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Abstract
We show that the existence of a computationally efficieribcation algorithm,
with a low weak calibration rate, would imply the existendean efficient algo-
rithm for computing approximate Nash equilibria — thus igipy the unlikely
conclusion that every problem iRP AD is solvable in polynomial time.

1 Introduction

Consider a weather forecaster that predicts the probabfliain. The forecaster is said
to becalibratedif every time she predicts a certain probability of rain, #mpirical
average of rainy vs. non-rainy days approaches this foteg@sobability.

This very natural property of forecasting was introduce{aw82] and has found
numerous applications sin¢e [FV97, FV08, KLE99, F6599 S-IMSAQ 7/ Per09, MS10,
[RST11]. See€[CLO6] for a more detailed bibliographic survey

[EVa8] provided the first randomized calibration algorithnrSubsequently, numer-
ous other algorithms have been developed based on variffeieedt techniques have
followed: Blackwell approachability [Fos99], internagret minimization [FV98] and
online convex optimization [ABH11], to name a few.

While existence results for calibration are well estatdhour understanding of
the statistical and computational complexity is more murklje statistical complex-
ity can be thought of as the number of rounds it takes achiemgesnatural notion
of a low calibration; the computational complexity can beught of as the net com-
putation time to achieve this. This work provides a lowertbfor the latter. When
characterizing the efficiency of algorithms, the criticalie is the relationship between
the relevant parameters and the desired notion of calirafihe notion of the (total)
calibration rate (at precisias) is essentially that defined by [FV98]. The relevant pa-
rameters are the number of forecasting iterations (henttedenoted’"), the precision
of calibrations, and number of possible outcomes in the forecasting gdn#eyariant
of this question was posed as an open problerin [AMA 1].

1[AM11] did not explicitly pose this question in terms of netraputation time.
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In this work, we give a negative result showing that caliiora{in the worst case)
is hard, under a widely-believed computational compleaggumption. In particular,
we utilize a natural (smooth) notion of calibration at scglaamelyweak calibration
(as in [KEQ8)). Precisely, the complexity implication ofranain result, Theorefd 3, is
as follows:

Corollary 1. Suppose there exists a constant 0 and a weak calibration algorithm
which, for every precisiom > 0, attains a calibration rate ot¢ in a total compu-
tational running time (in the RAM model) that is polynomialkioth d and é then

PPAD C RP.

Here, the weak calibration rate is a cumulative notion obenprecisely defined
in in Section2;RP stands for the complexity class of randomized polynomiakti
PPAD is the class of problems that are polynomial time reducibléné problem of
computing Nash equilibrium in a two player game (See [Pab2409]). It is widely
believed thatP PAD is not contained inR P. Note that we are considering thetal
computation time over all' rounds (so there is no explicit dependence).

2 Calibration

Calibration inherently concerns distributions, and whemparing distributions it makes
sense to talk about statistical distance or its closeltedlaousin thé; norm, rather
than the Euclidean norm. Therefore throughout we|usito denote thé; norm and

|| - ||, to denote the, norm.

We let{0,1,2,...,d} be an outcome space, aid, X», ... X1 be a sequence of
outcomes, denoted a; € {0, 1}¢, such thatX,(i) is one if and only if the outcome
initerationt is i € [d]. Hencet ", X, is the empirical frequency of outcomes.

Arandomized forecastet produces a sequence of probability distributions..., Dy
over the se\; = {p € R%, p; > 0,>_, p; = 1}. Every iteration a point in the interior
of the simplex is chosem; ~ D, which constitutes the forecast df

Strong Calibration: For a set of point¥” C A,4, define the following “test” functions
(where thearg min breaks ties arbitrarily):

1 p=arg minp/gvnpl —q||
]Ip(Q) =
0 otherwise

We say this set of test function isprecisione if V' is such that every € A, is at least
e-close (in¢;) to some point iV, i.e. for allg € Ay, we havemin,cy ||p —¢|| < e
(i.e. the sel/ is ane-cover forA).

Definition 1. Let the strong-calibration rate of a (possibly randomizéatecasterA,
with respect to indicator test functiods® = {I,(-)} at precisione, be

1
Or(Xir, A, F°) = -
(X7 ) - E,DT TZ

1yeen pev

T
Z L (pe) (pe — X1)




This definition is closely related to that used n_[BILB5, F}38e latter definition
is motivated by a bias-variance decomposition of the Bdere. The distinctions being
that [FV98] use the squared error (while we use thé, primarily for convenience)
and [EV98] restrict4 to make predictions which lie il (a minor distinction).

Much of the literature is concerned with the asymptotic bérawithout explicitly
characterizing the finite time rate. It is standard to saydHfarecaster is (strongly)
asymptotically calibratedf for all X;.7, we can driveCr (A, F¢) to 0, asT — oc.

If A is restricted to make predictions in the déf then this notion seeks to drive
Cr(A, F¢) < einthe limit. In this work, the rate of this function is critit

The definition of asymptotic calibration considers the dtatrror” over are-grid,

and it adjusts the normalization for each term%to Note that our indicator functions

satisfy for allg € Ag:
> Lig) =1 (1)
peV

Since every; is covered by only one indicator function. This implies that

=Y L) =1

peV t=1
which implies thaC7(X;.7, A, 7¢) is bounded by.

Weak Calibration: We now turn to the notion of weak calibration, which covérg
in a more continuous manner. The weak calibration rate imaturally defined by
a triangulation of the simplex);. By this, we mean thaf\, is partitioned into a set
of simplices such that any two simplices intersect in eitneommon face, common
vertex, or not at all. LeV be the vertex set of this triangulation. Note that any pgint
lies in some simplex in this triangulation, and, slightlyiaing notation, leV'(¢) be the
set of corners for this simplex. Note that the functioq) specifies the triangulation.

Instead of indicator functions,(-), we associate a test functian, (-) with each
p € V as follows. Eacly € A, can be uniquely written as a weighted average of its
neighboring verticesy(¢). Forp € V(g), let us define the test functions (¢) to be
these linear weights, so they are uniquely defined by thaliaguation:

7= > wylap

PEV(q)

Forp ¢ V(q), we letw,(¢q) = 0. We refer to this set of functions as théangulated
test functionsvith regards td/(-) and say that this is arecisione if the diameter of
the set of pointd/(q) is less thar for all g.

A useful property is that for alf € Ay,

D wle) =1 @)

peV

sinceq lies in the convex hull ofi’(g). In comparison to Equatiori](1), these test
functions cover\; in a more smooth manner: they again suni tand eachw,(q) is
a continuous function (as opposed to the discontinuousatali functions).



We now define deterministic calibration algorithms, soemltweak calibration”
with regards to these Lipchitz test functions.

Definition 2. Let W= = {w,} be a set oftriangulated test functionat precisione.
The weak-calibration rate for a (deterministic) forecastewith respect to toVe

T
pr(Pt)(Pt - Xt)

t=1

1
CT(XI:TaAa WE) = T Z

peV

[KEQ8] showed that there exist deterministic calibratitgoaithms (also se€ [MSA07]).
Again, note the normalization property:

1 T
T Z pr(pt) =1

peV t=1

which implies thatC(X5.7, A, W*¢) is bounded by.

3 Main Result

Our main result is based on using a calibration algorithmotmute a Nash equilib-
rium of a two player game. Before we state our main resulyjdeeview the definition
of an approximate Nash equilibrium, along with the attendamputational complex-
ity results.

3.1 Nash equilibria in games

A (square)two-player bi-matrix gameés defined by two payoff matricel,, U, €
R™ "™ such that if the row and column players choose pure stegégi € [n], respec-
tively, the payoff to the row and column players &fg(i, j) andUs (4, j), respectively.

A mixed strategyor a player is a distribution over pure strategies (i.e.s@olumns),
and for brevity we may refer to it simply as a strategy. Aapproximate Nash equi-
librium is a pair of mixed strategi€®, ¢) such that

Vi€ [n], p'Uiqg>eUq—c¢,
Vjen], p'Uxq>p'Use; —ec.

Here and throughout, is thei-th standard basis vector, i.ein i-th coordinate, and
in all other coordinates. ¥ = 0, the strategy pair is calledidash equilibrium(NE).

For notational convenience, we slightly abuse notationdayoting the payoffs of
mixed strategies as:

Ui(p.q) =p' Uiq, Ua(p,q) = p' Usag

The definition immediately implies that the pair, y) is ane-equilibrium if and
only if for all mixed strategieg, 7,

Ul(Iay) Z Ul(jay) - &,
UQ(I,?/) > UQ(I7:&) —&.



Algorithm 1 Approximate NE computation via calibration algorithn

Input: calibration algorithmA along with WW¢ on the outcome spacf, 1}¢ x
{0,1}4; two player gamé/;, Uy overAy x Ag.
Initialize Sets = /% andp; to be A()
fort=1,2,...,7do
Let [p¢]; and[p;]» denote the marginal distributions pf with respect to the first
and second coordinates (respectively).
Sample the outcom&; < {0,119 x {0, 1} according to the product distribution:

Xi ~ BR 5([pe]2) x BR2,s([pt]1)

whereBR, ;5 is a smooth best-response function, defined in Sectign 4.1.
Updatep; 1 «+ A(X1, ..., Xy)

end for

Samplet uniformly from{1,...7}

Samplep € V(p;) under the lawPr(p|p;) = wy(pr).

return. BRs(p) = (BR1,5([p]2), BR2,5([p]1))

As we are concerned with an additive notion of approximatiemassume that the
entries of the matrices are in the ran@gl]. In particular this implies that the functions
Uy, Uy arel-Lipschitz w.r.t the/; norm, since for alpy, p2, g € Ay:

) Uiq < [lp1 — p2|l|lUidllo < llp1 —p2l|  (3)

Where we used Hblder’s inequality and the fact &g, j) € [0, 1].
The following theorem was provided dy [CDTI09]:

Theorem 2. [CDTQ9] If there exists a randomized algorithm that comsuae-NE in
a two player game in timpoly(d, %) thenPPAD C RP.

Ui(p1,q) — Ui(p2,q) = (p1 — p2

3.2 Nash equilibria computation with a calibration algorithm

We now present the reduction from weak calibration to commguéquilibria in
games, thereby obtaining the hardness result stated ill@yfd. Algorithm[d utilizes
a calibration algorithm in a specially tailored game thé&orprotocol. Observe this
protocol is run with an outcome space of siZe This protocol is based on the ideas in
[KEQ8], which utilized a weak calibration algorithm to olstasymptotic convergence
to the convex hull of Nash equilibria (also see [MSAQ7]). elevur algorithm outputs
a particular approximate Nash equilibrium in finite time,ig¥hallows us to provide a
computational complexity lower bound.

Theorem 3. Suppose a weak calibration algorithr satisfies the following uniform
bound on the calibration rateCr(X1.7, A, W*) < F(d, W=, T) (whereF does not
depend onX;.7). Letd > 2 ande < d—lg. Then with probability greater tham/2,
Algorithm[d (usingd = £'/3) returns a(4F (d?, We, T) + 22des'/3)-Nash equilibrium.

This directly implies Corollaril1 as follows:



Corollary[. Let A be a weak calibration algorithm that attains a calibratiate of
g¢ at precisione. Then for somel’ (whereT is polynomial ine, d) we have that
Cr(X1.7, A, W?) < F(d?,We,T) < . TheoreniB implies that Algorith 1 returns
a0(e° + de'/3)-NE afterT iterations with probability greater tha%l This consti-
tutes a randomized polynomial time algorithm eNE, which by Theorerl2 implies
PPAD C RP. O

4  Analysis

Our analysis is arranged into three parts. First, we defimeaoth best response func-
tion BR along with some technical lemmas. Then we show how fixed paihthis
BR; function are approximate Nash equilbria. With these lemmeascomplete the
proof.

4.1 Smooth Best Response Functions

Our algorithm utilizes smooth best response functions.aRmixed strategy € Ay,
define the best response functions as:

BRi(q) = argmax,ea,{Ui(p, q)}

In case the RHS is a set, defiBR,; as an arbitrary member of the set.
We say that a functiop : A; — A, is ane-best responseith respect tdJ; if the
following holds:

Vg, Ui(9(q),q) > Ui(BRi(q),q) — ¢

It is be convenient to extend the best response functionrzkfe simplex. Define
for any point in Euclidean space:

Vp € R . BR,(p) = BR;([[(»))
Ag

where[ [ (p) denotes the projection operation onto a convex&defined as:

];[(p) = argmin [|p - qll>
Using the generalized definition @R ;, define thej-smooth best response function

as:
BRis(q):= E [BRi(¢)] 4)

llg’—alloc <6

where the expectation is with respect to the randdrsampled uniformly on the set
{d]ld" — dll < 6}

Lemma 4. The functiorBR, ; is a (2do)-best response with respectl®.



1-Lipschitz with respect to thé, norm (see equatiofil(3)):

Proof. Let ¢, ¢’ be such thatlqg — ¢'||« < 6. Hence,||¢’ — ¢|| < dé and sincel; is

Vp . |Ui(p,q") — Us(p. )| < ||¢' — ql| < do

Letq' = argmingen, j15—q)|.. <sUi(BRi(g), ¢). Using the definitions above, we have

UBRas0) =0 (| B BRI q)
llg’—aqlle <6
> U;(B z(q/) q)
> Ui(BRi(¢).q') — sincellq’ — gljoc <6
> U;(BR;(q),q') — definition of BR;
> U;(BR;(q),q) — 2do since|lq’ — qlloo <6
which completes the proof. O

Lemmab. For2 < d < % the functiorBR, 5 is f—Q-Lipschitz.

Proof. Consider any two distributions ¢. We consider two cases:

case 1:|p — ¢l > 6% . Inthis case we have

IBR:5(p) — BRis()l| < [BRis(p)] + [|BRis()] triangle inequality
<2 the range oBR,; 5 is Ay
2 -
Sllp=dllos - 53 by condition onp — ¢l
2
Sllp—dll- 5

case 2:|p — qll.o < 8% . Denote thel-dimensional cube with radiuscentered ap
by

Ci(p) = Cs(p) = {a € Aa, lg —plloc <6}

We have
IBR; s(p) — BRis(q)| = || Hp’le?\‘\ s BR.(p)] — ”q_lﬁ <5[BR1'(‘1/)]H
= éE BR;(p')]— E [BRi(¢)]]
p’€C5(p) q'€Cs(q)
< Vol(Cs(p) \ Cs(a) U Cs(a) \ Cs(p))
= vol(Cs(p) U Cs(q))
2V0|{Ca(p) \ Cs5(q))
vol(Cs(q))

The volume ofCs(z) for anyx € R¢ is given byd?. To bound the volume of;(p) \
Cs(q) notice that at least one coordinate of any point in this seitisin distance) of



p but not ofg. Hence, the range of possible values for this coordinateismted by
Ilp — ¢l This is possible for all coordinates, and we obtain:

vol{C5(p) \ C5(q)) < |lp — allso - d - vOI(CY ' (p)) < d|p — ql|cc6’

We conclude that:

IBR. 5(p) — BRs(q)|| < 5 VOHCs(p) \ C5(q))

vol(Cs(q))
2|lp — qllocdd®™! _ 2d 2
< - ——— < —. — < lp —
< 5 <5 Ip—dle = Hlp—dls
which completes the proof. O

4.2 Approximate Nash equilibria and fixed points

Lemma 6. (Approximate NE are Approximate Fixed Points) pédte a (possibly joint)
distribution on the space of outcomg 1} x {0,1}%; let [p]; and [p]> denote the
marginal distributions ofp with respect to the first and second coordinates (respec-
tively); let BRs(p) denote the product distributioBR 5([p]2) x BRa 5([p]1). Sup-
pose

P —BRs(p)[| <~
ThenBR;(p) is a(2y + 2d6)-NE.

Proof. By constructionBRs(p) is a product distribution. Hence, it suffices to show
thatBR, 5([p]2) is an(2y+2dd)-best response BR 5([p]1) (and vice versa). First,
observe that:

d d

d
g = phll = > 1 (a5 =p@)) <> llai,5) —p@ )l = lla—pll (5)

i=1 j=1 i,j=1
Similarly, [|[g]2 — [pl2] < [l¢ — p|| Hence,
[[pli = BRis(p)l| < [[p—BRs(p)|| < v

By Lemmd4 BR, 5([p]2) is a2dd-best response {p]2. Since||[p]la—BR2 s([p]1)] <
~, we have that for aly € Ay,

|U1(q, [pl2) — Ur(g, BR2s([pl1))] <~

Hence, for ally € Ay,

Ur(BRi,5([pl2), BR2,s([p1)) > U1(BRu,s([pl2), [pl2) — v
> Ui(g, [pl2) — v —2d6
> Ui(q, BR25([pl1)) — 27 — 2do

which proves the claim. O



5 Proof (of Theorem[3))

Three observations are helpful for intuition in the proof:

e By constructionin Algorithriill, in expectation, the outcang are jusBRs(p:).
PreciselyF[X;| X1, ... X;—1] = BRs(ps).

e Supposev,(p;) is nonzero (sdlp — p:|| < ¢). Then, by Lemmals, the largér
is the closeBR(p:) andBR;(p) will be to each other.

e The smallers is, the more accurate an approximate NE we have for an approxi
mate fixed point oBRs (by Lemmd®).

The proof of Theoreml3 is a consequence from the followinghem

Lemma 7. Letp and X;.7 be the random variables defined in Algorithin 1. Box
d < %, we have that:

4
E llp ~ BRs(p)| < E[Or(Xur, AW +c + 5

The proof of our Main result now follows:

Theoreni B.By Markov’s inequality, we have that with probability greathan1 /2

8¢
[p — BRs(p)|| < 2E[Cr (X1, A, WT)] + 26 + 52
< 2F(d*, W2, T) + 10e1/3

using the definition off (on ad? sized outcome space) and= /3. By applying
Lemmal®, we have & F(d?, W=, T) + 20c'/% + 2de'/?)-NE, which completes the
proof. O

We continue to prove Lemna 7:



Lemmadl.We proceed by lower bounding the expected calibration mfelbws:

E[Cr (X171, A, W)

1 T
T pr(Pt)(Pt - Xi)

peV t=1
1 T
> T Z E pr(pt)(pt - Xt)} H Jensen’s
peV t=1
1 T
T DD E () (e — X)) | linearity
peV ||t=1

’ﬂ||‘ —
(]
M=

E[ Elwp(pe)(pe — Xo)| X1, ... Xi—1] ]||

Il
-

peV It

\

| =
[
B

E [wy(pt)(pe — BRs(pt))] || p¢ is determined by the history

Il
-

peV It

Note that by construction in Algorithid E[X;| X1, ... X;—1] = BRs(p:), which we
have used in the last step.
Hence, we have:

1
E[Cr(X17, A, W)] > T Z

peV

—%Z

peV

> Elwp(pe)(p — BRs(p))] H

t=1

T
> Elwp(p)(p — pi + BRs(pr) — BRs(p))] H
t=1

by the triangle inequality.

10



For the first term,

T
% > Ewp(p)(p— BRs(p))]H
peV || t=1
1 T
=T > <Z1E[wp(pt)]> (p —BRs(p)) ‘
peV t=1
1 T
=7 > Elwp(po)] 0 — BRs(p)]|
peV t=1
1 T
- STE D wplpe) I — BRs(p)|
t=1 peV
= lp — BRs(p)|
p~D

wherep ~ D is sampled as follows: first, sampleuniformly from [T'], then sample

p; according to the underlying process, and then sampieV (p;) with probability

wp(pt). Note thatD is precisely the sampling procedure defined in AlgorifAm 1.
For the last term, we have that:

=

T
> Elwy(p:)(p — pi + BRs(p:) — BRs(p))] H

peV || t=1
1 T
ST Z Z [E [wp(pe)(p — pt + BRs(pt) — BRs(p))]|| triangle inequality
peV t=1
T
< 7 3. 3 Ellep(p)o i+ BRy() ~ BRG] Jensens
1 T
ST Z]E wp(pe) [|p — pell + wp(pe) [ BRs(p:) — BRs(p)]] sublinearity
peV t=1

11



Now observe that for product distributiods = p(z)q(y) andD’ = p'(x)¢’ (y).

ID - D'|| = ; p()a(y) —p'(x)d' (y)]
< § p(2)q(y) — p(x)d (y)] + ; p(x)d’ (y) — o' (2)d (y)]
= ip(w)lq(y) —d W+ Q’é)lp(m) —p'(2)|
= IT(jzy— ¢l +1p =2l -

Also note thal/(¢) has diametes, then ifw,(g) # 0 then||p — ¢|| < . Hence,
IBRs(pr) — BRs(p)

< [IBRus([pt)2) — BRa5([pl2) || + [IBR2,5([pe]1) — BRa,s([p)]

< 2lpd2 = [Pkl | 21lpeds — [Pl

5 5 by Lemmdb

< w by Equatioi b
4e

=5

where we have used Lemifia 5 with our conditiondon
Hence, for the last term,

>

> Elwp(p)(p — i + BRs(pr) — BRs(p)))] H

peV ||t=1
4e
<= ZIE wp(pt) <6+ )
T peV t=1 6
) 4e
~ 72| e (4 )
t=1 peV
4e
=< + 5_2
The claim now follows. O

6 Discussion and Open Problems

This work provides a computational lower bound for weakhraliion, suggesting that
the hardness of the problem may be fundamentally relatduetpitoblem of finding a
fixed point. The following questions remain open:

12



e Is it possible to obtain an efficient algorithm for strongilsedtion? (One which
gives a low calibration error in time polynomial in the rede parameters.)

e What is the statistical complexity of (weak or strong) cediibn? Here, the sta-
tistical complexity is the number of rounds required tolwalie at some desired
level of accuracy, without computational considerations.
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