(f7) = Lr(f*). Using(x) == (y; — =)?, we have
GO = G = (e = F5)° = (e — 07 = (f = FO T+ 7 = 200).- (1)
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Let7. = {t: f = c} be the level set of the isotonic regression function. It @kn (Robertson et al.
1998 see also SectioB) that (as long a$7.| > 0):

% Su=fi=c 2)

lteTe

i.e., the isotonic regression function is equal to the ayeraver all labels within each level set.
Now, choose any level s&t with |7.| > 0. Note thatf " is also constant off. and denote its value
by ¢*. Summing () over 7. gives:

YUl = e(fH) =D (et = (e +e—2y)

teTe teTe
= [Tel(c" = e)(c" +¢) )Y
teTe
(fom ()  =[Tel(c" = &)(c" +¢) = 2/Tel(ct — e)e
= |Tel(ct = ¢)?
=D (=%
teTe

Since for anyt, |f," — f| < % we can sum over the level sets ff to boundA:

!

T

Auc < Lrl(f%) = Lalf") £ () = 6(57) = U~ 107 < e

=1 t=1
Combining these two bounds, we get:

T

T+K) <(T+ 1)K.2 Optimizing the bound ovek by setting the derivative

where we usetiF | = (7
1/3
to 0 givesK* = (W) / . Taking K = [ K*] and plugging it in into the bound gives:

T 3
4(K*)2 — 22/3
where we used(* < K < K* + 1. [ |

Regr < 2(K* + 1)log(T + 1) +

T3 (log(T + 1)) + 210g(T + 1),

We note that instead of predicting with weighted average tve discretized functions, one
can make use of the fact that the squared losshisixable and apply the prediction rule of the
Aggregating Forecaste¥gvk, 199Q Cesa-Bianchi and Lugas2006 Section 3.6). This would let
us run the algorithm witly = 2 and improve the leading constant in the regret bour%ito

The importance of being discrete. Surprisingly, playing weighted averages ovErdoes not
work (Theorem3), but playing over a covering net does. Indeed, the uniforior @xhibits wild
behavior by concentrating all mass around the “diagonalhobanic function with constant slope
1/T, whereas the discretized version with the suggested tdomg’ still has non-negligible mass
everywhere.

2. (715 = () - \e get the bound by noticing thét: < 7' 4 1 for & > 1.



ONLINE ISOTONICREGRESSION

Algorithm 1: Efficient Exponential Weights on the covering net
Input: Game lengthl’, discretizationk’
Initialize B2 = 1foralls=1,...,7, j=0,...,K;
fort=1,...,7Tdo

Receiveiy;

Initialize wf = 1 andvk. = 1 forallk =0,..., K;
fors=2,...,i;do

| wh [k > 0Jwk=! + pF wk_ forallk=0,..., K;
end

fors=T-1,...,4do
| oF [k < KJuwk™ + gE ok, forallk = K,...,0;
end
b Zzi{:o %U’ZUZ .
Yiy NEK ko k)
Zk:owitvit

Receivey;, and updates! = e 2kvi)  forall j =0,...,K;
end

Comparison with online nonparametric regression. We compare our approach to the work of
Rakhlin and Sridhara(2014) andGaillard and Gerchinovit£2015, which provide general upper
bounds on the minimax regret expressed by means of the s@juemd metric entropies of the
function class under study. It turns out that we can use owerang net to show that the metric
entropylog N>(8, F,T), as well as the sequential entrog N (3, F,T), of the class of iso-
tonic functions are bounded I§y(3~! log T'); this implies (by following the proof of Theorem 2 of
Rakhlin and Sridhargr2014, and by Theorem 2 dBaillard and Gerchinovit22015 that the min-
imax regret is bounded b@(T"/?(log T')?/3), which matches our result up to a constant. Note,
however,that the bound &akhlin and Sridhara(2014) is nonconstructive, while ours is achieved
by an efficient algorithm. The bound Gfaillard and Gerchinovit2015 follows from applying the
Chaining Exponentially Weighted Average Forecaster, ithaased on aggregation on two levels:
On the first level a multi-variable version of Exponentiaterhdient is used, while on the second
level the Exponential Weights algorithm is used. The atpariis, however, computationally ineffi-
cient in general, and it is not clear whether an efficient tatagn to the class of isotonic functions
can easily be constructed. In contrast, we achieve the apbiound by using a simple and efficient
Exponential Weights algorithm on a properly discretizetbian of our function class; the chaining
step turns out to be unnecessary for the class of isotonatiuns due to the averaging properg) (
of the isotonic regression function.

4.1. An Efficient implementation

A naive implementation of exponential averaging has aradtable complexity ofD(|Fx|) per
round. Fortunately, one can use dynamic programming teelan efficient implicit weight update
that is able to predict i©(7'K') time per round for arbitrary prediction orders andi ) per round
when predicting in isotonic order. See Algorittinfor pseudocode.
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Say we currently need to predictit We can compute the Exponential Weights prediction by
dynamic programming: for each=0,..., K, let

1 2 1 ) N2
wk — Z 6_52q<t:iq<s(fiq_yiq) and ’Uk — Z 6_5 Zq<t:iq>s(flq_qu) ,

S S
0<fIS..<fo=F L=f<..<fr<i

so that the exponentially weighted average prediction is

=5 D gci(fig—vig)? K k. k. k
L Zfe]—'K fite 2 astiita T . zk:()?witvit

Yie = I 2 K :
-3 iq—Yi k o,k
Y ter € 3 2q<t(fig=Yiq) > ho WiV

Now we can compute the” in one sweep froms = 1tos =4, forall k = 0,..., K. If we define
JCra— e~3(&k v if 5 ¢ {i1,...,i,—1} and 1 otherwise, we can calculaié by starting with
wt = B and then sweeping right:
= Z 6_% Zq<t:iq§s(f’iq_yiq)2

0<fi< < for1=1

= Z /Bg Z e_% Zq<t:iq<s(f’iq_yiq)2

0<i<k  o0<p<.<fs=

= ) Bl

0<j<k

k
Wet1

g
K

The equations fop”* are updated symmetrically right-to-left, which gives @' K?) per round
algorithm. We can speed it up @(7'K') by using

k+1 __ § : Y k+1, k+1 __ k k+1, k+1
ws—i—l - ﬁsws + ﬁs Wg = Wgy1 + 58 Wy )
0<5<k

i k+1
and similarly forv [ .

Acceleration for predicting in isotonic order. When working in isotonic order (meaning= t),

we can speed up the computation@9K ) per round (independent df) by the following tricks.

First, we do not need to spend work maintainirfgas they satisfy = ("~ ~%). Moreover,

between rounds— 1 andt thew” do not change fos < ¢, and we only need to compute® for all
k, hence speeding up the computatior@s’) per round.

5. Lower bound

Theorem 5 All algorithms must suffer
Regyp = Q(T/3).

The full proof is given in AppendixC.
Proof (sketch) We proceed by constructing the difficult sequence expficibplit theT' points
(1,...,7T)into K consecutive segments, ..., m), (m+1,...,2m),...,(m(K—-1)+1,...,T),

10
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where in each segment there ane= % consecutive points (for simplicity assurfieis divisible
by K). Lett € k mean that is in thek-th segmentk = 1,..., K. Now, suppose the adversary
generates the labels i.i.d. with ~ Bernoulli(px) whent € k, andp; < ... < pg. The total
loss of the best isotonic function is then bounded above bytdtal loss of the constant function
equal topy, in each segment, hence the expected regret of any algordhnbe lower-bounded by

E[Regr] > S8, E[Ztek@t — pk)ﬂ. In each segment, the adversary pigkse {pk.o0, Pk1}

wherepy, o = 1+ 4521 andpy 1 = 1 + 5%, which guarantees that for any choice of the the adversary
p1 < ... < pg. We then show that the expected regret can be lower-bounded b

K K
ElRegr] = > D ElG - ) = 5 Y ElBk - mi)?,

k=1 tek k=1

wherepy, € {pk.0,pr,1} depends on the predictiof$, }.cx (and hence on the data), but not on the
probabilitiesp,. We use Assouads lemmau, 1997 Tsybakoy 2009 to bound the sum on the
right-hand side:

K
1 vm
max E Dy — 2 > — 11— —].
m,...,pxzpkE{pk,o,pm}; [(Br = pr)] 2 SK ( \/§K>
Usingm = % and tuning the number of segmentsiko= @(T1/3) to optimize the bound, gives
Q(T'/3) lower bound on the worst-case regret. [ |

We note that an analogous lower bound of the fér(f"—2/3) is known in the statistical litera-
ture on isotonic regression as a lower bound for the smisntiskE[%Hf— f1?] of any estimator
fin the fixed-design setup under the standard i.i.d. noisenaisson (seezhang 2002, for a brief
overview of the lower and upper bounds in this setting). Bhisws that the online version of the
problem is not fundamentally harder (up to a logarithmiddécthan the batch (statistical) version.

6. Noise-free case

In this section, we are concerned with a particular case adyelata”, when the labels revealed by
the adversary are actually isotonig: < y» < ... < yr, S0 that the loss of the best isotonic function
is zero. We show that the achievable worst-case regretsrctise scales only logarithmically Th
Furthermore, if we additionally assume that the labels evealed in isotonic order, the achievable
worst-case regret is bounded bylnterestingly, we were able to determine the minimax atgor,
and the exact value of the minimax regret in both cases. Odinfys are summarized in the two
theorems below. The proofs and the minimax predictions msngn AppendixD.

Theorem 6 Assume the labels revealed by the adversary are isotonien,Time regret of the
minimax algorithm is bounded above by:

1
Regr < 1 logy(T + 1).

Furthermore, whed” = 2% — 1 for some positive integek, any algorithm suffers regret at least
Hlogy(T +1).

11
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Theorem 7 Assume the labels are isotonic, and they are revealed inngobrder ¢; = ¢ for all
t). Then, the regret of the minimax algorithm is bounded aliywe

Regr < ar <1,

. . . 2 .
wherear is defined recursively asa; = 1 ando, = (%=21)°. Furthermore, any algorithm
suffers regret at leasi.

Finally, we note that the logarithmic regret can also beiabthby using the Exponentiated Gra-
dient algorithm with its learning rate tuned for the noiseefcase (see AppendixandKivinen and Warmuth
1997, for details).

7. Other loss functions

We discuss extensions of the isotonic regression probleeremine squared loss is replaced by the
entropic loss and the absolute loss respectively.

7.1. Entropic loss
The entropic loss, defined far,y € [0,1] by ¢(y,y) = —ylogy — (1 — y)log(1l — y), plays
an important role in isotonic regression, as its minim@atis equivalent to maximum likelihood
estimation for Bernoulli distributions under isotonic straints Robertson et al1998). It is con-
venient to replace the entropic loss by the relative entipgy||y) = ¢(y) —¢(y) — (y —9)7¢' (H),
which is the Bregman divergence generatedpby) = —ylogy — (1 — y) log(1 — y), the binary
entropy. A surprising fact in isotonic regression is thahimiizing the sum of Bregman divergences
>+ Dy (ye]| f2) inthe class of isotonic functiong € F leads to the same optimal solution, no matter
what¢ is: the isotonic regression functigfi’ (Robertson et al1998).

Since the entropic loss isexp-concaveesa-Bianchi and Luggs2006 page 46), we may use

the Exponential Weights algorithm on the discretized ctdganctions:
Fx ={feF:Vt, fr€{20,21,...,2K}}

(we now use a non-uniform discretizatidny, z1, .. ., zx }, t0 be specified later). Following the
steps of the proof of Theorer) we obtain a regret bound:

Regy < log (T ;K> ©Lo(f) — Lo(F),

where Ly (f) = S._y Dy(uillfi), £7 is defined by:f;" = argmin,cp,, ., ..y Ds(ff]2), and
we used the fact that the isotonic regression funcfidminimizesLy( f) over F (see above). Let
T. = {t: f = c} be a non-empty level set ¢f*. Using the averaging propertg)(of f*, and the

12
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fact thatf* is constant o, (denote its value by*), we have:

Y Doyl fi) = Dolwel £7) = 6(c) — (g — ) (") + (i — )o(o)
teTe teTe
= |Te|Dy(cllc™) + (¢/(c) = ¢'(c™) > (e — )
teTe
(from ()  =|Tc|Dy(clich)
=Y Dy(FIfD).
teTe

Summing over the level sets givés (f7) — Lr(f*) = >, Ds(f7]If;7). To introduce the ap-
propriate discretization points, we follodé Rooij and Van Erver2009. For anyy € [0,1] and

Y € [0,7/2], we lety(y) = arcsin /g, so thaty = sin?(¢)). The parameterizatiop has a
nice property, that the values 6f, on uniformly located neighboring points are also close te un
form. We discretize the intervé), /2] into K + 1 points{to, ..., Yx} = {5, ..., "1y
{5 — %} Which is almost uniform, with two additional points on theundaries. Then we
definez, = y(vr) = sin?(yx), k = 0,..., K. Using Lemma 4 fronDe Rooij and Van Erven

(2009:
_ 2
Dy(f 1) < E=T

which boundsLy(f%) — Ly (f*) by (2 — v2)x% /5. From now on we proceed as in the proof of
Theorem4, to getO(T"/3 log?/3(T')) bound. Thus, we showed:

1/3
Theorem 8 Using K = {(%) w , the entropic loss regret of discretized Exponential

Wights on the covering net:
Fr = {f e F: Vi, fi € {20,21,...,2’[(}},

wherezy = sin?(%), zx = cos?({), andz; = sin (”—K) fork=1,..., K —1, has the following
upper bound:

1/3..2/3

Regy < (log(T + 1))** + 2log(T + 1).

7.2. Absolute loss

Absolute lossy;, —vy;, | is a popular loss function in modeling data with isotonicdiions, especially

in the context of isotonic discrimination/classificatiddykstra et al. 1999 Kottowski and Stowinski
2013. However, the online version of this problem turns out tadtber uninteresting for us, since

it can be solved in an essentially optimal way (up t@HR/Tog T') factor) by using the vanilla Expo-
nentiated Gradient algorithm. Applying the standard EGatgound Kivinen and Warmuth1997,
Cesa-Bianchi and Lugqs2006 also c.f. SectiorB) results in aO(y/Tlog T) bound, whereas a
lower bound of2(v/T') comes from the setting of prediction with expert advicega-Bianchi and Lugasi
2006: we constrain the adversary to only play with one of the twastant (isotonic) functions

ft =0or f; =1, and apply the standard lower bound for the 2-experts case.

13



KoTLOWSKI, KOOLEN AND MALEK

8. Conclusions and open problem

We introduced the online version of the isotonic regresgiosblem, in which the learner must
sequentially predict the labels as well as the best isothmiction. We gave a computationally
efficient version of the Exponential Weights algorithm whplays on a covering net for the set of
isotonic functions and proved that its regret is boundedb¥'/3 log?/3(T')). We also showed an
Q(T1/3) lower bound on the regret of any algorithm, essentiallyinipshe gap.

There are some interesting directions for future resedichkt, we believe that the discretization
(covering net) is not needed in the algorithm, and a casefidvised continuous prior would work
as well. We were, however, unable to find a prior that wouldipoe the optimal regret bound and
remain computationally efficient. Second, we are intetegisee whether some regularized version
of FTL (e.g., by means of relative entropy), or tf@ward algorithm (Vovk-Azoury-Warmuth)
(Azoury and Warmuth2001) could work for this problem. However, the most interestingearch
direction is the extension to the partial order case. Inghiting, the learner is given a set of points
X = {x1,...,z7}, together with a partial order relation on X. The goal of the learner is to
sequentially predict the labels not much worse than the foestion which respects the isotonic
constraints:z; = x; — f(z;) < f(x;). A typical application would be nonparametric data
modeling with multiple features, where domain knowledgeyrte us that increasing the value
of any of the features is likely to increase the value of tHela The off-line counterpart has
been extensively studied in the statistics literatirel{ertson et 411998, and the optimal isotonic
function shares many properties (e.g., averaging withiallsets) with the linear order case. The
discretized Exponential Weights algorithm, which was enésd in this paper, can be extended
to deal with partial orders. The analysis closely follows firoof of Theoremd except that the
size of the covering neFx is no longerO(T%) but now depends on the structure €f We
believe thai Fx| is the right quantity to measure the complexity of the probknd the algorithm
will remain competitive in this more general setting. Unfmrately, the algorithm is no longer
efficiently implementable and suffers from the same problénat plague inference in graphical
models on general graphs. It thus remains an open problemdafi efficient algorithm for the
partial order case.

Acknowledgments

We thank the anonymous reviewers for suggestions whichawaglthe quality of our work. Wouter
Koolen acknowledges support from the Netherlands Orgtaizdor Scientific Research (NWO,
Veni grant 639.021.439), Wojciech Kottowski acknowledgapport from the Polish National Sci-
ence Centre (grant no. 2013/11/D/ST6/03050), and Alan Mad&nowledges support from Adobe
through a Digital Marketing Research Award.

References

M. Ayer, H. D. Brunk, G. M. Ewing, W. T. Reid, and E. Silvermamn empirical distribution
function for sampling with incomplete informationAnnals of Mathematical Statistic26(4):
641-647, 1955.

K. Azoury and M. Warmuth. Relative loss bounds for on-lin@slty estimation with the exponen-
tial family of distributions.Journal of Machine Learningd3(3):211-246, 2001.

14



ONLINE ISOTONICREGRESSION

L. Birgé and P. Massart. Rates of convergence for minimuntrast estimators?robability Theory
and Related Field€97:113-150, 1993.

H. D. Brunk. Maximum likelihood estimates of monotone paesens. Annals of Mathematical
Statistics 26(4):607-616, 1955.

N. Cesa-Bianchi and G. Lugosi. Worst-case bounds for tharithgnic loss of predictoraMachine
Learning 43(3):247-264, 2001.

N. Cesa-Bianchi and G. LugosiPrediction, learning, and gamesCambridge University Press,
2006.

D. DeTemple and W. WebliCombinatorial reasoning: An introduction to the art of céeng. John
Wiley & Sons, 2014.

R. Dykstra, J. Hewett, and T. Robertson. Nonparametritoigo discriminant procedureiomet-
rica, 86(2):429-438, 1999.

T. Fawcett and A. Niculescu-Mizil. PAV and the ROC convexlhuMachine Learning 68(1):
97-106, 2007.

P. Gaillard and S. Gerchinovitz. A chaining algorithm forioe nonparametric regression. In
Conference on Learning Theory (COL.ppges 764—796, 2015.

S. van de Geer. Estimating a regression functiannals of Statistics18:907-924, 1990.

E. Hazan, A. Agarwal, and S. Kale. Logarithmic regret algns for online convex optimization.
Machine Learning69(2—3):169-192, 2007.

S. M. Kakade, V. Kanade, O. Shamir, and A. Kalai. Efficienthé&ag of generalized linear and
single index models with isotonic regression.NiPS pages 927-935. 2011.

A. T. Kalai and R. Sastry. The isotron algorithm: High-dirsgmal isotonic regression. @OLT,
20009.

J. Kivinen and M. K. Warmuth. Exponentiated gradient vegraslient descent for linear predictors.
Information and Computatiqri32(1):1-63, 1997.

W. Kottowski and R. Stowifski. Rule learning with monotoity constraints. InNCML, pages
537-544, 2009.

W. Kottowski and R. Stowinski. On nonparametric ordinalssdication with monotonicity con-
straints.|[EEE Transactions on Knowledge and Data Engineeri2ig(11):2576—-2589, 2013.

J. B. Kruskal. Multidimensional scaling by optimizing gomss of fit to a nonmetric hypothesis.
Psychometrika29(1):1-27, 1964.

R. Kyng, A. Rao, and S. Sachdeva. Fast, provable algoritmsdtonic regression in adl,-norms.
In NIPS 2015.

J. de Leeuw, K. Hornik, and P. Mair. Isotone optimization inf®ol-adjacent-violators algorithm
(PAVA) and active set methoddournal of Statistical Softwarg2:1-24, 2009.

15



KoTLOWSKI, KOOLEN AND MALEK

R. Luss, S. Rosset, and M. Shahar. Efficient regularizesmsotregression with application to
gene—gene interaction seardmnals of Applied Statistic$(1):253—-283, 2012.

A. K. Menon, X. Jiang, S. Vembu, C. Elkan, and L. Ohno-Machaeredicting accurate probabili-
ties with a ranking loss. IfCML, 2012.

T. Moon, A. Smola, Y. Chang, and Z. Zheng. Intervalrank: dsit regression with listwise and
pairwise constraint. INWSDM pages 151-160. ACM, 2010.

H. Narasimhan and S. Agarwal. On the relationship betwesarbiclassification, bipartite ranking,
and binary class probability estimation. MiPS pages 2913-2921. 2013.

A. Niculescu-Mizil and R. Caruana. Predicting good probtés with supervised learning. In
ICML, pages 625-632, 2005.

G. Obozinski, C. E. Grant, G. R. G. Lanckriet, M. I. Jordand &4. W. Noble. Consistent proba-
bilistic outputs for protein function predictiorsenome Biology2008 2008.

A. Rakhlin and K. Sridharan. Online nonparametric regmssin COLT, pages 1232-1264, 2014.

T. Robertson, F. T. Wright, and R. L. Dykstr@rder Restricted Statistical Inferencéohn Wiley &
Sons, 1998.

S. de Rooij and T. van Erven. Learning the switching rate gréitising Bernoulli sources online.
In AISTATSpages 432—-439, 20009.

A. Saumard and J. A. Wellner. Log-concavity and strong logeavity: A review.Statistics Surveys
8:45-114, 2014.

S. Shalev-Shwartz. Online learning and online convex dpéititon. InFoundations and Trends in
Machine Learningvolume 4, pages 107-194. 2012.

M. Stylianou and N. Flournoy. Dose finding using the biased op-and-down design and isotonic
regressionBiometrics 58(1):171-177, 2002.

A. B. Tsybakov.Introduction to Nonparametric Estimatioispringer-Verlag, 2009.
V. Vovk. Aggregating strategies. I@OLT, pages 371-386, 1990.

V. Vovk, |. Petej, and V. Fedorova. Large-scale probalidiptedictors with and without guarantees
of validity. In NIPS pages 892—-900. 2015.

Bin Yu. Assouad, fano, and le cam. Restschrift for Lucien Le Canpages 423-435. Springer-
Verlag, 1997.

B. Zadrozny and C. Elkan. Transforming classifier scores aucurate multiclass probability esti-
mates. INRKDD, pages 694-699, 2002.

C.-H. Zhang. Risk bounds in isotonic regressidine Annals of Statistic80(2):528-555, 2002.

M. Zinkevich. Online convex programming and generalizdthitesimal gradient ascent. ICML,
pages 928-936, 2003.

16



ONLINE ISOTONICREGRESSION

Appendix A. The Exponentiated Gradient (EG) bound

We will first cast the online isotonic regression problemte equivalent problem of minimizing
square loss oveT + 1)-dimensional probability simpleA? !,

Given f € F, define the(T + 1)-dimensional vector of increments ¢fby p(f) = (f1 —
fos fa— f1,- -+, fr+1 — fr), where we used two dummy variablgs= 0 and f,; = 1. Note that
p(f) € AT*!, and there is one-to-one mapping between elements ffaand the corresponding
elements fromA7+1, with the inverse mapping (p) given by f;(p) = Zfl:lpt. The loss in the
simplex parameterization is given by:

2 2
bi(py) = (yit - ZPt,j) = (yz’t - ptTiI?z't) ;

J<it

wherex;, is the vector with the first, coordinates equal tb. The Exponentiated Gradient (EG)
algorithm Kivinen and Warmuth1997) is defined through the update:

i1 _e—n(Vétfl(Ptfﬂ)j
—1,]

S i ke_"(Wtfl(ptfl))k 7

Pt =

with p, being some initial distribution. The prediction of the aigfam is theny;, = ngzt Dt,j-
We now use the standard upper bound for the regret of EG:

Theorem 9 (Theorem 5.10 byKivinen and Warmuth 1997) Let {(x;,v;)}/_, be a sequence of
outcomes such that for al|l max; z;; — min; z;; < R. Foranyp € AT+ with Lr(p) < K and
D(pl|lpy) < D for somep,, the EG algorithm with initial distributiorp, and learning rate;; tuned

as. ) 2\/5
T R(V2K + RVD)’

have the following bound on its cumulative loss:

T R?D
Ly < Ly(p) + V2KD + M

We apply this theorem to our problem with the sequence pextnloy (i1,...,7;) andR = 1.
We choosep, to be a uniform distribution oA+, which mean®(p||p,) < log(T+1) = D. We
also use a crude bound on the loss of best compageiter argmin,, L1 (p), Lr(p*) < iT=K
(this is because the loss of the best comparator is lower tti@aitoss of the constant functigh
equal to the arithmetic mean of the data). This suggestaduhe learning rate to:

= 2y/log(T' + 1)
\/g—i- Nog(T + 1)7

to get the following regret bound:

Tlog(T +1 log(T + 1
Regy < LS | 8T +1)
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Appendix B. Proof of Theorem 3 (bound for the Exponential Weights algorithm)

Let the adversary reveal the labels in isotonic orde(¢ for all t), and they are all equal t@ At
trial ¢, the prediction of the algorithy, = f]x; = f., is given by:

1 2
e 2 Zq<t Ja

@tZ/]__ftpt(f)dfl---dfT, where pt(f):/ )

6_% 2zt 1 dfy...dfr
f

=Z

We calculate the marginal distributign( f; = z):

oy = 2) = / () dfr e dfeydfor .. dfy
0<fi<fi—1<2<fi41...<fr<1

1 _1 2
= E</ e 2Zq<tfq dfl...dft_1> </ dft+1...dfT>
0<fi<..<fi-1<z 2< frp1<.. . <fr<l

(1—2)T

1
= —=G(z,t— 1)ﬂ’

Z

where:
G(z,n)z/ eT2 X IR Afy L dfa.
0<f1<..Sfn<z

We now calculateG(z,n). Let F(z) = fe‘%“"/’2 dz denote the antiderivative of the Gaussian.
Recursively applying the relation:

(F(2) = F(fi-1))*!

| e - F) =

(k+1)!
we get:
6oy = FEFOF
so that:
pe(fe = 2) = %(1 — )T F(2) — F(0))"!, where 7' = Z(t - 1)(T —t)!.

Denotep;(f; = z) concisely ag(z). Then, we have:

1
U = / z¢(z)dz.
0
Assumet > 1 and leta = £=%; note that) < o < 1. Define:
) =

9(z) = (1 — a)log(l — 2) + alog(F(z) — F(0)).

Note thatg(z) = 4eT =19, We have:

,(Z)__l—oz+ Q o2
T =TT TR — F0) :
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and: . N N
S s e I ) \EA o W () R

Thus, g is (strictly) concave, which implies thatis log-concave. Furthermore, due to strict con-
cavity of F'(z) for z > 0, we have:F'(0) < F(z) — ze~2% for z > 0, which implies:

1
Jd(z) < - @2 for z > 0,
1—2 z

so thatg’(a) < 0. On the other hand, also from the concavityfafz), F(z) < F(0) + z, which

together withe=2%" > 1 — 122 implies:

This means that:

e 11—« 1 4 1 1 4
—)>- 2(1—=a| = —Za?>1>0.

g< >_ 1_g+ ( 8a> s 192 >0

2
Thus ¢'(z) switches the sign betweeh and «, which means that the (unique) maximizer =

argmax g(z) is in the range(%, a).
We now use $aumard and Wellng2014 Proposition 5.2) which states that for log-concave

densities, the density at the mean is not much smaller tleadehsity at the mode:

é sup ¢(2) < () < sup ¢(2),

which means that after taking logarithms, dividingBy- 1 and using the definition of*,

o)~ (14 log V3) < g(30) < 9(=").

From concavity ofj,

s <o (5)+d (5)(3-5) <atn+a (3) (3-5).
>

-~ 1
o _a g —9(z") _« —T_1(1+log\/§) a 1
>3 > >———(1+1 )
=2t Jg(3) 2 g (%) 25 -1 tlevd)
Hencey; > § when:
1 4(1 + 1
g—f(lJrlog\/g)Z% = T21+—( +:g\/§).

Note, that this holds whea > 1 and whenl’ > 14. Therefore, whefT’ > 14, for all a« > %, we
havey; > 2 > &, which meang,(f,) = (7:—0)? > &;. Sincea > } isimplied byt > [T/2]+1,

we conclude that when' > 14,
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Appendix C. Full proof of Theorem 5

We proceed by constructing the difficult sequence explickirst, split theT points(1,...,T) into
K consecutive segments, ..., m),(m+1,...,2m),...,(m(K —1)+1,...,T), where in each
segment there ama = % consecutive points (assume for now tiais divisible by K). Lett € k
mean that is in the k-th segmentt = 1,..., K, i.e.t € k wheneverk = [L]. Now, suppose
the adversary picks & -vectorp = (p1,...,px) € [0,1]% such thatp; < py < ... < pg and
generates the labels in isotonic order (any order would vasrwell) such that; ~ Bernoulli(py)
whent € k. Let f,, € F denote an isotonic function such that= p, whent € k. We lower
bound the expected regret:

Ep[Regr] = Ep [ET ~ inf Ly f)]

|Lr - L:r(fp)]

>E

b}

I
Mw

Ep Z@t - Z/t)2 — (k= yt)2
tek

Z@t — o) e + ke — 2u0)°

B
Il
—

I
M=
IS

k=1 | tek
-

=2 B | D G—m)|
k=1 | tek

where the last equality is frori,, [y:] = pr. Now we assume the adversary pighkdrom the

following set:
1 k-11 k
=<{p= TPEES A S b o
P {p (p1,---,PK): Pk {4+ 5K 74+2K}}
There are2X vectors inP, all satisfyingpl <py < ... < pg,andg < p, < 2 forall k. For
instance, whetd = 2, P = { 13553 5,%) (3, j)}.
Fix k and denotey, o = % + '“;K ndmC 1=7 L4 W, i.e.pr € {pr0,Pr,1}. Define:

pr = argmin {[7), — pril } .
pk'ul 0

wherey, = L 3", 7. We now show that:

> =) = 7 (B — o) ®3)

tek

Without loss of generality, assumg = pio. Then, ifp, = pi o, the inequality clearly holds
because the right-hand sidefisOn the other hand, i, = p 1, then from the definition of;, we
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have|y, — pi.1| < [7s — prol, which meangj, > %(pk,o + pk.1)- This implies:

Z@t —pro)’ = Z@t — T + Ui, — Pro)’
tek tek

= <Z(§t — )’

2(0t — Tr) Wy — pk,0)> +m(Ty — Pro)’
tek

+
> m(T — Pro)”
>

> m(Ty, — Pro)” Pk — Dr0)>-

1 2
Thus, @) holds. Note thap, depends ofy;,t € k} (which in turn depend on the labels), but it
does not depend a),. Hence, the worst-case regret can be lower bounded by:

,nax Regp > maXZ (P — pr)?]-
We will now use Assouads lemma, 1997 Tsybakov 2009 to bound the sum on the right-hand
side. LetQ = {0,1}¥ be the set of al” binary sequences of lengli. The sequences frof
will index the distributions froni® by denotingp,, = (p1,w,,---,PKrws) € P foranyw € Q. We

also definew € Q aspg = (p1, .- .,Pk), 1..pg 5, = Dk for anyk. In this notation:
K m 1
E —pr)?] > —R —psl* = —E ®
pep pl(Pr = pi)?] = max 2By, |Ip, — pal” = max 7By plw, &),

k=1

wherep(-, -) denotes the Hamming distance between two binary sequeldse®y (Tsybakoy 2009
Theorem 2.12.ii):

K
E >—|1- TV(py,P) |
SO L Prurlo @) 2 5 ( wured oz | PP >)
whereTV (-, ) is the total variation distance between distributions dyer. . ., yr). From Pinsker’s

inequality:
K

1
(pprw’) = 5 Z D(pk,wkak,w;C)a
k=1
where D(:||-) is the Kullback-Leibler divergence and we used the factphe P are product
distributions over segments. Singgv,w’) = 1, p, = Pk, for all but onek, hence all but one
terms in the sum disappear and we haVé*(p,,, p,) < 3D (pkolpr,1) for somek. Using the
Taylor approximation of the KL-divergence with respecptg aroundpy, o, we get:

1
TV2(pw7pw ) 5

m (pk,l - pk,0)2
D(pk,oHpk,l) = Ewa

wherep is some convex combination pf o andpy, 1. Sincepy, o, pr.1 € [% %] =] ﬁ) is maximized
for p € {3, 3}, so that:
4dm m
TV? ) < — — 2o
(Pk,0,PE1) < 3 (Pk1 — Pro) Ve
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Plugging this into our bound gives:

. K
min max Ep_p(w, o) > 0} < - @> )

weN wen

which implies:

m Vm T VT
> [1—-X— ) = 1—
ygl%)ij Regr 2 32K < \/§K> 32K2 < \/§K3/2> ’
where we used the fact that = L. ChoosingKl = ¢T"'/3 for somec > 1 gives:

2
max Re > 71—11/3.
o BT = Tag T

Choosing any: > 371/3, ¢ = O(1), such thati’ dividesT finishes the proof.

Appendix D. Proofs for Section6 (noise-free case)

D.1. Proof of Theorem®6 (arbitrary order of outcomes)

We first give a sequence of outcomes such that wiiea 2% — 1 for some positive integek, any
algorithm will suffer exactly% log,(T + 1) loss. The adversary picks a point in the middle of the
range,i; = 2¥~1. After the algorithm predicts, the adversary choogggo be0 or 1, depending
which of these two incurs more loss to the algorithm. Henoenatter what the algorithm predicts,
the loss is at Ieas}. If 3;, = 0, then2¥=! — 1 points on the left-hand side gf, are labeled td in
the next trials (which is required due to noise-free regirarjl the algorithm will possibly suffer no
loss on these points. Then, the adversary repeats the atmsadpre of choosing the middle point
on the remainin@*~! — 1 points on the right-hand side gf,. Analogously, wheny;, = 1, the
points on the right-hand side are all labeledlt@nd the adversary recursively play on remaining
the left-hand side points. This procedure can be carried dutes, until no more points remains.
Hence, the total loss incurred by the algorithm is at Iéasi: ilog2(n +1).

Next, we determine the upper bound on the value of the miniregret:

T

V = minmax...min max E (yi, — U3,)% <
Uiy Vi Yip Yir 1

10g2(T + 1)7

| =

where the labels are constrained to be isotopic< ... < yp. We will get the predictions of the
minimax algorithm as a by-product of the calculations. Tihiplies that the minimax algorithm
suffers regret at mo%tlogz(T + 1), and the bound ofr is tight whenevefl = 2% — 1.

In the first trial, the adversary reveals outcome which splits the set of unknown labels
into two disjoint sets(y1,...,y;,—1) and (y;,+1,...,yr). The minimax algorithm knows that
0 <y, oy ¥ir—1 < v, andy;, < yi,+1,--.,yr < 1 (due to noise-free case). Then, in the fu-
ture trials, each of these sets of unknown consecutive dalsll be recursively split into smaller
sets. At any moment of time, for any set of unknown lalls. .., y;) with j > i, we know
thaty,—1 < vi,...,y; < yj4+1, andy;_; andy;; has already been revealed (we yge= 0 and
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yr+1 = 1). Hence, the minimax algorithm will play a separate miningaxne for each set of un-
known labels(y;, ... ,y;), bounded in the range;_1, y;+1]. We use this observation as a basis for
the recursion. LeV (u,v,n) denote the minimax value of the game for a set afot yet revealed
consecutive labels lower-bounded fyand upper-bounded hy We get the recursion:

V(iu,v,n+1) = ax V(u,v,n+1,k), 4)

0,...,n

where:

V(u,v,n+1,k) = min max {(y — D+ V(u,y, k) +V(y,v,n — k:)} ,
yelu,v] y€lu,v]
which follows from the fact that first the adversary revegis+ 1)-th point, then the algorithm
predicts withy for that point, and finally the outcomgis revealed, while the set is split into two
sets of smaller size. The minimax regret can be read out ff¢M 1, 7). To start the recursion, we
defineV (u,v,0) = 0.
We now prove by induction on that:

V(u,v,n) = Bnr(v— u)2, (5)

whereg,, is some coefficient independentwandv. Assumen+ 1 unknown labels, lower-bounded
by u, and upper-bounded hy. We fixk € {0,...,n} and calculate the optimal prediction of the
algorithm forV (u,v,n 4+ 1, k):

5 = argmin max {(y )2+ By — w)? + Boi(v — )}
geluv] YEMU]

where we used the inductive assumption. The function insigleis convex iny, hence the solution
w.rt.yisy € {u,v}. First note that if3;, — 5,,_x > 1, the function insidenax is increasing iny for
any choice ofj € [u, v], hence the optimal choice for the adversary is v, and the optimal choice
for the algorithm igj = v. Similarly, if 8, — 8,_x < —1, the function insidenax is decreasing in
y, which results in the optimal choieg= v andy = u. When—1 < 8, — B, < 1, itis easy
to check that the optimal prediction is obtained by setthmg function insidenax equal for both
choices ofy € {u,v}. This gives:

u+v uU—v

2+2

Thus, depending on the value &f — 3,,_, V (u,v,n + 1, k) is given by:

Y= (Bre — Bn—k) € [u,v].

V(u,v,n+1,k) = (u— v)zﬁn,m

where
Br it B — Bn—k > 1,
Bk =13 3Bk — Ba-k)?+ 5Bk + Buk) + 1 if —1<Br—Bnr=<1, (6)
Bn—k if By — Bnr < —1.
From @), we have:
Brt1 = A Bk
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which proves our inductive hypothesi) (

What is left to show is thaB, < Ilog,(n + 1). We will prove it by induction on:. For
n = 0, Bo = 0 and thus the bound trivially holds. We now show ti¥gt,, as defined ing), is
nondecreasing i, and3,,_,. We fix 5,,_, and calculate the derivative with respec{sio

d/@nk 1 if Bk - /Bn—k > 17
d57 _ %(ﬁk—ﬁn—k+1) if —1<Br—Bn-i <1,
k 0 if Bk - /Bn—k < _17

which is nonnegative. Hencg,, ; is nondecreasing witl¥;, for any fixed,_;. An analogous
arguments shows that, ;, is nondecreasing with,,_;, for any fixeds,. Hence, we can replag,
andj3,,— by their upper bounds from the inductive argument, and thep(as well as3,, 1) will
not decrease. Thus, to show tHalog,((n + 1) + 1) is the upper bound of, 1, it suffices to
show that for anyn, k, B, < 1log,(n + 2) after substituting3, = 1log,(k + 1) and B, =
+logy(n — k + 1) in (6).

We proceed by cases if)( Wheng, — 5,,—r > 1, B = B = %logz(/ﬁrl) < Llogy(n+2),
because: < n. Cases, — 5,—1 < —1 is covered in an analogous way. We are left with the case
—1 < By — B < 1. It suffices to show that:

< —logy (249 4 24Fn—t), )

1=

(Bk — Bn—i)?* + %(519 + Bn—k) + i

:g(ﬁlmﬁnfk) :f(ﬁkyﬁnfk)

because the right-hand side is equalstiog,(n + 2) when B, = 1logy(1 + k) and B,_, =
+logy(14+n—Fk). Assume w.l.o.g. that, < 3,_ (because botlf(-,-) andg(-, -) are symmetric in
their arguments). For any g(z+9,y+0) = g(x,y)+0, and similarlyf (z 49, y+0) = f(x,y)+0.
Thus, provingf(z,y) > g(x,y) is equivalent to provingf(0,y — =) > ¢(0,y — x). Given the
condition—1 < 3, — Bk < 1, we thus need to show thaf(0,y) > ¢(0,y) forany0 <y <1,
which translates to:

log, (1 + 249) >(1+y)? for0<y<L.

This inequality can be shown by splitting the rar@el] into [0, 1], [1, 3] and(2, 1], lower-bounding
the left-hand side by its Taylor expansion up to the secoddraaround points, % and%, respec-

tively (with the second derivative replaced by its lower boun a given range), and showing that
the corresponding quadratic inequality always holds witks range. We omit the details here.

Unfortunately, we were unable to find a more elegant proohisfinequality.

D.2. Proof of Theorem7 (isotonic order of outcomes)

We determine the value of the minimax regret:
T

V =min max min max ...min max E (ye — T,
v yi€0,1] T y2€lyr,1] yr yrelyr-1,1

getting the predictions of the minimax algorithm as a by of the calculations. Note that any
algorithm will suffer regret at leadt’ for some sequences of labels, while the minimax algorithm
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will suffer regret at most” for any sequence of labels. Let:

T
Vr_¢(y) =min max ...min max E (Yg — Uy)?
Y1 yer1€[ye,1] Yr yrelyr-1,1] g=t11

be the value-to-go function, which is the worst-case loffiesed by the minimax algorithm i — ¢
trialst 4+ 1,...,T, given the last revealed label was The minimax regret’ can be read out from
Vr(0). We use the following recursion:

Vale) = min max {(y = §)? +Varr(y) }
¥ y€lel]
where we used/(y) = 0. We start with calculating/;(c) (which corresponds to the last trial
t = T). The minimax prediction is given by:
c+1

argmin max (7 — y)? = argmin max{(7 — ¢), (7 — 1)} = ,
7 yele1] 7 2

and the value-to-go function i&;(c) = 1(1 — ¢)2. We now prove by induction that),(c) =
an(1 — ¢)? for somea,, > 0 (which clearly holds fom = 1 with a; = i, as shown above). By the
induction argument,

Vp(c) = mi 79?2+ ap-1(l—y)? ! =mi 7-9)? +an1(l-y) .
(©) = min g {5 ="+ aocs(0 =0} =i e, {70+ emal1 =)
The last equality is due to the fact that the function inskienhin max is convex iny, therefore the
optimaly is on the boundary of the feasible rarjgel]. It is easy to check that the optimamakes
the expression insideiin max equal for both choices af, so that:

c+1+ c—1
Oy
2 n—1 2 ’

The expression inside max is a convex functiornygftherefore the optimayl; is on the boundary
of feasible rangd y;_1, b}. The algorithm predicts with;, such that the expression inside max has
the same value fay; = y;—1 andy; = b. This gives:

Y =

~ b+ yi1 _ T b—yi1
Yt 5 t+1 2 )

and:

Vale) = (7 1) = (“T“)u e

N—— ——

=0n

This finishes the inductive proof féf, (c). The value of the minimax regret is given by (0) = ar.
Now, given thaty; = 1 < 1, we have inductively for alh:

L 4+1)\? 1+1\2
= () < (L)
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