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Abstract

A set of probabilistic forecasts is calibrated if each prediction of the forecaster closely approximates
the empirical distribution of outcomes on the subset of timesteps where that prediction was made. We
study the fundamental problem of online calibrated forecasting of binary sequences, which was initially
studied by [FV98]. They derived an algorithm with O(T?/3) calibration error after T time steps, and
showed a lower bound of Q(7'/?). These bounds remained stagnant for two decades, until [QV21]
improved the lower bound to Q(7%%2%) by introducing a combinatorial game called sign preservation
and showing that lower bounds for this game imply lower bounds for calibration.

In this paper, we give the first improvement to the O(T?/?) upper bound on calibration error of
[FV98]. We do this by introducing a variant of [QV21]’s game that we call sign preservation with
reuse (SPR). We prove that the relationship between SPR and calibrated forecasting is bidirectional: not
only do lower bounds for SPR translate into lower bounds for calibration, but algorithms for SPR also
translate into new algorithms for calibrated forecasting. We then give an improved upper bound for the
SPR game, which implies, via our equivalence, a forecasting algorithm with calibration error O(T?/3~%)
for some & > 0, improving [FV98]’s upper bound for the first time. Using similar ideas, we then prove a
slightly stronger lower bound than that of [QV21], namely Q(7%34%?). Our lower bound is obtained by
an oblivious adversary, marking the first w(T'/?) calibration lower bound for oblivious adversaries.
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1 Introduction

The notion of calibration when forecasting an event is a fundamental concept in statistical theory with long-
standing theoretical [FV98, Daw82, Oak85, ME67] and empirical [MW77, Bri50] foundations. A forecaster
who repeatedly predicts probabilities for some event to occur (e.g., a weather forecaster predicting the prob-
ability of rain each day) is said to be calibrated if their forecasts match up with the proportion of times the
event actually occurs. Producing calibrated forecasts is a very natural desideratum: for instance, of the days
when a weather forecaster predicts a “10% chance of rain”, we would hope that it rains on roughly 10% of
them.

Calibration has found a plethora of applications in modern machine learning. For instance, a recently pro-
posed criterion for evaluating algorithmic fairness of classifiers is that the classifer’s predictions be cal-
ibrated on all subgroups (e.g., by ethnicity). This idea is encapsulated by the concept of multicalibra-
tion [HIKRR18], and there has been a flurry of recent work to obtain algorithms satisfying multicalibra-
tion as well as related notions, such as omniprediction [KMR17, PRW*17, SCM20, JLP*20, GJRR24,
ZME20]. From a more empirical perspective, there has been significant interest in evaluating the degree
to which modern machine learning models generate calibrated predictions, such as for image classification
[KL15, GPSW17, KLM19, MDR*21]. Additionally, producing calibrated prognoses has attracted much
interest in the study of medicine [JOKOM12, CAT16], and calibration has found many other uses as well
[MEG67, KLST23, BGHN23]. We emphasize that calibration is a distinct notion from accuracy: it is possible
for perfectly calibrated forecasts to be either perfectly accurate or highly inaccurate.'

Sequential calibration. In this paper, we study the classical sequential calibration problem, which dates
back to some of the earliest work on calibration [FV98, Daw82]. The problem can be described as the
following game between two players, a forecaster and an adversary, which operates over some number
T € N of time steps. At each time step ¢ € [T], the forecaster chooses a prediction p; € [0, 1] and the
adversary independently chooses an outcome y, € {0, 1}, and each then observes the other player’s choice.
The prediction p; should be interpreted as the probability the forecaster believes the outcome will be y, = 1.
The forecaster’s goal is to minimize the overall calibration error of their predictions against a worst-case
adversary, defined as follows:

calerr(T) := > |mr(p) = p - nr(p)), (1)
pel0,1]

where ny(p) is the total number of times the forecaster predicts p, and mr(p) is the number of those time
steps for which the outcome was 1.2

Aside from being perhaps the simplest model with which to study calibration, the sequential calibration
problem has found direct applications to several of the areas mentioned above: for instance, using a con-
nection between the notion of swap omniprediction® and multicalibration, [GJRR24] obtain lower bounds
for online swap omniprediction algorithms by reducing to the vanilla sequential calibration problem. In
particular, the lower bound of [QV21] implies (and our lower bound strengthens) lower bounds for online

!For example, for some time horizon 7, if it rains on the first 7/2 days and then does not rain on the last 7/2 days, then both of
the following forecasters are perfectly calibrated: (a) predicting 100% chance of rain on the first 7/2 days and 0% chance of rain
on the last 7/2 days, and (b) predicting 50% chance of rain on all days. However, the first forecaster is more accurate.

Note that the sum in Equation (1) is well-defined since the forecaster only predicts at most 7' distinct values in [0, 1].

SRoughly speaking, a swap omnipredictor is a predictor which yields good predictions for every loss function in a given class,
in a swap regret sense [GKR23].



swap omniprediction, in a black-box manner. Despite the centrality of sequential calibration, the following
fundamental question has gone unanswered after over two decades: what is the optimal bound that can be
obtained on calerr(T), as defined in Equation (1)?

The best-known upper bound on calerr(7) was established by [FV98] (see also [Har23]), who showed that
there is an algorithm for the forecaster which guarantees expected calibration error of at most O(T?/3),
against any adversary. The best known lower bound was Q(T'/?) (which follows from a standard anticon-
centration argument) until a recent result of [QV21], who improved this slightly to Q(7%). The lower
bound of [QV21] was proved by introducing the sign-preservation game, which is a multi-round game
between two players who repeatedly place and remove the signs (i.e., +, —) from a 1-dimensional grid (see
Section 2.2). The sign-preservation game has the advantage of being combinatorial in nature, which allowed
[QV21] to (a) show bounds on the possible outcomes attainable in the sign-preservation game, and (b) show
how these bounds translate into lower bounds for the sequential calibration problem. In this paper, one of
our focuses is on improving calibration error bounds in the opposite direction:

Question 1.1. Is there a forecaster which guarantees expected calibration error O(T2/3~€), for some constant
€>07?

Our contributions. The sign-preservation game was a useful technical tool in [QV21] for obtaining lower
bounds on calibration error, but it was unclear how fundamental it is. Our first contribution shows that it
is fundamental in the following sense: the possible outcomes attainable in (a slight variant of) the sign-
preservation game exactly characterize the answer to Question 1.1. In more detail, we consider a variant of
the sign-preservation game (see Section 2.2) in which a 1-dimensional grid consisting of n cells is given. At
each of 7 rounds, one player chooses a cell j € [n], and the other player decides whether to place a + or — in
that cell. They may also remove any — signs to the left of j or + signs to the right of j. We let opt(n, s) be
the maximum number of signs remaining at the end, assuming that the former player (who chooses j) tries
to maximize this quantity and the latter player tries to minimize it. Theorem 1.2 tells us that the asymptotic
behavior of opt(n, n) exactly characterizes the answer to Question 1.1.

Theorem 1.2 (Equivalence). If there exists £ > 0 such that for all n € N, opt(n,n) < O(n'~%), then there
exists a forecaster that guarantees calibration error of O(T%_%). If instead opt(n,n) > Q(n) for all n € N,
then there exists an adversary that ensures calibration error of at least Q(T% ).

Our main result shows that the precondition of Theorem 1.2 is satisfied for some & > 0, which therefore
answers Question 1.1 in the affirmative.

Theorem 1.3 (Upper bound for calibration). There is & > 0 so that for all n € N, opt(n,n) < O(n'~?). In
particular, there is a forecaster guaranteeing calibration error of O(T%‘ﬁ).

The calibration adversary constructed in the proof of the lower bound part of Theorem 1.2, as well as the one
of [QV21], is adaptive, in the sense that its choices of outcomes are allowed to depend on past predictions
of the forecaster. A weaker notion of adversary which has been mentioned in early works on calibration
[FV98] as well as having analogues in many other online learning settings [CBLO06], is that of an oblivious
adversary, whose outcomes cannot depend on the forecaster’s past predictions. Our final result gives the first
oblivious adversary guaranteeing w(T'/?) expected calibration error, and in fact a bound which is stronger
than the Q(7-3%%) bound of [QV21]:

Theorem 1.4 (Oblivious calibration adversary). There exists an oblivious adversary for calibration which
forces any forecaster to incur expected calibration error at least Q(T%-343%9),



The proof of Theorem 1.4 proceeds by proving a lower bound for the sign-preservation game via an oblivious
strategy which satisfies some additional properties.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Online Prediction and the /,-calibration error

We formally introduce the sequential calibration setting, which consists of a game between a forecaster and
Nature (the adversary). The forecaster first chooses a finite set P C [0, 1] from which to select predictions.
At each timestep ¢t € [T], the forecaster makes a prediction p, € P and the adversary chooses an outcome
¥t € {0, 1} without any knowledge of p;. In choosing p;, the forecaster may use knowledge of the adversary’s
past choices of outcomes yy,...,y,—;. We consider two types of adversary:

e An adaptive adversary may use the full history H, = {(p;, yi)}ﬁ;{ of outcomes and predictions prior to
time step ¢, when choosing y;.

e An oblivious adversary can not use the learner’s predictions py,..., p,—1 when choosing y;, and so the
distribution of y; can only depend on yi,...,y,—1. Thus, an oblivious adversary may be equivalently
represented as a joint distribution over tuples (yi,...,yr) € {0, 1}7.

The forecaster aims to minimize the ¢;-calibration error, denoted by calerr(7"), of their predictions over the
T timesteps of the interaction. Formally, for ¢ € [T], calerr(t) = 3 ,ep Im:(p) — n,(p) - pl, where m,(p) =
Yt ye-Ilp;i = plis the sum of outcomes when prediction p was made, and n,(p) = Y./ I[p; = p] is the number
of timesteps when prediction p was made. To track the calibration error over time, it is useful to define the
quantity E,(p) = n(p) - p — my(p), the (signed) error associated with prediction p after ¢ timesteps. Since
this value can be positive or negative, denote E;(p) = max{E,(p),0} and E; (p) = max{—E,(p), 0} Then,
calerr(¢) can be equivalently written as calerr(r) = X pep [E((p)l = X pep Ef(p)+ 2 per E7 (D).

2.2 Sign-Preservation Game with Reuse

We present the following deterministic two-player sequential game, called Sign Preservation with Reuse
(SPR), which generalizes the Sign-Preservation Game introduced by [QV21] by allowing the adversary to
choose a cell multiple times as long as the cell is empty. An instance of SPR with parameters n,s € N,
denoted by SPRInstance(n, s), proceeds as follows. There are two players, Player-P (for “pointer”) and
Player-L (for “labeler”). At the beginning of the game, there are n empty cells numbered 1,2,...,n. The
game consists of at most ¢ rounds, and in each round:

1. Player-P may terminate the game immediately.

2. Otherwise, Player-P chooses (“points at””) an empty cell numbered j € [n].

(I3 2]

3. (Sign Removal) After knowing the value of j, Player-LL may remove any minus (“—") signs in cells to the
left of cell j or any plus (“+7) signs in cells to the right of cell j. (Player-L may remove signs from any

subset of the indicated cells, including possibly the empty set.)

T3]

4. (Sign Placement) Player-L places a sign (either “+” or ) into cell j.



Player-P’s goal is to maximize the number of preserved signs at the end of the game, while Player-L aims to
minimize this number. Note that if we restrict Player-P to choose a cell at most once throughout the game
and require Player-L to remove all signs that can be removed in each round, this game becomes the sign
preservation game in [QV21]. We allow randomized strategies for Player-P and Player-L. Define opt(n, s) to
be the maximum number of expected preserved signs in SPRInstance(n, s) (where the expectation is over
the randomness in the players’ strategies), assuming both players play optimally.

An adaptive strategy for Player-P (respectively, Player-L) in an instance SPRInstance(n, s) of SPR consists
of a mapping, for each ¢’ € [¢], from the set of histories of past # — 1 moves of the players to the space of
distributions over [n] (respectively, distributions over {+, —}). In contrast, an oblivious strategy for Player-P
cannot use the past sign choices of Player-L. Formally, an oblivious strategy for Player-P is specified by a
joint distribution over tuples (ki, ... ,k;) € [n]".* We will only consider adaptive strategies for Player-L and
therefore drop the term “adaptive” when describing Player-L’s strategies.

3 Equivalence between Calibration and Sign Preservation

In this section, we prove Theorem 1.2, showing an equivalence between the optimal calibration error and
the sign-preservation (with reuse) game. This result is a direct corollary of Theorem 3.1, which shows that
an o(n) upper bound on opt(n, n) translates into a o(T*3) upper bound for calibration, and of Theorem 3.2,
which shows that an Q(rn) lower bound on opt(n, n) translates into a Q(T?/3) lower bound for calibration (see
Appendix A.1 for the formal argument). We present these two latter results in the below subsections.

3.1 Upper Bounding ¢,-calibration error using Sign Preservation

In this section, we show the existence of a forecaster that minimizes calibration error by following the
strategy of Player-L in the sign preservation game. In particular, we show the following:

Theorem 3.1. Suppose that f : R.g — R, is a function and Cy > 0 is a constant so that for each a > 0,

opt(n,n®) < Cp - n/ @ Lety := maxgsq % Then there is a forecaster (Algorithm 1) that guarantees at

most O(T 5% expected calibration error against any adaptive adversary.

We first overview the best-known upper bound of O(72/3) [FV98, Har23] on calibration error, and give some
intuition for how the SPR game comes into play. In particular, we follow the proof of [Har23], which uses
the minimax theorem to show that we can assume at each time step ¢ that the forecaster observes e; € [0, 1],
the expected value of the binary outcome y, conditioned on the history H;, = (p1,¥1), ..., (Pr=1, V- 1).> The
forecaster of [Har23] rounds e, to the nearest multiple p, of 77173 and predicts p,. Overall, the calibration
error may be bounded by the sum of (a) the “biases” from rounding each e, (which amounts to error at
most O(T~'3) . T < O(T?3)), and (b) a “variance” term which results from variation in the predictions
at each point in {0, T3 ... 1) (which, by a standard concavity argument, amounts to error of at most

T3 . O(NT23) = O(T*?)).

“Covering up” past errors. While the analysis above is tight [QV21], a forecaster which observes e, as
above can attempt to decrease the number of distinct predictions they make below T''/3 (which will decrease

*For simplicity, we only consider oblivious strategies which do not terminate the game early.
3 As such, this proof is non-constructive in nature; so will be our forecaster establishing Theorem 3.1.



the variance error), without increasing the bias error. In particular, if the forecaster has incurred positive
calibration error on some point p prior to time step ¢ (i.e., E;(p) > 0), then if, at step 7, e; > p, it can predict
p: = p, which will tend to decrease E;(p) in expectation. In this way, the forecaster can “cover up” past
calibration errors. Of course, the forecaster can only do this if the value of ¢, is greater than some p with
positive calibration error (or less than some p with negative calibration error). Dividing up the interval [0, 1]
into intervals, labeling each interval by the “typical” sign of calibration error for points p in that interval,
and letting the values e, correspond to the actions of Player-P, we arrive at a setting which closely resembles
the SPR game. We will prove Theorem 3.1 by showing that a strategy for Player-L which certifies an upper
bound on opt(n, s) in the SPR game allows us to construct a forecaster which can “cover up” the calibration
error for many past predictions. Roughly speaking, this follows since signs that are removed in the SPR
game correspond to predictions where we successfully cover up past calibration error.

Setup for Algorithm 1. We propose a forecaster that runs O(log2 T) different instances of the reuse sign-
preservation game as Player-L and decides what probability values to predict based on the strategy of Player-
L. Let & € [log T] be some parameter to be specified below. As above, we assume the forecaster observes
e, € [0, 1], the expected value of y, conditioned on the history H; = (p1,y1), ..., (Pi—1,Yi—1). Although they
know e;, it may not be optimal to predict e;. Instead, the forecaster chooses p; to be one of the endpoints

of an interval of the form [2%, ’;,—Ll] containing e, where i and the endpoint to be played are determined by

the states of the sign-preservation games being simulated. More precisely, for each discretization level 2,%

for i € [log T], the forecaster simulates 2/ instances of the game — two instances (even and odd) for every
possible value of j € [i + 1,7 + h], which controls the number of rounds. Letting 7 := log T, both instances
for the values (i, j) have 2/ cells and 27~/ rounds; in particular, they run SPR(2,277/). Each cell of the game
corresponds to an interval of the form [2’,"7, ';—Ll] The cells of the even instance correspond to intervals

where m is even, and the cells of the odd instance correspond to intervals where m is odd.

To summarize for each i € [logT], j € [i + 1,i + h], and ¢ € {0, 1}, we simulate an instance G;;; of

SPR(2/,27/). Given an instance Gijjandacell c € [2/] of that instance, we uniquely associate the interval

2;;’, 262111“] to this cell and instance. Similarly, given a pair of discretization and time values (i, j) and

a value ¢, € [2:%, ’;’:11] (which should be interpreted as a probability), we uniquely associate these to an

instance G; j; and cell ¢ € [2/] of that instance. To this end we introduce the following notation: For an
instance G; j;, cell ¢ € [2/] and sign s € {+, -},

o interval(c, Gy ) = | 22, 22kt

2i+l1
max{0,2c+l-1} .o . _
e prob(c, 5,G; i) = —ar— ifs=+
p » 9 Uil - min{2c+/+2,1} ifg= ik
Qi+l 1rs =

e cell(i, j, e;) returns a tuple (¢, G), where G = G; ;; where [ € {0, 1} has the same parity as the unique value

of m for which ¢, € [;ﬁfl , ’;:11 ] and ¢ = (m —[) - 2" + 1 is the cell in G corresponding to this interval.

Since our forecaster simulates the reuse sign-preservation game (SPR), we define the simul ateGame sub-
routine to be the following procedure: it takes in a cell ¢ of an instance G; j; and simulates one round of
that SPR game. The state of the game G, ;; is updated according to the rules of the game. That is, Player-P
chooses cell ¢, all minus signs to the left of ¢ and plus signs to the right of ¢ are erased, and Player-L places
asign in cell c.



Algorithm 1 first initializes a value bias(c, G) « 0 for each instance G and cell ¢ of G, which, roughly, is a
proxy for the (signed) calibration error for values p € interval(c, G). At each round ¢ of the calibration game,
Algorithm 1 performs the following steps: First, (Line 4), it attempts to find some instance G whose cell ¢
corresponding to e, has the property that there is some cell ¢ < ¢ with highly negative bias or some cell ¢ > ¢
with highly positive bias. If so, then we predict the probability value corresponding to such cell ¢ (per prob),
which will tend to decrease this bias (which ultimately corresponds to decreasing the calibration error). If
we cannot find any such ¢, then (in Line 12) then we use the simulateGame procedure to place a sign in an
appropriate instance (namely, one of relatively low bias), and use the value of the sign to slightly bias our
prediction with respect to the value of e; (per prob). The idea behind this step is that the simulateGame
procedure is giving us a way of purposefully biasing our prediction to make it easier to “cancel out” in future
rounds.

Algorithm 1 Calibration Algorithm for Theorem 3.1

Require: A Player-P strategy for the game SPR(n, s) for all values of n, s; parameter & > 0.
1: Initialize bias(c, G) to O for all instances G and cells ¢ of that instance.
2: for each round 7 € [T] do
3: Observe ¢; € [0, 1]

4 for i € [log T] do > perform "bias removal" if possible
5 for jeli+1,i+h]do
6: Set ¢, G « cell(i, j, e;)
7 if 3¢ < ¢ with bias(¢, G) < —1 or I ¢ > ¢ with bias(¢, G) > 1 then
8 Set s « sign(bias(c, G))
9: Predict p; := prob(c, s, G) > predict to remove bias error
10: bias(c, G) « bias(c, G) + (e; — p;)
11: Terminate round ¢
12: for i € [log T] do > perform "bias placement” if no "bias" to remove
13: for jeli+1,i+h]do
14: Set ¢, G « cell(i, j, e;)
15: if |bias(c, G) < 2/~ then
16: if cell ¢ is empty then
17: simulateGame(c, G) > places sign in cell ¢, performs sign removal in SPR
18: Set s «sign in cell ¢
19: Predict p; := prob(c, s, G) > predict to obtain negative or positive bias
20: bias(c, G) « bias(c, G) + (e; — py)
21: Terminate round ¢

Proof Overview for Theorem 3.1. For p € [0, 1], let n, > 0 denote the number of times the procedure
in Algorithm 1 predicts the value p. The standard minimax argument [Har23] establishes that we can upper
bound the expected calibration error by O (Z peP |Z,€T Ilp: = ple; — p)| + \/@) Here, the first term in the
sum can be thought of as the expected bias error over rounds when p is predicted; the second term of /i,
is the expected error from variance of the realized outcomes.

e To bound the total expected error from the variance, )’ ,cp /1, it suffices to bound |P|, the number of
distinct probability values that the algorithm plays. We do this in Lemma A.4. Precisely, we show that |P|



logT—-h
is bounded by O(2 2 ). And since the square root function is concave, the total variance error would be

maximized when n, = T/|P| for all p € P, leading to total variance error of at most V7'|P|.

e In Lemma A.1, we show that 3’ ,cp |Z,€T Ilp: = pl(e; — p)| is upper bounded by }. ; |bias(c, G)|. This is
done by showing that that whenever the former increases, the latter also increases by the same amount
and when the latter decreases, the former must decrease by the same amount. Also in Lemma A.1 we
show that |bias(c, G)| < 1 if cell ¢ does not contain a sign and |bias(c, G; j;)| < 2/71 otherwise. Now, we
just have to bound the total number of signs placed in all the instances. To do this, we need to bound
the number of rounds of the sign preservation game that is played in each instance G; ;;. This is done
by showing in Lemma A.2 that there are 2/ timesteps between calls to simulateGame in instance G;, il
This is due to the fact that in order for a simulateGame call to happen in instance G; ;;, we need to build
up the bias for cells in instances with j/ < j and this takes 2/ timesteps. This allows us to conclude in
Lemma A.5 that 3 pep [Sier Ips = ple; = p)| < Teg Ibias(e, G) < O(Sir-n Zjeivn 2/ 0pt(2',277)).

e We then use Lemma A.5 to prove Theorem 3.1 by setting / appropriately to balance the total expected
bias error with the total expected variance error.

3.2 Lower Bounding /,-calibration error using Sign Preservation

In this section we show the existence of an (adaptive) adversary in the calibration game to lower bound the
calibration error in terms of the performance of a given strategy of Player-P in the SPR game game. In
particular, we show the following:

Theorem 3.2. Suppose that there are constants Cy, &, 8 > 0 so that opt(n, n%) > Cy - nP for all n € N. Then,
~ +1

there exists an (adaptive) adversary that uses Algorithm 2 to force any forecaster to incur Q(Ti?) expected

calibration error.

Setup for Algorithm 2. We propose an adversary that runs a single instance of the Sign-Preservation
Game with Reuse. The adversary is equipped with a strategy of Player-P for this instance, which certifies
opt(n,n%) > C¢ - nP. This adversary will simulate Player-L of an instance of SPR. It does so by dividing the
timesteps ¢ € [T] into at most n® epochs, each corresponding to a single round of the SPR game.

Fix any timestep 7y € [T] which corresponds to the beginning of the epoch corresponding to some round r
of the SPR game. For a fixed cell i € [n], we define the following quantities:

2

— 1 i—1
1"u;'k_§+ 6n *

2. Ii =[liri] = [% + 51,4+ £). Note that 4 is the midpoint of Z.

3n

3. Let @,(i) denote the total “negative calibration error” in cells to the left of i and “positive calibration error”
in cells to the right of i:

0= Y E@+ Y Ep).

pePN[0,1;) pePNri,1]

We will refer to the left summation above (i.e., over p € PN [0,1;)) as @; (i) and the right one (i.e., over
p € [ri, 1) as ().



This adversary will simulate Player-L of an instance G of SPR(n, n®) as follows. If the given Player-P strat-
egy selects cell i on round r, the adversary draws the outcomes (in the calibration game) from a Ber (% + %)
random variable until sign placement occurs. Sign placement is said to have occurred at a timestep ¢ of round
r starting at timestep fy if one of the following holds:

L. Y pepnr; [Er-1(p)|l 2 6; i.e., there is > 6 error in the interval corresponding to cell i (Condition I).

2. @1 (i) — D1 (i) > 0; i.e., the potential D,(i) has grown by a sufficient amount (Condition 2).

Depending on which condition for sign placement occurs, the adversary chooses Player-L’s sign in the SPR
game as specified in Lines 13 and 15 of Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 Calibration adversary for Theorem 3.2

Require: Value of o, 8

1: Setn=(T/ In® T)ﬁ,e = ﬁ v -nnilT

2: Initialize SPRInstance(n, n%)

3: Sett 1

4: for epoch r € [n*] do

5: o <t

6: If Player-P terminates the game in round r, then break

7: Let i € [n] be the cell chosen by the Pointer in round r

8: while sign placement condition is not satisfied do

9: Draw y, from Ber (,u;k)

10: Observe forecaster’s prediction p;
11: te—t+1

12: if sign placement Condition 1 is satisfied then
13: Set Player-L’s sign to + if 3’ ,cpnr, E,_|(P) 2 X pepnr, E;-(p) and — otherwise
14: else if sign placement Condition 2 is satisfied then

15: Set Player-L’s sign to + if & (i) - @, _,(i) > OF () - (I>;;_ , (i) and — otherwise

To prove Theorem 3.2, we need to show that Algorithm 2 terminates in at most 7' time steps, and when it
does, if m signs remains in the SPR game (so that m > Q(rn?) in expectation), then calerr(7") > Q(m6) (which
is Q(T%) in expectation). The idea behind the latter statement is to show that the forecaster cannot decrease
the overall calibration error by “covering up” too many past errors (as discussed in Section 3.1) if many signs
remain. This holds since each sign in some cell i that is preserved at the end of the game corresponds to
an interval 7; for which in all subsequent rounds, the adversary only plays on either the left or right of 7;
(depending on the sign in cell {). As long as the sign of cell i corresponds with the sign of the calibration
error for many points in cell i (which is ensured by the sign placement conditions in Lines 13 and 15), we
can conclude that the forecaster cannot cover up such calibration errors. While a similar argument was used
in [QV21], our approach differs in the use of sign placement Condition 2 above. Further details may be
found in Appendix A.3.



4 An upper bound for the sign-preservation game

In this section we prove Theorem 1.3, giving a strategy for Player-L in the SPR game which certifies
opt(n,n) < n'~¢ for some & > 0 and thereby yields a forecasting algorithm with calibration error of
O(T?/37¢/18) by Theorem 1.2.

4.1 Analysis overview

The strategy for Player-L in the sign preservation game is specified by two mutually recursive algorithms,
A and B, defined in Algorithms 3 and 4, respectively. These algorithms constitute a tree-based strategy for
Player-L, where the n game cells serve as the leaves of the tree. Each interior node executes a sub-algorithm
of A and B determined by the algorithm instances at its parent. The strategy for Player-L. used to prove
Theorem 1.3 is the instance of A at the root of this tree, which we denote by Ay, and is initialized with
I=1,r=nb=0.

Algorithm 3 Definition of A

Require: Parameters [,r € N, b € Z.
function A.iNmALZE(], 1, b)
recentB « B.initialize(/, r, b, 1).
count « 0.
function A.LABEL(s) >s €[l r]
if / = r then
return sign(b)
else
count « count + 1.
o « recentB.label(s).
if o =1 then
recentB « B.initialize(/, r, b, count)
count « 1.
return recentB.label(s).
else
return o.

Overall structure of A, B. Each of A, B has an initialization routine (i.e., A.initialize(l,r,b),
B.initialize(l, r, b, M)), and a labeling routine (i.e., A.label(s), B.label(s)). We say that an instance of A
which is initialized via A.initialize(l, r, b) covers a total of n := r — [ + 1 cells; namely, it covers the cells in
[/, r]. We say that A is executed for t time steps if A.label(s) returns a sign o € {—1, 1} (i.e., not L) for a total
of f time steps through the entire execution of the game, and write executionSteps(A) := r. Finally, we call
the parameter b the bias of A. Given an instance A and o € {—1, 1}, we let remainingSigns(A, o) denote the
number of signs of type o~ which are: (a) placed in one of the covered cells of A during the time steps in
which it is executed, and (b) remain (according to the rules of the SPR game) upon completion of A.

We use the same terminology for B: if an instance B is initialized via B.initialize(l, r, b, M), then we say it
covers n :=r — [+ 1 cells, has bias b, and is executed for t time steps if B.label(s) returns a sign o € {-1, 1}
(i.e., not L) for a total of ¢ time steps, and write executionSteps(B) = . Moreover, remainingSigns(B.o")



Algorithm 4 Definition of B

Require: Parameters [,r e N,b € Z, M € N.
1: function B.NmiAuze(l, r, b, M)

m« [(I+71r)/2].

A[0] « A.initialize(l, m, b), A[1] « A.initialize(m + 1, r, b).
prevHalf « —1.

countHalf[0] « O, countHalf[1] « O.

phase « 1.

: function B.LABEL(s)

half « 0 if s < m else half « 1.
countHalf[half] < countHalf[half] + 1.
if phase = 1 then
if countHalf[half] = M and M < countHalf[1 — half] < 2M then
phase « 2
else if countHalf[half] = M and countHalf[1 — half] > 2M then
phase « 3
else if phase = 2 then
if half # prevHalf then
return L.
if countHalf[half] = 2 - countHalf[1 — half] + 1 then
phase « 3.
else if phase = 3 then
if countHalf[half] = |countHalf[1 — half]/2| + 1 then
phase « 4.
if half = O then
A[0] « A.initialize(l,m,b + 1).
else
A[1] « Alinitialize(m + 1,r,b - 1).
else if phase = 4 then
if countHalf[half] > countHalf[1 — half] then
return L.
o « Alhalf].label(s).
prevHalf « half.
return o.

> half = 1

denotes the number of signs of type - which are placed in one of B’s covered cells during the time steps in
which it is executed, and remain upon completion of B.

Note that each instance of A contains multiple instances of B throughout its execution (namely, all values

of A.recentB throughout its execution), each of which contains multiple instances of A throughout their
execution (namely, the initial values of B.A[0], B.A[1], as well as the re-initialized value of A in Line 24 or
Line 26 of Algorithm 4), and so on. We refer to all such instances of B (respectively, A) as the B-descendents
(respectively, B-descendents) of the parent A instance. We refer to descendents of a parent B instance in a
similar manner.
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Overview of the labeling routines. Suppose the SPR game is played for r € N timesteps; at each step
where Player-L is called upon to place a sign in some cell s € [n], we place the sign returned by the
root instance, namely Ag.label(s). This function returns the value of recentB.label(s), where recentB is
some instance of B maintained by Ag. In turn, each instance of B initialized via B(/, r, b, M) (Algorithm 4)
maintains two instances of A, denoted by A[0], A[1], which cover the cells in the left and right halves of
[/, 7], respectively. B.label(s) returns the sign returned by A[half].label(s), where half is O if s is in the left
half of [/, 7], and 1 otherwise. In this manner, we have the following recursive structure: in the course of
the outermost call Ag.label(s), we call the label(s) procedure for all active A, B instances on the root-to-leaf
path starting at the leaf node determined by s.

Summary of A (Algorithm 3). On input (I, r,b), A.initialize initializes a B instance with parameters
(I,r, b, 1) and maintains a counter for the number of timesteps of execution. When B returns L on a B.label
call (which should be interpreted as B terminating), then A initializes a new B instance with parameters
(I,r,b,c) where c is the current value of the counter. The procedure A.label(s) is very simple: if A is a
leaf instance (i.e., [ = r), then it returns the sign of its bias b. Otherwise, it returns recentB.label(s) (after
re-initializing recentB, if applicable).

Summary of B (Algorithm 4). On input (/,r, b, M), B.initialize intializes two A instances, denoted
A[0], A[1], for each half of the interval [/, 7] and maintains a counter for the number of times each of
A[0], A[1] is executed (i.e the number of time steps Player-P chooses a cell in left half or right half). Over
the course of multiple calls to B.label(:), B passes through the following 4 phases: it remains in Phase 1
until both counters are at least M, and then it transitions to Phase 2 if the larger counter is not more than 2M
and to Phase 3 otherwise. In Phase 2, it terminates (i.e., returns L) if Player-P switches halves (i.e., starts
playing in a half different from the one that ended Phase 1), and otherwise it transitions to Phase 3 once the
counter for its current half is just more than two times that of the other. In Phase 3, it transitions to Phase 4
when the current half is about half the other half, and upon doing so it initializes a new A instance for each
half with different biases and runs each of them until the counter for the current half equals that of the other
half before terminating. Note that for some B instances, B.label(:) will never return L, as the SPR game
ends after a finite number of time steps.

We will prove the following lemma by induction:

Lemma 4.1. There are constants «, 3, 4,C > 0 satisfying @ + 8 < 1 so that the following holds. Suppose
an instance of A has bias b € Z, covers n cells, and ¢ := executionSteps(A). Then for any o € {-1, 1},
remainingSigns(A, o) < C - 1727 n#.

In the analysis, we address local variables of instances A, B using the “””  notation, as in:
B.countHalf, B.phase, etc. Before proving Lemma 4.1, we first observe that Theorem 1.3 is an immediate

consequence of it:

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Fix a positive integer n representing the number of cells. Recall that the root instance
of A, which we have denoted by Ay, is initialized with / = 1,7 = n,b = 0. Then Lemma 4.1 gives that, over
t = n time steps, remainingSigns(Ag,o) < C-n®* = C-n'"%,fore = 1 —a - B > 0, where @,3,C
are the constants in Lemma 4.1. Summing over o € {—1, 1} yields that A provides a strategy for Player-L
certifying opt(n, n) < 2Cn'~%. [
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Ideas in the proof of Lemma 4.1. Before proceeding with a formal proof, we give some intuition behind
the proof of Lemma4.1. We prove the lemma via induction on the number n of cells covered by A, so
we may fix some instance of A covering n cells and suppose that the lemma statement holds for all A
instances covering fewer than n cells. Throughout the course of execution of A, the variable recentB will
be re-initialized some number k of times, and we denote the corresponding instances of B by By, ..., B;.
For i € [k] we let t; := executionSteps(B;), so that executionSteps(A) = t = t; + --- + ;. It will be
straightforward to show, using the definition of B, that #; is exponentially growing in i. Thus, roughly
speaking, we “typically” have ¢ ~ #; and remainingSigns(A, o) is dominated by remainingSigns(By, o) for
the last instance B;. To simplify matters, we proceed under the “extreme” case that in fact f; = ¢ (even
though this will never be the case, making this assumption allows us to explain most of the intuition in the
proof).

We first consider the following “naive” argument, which does not suffice: suppose that By never enters phase
4, meaning that By.A[0], B;.A[1] are never re-initialized. Letting #;;, := executionSteps(B;.A[/]), so that
k0 + .1 = tx = t, then the inductive hypothesis yields that

remainingSigns(A, o) =remainingSigns(By, o)
=remainingSigns(B;.A[0], o) + remainingSigns(B;.A[1])
<CA7 - (mf2)" - (, + £ ) < cattTnP 210 b, )

In order for the above argument to establish the inductive step, we need 2!=2# < 1, i.e., a+8 > 1. Of course
this is not useful, since in order to show opt(n, n) < O(n'~%) in the proof of Theorem 1.3, we crucially used
that + B8 < 1.5

Thus, to prove Lemma 4.1, we need to find a way to slightly decrease the term 2'~*7# in Equation (2) (i.e.,
by any constant factor less than 1). Roughly speaking, such a decrease occurs for one of the following
reasons, depending on the state of By, after the last round on which By.label(-) is called:

o If By never enters phase 4 and t;o/t,1 ¢ (1/2,2), then the final inequality in Equation (2) can be
improved to

oo (3P + Q3P

CAP7 (/2 (&) + 4 ) < CA” 5

(/3P +2/3/
2(1

and we now note that we can have < 1 for some a + 8 < 1. (See Lemma 4.2.)

e Suppose By enters phase 4; without loss of generality we may assume that it re-initializes A[1] (in
Line 26). The placement of the sign in [m + 1,r] upon entering phase 4 deletes all —1s placed in
[/,m]. Using this fact, it is straightforward to improve the upper bound in Equation (2) for o = —1
(Lemma 4.3).

As for oo = 1, here we use the fact that B;.A[1] is re-initialized with bias b — 1. Thus, the re-initialized
instance of B;.A[1] can be shown to have a smaller number of remaining +1s after its execution, by
a factor of roughly 1/4 (Lemma 4.3). We remark that this re-initialization with smaller bias slightly
increases the number of —1s remaining, but this does not cause an issue for the previous case (o = —1)
since there will be enough deleted —1s upon entering phase 4 to make up for this increase.

%It turns out that, due to a corner case, we need the preceding argument anyways in the proof of Lemma 4.1; it is formalized in
Lemma 4.5 below.
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e The above cases are not exhaustive; however, we can show that if neither occurs, then 7, =
executionSteps(By) < 6M (Lemma 4.6). In this case, we must abandon our simplifying assumption
that ¢ = #;. Indeed, we have here that either #;, < 61/7, or else t < 6. The latter case is straightforward
to handle (see Case 3 of the proof of Lemma 4.1). In the former case, we use that B;_; must have
returned L (as otherwise B, would never have been initialized), and that, whenever By returns L, it is
due to either placement of a sign in [/, m] which causes many +1s in [m + 1, r] to be deleted or a sign
in [m + 1, r] which causes many —1s in [/, m] to be deleted. We can use the deletion of these signs to
“make up” for the fact that we will not be able to beat the “naive” bound in Equation (2) for By.

To summarize, in all cases we are able to beat the naive bound in Equation (2) by a constant factor, which
allows us to choose some a, S satisfying @ + 8 < 1.

4.2 Lemmas for inductive proof

We establish Lemma 4.1 using induction on the number n of cells covered by the instance of A. We choose
A=15 = C=6-2°, (€)

and will choose the parameters @, 8 below in the proof of Lemma 4.1 (see Section 4.3). In this section, we
establish several lemmas used to prove the inductive step of Lemma 4.1. Thus, throughout this section, we
fix some value of n and assume that Lemma 4.1 holds for all instances of A which cover fewer than n cells
(we refer to this assumption as the “inductive hypothesis”).

Moreover, throughout this section, we fix an instance B which is initialized via B.initialize(l, r, b, M). We let
t := executionSteps(B) denote the number of time steps for which B is executed, and n = r — [ + 1 denote
the number of cells covered by B.

Lemma 4.2. Suppose that, following the last round B.label returns a sign, it holds that %m ¢ (1/2,2)
and B.phase € {1, 2, 3}. Then for each o € {1, 1},

(1/3)ﬁ+(2/3)ﬁ'

remainingSigns(B, o) < CA™>7n# . >

“)

Proof. For h € {0, 1}, let #;, denote the value of B.countHalf[4] following the last round that B.label returns
a sign, so that 1y + f; = ¢t. By assumption we have ty/f; ¢ (1/2,2), meaning that max{#y,#;} > 2¢/3. Using
the inductive hypothesis of Lemma 4.1 applied to B.A[0], B.A[1] (which never change, as B ends in phase
1,2, or 3), we may compute

remainingSigns(B, o) <remainingSigns(B.A[0], o) + remainingSigns(B.A[1], o)
<CA7(n)2)" - (&) + )
<CAP7(nf2)*# - (1/3Y +(2/3P),
where the final inequality holds by Lemma C.1 with p = 1/2. [

Lemma 4.3. Suppose that, following the last round in which B.label returns a sign, it holds that B.phase = 4.
Then for each o € {—1,1},and 6 > O,

1+44/3

remainingSigns(B, o) < C - 777 (n/2)%# - max {T Fﬁ,a(é)} , ®)
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where Fg 1(9) is defined in Equation (48). If moreover B returns _L, then in fact we have the following bound
for each o € {1, 1}:

1+44/3

remainingSigns(B, o) < CA™%7(n/2)*# -max{T, (172 + (1/4P + (1/48 /A, (3/4)ﬁ}. (6)

We note that for 8 sufficiently close to 1, the bound in Equation (6) is stronger than that in Equation (5).

Proof of Lemma 4.3. Without loss of generality, let us suppose that half = 1 during the round v when
B sets phase « 4, and #y denote the value of B.countHalf[0] during round 7. Write #; := [#y/2]; #; is
the value of B.countHalf[1] following round 7 — 1, since by definition we must have B.countHalf[1] =
| B.countHalf[0]/2] + 1 when B sets phase « 4. Note that, if ever half = 0 for some round 7’ > 7, B.label
will return L. Thus, on all rounds following T when B.label returns a sign, we must have half = 1. Moreover,
the number of such rounds is given by 1, := ¢t — #; — tp and must satisfy #, < [#y/2] (as after [#y/2] rounds
B.label will return 1).

Let B.A[0], B.A[1] denote the initial values of the sub-algorithms A[0], A[1] (i.e., defined in B.initialize), and
let B.A’[1] be the sub-algorithm initialized in Line 26 when B enters phase 4.

Bounding the number of minuses. Note that all —1’s placed by A[0] (which belong to cells in [/, m]) are
deleted by the placement of the sign in round 7 (which belongs to a cell in [m + 1, r]). Thus, the inductive
hypothesis yields that

remainingSigns(B, —1) <remainingSigns(B.A[1], —1) + remainingSigns(B.A’[1], -1)
<CA(n/2)"F + CA (n)2)" 1]
=CA(n/2)" - (F} + 83

1+44/3

<CA’(n)2)*1 - T

(7

where the final inequality uses Lemma C.7.

Bounding the number of pluses. In a similar manner, we may bound the number of +1’s remaining from
B as follows, using the inductive hypothesis:
remainingSigns(B, +1) < remainingSigns(B.A[0], +1) + remainingSigns(B.A[1], +1) (8)
+ remainingSigns(B.A’[1], +1)
<CAa (/) + CAP (/2" + CA7 (ny2)° ]
=CA"()2)" - (lg + 1 + 15/ ©)
<CAP(n)2)"# - Fg (), (10)

where the final inequality uses Lemma C.8.

Note that Equations (7) and (10) establish Equation (5).
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Stronger bound if B returns L. We proceed to establish Equation (6). Note that Equation (7) establishes
Equation (6) for o = —1, so it remains only to consider o = 1. Let 7’ denote the round when B returns L.
We consider the following cases:

e If half = 1 during round 7/, then we must have #, =ty — t; = [#y/2] and so ¢ = 2¢. In this case, using
Equation (9), we see that
remainingSigns(B, +1) SCI”(n/2)"(z'g + L10/2 + [10/271P/2)
<CAP(n/2)" () + (1/2 + (10/2) 1)
<CAPm/2)" - (172 + (1/4F + (114 /.2, (11)

where the second inequality uses the fact that the function p +— p® + (1 — p)’/1 is increasing for
p €10,1/2].

e If half = O during round 7’, then the sign placed in [/, m] on round 7’ removes all signs in [m + 1, 7]
placed by B.A[1] and B.A’[1]. Thus, we have

remainingSigns(B, +1) <remainingSigns(B.A[0], +1)
<CAP(n/2)" 1 < CAP(n)2)" P (314, (12)

where the final inequality uses that 7y < 3¢/4 as a consequence of | = [#y/2]. (Note that we also use
here that #; > 1, which is a consequence of the fact that B has entered phase 3 and that M > 1.)

Maximizing over Equations (11) and (12) yields the desired conclusion in Equation (6). [ |

Lemma 4.4. Suppose that B returns L. Then for each o € {1, 1},
remainingSigns(B, o) < C - 1777 (n/2)"# - max {(3/4F, (1/2 + (1/4F + (1/4F /1, (1 + »/4}  (13)

Proof. We consider two cases involving the manner in which B returns L:

Case 1: B returns L while in phase 2. Consider the round 7 which is the final round that B.label returns
a sign (i.e., not L), and for & € {0, 1}, let #;, denote the value of B.countHalf[4] following round 7. Since we
must have B.phase = 2 following round 7, it holds that #y/#; € [1/2,2]. Noting the ¢ = #y + #; in this case, it
follows that max{zo, t;} < 2¢t/3.

By symmetry, it is without loss of generality to suppose that half = 0 during the round 7y on which B sets
phase « 2. Since we have assumed that B returns L while in phase 2, it must be the case that at some round
7| after setting phase « 2, we have half = 1, at which point B returns L. The placement of the sign at round
7o removes all +1s in [m + 1, r] placed by B.A[1], and the placement of the sign at round 7; removes all —1s
in [/, m] placed by B.A[0]. Thus, for each o € {-1, 1}, all remaining signs of type o lie either in [/, m] or
[m + 1, 7], meaning that we have

remainingSigns(B, 1) < max{remainingSigns(B.A[0], o), remainingSigns(B.A[1], o)}
<CA77(n/2)* max{ty, 1, )P < CA™P7(n/2)%" - (2/3).
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Case 2: B returns L while in phase 4. In this case, we simply apply the bound Equation (6) of
Lemma 4.3. [ |

The below lemmas deal with the case that B does not satisfy the hypotheses of any of Lemmas 4.2 to 4.4.

Lemma 4.5. Suppose that following the lat round in which B.label returns a sign, we have B.phase # 4.
Then for each o € {-1, 1},

remainingSigns(B, o) < CA™7n# . 21-27F, (14)

Proof. Suppose that B is executed for a total of ¢ times overall; for & € {0, 1}, let #;, denote the value
of B.countHalf following the final round B.label returns a sign, so that 7y + #; = z. By assumption,
B.A[0], B.A[1] are never re-initialized. Then by the inductive hypothesis (Lemma 4.1) applied to the two
instances B.A[0], B.A[1], it holds that for each o~ € {—1, 1},

remainingSigns(B, o) < CA™7(n/2)* - (l'g + ,'f) < CAbTpep ol B,
where the inequality uses Lemma C.2.

Lemma 4.6. Suppose that following the last round in which B.label returns a sign, we have %m €

(1/2,2) and B.phase # 4. Then executionSteps(B) < 6 M.

Proof. Note that, if B.phase = 3 at the end of some round #y, then it must be the case that %m ¢
(1/2,2) at the end of round #y. (Indeed, to enter phase 3, it must be the case that for some 2 € {0, 1},
B.countHalf[/] > 2 - B.countHalf[1 — %], and as soon as this ceases to be the case, B enters phase 4.)

Therefore, letting 7y denote the last round in which B.label returns a sign, it must be the case that B.phase €
{1,2} at the end of round #y. Note that, throughout the entirety of phase 1, there is some i € {0, 1} for
which B.countHalf[i#] < M. Thus, if B is in phase 1 upon the end of round #y, B is executed for at most
M +2M = 3M steps.

If B is in phase 2 at the end of round #y, then for some % € {0, 1} we must have B.countHalf[s] < 2M and
B.countHalf[1 — k] < 4M. Thus B is executed for at most 6 M steps. [ |

4.3 Proof of Lemma 4.1

Recall our definition of A in Equation (3); we remark that throughout this section we will only need to use
the fact that A € (1, 2) (i.e., any other value of A in this interval suffices as well). We introduce the following
quantities depending on 3,6 € (0, 1), corresponding to the quantities in Equations (4), (5), (13) and (14),
respectively (we remark that Fg ,(6) is defined in Equation (48)):

Dy :=(1/3Y + (2/3) (15)
Ds ::max{#,f?ﬁ,ﬂ(@} (16)
Dy3 :=max {(3/4F,(1/2f + (1/4F + (1/4F /2.1 + 41/3)/4°) (17)
Dy =218, (18)

We are now ready to prove the (inductive step) of Lemma 4.1.
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Proof of Lemma 4.1. We prove Lemma 4.1 by induction on the number n of cells covered by an A instance.
In the base case n = 1, letting b denote the bias parameter of A, clearly we have remainingSigns(A, o) <
1(sign(b) # o) < Cn®#?A7""_ Thus, in the remainder of this section, we consider any value of n € N and
suppose that the conclusion of Lemma 4.1 holds for all A instances which cover fewer than n cells.

Now consider some instance A which covers n cells. Throughout the course of execution of an instance of
A, the variable recentB will be initialized some number k£ € N times. We denote these instances of B by
Bi,...,Bk. Note that for each o € {-1, 1}, remainingSigns(A, o) < Zf.‘zl remainingSigns(B;, o). For each
€ € [k], let t; denote the number of rounds that B, is executed. It is straightforward from the definition of B
that B only returns L if it has been executed at least 2M times; thus, ;41 > 2¢t; for each i € [k — 1]. Since
each of By, ..., By_; returns L (by definition of A), Lemma 4.4 gives that

k—1 k—1
Z remainingSigns(B;, o) < CA™"7(n/2)"D 3 sz < CA"(n/2)°Dy5 -
i=1 i=1

(19)

Note that the second inequality above uses Lemma C.5. Write p; := £/t € [0, 1]. We consider the following
cases:

Case 1: Either (1a) k=1and #; > 7 or (1b) p, > 6/7 and k > 2. 'We make the following observations:

e In case (1a), the parameter M passed to the initialization call B;(/,r, b, M) is M = 1 (by definition of
A), meaning that executionSteps(B;) = > 6- M.
e In case (1b), we must have executionSteps(By) = # > 6 - (t — ;). Note that ¢ — f; is an upper bound

on the parameter M passed to the initialization call By.initialize(l, r, b, M).

Thus, in both cases (1a) and (1b), by Lemma 4.6, it must be that following the last round in which By.label
returns a sign, we have either % ¢ (1/2,2) or Bg.phase = 4. It follows, by Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3,
that for o € {—1, 1},

remainingSigns(By, o) < C/l‘h"(n/Z)"tf -max{Dy, Ds}.

Combining the above display with Equation (19) yields that

Di3-(1-pp)f

remainingSigns(A, o) < CA™%7 (n/2)*## ( 5T

+ph max{D4,D5}] (20)

Case 2: p; < 6/7. In this case, Lemma 4.5 gives that for each o € {1, 1},
remainingSigns(By, o) < C/l""’(n/2)“tf -Dyy4.
Combining the above display with Equation (19) yields that

Dz -(1-
13- ( lpk)ﬁ-i-pf-Dm]. @10

remainingSigns(A, o) < CA™%7 (n/2)%# - ( 5
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Case 3: k = 1 and r; < 6. Here we note that executionSteps(A) = ¢t = t; < 6 and so
remainingSigns(A, o) = remainingSigns(By, o) < 6. The proof will be complete if we can show that
6 < Cn®P 177, Certainly this is the case if sign(b) # o, for then 17%” > 1 and so since C > 6, we have
6 < C < Cn®Pabe.

Let us now consider the sign o = sign(b). Recall that we have in fact ensured C > 643 (see Equation (3)).
Then if |b| < 3, we have 6 < CA™7 < Cn®# 1757 as desired.

It remains to consider the case that b < 3. In this case, we claim that remainingSigns(B, o) = 0, which
will complete the proof. To see that this is the case, note that the sign o will only be placed at some point
during the execution of By if some descendent of Bj is initialized with bias —b. But for each instance B’,
the sub-algorithms B’.A[0], B’.A[1] are initialized with a bias that differs from that of B’ by 1 only B’ enters
phase 4, which in particular requires at at least 3M > 3 signs be placed by B” beforehand. Thus, in order for
the bias b to eventually change signs, at least 3 levels of instances B’ must each place at least 3 signs, which
of course requires at least 9 > 6 = ¢ rounds of execution. This completes the proof for Case 3.

Wrapping up. In Case 3, the inductive step of Lemma 4.1 is established; thus, it suffices to consider Cases
1 and 2. Here, by Equations (20) and (21), we obtain that for o € {-1, 1},

remainingSigns(A, o) (22)
_ c Dy3-(1-p)f Dy3-(1-p)

< 1hopeh . . . Di,.D _ -D .

< n a max {prél[%,)}] 1 + pﬁ max{Dy, D5}, per[r(l)%)jﬂ 71 + pﬁ 14

Next, Lemma C.6 gives that, for our choice of A in Equation (3), by choosing § = 1/100, there is some
choice of 5 € (0, 1) so that, for some constant & > 0, the right-hand side of the above expression is bounded
above by C- 1727 n?# .27 .21-F=¢_Choosing a = 1 —— ¢ yields that 27 -2!7¢ = 1 50 that the expression
is bounded above by CA™7n®#, as desired. Moreover, since € > 0, we have that a + 8 < 1, thus completing
the proof of Lemma 4.1. [

5 An Oblivious Lower Bound

In this section, we overview the proof of Theorem 1.4, which gives an oblivious strategy for the adversary in
the calibration game. Our approach for this task proceeds by constructing an oblivious strategy for Player-P
in the sign preservation game which yields a lower bound on the expected number of signs remaining. We
in fact construct such a strategy for Player-P which has the following two additional properties, formalized
in Definition 5.1: (a) the lower bound on the number of signs remaining is “worst case” in the sense that at
each time step i € [s], conditioned on any history up to time step i, the sign placed at time step { will remain
with at least some given probability; and (b) it never re-uses a cell (i.e., it abides by the rules of the original
Sign-Preservation Game in [QV21]).

Definition 5.1. Fix s,n € N and € € (0,1). An oblivious no-reuse strategy for Player-P in the sign-
preservation game with n cells, s rounds, and worst-case preservation probability € is a distribution P over
[n]*, satisfying the following:
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1. Forallie€ [s]and kj,...,k; € [n] for which Prp(k; = k{,...,k; = k]) > 0, we have

(kl’“{)’gs%P[Vj, i<j<siki>kilk=k.... . k=k s2i|>e (23)

(kl’.flgs%P[Vj, i<j<siki<klk=k.. . .k=£k s2i2e (24)

2. With probability 1 over (kq,...,ks) ~ P, ki, ...,k are distinct.

The distribution P over [n]® corresponds to an oblivious strategy for Player-P in the natural way: Player-P
draws a sample (ki,...,ks;) ~ P and then plays k; € [n] at each round i € [s]. Note that Equations (23)
and (24) ensure that, conditioned on the history (k{, ..., k), no matter which sign Player-L chooses to place
in cell & at round i, it will remain with probability at least €. Thus, the existence of a distribution # satisfying
the conditions of Definition 5.1 ensures that opt(n, s) > € - s. Our lower bound for calibration, however, will
not directly use this lower bound on opt(n, s); instead, we directly use the properties of Player-P’s strategy
from Definition 5.1 to derive the following theorem:

Theorem 5.1. Suppose there is a no-reuse strategy for Player-P in the sign-preservation game with n cells,
s rounds, and worst-case preservation probability at least € (Definition 5.1). Then for any 7" € N there is an
oblivious adversary for the calibration problem with T rounds which causes any forecaster to experience an
expected error of at least Q (min (e \Ts, %)) .

The proof of Theorem 1.4 follows by constructing a strategy for Player-P satisfying Definition 5.1 for an
appropriate choice of the parameters €, s, T (see Lemma 6.1), and then applying Theorem 5.1. We remark
that if s = n% and € = n®# (which corresponds to the setup of Theorem 3.2 in that existence of an ad-
versary obtaining worst-case preservation probability of € = ##~¢ implies opt(n, n%) > r?), then the bound
of Theorem 5.1 yields expected error of Q(T%), matching the quantitative bound of Theorem 3.2 up to
logarithmic factors. (We emphasize that neither theorem implies the other since both the assumptions and
conclusion of Theorem 5.1 are qualitatively stronger.)

Algorithm 5 Calibration adversary for Theorem 5.1

Require: Number of cells n#, number of time steps s for sign preservation game, preservation probability €,
number of rounds 7 for calibration. Distribution £ € A([n]*) representing oblivious adversary for sign
preservation game.
Draw (ki,...,ks) ~ P.
for batch i € [s] do
for j € [T/s] do
Sett « (i—1)-T/s + jto denote the current round.
Choose g; := % + %
Draw X; ~ Ber(q;), and play X; as the outcome at round t.

AN O S

The adversary used to prove Theorem 5.1 is shown in Algorithm 5. The T rounds are split into batches of
size T/s each, indexed by [s]. The adversary draws a sequence (ki,...,k;) € [n]® realizing the assumed
lower bound for the sign-preservation game. At each iteration ¢ belonging to batch i € [s], the adversary
chooses outcome X; € {0, 1} by setting X; = 1 probability given by the value % + % (denoted by ¢;). In other

words, at each round ¢ in batch i € [s], the conditional expectation of X, given the realization of (ki, ..., ky)
isq; = % + % We let the resulting joint distribution over (¢1, ..., gr) € [0, 1]7 be denoted by Q. Moreover,
we let v := %, which satisfies that Var(X; | g;) > v for all ¢.
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Consider any forecaster algorithm; denote its prediction at time ¢ by p, € [0, 1]. Note that p, may be ex-
pressed as a randomized function of X1, ..., X;—1. Recall that E/(p) = Xes: p,=p(P — X;) denotes the signed,
unnormalized calibration error of the prediction p, up to time t. We wish to lower bound the expectation of
the calibration error Y ,¢(0.17 |E:(p)l-

For p € [0, 1], define the random variable F(p) € [T] to be F(p) := max{t € [T] : sign(p — q;) #
sign(p — g,-1)}. If sign(p — ¢,) are all equal, we take F(p) = 1 as a matter of convention.

Proof overview for Theorem 5.1. To prove Theorem 5.1, we use a potential-based argument. Set A :=
min{1l/n, Vs/T}, so that we aim to show a lower bound of Q(eAT) on calibration error. We define

- - Ax? ~ - -
Rpias(x,a) :=a - x, Ryar(x) := Ta R(x, a) := Rypjas(x, a) + Ryar(x). (25)

We define a potential function ¥,(p) associated to each point p € [0, 1], which satisfies:’

¥i(p) ~ R(E«(p) - sign(p — 41), Pr[F(p) < 1 g1 (26)

We emphasize that the actual definition of ¥,(p) (in Equation (33)) has a few additional components which
are needed for technical reasons, hence the “~” in Equation (26). Overall, we will show that the expected cal-
ibration error is lower bounded by 3’ 0,11 E['¥'7(p)] (in Lemma B.5). The bulk of the proof of Theorem 5.1
consists in lower bounding this latter quantity by Q(eAv - T') > Q(eAT). In turn, to do so, we will show that

2 » Pi(p) increases in expectation by Q(eAv) from round 7 — 1 to 7.

Fix any ¢t € [T]; we consider several cases involving the choice of g;. Roughly speaking, for each of the
different cases, one term in in the definition of R(x, @) in Equation (25) will increase by a nontrivial amount
and the other term will not decrease. Below we will argue that, for p = p;, W;(p) increases in expectation
by Q(eAv) from round ¢ — 1 to ¢; similar reasoning shows that for all other p, ¥,(p) does not decrease in
expectation.

e Let us consider any round ¢, and first suppose that sign(p — g;) = sign(p — g;-1):

— If sign(p — q;) = sign(E;—1(p)), then by definition of E,_(p), predicting p, = p, will increase
|E—1(p)] = E—1(p) - sign(p — g;—1) between rounds ¢ — 1 and ¢, i.e., we will have E;(p) sign(p — ¢q;) >
E,_1(p) - sign(p — g,—1). Assuming for now that p is not too close to g, (quantitatively, |p — g;| = A),
then the size of this increase will be at least A. Moreover, the fact that Player-P’s strategy satisfies
Equations (23) and (24) can be shown to guarantee that Pr[F < t | q1.;] > €, which implies that the
term Rpjigs increases by roughly Q(e - A). We can moreover control the change to the other term in R
(i.e., Ryar), which allows us to establish the desired increase in the potential. The details of this part
of the argument may be found in Lemma B.3.

— If sign(p—gq;) # sign(E,-1(p)), then predicting p; = p now decreases |E,—1(p)| = —E;—1(p)-sign(p —
q;) between rounds ¢ — 1 and ¢, which still implies that E,(p) sign(p — g;) = E;—1(p) - sign(p — q;—1).
As in the previous bullet point, we may lower bound the size of this increase by Q(e - A), which
establishes Equation (34) in a similar fashion.

"Technically, W,(p) is a function of the history of play prior to round ¢, e.g., since it depends on gqi.,;; we omit this dependence
from our notation.

20



e Suppose that sign(p — ¢;) # sign(p — ¢g;-1); in this event, we know that F(p) > ¢, which can be rephased
as saying that the conditional probability Pr[F(p) < t—1 | g1.] = 0. Therefore, if this event sign(p —
qr) # sign(p — g;—1) happens with too large probability (conditioned on g;._1), we see that Pr[F(p) <
t =1 | g14—1] must be relatively small, which implies an an upper bound on Rpjas(E;—1(p) - sign(p —
qi-1),Pr[F(p) < t—1| q14-1]), and thus on ‘I’t_l(p).8 The details of this part of the argument may be
found in Lemma B.4.

e The first bullet point above assumes that |p — ¢;| > A (this is implicitly assumed in the second bullet point
too); under this assumption, we showed above that the Ryias term in P, increases from round 7— 1 to round
t. In the event that instead |p — ¢;| < A, we can show that the Ryar term in P, increases from round 7 — 1 to
round ¢. This part of the argument uses the fact that Ry,(x, m) is quadratic function in x together with the
fact that Var[X, | ¢;] > v and a standard anticoncentration argument involving the strong convexity of the
quadratic function; see Lemma B.3 for details.

6 Oblivious lower bound for the Sign Preservation Game

In Lemma 6.1 below, we give an oblivious strategy on Player-P which yields a lower bound on the expected
number of signs remaining in the sign-preservation game (thus implying lower bounds on opt(n, s) for
various values of n, s). In fact, we show a stronger lower bound, namely on the worst-case preservation
probability, which is needed to apply Theorem 5.1 to obtain a corresponding oblivious strategy for the
forecaster in the sequential calibration game.

Lemma 6.1. For any d,k € N with d > k, there exists an oblivious strategy for Player-P in the game
sign-preservation game with n = (Z)2d_k cells and s = (Z) timesteps which satisfies the following: the worst-
case preservation probability for this oblivious strategy (per Definition 5.1) is at least 27, In particular, the
expected number of preserved signs is at least s - 27%, i.e., opt(n, s) > s - 27%.

Proof. First we describe the oblivious strategy of Player-P. Let us associate to each time step ¢ € [s] a unique
string w) = (w(lt), s wg)) € {0, 1}¢ containing d — k ones and k zeros. We consider the lexicographic order
on the strings w'”, so that for 7 < ¢ we can write w” < w"). Similarly, we associate to each i € [1] a unique
string ¢ € {~1,0, 1}¢ with exactly k zeros, again ordered lexicographically, so that i < j if and only if
4P < g,

We define a distribution # over tuples (q(l), cen, q(s)) € [n]®, where each q(’) € {-1,0,1}7 (¢ € [s]) is viewed
as an element of [n] as described above. In particular, ¢ represents the play of Player-P at step ¢. To draw
a sample from #:

e For each string u € {0, 1}54 2 draw a Rademacher random variable &, ~ Unif({-1, 1}), so that all the
&, variables are i.i.d.

0]

| ,...,wgzl). In words, q(’) is

e Define ¢ by, for ¢ € [d], qg) = wﬁ,’)gwm , where w'” = (w
[

: [1:6-1]
1:6-1]
obtained from w” by multiplying each entry with a Rademacher random variable that is indexed by
the previous string elements.

8The astute reader will notice that an upper bound on a = Pr[F(p) < t—1 | g,—,] only implies an upper bound on Ryas(x, @) = a-x
if x > 0, so the argument here is technically not quite correct. To fix it, in the formal proof we in fact modify Ryias(x, @) to have a
“kink” at the origin; see Equation (29).

“Here {0, 1}=? denotes the union of {0, 1} for all £ < d.
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Now we analyze the worst-case preservation probability of a sign (per Definition 5.1). Fix some sequence
g, ...,q" and let us first lower bound the probability (under #) that for all ¥ > 7, ¢ > ¢, conditioned
ong,...,q". Denote by 1, ..., & € [d] the k indices of 0 coordinates of w”. We argue that if &0 =1

[l:l’j—ll
for all j € [k], then q(t’) > ¢ for all ¥ > t. Indeed, fix ¥ > t. Let £ € [d] be the smallest index for which
wg) * wif) g) > wif) = 0. Thus we may

choose j € [k] so that £ = £;. Note that w

. Since w®) > w® in the lexicographic ordering, we must have 1 = w

® ()

[:t-1] = Wi, for all £ < £; by definition of £; as the smallest

index at which w(), w® differ. Hence, for all ¢ < ¢;, we have qg) = wg)fwﬁ):[_” = wg/)fwir&” = qﬁfl), and so
by assumption that ¢ » = 1, we have that g™ > ¢ as required.
[1:¢j-11
It remains to estimate the probability that & = 1 for all j € [k], conditioned on ¢V, ..., 4. Notice
[:¢;-11 .
that these kK Rademacher random variables are independent of ¢'V, ..., ¢® (as qg.) = 0 for each i € [¢] and
J
j € [k]), and since they are unbiased, the probability that they are all equal to 1 is 27, Hence, we proved that
conditioned on ¢1, ..., ¢, with probability at least 27%, ¢g) > ¢ for all ¥ > ¢. A symmetric argument
shows that with probability at least 27%, ¢) < ¢ for all ¥ > t. Consequently, the worst-case preservation
probability is at least 27X [
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A Proofs for Section 3

A.1 Proof of Theorem 1.2

Proof of Theorem 1.2. First, we show that if there exists & > 0 such that for all n > 0, opt(n,n) < O(n'~9),
then the y parameter in Theorem 3.1 is bounded by é%ﬁ That is, for any @ > 0, there is a strategy for
Player-L that guarantees at most n(F5) @+ preserved signs in a sign preservation with reuse game on n
space and n® time. This Player-L strategy will be the exact same one that provides the £ guarantee above.

minfe.1-2} preserved signs. It follows

min{(a—1)(1-¢),1} .

Observe that if @ < 1, then the Player-L strategy guarantees at most n

that min{a, 1-¢} < (é%i) (a+1)fora < 1. If @ > 1, then the Player-L strategy guarantees at n

This follows from the fact that we can batch Player-P’s plays into n®~! batches of size n with at most n!~#

preserved signs in each batch. Similarly, min{(e —1)(1 —¢),1} < (g) (@ + 1). Thus, applying Theorem 3.1

with y = ﬁ gives the desired result.

The second statement follows from Theorem 3.2 by setting o, 5 = 1. [

A.2 Deferred Proofs for Section 3.1

Lemma A.1. At the end of every round ¢ € [T]:

o The following inequality holds:

2,

pEP

D 1ips = plle, = p)

selt]

< Z Ibias,(c, G)|.
c,G
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e For any cell ¢ of an instance G; j; (fori+ 1 < j<i+h)

[-1,M] if cell ¢ contains a plus
bias(c, G; j;) € {[-M, 1] if cell ¢ contains a minus

[-1,1] if cell ¢ is empty
where M =2/ + 1.

Proof of Lemma A.1. Proof is by induction on ¢. Assume the statements hold for t = k. Inround ¢ = k + 1,
one of “bias removal” (i.e., some if statement in Line 7 holds) or “bias placement” (i.e., some if statement
in Line 15 hold) occurs. If bias removal occurs, then we will show below that }’. ; |bias(c, G)| decreases
by |(ex+1 — pr+1)l, and peP |Z sefr 1ps = pl(es — p)| decreases by the same amount. No signs are updated
for any cells of the game instances. Thus, both statements hold in this case. To ensure that these quantities
actually decrease, we need to make sure that e;.; — pr+1 has opposite sign of bias(¢, G), where (¢, G) is
the tuple which causes that if statement on Line 7 to evaluate to True. Supposing that ¢ < ¢ and writing
G = G, j;, then we can check:

2c+2+1 2c+1
2i+1 - 2i+1

pr = prob(c, s, G jy) < <e,

where we have used that ¢ = cell(i, j, e;). Similarly, we see that p, > ¢, in the event that ¢ > c.

If bias placement occurs instead, then 3}, ;|bias(c,G)| increases by |(exr1 — prs1)l
2 peP |Zs€[t] Ilps = pl(es — p)| increases by at most |(ex+1 — pi+1)|- If no simulateGame call is made, then
the second statement remains true by the inductive hypothesis, since no signs of the game are updated. If a
simulateGame call is made, then signs get removed. Note that necessarily bias(c, G; j;) € [~1, 1] for those
signs, otherwise bias removal would have occurred instead. This completes the proof.

Our next objective is to bound the number of calls of the form simulateGame(c, G) for each instance G. For
a fixed instance G, given a transcript of simulateGame calls, we construct a reduced transcript as follows:
for any two consecutive calls to cells ¢ and ¢’ respectively, we can delete the call to cell ¢ if ¢’ > ¢ and
Player-L placed a minus sign or if ¢ < ¢’ and Player-L placed a plus sign. This is because the call to ¢
only reduces the number of signs preserved at the end of the game. Therefore we can wlog assume that
consecutive simulateGame preserve the sign placed in the first call.

Lemma A.2. For any cell ¢ of an instance G; j;, there are at least 2/-1 timesteps between every call to
simulateGame(c, G; j;) (in the reduced transcript).

Proof. Consider a cell ¢’ in instance G;; where j° < j and interval(c’,G; ;) = interval(c,G; ;). We
first show that between any two consecutive calls to simulateGame(c, G; j;), the algorithm must also call
simulateGame(c’, G; ;) for all such ¢’. After the first call to simulateGame(c,G; ), the next call to
simulateGame in the same instance must be for a cell in a direction that preserves the sign in cell ¢ (since
we are considering the reduced transcript as discussed above). Since cell ¢ must be empty for the second
simulateGame(c, G; ;) call to happen, at some point later on there must be a move on the opposite side,
which deletes the sign in cell c¢. In particular, we see that a cell to the left and right of cell ¢ of the same
instance must have been played. In turn, in order to play such a cell to the left or right of ¢ in G; j; on some
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round ¢, the if statement in Line 7 must evaluate to False for values j* < j on round ¢: thus, letting ¢’ be the
cell in G; j; so that interval(c’, G; j ;) = interval(c, G; j;), we must have that bias(c’, G; ;) € [-1, 1] during
such a round.

Thus, for the second simulateGame(c,G;;;) call to happen, the algorithm must also call
simulateGame(c’, G; ) for all such ¢’ a sufficiently large number of times so that |bias(c’, G; j7 ;)| increases
from 1 to 2/, This requires at least 2/ — 27 > 2/~ timesteps for each j’. Thus, the total time spent is lower
bounded by 1 + ¥ ;,.;2/ 71 > 2771, n

Corollary A.3 (of Lemma A.2). For any instance G; j;, there are at most 2771 calls to simulateGame for
that instance. Therefore, the total number of preserved signs in the instance is at most opt(2/, 27/+1),

Proof. For a cell ¢ of an instance G; j,, it takes 2/ timesteps before the first simulateGame call for that cell.
This is due to the fact that simulateGame calls must also happen at the lower levels j/ < j. Therefore, to-
gether with Lemma A.2, we can conclude there are 2/~! timesteps between simulateGame calls in instance
Gi j;. Thus, there are at most 277+ calls since T = 27. [ |

Lemma A.4. For each i, the number of distinct intervals in the 2,%—discretization that get played by the

algorithm is at most O(min{2’,27~"~1}). Consequently, the number of distinct probability values predicted
by the algorithm is bounded by O(min{2’, pr-h=iyy,

Proof. Let n be the number of intervals in the 2,%—discretization that get played by the algorithm. By design
of Algorithm 1, at least n/2 intervals in the %—discretization must have been played. In turn, in order to play
an interval in the %-discretization we need that, at level i’ := i — 1, the corresponding cell ¢ for instance
Gy iv4n, (for some [ € {0, 1}) must satisfy |bias(c, Gy j+n1)| = 2W+=I" = 2k Since bias(c, Gy +h) Can grow
by at most 2~ each time step, it takes 2"*" time steps for its bias to grow to 2. Thus the total number of
time steps during which the /2 intervals in the %—disoretization were increasing their biases (for instances
Gy jr+n,) towards 2" is at least 3- M+ < T =27, Using i/ =i — 1, we see that n < 027",

It is also immediate that n < 2! = O(2/), thus completing the proof. [

Lemma A.5. The total expected calibration error is bounded by

DT 2k opi2’,27) +2%T—%]

i<t—h j<i+h

0]

Nzote that setting 4 = 3 and assuming the trivial sign player for SPR, we can upper bound the expression by
25 which is T2/3.

Proof. For p € [0, 1], let n, denote the number of times Algorithm 1 played p over the T time steps. It is
straightforward (see [Har23]) that the calibration error can be upper bounded by:

O[Z D lp=pl(e—p)|+ ) \/@]

PEP |te[T] peP

We refer to the first term in the above sum as the “bias error” and the second term as the “variance error”.
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By Lemma A.4, we know the number of distinct probability values in the %—discretization predicted by
Algorithm 1 is bounded by O(min{2/,27"~7}) for each i. Thus, the total number of distinct probability
values predicted by the algorithm is bounded as follows:

.
Pl < )" O(min{2!,271)) < 0(2%).
i=1
Hence, by concavity, the variance error may be bounded as follows: 3’ ,cp \11, < VIP|-T < O (2%7_%).

By Lemma A.1 and Corollary A.3, the total contribution of bias to calibration is at most 2/~"opt(2/,27~/*1) +
min{2¢, 27"~} for each (i, j) level. Note that opt(n, 2s) < 20pt(n, 5), so opt(2/,27/*1) < 2. opt(2},277/).
Adding the preceding bound on the bias up across levels gives the desired bound on calibration error. [

We are now ready to prove Theorem 3.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Recall that we write 7 = log T. In Lemma A.5, we showed that for a fixed parameter
h, Algorithm 1 guarantees a total expected calibration error bound of

i . s § _&
0 Z Z 2i-iopt(2i, 27y 4 2374

i<T—h j<i+h

Define «; ; = T%j, and note that, by our assumption in Theorem 3.1, opt(2/,277/) = opt(2/,2/®) < Cy -
20f(@ij)  Then 2/~lopt(2/,2777) < Cy - pr-ilaij+1=f(@ij)  From the constraints of the summation Jj<i+h,we
see that i > J;fl Thus, every term in the summation is upper bounded by

LJ

CO . 2T—( #_]:1 )([Z,"j-l-l—f(d,',j))
which simplifies to
Sl j) _
Co - 2h+( aj 4T )(T ") < Cp - 2ah),
Thus, total calibration error is upper bounded by 2+ (= 4 2371, Setting h = (%) -7 obtains the desired
result. |

A.3 Deferred proofs for Section 3.2

Proof Overview. To prove Theorem 3.2, it suffices to show that with probability at least 1 — o(1),
Algorithm 2 terminates in fewer than T timesteps and when it does, calerr(T) > mf/4 > QT B+D/(+2)y
where m is the number of preserved signs in the sign preservation game.

e To bound the number of timesteps that Algorithm 2 takes, we will use calibration error as a potential
function. In short epochs, i.e., epochs whose length is less than 27°/3n®, calibration error will increase
by no more than the fixed amount 46 (see Corollary A.10).!° In longer epochs, calibration error will
decrease by an amount proportional to the length of the epoch (see Corollary A.11). Since we can bound
the cumulative increase of the calibration error over all epochs, we can also bound the total length of all
long epochs (see Lemma A.12).

10Tn fact, Corollary A.10 shows that this upper bound on the increase of calibration error holds for all epochs.
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e We will show, inductively, that at the end of each epoch, if m is the current number of preserved signs
of the sign preservation game, then calerr(7) > mé/4. This follows from sign placement Condition 1 or
Condition 2 above when the epoch ends. We additionally need to argue that the calibration error did not
decrease below the required amount. This will follow from Lemma A.9 and the fact that if a sign is not
removed by the choice of the current cell, then the error associated with the sign is in a direction that will
not be reduced in expectation during the epoch.

To give the formal proof, we split the predictions of the forecaster into two groups, as follows. Let i € [n] be
the cell chosen by Player-P in epoch r. A prediction p, during epoch r is said to be truthful if p, lies in 1.
Otherwise the prediction is considered untruthful. Moreover, we remark that we may assume a < 2 without
loss of generality: since certainly 8 < 1, whenever @ > 2 we have % < 1/2, and a lower bound of Q(T'/?)
on calibration error is already known [FV98]. Since we ignore constant factors, we may also assume that
T is larger than some constant T (perhaps depending on a, 8). In the following subsections, we separately
analyze the truthful and untruthful predictions.

A.3.1 Truthful predictions

Lemma A.6 (restated version of Lemma 11 of [QV21]). For any fixed epoch j € [n®] which ends at some
time step fy € [T], the probability that the number of truthful predictions during epoch j is greater than
T/2n" and 3 pepnr, |Eq(P)| < 6 + 1 is at most T~2 = o(1/T).

Summary of proof in [QV21]. Suppose cell i € [n] is played during epoch j. [QV21] decompose the
set of truthful predictions during epoch j into 162In7 blocks, each with at least m := 7/(324n%InT)
predictions that fall into Z;. Then they show that conditioning on the bits and predictions before each
block, the probability that ) ,epnr, |E/(p)| remains less than 6 at all rounds 7 in the block is at most
1 — 37*. Thus, after the 1621n T blocks, the probability that 3 pepnr; |E«(p)| remains less than 6 is at most
(1-374H162InT < p=2InT — 72 35 claimed by the lemma. To show the constant probability guarantee within
each block, they partition the probabilities into 4 sets P, ..., P4 based on how far they are from u; +6 where
6 = 1/(10+/m). Finally they use the fact that the outcome of the m/4 timesteps that fall into one of these
sets follows a binomial distribution Bin(m/4, i) and apply an anti-concentration bound that follows from
Berry-Esseen theorem to get the desired result. See [QV21] for further details. [

A.3.2 Untruthful predictions

For a fixed cell i, let ¥,(i) denote the total “negative calibration error” in cells to the right of i and “positive
calibration error’” in cells to the left of i. That is,

= Y Em+ ), Ep)

pePN[0,;) pePN[r;,1]

We will refer to the summation on the left as P/ (i) and the one on the right as ¥; (/). Observe that for any i

calerr(t) = &,() + ¥i() + Y |Ep)
pEPﬂ]i

When the forecaster makes an untruthful prediction during an epoch during which Player-P is playing cell
i, A(r) := @,(i) — ¥,(i) increases in expectation by at least 1/(6n).
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A key difference between our algorithm and the one proposed in [QV21] lies in the flexibility of epoch
length. The latter sets a fixed epoch length and shows that if half the timesteps are spent making untruthful
predictions, then the calibration error is either large initially or significantly enlarged by these untruthful
predictions.

In more detail, [QV21] argue using a concentration inequality that, since At = @,(i) — W;(i) increases in
expectation by at least 1/6n for each untruthful predictions, after m untruthful predictions, A; would have
increased by at least m/12n with high probability. This increment translates to either an increase in ®,(i) or
a decrease in W,(i). Given that the calibration error is at least as large as either of these terms, then it was ei-
ther already large or increased significantly. Their algorithm terminates afterwards. In contrast, Algorithm 2
continues the sign preservation game to achieve even more calibration error. This complicates the analy-
sis somewhat since in future rounds the adversary might erase error built from untruthful predictions. To
overcome this challenge, we argue that as long as we place signs based on the direction of the error change
resulting from the untruthful predictions (i.e., per Line 15 of Algorithm 2), if those signs are never removed
in the sign preservation game, then the error from the untruthful predictions are not removed.

Lemma A.7 (Parameters). For the parameters n, 6 set in Line 1 of Algorithm 2, we have 6 > Q(lnz(T) -n)

T
and 6 < e

Proof. Note that n%*? = lniT, meaning that n = /m Since 8 = Q(VT/(n®In(T))), we see that
6/n > Q(n*(T)).
To see the second inequality, we compute

1 T T

on = . < .
"TT1440 e T e T

Lemma A.8 below is analogous to Lemma 10 of [QV21].

Lemma A.8 (Epochs with lots of untruthful predictions). Fix an epoch in Algorithm 2 with m > T/(6n%)
untruthful predictions made during the epoch. Suppose cell i € [n] is played by Player-P during this epoch.
The probability that ®,(i) — ¥,(i) increases by less than % during the epoch is at most o(1/T).

Proof of Lemma A.8. This proof is similar to the proof of Lemma 10 in [QV21] but with different param-
eters. Let A, = ®,(i) — ¥,(i). Whenever an untruthful prediction is made (i.e a probability outside 7; is
predicted), A, is incremented by at least Q(1/n) in expectation. To see this, suppose that the forecaster pre-
dicts p, < I; at time step 7. Then, the expected increment in A, (conditioned on the history prior to step ¢ and
py) is given by

E [A, — At—l:l =E[-E(p) + Ei-1(p)]

= E[m(p;) = mi—1(p9)] = pi - E[n:(pr) = ni—1(ps)]

* * 1
=Hp TPz =
Moreover, the increment A, - A,_ 1 is always bounded between —1 and 1. A similar computation shows that
whenever a prediction p; > r; is made, the increment A, - A,_ 1 is also bounded between —1 and 1 and has
expectation p; — 7 > r; — 7 = %.
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Let 1y, t; denote the first and last time steps of the present epoch, respectively. Let t, € [fo, ¢ ] be the timestep
when the forecaster makes the m-th prediction that falls outside 7;. We will prove that A,z - Am_l > 1’"%
with high probability. A, — A,,—; can be written as a sum of m random variables X;, X», ..., X, satisfying
that for each j € [m]: (1) X; € [~1,1] almost surely; (2) E [leXl,Xz, .. ,Xj_l] > %. Then, by the
Azuma-Hoeffding inequality (Theorem A.15), it holds that

n ~ m m T
Pr|de = Ao-1 < E] = exp (_ 288n2) = exp (_Q(n2+“ ))
< exp(-Q(In*(T))) = o(1/T),

where the final inequality uses - = In>(T") > In?(T’), by definition of n in Line 1 of Algorithm 2. [

n(!
Lemma A.9 (Epochs with few untruthful predictions). Consider any epoch in Algorithm 2, and suppose

that cell i € [n] is played by Player-P during this epoch. The probability that ®,(i) — ¥,(i) decreases by more
than 6/4 during the epoch is at most o(1/T).

Proof of Lemma A.9. The proof follows the same argument as to Lemma A.8, with the exception of the final
step. Fixing an epoch which starts at timestep #p and ends at timestep ?;, the distribution of (®;, (i) - ¥, (1)) -
(Dsy—1(0) = ¥4y—1(7)) is the same as the distribution of the sum X; + - -- + X,,,, where X1, ..., X,, € [-1, 1] are
random variables with E[X; | Xi,...,X;_1] > % for each j € [m]. Then Theorem A.15 gives that

S 0 1 m 0 2 m 02
;Xj<—zlfexp(—%(@+z) )SE:XP(_Q(E-F%)) (27)

< exp(-Q(n’ 7)) = o(1/7),

Pr

where the final inequality uses Lemma A.7 to conclude that 6% /n? > Q@n* 7). [ |

Corollary A.10. For each epoch, the probability that calerr increases by more than 46 during the epoch is
at most o(1/7).

Proof of Corollary A.10. Consider any epoch and let i € [n] be the cell played by Player-P during this epoch.
Then at each time step 7, we have calerr(r) = ©,(i) + Yi()) + X pepnr, [E(P) = 20,() + (F:()) — ©,()) +
2pepnr; |E«(p)l. By the sign-placement Conditions 1 and 2, the first term increases by at most 26 and the
last term increases by at most 6 during the epoch. By Lemma A.9, the middle term increases by at most 6/4
during the epoch with probability 1 — o(1/T). Thus, with probability 1 — o(1/T), calerr(¢) increases by at
most 14—3 - 0 < 40 during the epoch. |

Corollary A.11. Fix an epoch j € [n®], let m be the number of untruthful predictions during epoch j, and
_m_

suppose m > T/(6n®). The probability that calerr decreases by less than (73, —26) during epoch j is at most
o(1/T).

Proof. Lemma A.8 gives that ®,(i) — (i) increases by more than 3. during epoch j with probability
1 —o(1/T). The first term, ®,(i), increases by at most 6 during epoch j due to the sign placement stopping
Condition 2. Thus, ¥;(i) must decrease by at least 5. — 6 during epoch j. The sign placement Condition
1 gives that ¥ ,cpnr, |E/(p)| can increase by at most 6 during epoch j. Using that calerr(r) = @,(i) + ¥;(i) +
Y. pernr; |E«(p)| for each timestep 7, we see that calerr(r) must decrease by at least 5. — 26 during epoch j
with probability at least 1 — o(1/T). [ |
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Lemma A.12. Algorithm 2 finishes all epochs with probability at least 1 — o(1).

Proof. By Corollary A.10, the calibration error calerr increases by at most 46 during each epoch with prob-
ability at least 1 — o(1/T). Given that the total number of epochs n® is less than 7', the cumulative increase
in calerr over all epochs is at most 46 - n with probability of 1 — o(1). (Formally, by “cumulative increase”
we mean the sum of the increase in calibration error over all epochs in which it does not decrease.)

Let us denote the number of time steps in epoch j as m;, which can be written as the sum of the number
of truthful predictions during epoch j (which we denoted by A;) and the number of untruthful predictions
during epoch j (which we denote by B;). By Lemma A.6, A; < T//2n® with probability at least 1 — o(1/T).
Here we use the fact that, for ¢ denoting the last timestep of epoch j, if 3 ,cpnr, [E/ (p)l = 6 + 1, then epoch
j would in fact have ended prior to #; since sign placement Condition 1 would have been satisfied prior to
t1. Consequently, with probability at least 1 — o(1), the sum of A; over all epochs j € [n¥] does not exceed
T/2.

By Corollary A.11, if B; > T/(6n®), then calerr(r) decreases by at least B;/12n — 26 during epoch j. Since
calibration error is a nonnegative quantity and (as we showed above) its cumulative increase is at most 49-n®
with probability 1 — o(1), the following inequality holds with probability 1 — o(1):

n(Y
B; T
——9-11(3~z—)s49- @,
i 12 /= Gne "

J

# -0 TZW for sufficiently large T (Lemma A.7), the above inequality implies that the sum

2 % -I(B; > T/(6n")) is less than 46 - n®. In turn, since we have a < 2,

Since

on® < - T2 al2 _ 1 T2 el@d < o7/ log T,

~ flogT vlog T

for for sufficiently large 7" we have 86n® < T /6. Thus, with probability 1 — o(1) and for sufficiently large T,
wehave X2 B; < T/6 + X', B;-1(B; > T/(6n")) < T/2.

Summarizing, we have shown that with probability at least 1 —o(1), the total length of all epochs (i.e., 3. ;m;)
is bounded above by T. [

The following lemma is analogous to Lemma 12 of [QV21].

Lemma A.13. The following statement holds with probability 1 — o(1). Fix a cell i € [n] containing a sign
placed at some time £y (i.e., fo is the last timestep of some epoch). For any timestep ¢ > #y, if the sign in cell
i is still preserved at time ¢, the following holds: ®; (i — 1) — CI>,+0(i — 1) > —0/4 if the sign is a minus, and
O, (i+1) -0, (i + 1) > —6/4 if the sign is a plus.

Proof. Without loss of generality, assume the sign is a minus. Let P* := {p € [I;,1] : E,(p) > 0}. Then
O (i~ 1) = ¥ ep+ E«(p). For any timestep ¢ > to that the sign remains preserved, then by the rules of
the sign preservation game, the cell played by the adversary must be bounded above by i — 1. Thus, the
outcomes (per Line 9 of Algorithm 2) are Bernoulli random variables with expectation bounded above by
;i — %. Note that /; — % <p- é for all p € P*. Thus, each prediction of any p € P* increases @/ (i — 1) by
at least 1/6n in expectation. Let X1,..., X, € [-1, 1] be random variables denoting these increases, so that
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E[X; | X1,...,Xj-1] > %. Then by applying the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality (Theorem A.15), we see that

2 2
Z X; < —9/4} < exp(—%(% + g) ) < exp(—Q(% + %))

Jj€lm]

Pr

< exp(=Q(In2 T)) = o(1/T2),

where the final inequality uses Lemma A.7 to conlclude that 6% /n? > Qn*(T)). Taking a union bound over
all possible values of #) and ¢, we see that with probability 1 — o(1), for any choice of i, f, ¢ as in the lemma
statement, @ (i — 1) — @; (i — 1) > —6/4 with probability 1 — o(1). [

Lemma A.14. The following statement holds with probability at least 1 —o(1). Fix any epoch r and suppose
that it ends at time 7. Moreover suppose that cell i € [n] is played by Player-P during epoch r, and let
left and n;'ght be the number of preserved plus signs at all locations to the left of i (inclusive) and minus
signs to the right of i (inclusive), respecitvely, at the end of epoch r. Then ®; (i + 1) > n',eft - (6/4) and

F(i— 1) = a9 (0/4)

n

Proof. The proof follows by strong induction on r and Lemma A.12. The base case r = 0 is immediate.
Now assume that the statement of the lemma holds for some epoch r. We’ll show that it holds at epoch
r+ 1. Let ¢t € [T] denote the final timestep of epoch r + 1. Consider the cell i which is played by Player-P in
Algorithm 2 during epoch r + 1. We consider two cases:

Case 1. Suppose epoch r + 1 ended due to sign placement Condition 1, i.e., 3’ ,cpnr; |E:(p)| > 6. Without
loss of generality, assume a minus sign was placed, which means that 3. ,cpn7, Ef (p) > 6/2 (by Line 13
of Algorithm 2). (The case of a plus sign being placed is entirely symmetric.) Let j > i denote the first
cell to the right of cell i that already has a sign by the beginning of epoch r + 1. (If there is no such
j» then n"9" = 0 and there is nothing to prove.) This sign was placed in cell j after an earlier epoch
r" < r+ 1 that ended at some time ¢, prior to beginning of epoch r + 1. By the inductive hypothesis,
(Dfr, (G- = n;',ght -(6/4) = (nrlght —1)-(0/4). By Lemma A.13, since the sign in cell j is still preserved until

r+l1

the end of epoch r + 1, ® (j — 1) = @}, (j — 1) = —6/4. Finally, since

Ori= 1) > @ (G- = OG-+ BG-D+ > Ef(p).
pePNI;

it follows that @; (i — 1) > nf" - (6/4).

Case 2. Now suppose epoch r + 1 ended due to sign placement Condition 2: in particular, letting the first
time step of epoch r + 1 be denoted #, we have ®,(i) — O, _1(7) > 6. Again, without loss of generality, we
may assume a minus sign is placed, i.e @/ (i) — <I>;;_ (D) > 6/2 (Line 15 of Algorithm 2). As in the first case,
let j > i denote the first cell to the right of cell i that already has a sign by the beginning of epoch r + 1;
suppose this cell was placed in an earlier epoch 7" < r + 1 that ended at some time #,» < #o. By the inductive
hypothesis, ®;,(j - 1) > " 6/4) = (n;'f'l“ —1)-(6/4). By Lemma A.13, since the sign in cell j is still

preserved until the end of epoch r, @} _ (r) — @}, (j) > ~6/4. Finally, since

Of (i — 1) 2 O] () 2(P7 () — Oy ;) + Dy (G— 1)

to—1 to—1

=(®F (i) — ®F_, () + (@} _,(j— 1) = B, (j — D) + &}, (j— ),
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it follows that ®; (i—1) > n;igrft -(6/4), as desired. We remark that the second inequality in the above display

uses thati < j — 1. u

Proof of Theorem 3.2. By Lemma A.14 applied at the final epoch, we may conclude that with probability at
least 1—o(1), the calibration error is at least the #/4 times half the number of preserved signs (in particular, at
any epoch r, either n;ight or n'*" must be at least half of the number of preserved signs). By our assumption on
the strategy for Player-P, the expected number of signs remaining is at least Q(r?) = Q(1#/©@*?). Recalling

that § = Q(TY?n~2/%) = Q(T'/(@*2) we see that the expected calibration error is Q(T%). [ |

A.4 Concentration inequality

We state the following corollary of the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality for submartingales, for convenience:

Theorem A.15 (Azuma-Hoeffding inequality; Lemma 13 of [QV21]). Suppose that the random vari-
ables Xi,..., X, satisfy the following for each ¢ € [m]: (a) X; € [-1, 1] almost surely, and (b) E[X; |
X1,...,X;—1] = u. Then for any ¢ < mu, we have

m _ 2
ZX, Scl Sexp(—%).

=1

Pr

B Deferred proofs for Section 5

B.1 Proof of Theorem 5.1

The bulk of the proof of Theorem 5.1 is accomplished by the following lemma.

Lemma B.1. Fix T € N, €,v € (0, 1), and A € (0, 1/4]. Suppose Q € A([0, 1]7) is a distribution satisfying
the following properties:

e With probability 1 over (g1, ...,q7) ~ Q, for all t € [T] we have ¢,(1 — g;) = v.

e Forallt € [T], all ¢}, € [0,1], and all p € [0, 1],

Pr [Vs > 1, sign(p —qy) = sign(p —q0) | g1 = q’l;,] > € (28)

q1.7~Q
e Forall p € [0,1], [{t: |p — q:l < A}| < A=2 with probability 1 over g;.7 ~ Q.

Then, any forecaster suffers expected calibration error of at least Q(eAv - T') against the adversarial sequence
X1, ..., X7 defined by sampling ¢;.7 ~ Q and drawing X; ~ Ber(g,) independently for each ¢ € [T].

Using Lemma B.1, the proof of Theorem 5.1 is immediate.
Proof of Theorem 5.1. Let P € A([n]®) be an oblivious strategy for Player-P satisfying the conditions of
Definition 5.1. We claim that the distribution Q, defined as the distribution over (¢1,...,qr) € [0,1]7

specified in Algorithm 5, given P, satisfies the requirements of Lemma B.1 for appropriate choices of €, v, A.
Since g; € [1/4,3/4] for all ¢, certainly we have ¢,(1 — g;) > v := 3/16 for all r. Moreover, since ki, ..., k;
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are distinct almost surely for (ki,..., k) ~ P, at most T'/s values among ¢y, ..., gy are equal to any fixed
value in {1/4 + i/(2n) : i € [n]}. Since the values 1/4 + i/(2n), i € [n] are separated by 1/(2n), for
A= rnin{ﬁ, Vs/T}, wehave that[{r: |[p—q/] <A} <T/s < A2 with probability 1 over g1.7 ~ Q.
Finally, the fact that the distribution # has worst-case preservation probability at least e (Definition 5.1)
implies that for all # and ¢, € [0, 17,

min {l;r [V > .u 2 411 qra = g | Br[Vu > 1.0 < g1 g1 = q’l;t]} > €,

which implies that Equation (28) holds: indeed, for any p € [0, 1], if p < g, then the event g, > ¢, for all
u > t implies that sign(p — ¢,) = sign(p — ¢;) = —1 for all u > ¢, and similarly, if p > ¢;, then the event
qu < g, for all u > ¢t implies that sign(p — q,,) = sign(p —¢q;) = 1 forall u > ¢.

Thus, Lemma B.1 gives expected calibration error of Q(eT - min{1/n, Vs/T}), as desired. [ |

B.2 Setup for proof of Lemma B.1

Fix T € N, and consider any distribution Q € A([0, 1]7) as in Lemma B.1 together with €,v € (0,1), A €
(0, 1/4]. Throughout this section and the following one, we consider the following oblivious adversary for
the calibration problem: it first samples (¢, ..., qr) ~ Q, then draws X; ~ Ber(g,) for 7 € [T], and plays the
sequence X1, ..., X7. Recall that we denote the forecasters’ predictions by py,..., pr € [0, 1] (formally, p,
is a randomized function of X1, ..., X;—1). We define the following quantities to aid in the analysis:

e Fort e [T] and p € [0, 1], define the random variable n,(p) = |[{i < t: p; = p, |p — qi|l < A}| to denote the
number of time steps i prior to ¢ the forecaster plays p when it is A-close to p;.

e For p € [0, 1], define the random variable F(p) € [T] to be F(p) := max{r € [T] : sign(p — q;) #
sign(p — g-1)}-

Construction of the potential function. To lower bound the calibration error, we use a potential-function
based argument. To construct our potential function, we define a function /4 : R — R by

AR
h(x) = { 2 |X| =

1
x| = 55 Ixl =

>l= >

and functions Rpjas : R XRs9 = R, Ryar : RXR59 — R by

Rojas(x, @) := max{(a — €/3) - x,€x/3},  Ryar(x,m) := 1—62h(x) + %mAzlxl. (29)

and a function R : R?> — R by

R(x,a,m) = Rpjas(x. @) + Ryar(x,m) = max{(a — €/3) - x, ex/3} + I—Zh(x) + I—ZmA2|x|. (30)
Note that, whenever a > 2¢/3, we equivalently have
Rojas(x, @) = max{x,0} - a — = - |x. 31)

3
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Let the history up to time ¢ be the tuple H; := (p14, g1, X1:4—1). With a slight abuse of notation, we will
sometimes write H; ~ Q to denote the process which draws g1, ~ Q, draws X;,_1 from the appropriate
Bernoulli distributions, and applies the forecaster’s algorithm to produce p;.. Note that for any p € [0, 1],
the random variables E,_;(p), n,—1(p) are measurable with respect to H,, and that E(p), n,(p) are measurable
with respect to (H;, X;). Our potential functions ¥,(p; H;), ®,(p; H;) (for t € [T], p € [0, 1]) are defined
below:

O,(p; Hy) = R(E;—1(p) - sign(p — q,), Pr[F(p) < 1] q1.4), ni-1(p)) (32)

VYi(p; (Hy, X1)) = R(E((p) - sign(p — q1), Pr[F(p) < 1] q1.4], m(p)) (33)
To simplify notation, we omit the dependence of ®, on H, and of ¥; on (H,, X;); that is, we will write
®,(p) = O(p; H;) and ¥((p) = ¥:(p; (H;, X))).

Overall, we will show that the expected calibration error is lower bounded by 3. ,c(0.11 E[¥7(p)] (in
Lemma B.5); to lower bound this latter quantity, we will argue in two steps: namely, for each ¢, we have

emma B.3

L . Lemma B.4
DUEWMI 2 ) B0+ QA > ) B+ Q). (34)

pel0.1] pel0.1] pel0.1]

B.2.1 Proof of Lemma B.1

Recall the definition of R(x,a,m) in Equation (30). First, we establish some basic properties of R in the
below lemma; the proof is deferred to the end of the section.

Lemma B.2. Leta > e and m € [0, ﬁ]. Let x € R and let Y be a random variable such that E[Y] > x. Then,

E[R(Y,a,m)] — R(x,a,m) > e(E[Y] — x)/6 .
If further Y is supported on [-A~!, A~1], then,

eELY] - x)  eAVar(Y)

E[R(Y,a,m)] — R(x,a,m) > 6 7

Recall the definitions of the potential functions ¥,(p), ®,(p) in Equations (32) and (33), respectively. Using
Lemma B.2, we may now lower bound ¥,(p) in terms of @,(p).

Lemma B.3. Fix any ¢t € [T] and p € [0, 1]. Then with probability 1 over H; ~ @, we have
eAv
E[Y:(p) | H:] = ©«(p) = 1[p: = p]- =3

Proof. Fix t, p as in the lemma statement and consider any choice of history H, = (p1., 1.1, X1:4-1). From
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definition of R(x, a, m) (Equation (30)):

Yi(p) — ©«(p) = R(E((p) sign(p — q1), Pr[F(p) < 1] q1.4], m(p))
— R(E;-1(p)sign(p — g), Pr{F(p) < ] q1.], ne-1(p))
= R(E(p) sign(p — q1), Pr[F(p) < 1] q1:], ni-1(p))
= R(Er-1(p) sign(p — q:), Pr[F(p) < t| q1:], m-1(p))
L (mp) - n-1(p)eA’|E(p)|

35
2 (35)
= R(E(p) sign(p — q), PIIF(p) < 1] q1:4],n-1(p))
— R(E;-1(p) sign(p — q1), Pr[F(p) < 1] q1.4], ni-1(p))
1[p, = - q,| < AleA*|E
L 1P =p.lp = gl < AleATIE(p) (36)
12
We would like to take conditional expectation conditioned on H,. Notice that
(Ei(p) = Er-1(p)) - sign(p — g;) = (p = Xp)L[p; = p] - sign(p — q,) .
Consequently,
E[E/(p)sign(p — 1) | H] =E;—1(p) sign(p — q,) + (p — q)L[p; = p]sign(p — q:)
=Ei_1(p) sign(p — q) +p — q:l1[p; = p] (37)
and due to the assumption that g;(1 — ¢;) > v with probability 1,
Var[Ei(p) sign(p — q1) | Hi] = Var[X; | H/]1[p; = p] 2 v1[p: = p]. (38)

We will apply Lemma B.2 to the random variable Y = E/(p) - sign(p — ¢;) with distribution given by Q
conditioned on gy, x set to E,_1(p) - sign(p — ¢q;), a set to Pr[F(p) <t | q1.], and m set to n,_;(p). We have
m € [0, 1/A?] by assumption in the statement of Lemma B.1, and moreover a > € almost surely over the
draw of H; ~ @Q, since Equation (28) can be rephrased as stating that Prq [F(p) ¢ {t+ 1,...,T} | q14] = €,
almost surely over the draw of H,. Finally, Equation (37) gives that E[Y] > x. Therefore, we may now
compute

E [\Pt(P) - Du(p) | Ht]
S e(E[E/(p)sign(p — q,) | H{] — E;—1(p) sign(p — q;))

- 6
+ 1lp; = pILE,—1(p)| < A~ = 1]Var[E,(p) sign(p — q,) | H,]eA
24
N 1p: = p.Ip — qi| < AleA> E[|E/(p)| | H]
12
—q|  1E_1(p) <A —1lveA  1[lp - g/l < AleA’ E[|IE(p)| | H,
> 11, = p) (A2 AN = AT~ Thvel Tlip— gl < Aleh BIIE (] t]) 9

where the first inequality uses Lemma B.2 (in the manner described above) together with Equation (36) and
the fact that if |[E,_;(p)| < A~'—1 then |E,(p)| < A™', and the second inequality uses Equations (37) and (38).
We will analyze the last two terms in the above expression. Notice that

|E(p)l = L[|E(p)| = A~ =2](A™" =2) > 1[IE_1(p)l = A = 1](A7! - 2).
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Consequently,
E[Ep) | H]]l > L[E1(p)l =A™ = 11(A7" - 2).

Hence,

LIE (I <A™ — 1]veA | Tllp — g/l < AleA” BIE,(p)] | H]
24 12
, LB < A7 - 1lveA | Tllp - gl < AleA’TIE, 1 (p)| = A~ — 1A - 2)
- 24 12
. (veA 1[lp - q/| < AleA*(A™! - 2)
> R
= mm( 24 12

. [veA eA* (AT -2)
> 1flp — g < Al mln(ﬁ, T)
. [veA eA(l —2A)
= — < - - @z
Ilp —qi < A]rmn( TR B )

S 1lp — gl < AleAv

= 24 b
where the final inequality uses that A < 1/4 and v < 1. Combining the above display with Equation (39),
we derive that

6 24
eAl[|p — g > A] N 1[lp — q:| < AleAv
6 24

— ¢ ]l — s _A A
E[\P,(p)—cbt(p)m,]zn[pt=p](€"’ ail , Lllp ~ gl < Ale V)

le[pt=p](

€Av
>1 = p]l—,
2 Llp = pl—;
as desired. ]
Lemma B.4. Fix any 0 <t < T — 1 and p € [0, 1]. Then with probability 1 over H; ~ Q, we have

E[®:1(p) | H, Xl > Wi(p) -

Proof. Fix t, p as in the lemma statement and consider any choice of history Hyi1 = (P1:s+1,q1:1+1, X1:1)- Re-
call (from Equation (30)) that R(x, a, m) = Rpjas(X, @) + Ryar(x, m), and note that Ryar(x, m) = Ryar(—x, m) for
all x, m. Moreover, by assumption (in the statement of Lemma B.1) we have that Prq [F(p) < 7| q1./] > € and
Prg[F(p) <t+ 1| q1.4+1] > € almost surely over the draw of ¢;..+1 ~ Q, which implies, using Equation (31)
together with the fact that |E(p) sign(p — g+1)| = |E«(p) sign(p — g;)|, that

@11(p) — Yi(p) = R(E(p) sign(p — g+1), PrF(p) <t + 1| qr:411, 14(p))
— R(E(p) sign(p — q,), Pr[F(p) < t| q1.4], n:(p))
= max{E;(p) sign(p — qr+1), O} Pr(F(p) <1+ 1| q1:1+1]
— max{E(p) sign(p — q;), 0} Pr[F(p) < 1] q1.] . (40)

We claim that

max{E;(p) sign(p — q;+1),0} - Pr[F(p) <t + 1| q1.141]
> max{E(p) sign(p — q;),0} - Pr[F(p) < t] q1.:141]. 41)

To establish Equation (41) we consider the following two cases depending on sign(p — ¢q;), sign(p — q;+1):
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Case 1: sign(p — g;) = sign(p — gs+1). In this case F(p) # t + 1 with probability 1 conditioned on g1..1,
consequently

max{E;(p) sign(p — g;+1), 0} Pr[F(p) <t + 1] q1.441]
= max{E;(p) sign(p — q;), 0} Pr[F(p) < t | g1:+1]

Case 2: sign(p — ¢q;) # sign(p — q;+1)- In this case, Pr[F(p) < t| q1.++1] = 0, consequently

max{E;(p) sign(p — gi+1), 0} Pr{F(p) <t + 1| 141120
= max{E;(p) sign(p — q,), 0} Pr[F(p) < 1] q1.41] .
Hence Equation (41) is established, and we conclude, using Equations (40) and (41), that
E[®n1(p) - ¥i(p) | Hy, Xi]
> E| max{E,(p) sign(p - ), 0} PrLF(p) < 1| gr.1s1]
— max{E(p) sign(p - q,), 0} PrLF(p) < | qu.1] | Hy, X
= max{E(p)sign(p — ¢:),0} - (E[Pr{F(p) < 1| q1:01] | He, Xi] = Pr[F(p) < | q141) = 0,

where the final equality uses the tower law for conditional expectation, i.e.,

Pr[F(p) <t|qi:] =Pr[F(p) <t|H, X1 = E[Pr[F(p) <t| qi4+11 | Hi. X¢].

Using the above lemmas, we can lower bound the expected calibration error:

Lemma B.5. For any p € [0, 1], we have

A
E[Er(p)]] > % E

T
D 1ipi = pl
t=1

Proof. Taking expectation over H, ~ Q in Lemma B.3 gives that for each ¢ € [T], p € [0, 1], we have
E[Y:(p) - ®:(p)] = E [IL[pt =p]l-: %]. Similarly, taking expectation over (H;, X;) ~ Q in Lemma B.4 gives
that for each ¢ € [T — 1], p € [0, 1], we have E[®,,;(p) — ¥,(p)] = 0. Combining these facts, summing over
t € [T1], and using the fact that @;(p) = O for all p gives that

T T-1
A
BL¥7(p)] = BLO1(p)] + Y EL¥(p) = Ou(p)] + ) El®rir(p) — ¥i(p)] = <= B

=1 t=1

T
D 1ipi=pl
t=1

Note that since n,(p) < A~2 by assumption in Lemma B.1,
¥r(p) = R(E7(p) sign(p = qr), Pr[F(p) < T, ni(p))
< R(E7(p)l. 1,A7%)

< |E7(p)| - max{l, /3} + 1—62|ET(P)| + 1—62|ET(p)|

< NET ()l
6
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Then,
6E[W(T)] 6€Av

E[lE7(p)l] > > > S E

’

T
D ipi=pl
t=1

which gives the desired result since 6/56 > 1/10. [ |

Finally, Lemma B.1 follows as a direct consequence of Lemma B.5:

Proof of Lemma B.1. We sum the lower bound of Lemma B.5 over all p € [0, 1], noting that for each
t, Yperon 1lpr = pl = 1 almost surely. This yields that the calibration error is lower bounded by

2peio, 1] ENET(PI] = T - %v, as desired. u

B.3 Proof of Theorem 1.4

Proof of Theorem 1.4. We will use Theorem 5.1 together with Lemma 6.1 to establish the existence of an
adversary with the required worst-case sign preservation probability. In particular, for some constant A to be
specified below, we consider the following parameters as a function of d € N:!!

d d
k= Ad, n:(k)2d_k, s:(k), e=27k

Let h(p) := —plog(p) — (1 — p)log(1 — p) denote the binary entropy function (here log denotes the base-
2 logarithm). For fixed A, we have ( jﬁl) = 2dhW+od)  an{ thus we can write: n = 24 \W+1-Drod) ¢ —
od-h(D+o(d) ¢ — 9=Ad_

By Lemma 6.1, there is an oblivious strategy for Player-P with n cells and s timesteps for which the worst-
case preservation probability is at least €. Thus, Theorem 5.1 gives that there is an oblivious adversary
for the calibration problem (specified in Algorithm 5) for which the expected calibration error E7 over any
number 7T € N of rounds is bounded as follows:

Er > Q(min(%, EVT_S))
We set T = n?s, which yields
logT = dh(d) +2d(h(D) + 1 — ) + o(d) = d(Bh(d) + 2 - 24) + o(d).
Thus, we may bound

log E7 >log T + loge —logn — O(1)
>logT — Ad —d(h(d) + 1 — 1) — o(d)
=log T —d(h(1) + 1) — o(d)

h() +1
=logT|1 - ———— | - 0(d).
°8 ( 3h(/l)+2—2/l) old)
There is 2 € [0, 1] (in particular, 2 =~ 0.15229) for which 1 — 3}1&()’1% > 0.543895. Thus, using this
value of A, we see that log E7 > log(T) - (0.543895 — o(1)), meaning that Ep > 7054389%5-0(1) ‘e Er >

Q.(TO'54389), u

""We omit floor/ceiling signs for simplicity, as they have essentially no impact on the proof.
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B.4 Missing proofs

Proof of Lemma B.2. Fix a,m as in the lemma statement; for simplicity, let us write R(x) = R(x, a, m). We
claim that for real numbers y > z, we have
€ —Z

mp-maz—l%—l 42)
To prove the above inequality, we first note that R(x) is increasing in x: this follows from a > € and the fact
that for x < 0, 5 -/ () + 5 -mA2d%|x| > —€/6, where we have used mA? < 1. Thus, to prove Equation (42),
it suffices to consider the cases y > z > 0 and 0 > y > z. For the case y > z > 0, Equation (42) holds since
X ih(x) + imAzlxl is increasing for x > 0 and since max{(a — €/3) - x, ex/3} = (a — €/3) - x for x > 0. For
the case 0 > y > z, we note that for x < 0, R'(x) > § —€/12 — mA%*€/12 > €/6, since |W'(x)| < 1 for all x.
This establishes Equation (42).

Applying Equation (42) with y = E[Y] and z = x, we conclude that

EY -
REY) - R(x) > G(Tx) .
Further, since R is convex, by Jensen’s inequality, E[R(Y)] > R(E Y) . Combining this fact with the above
display proves the first part of the lemma.

The second statement follows from the 1/12-strong convexity of R in [-A~!,A"!]: for any y,z €
[-A~, A7),
€Az - y)?
24 ’
where OR(y) denotes the subgradient of R at y. Consequently, almost surely,

R(z) > R(y) +0R(y) - (z—y) +

eA(Y —EY)?

R(Y)>2REXY)+0REY) - (Y-EY)+ 7

Taking expectation over Y, we get

eAVar(Y)

ER(Y) 2 RE(Y)) + —

Applying the first statement of the lemma, we obtain that
EY -
REY) - R > SEY D

Combining the last two inequalities, the result follows. [

C Deferred proofs for Section 4

Lemma C.1. For any ¢,1,,#) > 0 and p € [0, 1] for which ¢ = 1y + #;, max{zg,#;} > (1 — p)t, and 8 € [0, 1],
wehavet§+l'f§(p8+(1—p)ﬁ)-tﬁ.

Proof. The lemma follows from the fact that the function mapping x € [0, 1] to x% + (1 — x)? is increasing
for x € (0, 1/2) and decreasing for x € (1/2, 1). [ |
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Lemma C.2. For any ¢, 1, fy > 0 satisfying ¢t = fy + ¢; and 8 € [0, 1], we have t'g + t[f <28 .48

Proof. Follows immediately from Lemma C.1 with p = 1/2. [

Lemma C.3. For any A, B,C > 0 and 8 € (0, 1), the function f(p) := ACp

. . .
= Brpp 1S increasing for p € (0, p™)
1/(1-p)

and decreasing for p > p*, where p* := (%)
Proof. Tt is straightforward to check that f'(p) > 0 for p € (0, p*) and f’(p) < O for p > p*. |
Lemma C.4. Given A, B > 0, the function f(p) :== A - (1 — p)® + B - pP satisfies

max f(p) = B- ((A/B)"/1P) + ),

pel0,1]

Proof. The function f(p) is concave for p € [0, 1] with maximum at p* := m. The value of its
maximum is therefore

A-(A/BPUB + B A/B)Y1B 41

(A/Bf _p. _(A/B) = B (/BB 4 )1B,
(A/BVTH +1F ~ 7 (/B + 1P
|

Lemma C.5. For any § € [0, 1] and sequence 71, ...,# of real numbers satisfying #,.; > 2t; for each

i € [k — 1], we have

£ zl-)'g

Proof. We use induction on k, noting that the base case k = 1 is immediate since 2% — 1 < 1. To establish
the inductive step, fix £ > 1, and suppose that the conclusion of the lemma holds for k = £ — 1. Note that
tr > Zfz_ll t; by virtue of the assumption that #;,; > 2¢; for each i. Thus, we may compute

¢ \B
-1, \8 g [Ziztl t") k
itﬁ<zﬁ+( i) - 1 f +( =) | izlti)(g
LT -1 T2 -1 -1
where the second inequality uses the fact that the function p — p? + (1 — p)?/(2% - 1) is decreasing for
p € [1/2,1] (as it is concave for p € [0, 1] with a global maximum p* € [0, 1/2]). [ |

In the below lemma, we bound a quantity involving the constants Dy, Ds,D13,D14 defined in
Equations (15) to (18). Note that these quantities depend on 3, 5, though to keep notation clean we sup-
press these dependencies.

Lemma C.6. Fix any value of A € (1,2), and set 6 := 1/100. Then there is 8 € (0, 1) and & > 0 so that

Dy -(1- Diy-(1-
max{max M+pﬁ-max{D4,D5}, max M

+pP Dyt <217 43
pel0.1] 28 -1 pe[0,6/7] 28 -1 ’ ]4} “43)
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Proof. Fix A € (1,2). Note that Dy, D5, D3, D14 are still functions of 8 € (0, 1). For fixed 4, we have

max {(3/4), (1/20F + (1/4F + (1/4F [, (1 + 42/3)/4°)
lim T <1 (44)

Thus, there are constants vy > 0 and v; < 1 (depending only on 1) so that for all 5 > 1 — vy, we have
-1 — *

We bound each of the terms in the lemma statement in turn:

Bounding the first term. We observe

1+4
max{Dy, D5} < max {+—/1/3

5 (1=03F + 0 -0)/3F + M’péﬁs%‘,u {1 =py2'++ pﬁ//l}}.
Note that
lim max {L‘M max {(1 - pf2' 7 + pﬁ//l}} <1 <=1im((1 - 6)/3 + 2(1 = 6)/3F + &.
B 48 7 pels/9.1] 11

Thus, combining the above with Equation (44), we see that there is some > 0 so that so that for all
B> 1-n, we have

D
max(Dy, Ds} < (1= )/3F + Q1 =9)3F +#, <<l
Thus, for all 8 > 1 — 1, we have

Dy3-(1-pp

pgl[(f)l,)}] ST + p'g . max{D4,D5}
sn%ﬁm-a—pﬁ+«a—6v&5+@a—6v&5+fypﬁ
Pelo,

=m1—®nf+aa—®ﬁf+ﬁyﬁ i

a-p A
((1—5)/3)ﬂ+(2(1—5)/3)ﬁ+5ﬂ) +1)
(1 =0)/3F + (1 =)3F + - (WP 4 1) 7,

(45)

where the equality uses Lemma C.4 with A = v; and B = ((1 - 6)/3)? + (2(1 - 6)/3)? + 6. Recall our choice
6 := 1/100. Thus, there is some 1" > 0 so thatas longas 8> 1 —

(1 -6)/3F + (1 = 6)/3) + & < 209°0P) (46)
Indeed, Equation (46) holds because for 6 = 1/100,

lim (1 =6)/3F + @1 =8)3F + )7 <209,

Note that, as long as 1 — 8 < 11;1((1166(1))), we have

— 1+ _
(0 1 1) < exp (1 = ) - 10) < 200109

(47)
Using our choice 6 =

1/100 and combining Equations (45) to (47) gives that for all § > 1 —
min{n,n’,In(1/v1)/ In(1000)},

D13'(1_p)ﬁ 0.991
—— +pf Dy, D5} <20910P),
s — g +#maxiDy, Ds) <

In particular, for any 8 > 1 — min{n, 7/, In(1/v)/ In(1000)} there is some & > O for which the left-hand side
of the above expression is bounded above by 2! 574,
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Bounding the second term. Let

1
* ._ 18] _
p~ = argmax vi-A=pP+pf-2 =min{6/7, —— .
p€[0,6/7]{ } V}/(l B)/2 +1

We can choose 1 > 0 so that for all 8 > 1 — 7, we have p* = 6/7 and moreover
vi-(L=p*F < (1= (p*P).
Indeed, as B — 1, the left-hand side of the above expression approaches vi - (1 — p*) < 1 — p* and the

right-hand side approaches 1 — p*.

For 8 > 1 — min{vy, 7} we have D13/(2'3 — 1) < v; < 1, meaning that

—2 4P Dy < (1 =pP+pf 2+
g t P Dias max v (- pfr
=v; - (1= p*P +(p*)f - 21#

<U-@EP)+@*f -2 <2 -1 -2 -
In particular, for any 8 € (1 — minf{vy, 7}, 1), there is some £ > 0 so that the left-hand side of the above
expression is bounded above by 2!,
Summarizing, we have shown that for any value of 8 sufficiently close to 1 (but less than 1), there is some

€ > 0 so that the inequality in Equation (43) holds. [

Lemma C.7. Let 1y, ], be non-negative integers satisfying 1 < #; < |f/2] and t, < [tp/2]. Write
t=1ty+1t +1,andlet A € (1,2) be given. Then for any 8 € (0, 1),

1+44/3

Proof. Let w = 1 if tp is odd else w = 0. Write p, := /1y, so that p, < 1/2 + w/(2fy). Note also that
t=ty+1/2—-w/2+ Dato =1p - 3/2+ D2 — w/(2ty)).

_ P . (3/2— 1/(15 .
The function f(p) := % is increasing for p € (0, (%) 1 ,6’)) by Lemma C.3; in

particular, it is increasing for p € (0, 1). Hence

2t (/2= w/Qu)Y + 4
£ G2- /) + o)l

= f(p2) < f(1/2 + w/219)).

Then we have

N+ (12— w/Cy)f +A(1/2+ w/Cly)f

B 28
(1 —w/n) + A0 + w/t)
B 48
1+44/3
S,
45

where the final inequality uses that either w = 0, in which case the penultimate expression is bounded above
by 14,%’1, or else fy > 3, in which case (1 + w/t)® < (4/3)° < 4/3. -
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Lemma C.8. For any value ¢ € (0, 1), the following holds. Let #y, 1, f, be non-negative integers satisfying
1<t =|tp/2] and t, < [t9/2]. Write t = ty + t; + 1, and let A € (1,2) be given. Define

Fp.(6) := max {((1 -0/3F + 21 -6)/3 + &, max {(1 _ P2l By pﬁ/,l}} , (48)
PE s
Then for any S € (0, 1),

0+ 8+ 5/1< P Fg 0.

0 1

Proof. Since t) = |tp/2] > 1, we have #; > #y/3. We consider two cases, depending on the value of #,:

Casel: t, > 6-t,. Wehavet, > 6 -t > d6t9/3 and t < 3#9/2 + t,, meaning that ti—ztz > 26/9, and so
p2 =/t > 6/9. Lemma C.2 gives that tg +l’lf <(tg+1)P 2B =61 - p2)521_ﬂ, and so we have
6+ 8+ 510 <P(1 - p)f2! P + P/
<#. max {(1 —p)ﬂ2l_ﬁ +pﬂ//l}.

pelo/9.1]

Case2: 1) <o6-t. Write gy :=tp/t;, sothat g < 6. Notethat t; < (fo+11)/3 <t-(1 —¢q»)/3. Thus, in this
case, we may compute

Gedsbiashedied
<((tg + 11)/3P + (210 + 11)/3F + zg
< (1 - @)/3F + QU1 - )/3F + &),

where the second inequality uses Lemma C.1. It is straightforward to see by differentiating that ¢, —
(1 = q2)/3P + 2(1 = q2)/3)P + qg) is increasing for ¢, € [0, 1/3] for any 8 < 1, meaning that the above
expression may be bounded above as follows:

B+ +5/A<P - (1-0)/3F + 201 -6)/3F + ),

as desired.
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