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ABSTRACT. In this paper, we consider large-scale ranking problems where one is given
a set of (possibly non-redundant) pairwise comparisons and the underlying ranking ex-
plained by those comparisons is desired. We show that stochastic gradient descent ap-
proaches can be leveraged to offer convergence to a solution that reveals the underlying
ranking while requiring low-memory operations. We introduce several variations of this
approach that offer a tradeoff in speed and convergence when the pairwise comparisons
are noisy (i.e., some comparisons do not respect the underlying ranking). We prove the-
oretical results for convergence almost surely and study several regimes including those
with full observations, partial observations, and noisy observations. Our empirical results
give insights into the number of observations required as well as how much noise in those
measurements can be tolerated.

1. INTRODUCTION

We consider the problem of ranking a collection of n objects using pairwise compar-
isons, that is, information of the form ‘item i is superior to item j’. This problem arises in
a wide range of settings: for example, one may wish to rank a league of sports teams, with
the available data being the outcomes of two-team matches. Alternatively, a retailer may
wish to determine a ranking of their products by surveying customers on their pairwise
preferences. Further examples include more general recommender systems [2], determin-
ing individuals’ perception of urban areas through pairwise street view comparisons [30],
and ranking students in massive online courses via peer grading [28]. In all of these set-
tings, the aim is to obtain the ranking using as few comparisons as possible, as there is
usually some cost (computational, financial, or otherwise) associated with acquiring or
using comparisons.

In each of these applications, the method in which comparisons are sequentially ac-
quired is critical. We focus in this work on the passive (or non-adaptive) setting, in which
the ranker has no control over which pair of items will be compared at any point. This
case includes, for example, the setting in which the ranker is given a fixed set of m com-
parisons, or alternatively an online setting in which comparisons are sampled one-by-one
and are assumed to be random. This is the case, for example, when ranking sports teams
(as the matches to be played are predetermined). This setting is in contrast to the active
(or adaptive) setting, in which the ranker may choose which pairs of objects to compare
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based on previous comparisons. This setting is common in applications where the ranker
has control over data acquisition, for instance in the aforementioned ranking perception of
urban areas, and was studied in depth in [12].

We focus in this work on the aforementioned online setting, and consider settings where
the data may be massively large-scale, the comparisons may be non-redundant (each com-
parison may be observed only one or fewer times), and the comparison outcomes are not
necessarily random. We show that a simple and computationally efficient stochastic gradi-
ent descent method (SGD), which by nature is highly scalable to the big data regime, can
be leveraged to solve the ranking problem. We consider the Kaczmarz method, a particular
variant of SGD, as well as other tailored approaches. We give theoretical results showing
that our method converges in finite time almost surely, as well as bounding the expected
number of iterations to reach convergence. A range of empirical results are also provided.
We also consider the case in which comparisons are noisy, that is, the reverse of the re-
spective comparison in the true ranking. We also present one adaptation that is robust to
this form of noise and provide empirical analyses.

1.1. Contribution and Organization. We begin in Section 2 with the problem formu-
lation, background, and related work of the rank problem and stochastic gradient descent
approaches. Section 2.5 also includes a discussion of how many observations are needed in
various settings. We present the Kaczmarz method approach, which is the classical Kacz-
marz method for feasibility, but applied to the ranking problem, and theoretical guarantees
in Section 3. Our theoretical results show in the setting of full observations that the iterates
converge linearly to the feasible region that explains the underlying ranking. We develop
a variation of this approach in Section 4 to handle the setting in which some observed
comparisons are inconsistent, i.e., they do not respect the underlying ranking. Although
this can be considered as “noise”, this leads to multiplicative rather than additive noise.
Finally, we showcase empirical results and investigate other step size choices and imple-
mentation details in Section 5. We view our work as complementary to previous work that
relies on a randomized model for observations and often requires redundant observations
(multiple comparisons for each given pair). Most importantly, we highlight the mathemat-
ical behavior of well-known SGD methods for feasible region detection when that feasible
region arises from pairwise comparison data, and when such a feasible solution yields an
underlying consistent ranking.

2. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND BACKGROUND

Consider a collection of items [n] = {1, ...,n}, where each item has an intrinsic score
xi ∈ R. We define a ranking of these items as a permutation π : [n] → [n] such that
xπ(1) ≥ xπ(2) ≥ ... ≥ xπ(n). We then consider the problem of determining this ranking
from pairwise comparisons, meaning observations of the form xi < x j for some i, j ∈ [n].
We begin by assuming that these pairwise comparisons respect the underlying full ranking
(i.e. observations are noiseless), and we seek to recover the full ranking exactly.

In the case of having some fixed number of comparisons m, the problem may be formu-
lated as a system of linear inequalities: each pairwise comparison xi < x j may be written
xi − x j ≤ −ε for some ε > 0, and all such comparisons may be compiled into a system
Ax ≤ −ε , where A ∈ {0,±1}m×n. We introduce ε as slack to form a system of non-strict
inequalities, and it may be chosen to be any positive value: we refer to Section 5 for
further discussion and implementation considerations. Note that the kernel of A contains
span{(1, . . . ,1)}, thus the system is underdetermined, and, so long as the underlying graph
with items as nodes and edges as comparisons between items is connected, any solution
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vector will yield the same ranking. Note that the use of ε here ensures that a solution to
the system will give an unambiguous ranking (see Section 5 for further discussion). As an
example, upon solving the system

1 −1 0 0
0 −1 1 0
1 0 −1 0
0 0 −1 1
1 0 0 −1




x1
x2
x3
x4

≤−ε

one can deduce the rankings: x1 ≤ x4 ≤ x3 ≤ x2. Note that the values assigned to the
solution vector themselves don’t carry any particular meaning, we simply find a solution
in the feasible region corresponding to all points that would give the desired ranking.

In this work, we consider a general online setting, where comparisons are received one-
at-a-time and are viewed as being sampled from some distribution D on the complete set
of
(n

2

)
comparisons. We specialise to the case of comparisons being sampled uniformly

at random (so that each particular comparison has probability 1/
(n

2

)
of being sampled at

any particular iteration), but remark that extending our analysis to more general sampling
distributions should be straightforward, and that we do not require measurements to be
sampled more than once. Letting Q be the matrix formed from every pairwise comparison
in the manner described above, this is equivalent to sampling rows from the system Qx ≤
−ε . To further the linear algebraic framework, we equivalently refer to comparisons as
inequalities of the form xi < x j, and as vectors ϕ ∈ Rn with ith entry equal to 1 and jth

entry equal to −1, with all other entries equal to zero. This linear system and row sampling
duality precisely motivate our use of the Kaczmarz method as a solution, which we provide
background for next.

2.1. Background and Related Work. The Kaczmarz method [19] (later rediscovered for
use in computerized tomography as the Algebraic Reconstruction Technique [15]) is a
popular iterative method for solving overdetermined consistent linear systems. It was also
extended to linear feasibility problems in the classical paper [3]. The Kaczmarz method
is a variant of stochastic gradient descent (SGD) with a particular choice of step size.
Suppose A ∈ Rm×n,b ∈ Rn are such that Ax = b is overdetermined with solution x∗. Then,
an arbitrary initial iterate x0 is projected sequentially onto the hyperplanes corresponding
to rows of the system Ax = b, so that at the t th iteration the update has the form

xt = xt−1 − a⊤i xt−1 −bi

∥ai∥2 ai,

where i = t mod m. Whilst convergence to x∗ is guaranteed via a simple application of the
Pythagorean theorem, quantitative convergence guarantees proved elusive. In the landmark
paper [32], the authors proved a linear convergence guarantee when rows are selected at
random according to a particular distribution. Namely, in their randomized Kaczmarz
method, at iteration t row i is selected with probability ∥ai∥2 /∥A∥2

F , and the update takes
the same form as above. This row selection scheme gave rise to Theorem 2.1, which shows
linear1 convergence to the solution.

1Mathematicians sometimes refer to this rate as exponential as opposed to numerical analysts who consider
this linear.
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Theorem 2.1 ([32]). Suppose that Ax = b is consistent with solution x∗. Then the iterates
produced by applying randomized Kaczmarz to this system satisfy:

E
(∥∥xt − x∗

∥∥2
)
≤

(
1−

σ2
min

∥A∥2
F

)t ∥∥x0 − x∗
∥∥2

.

This result spurred a boom in related research, including Kaczmarz variants with differ-
ing row selection protocols [10, 9], block update methods [25, 23], and adaptive methods
[8].

2.2. Additive Noisy Setting. Several results have shown convergence of the Kaczmarz
method or SGD more generally in the case when additive noise is added to the right-hand
side of Ax = b. For the Kaczmarz update, the iterates converge linearly to the least squares
solution up to some radius that depends on the norm of the noise [24, 31]. There is a body of
work on handling even arbitrarily large levels of additive noise as well [35, 11]. However,
the noise we consider in the ranking setting is not additive, as it involves a “flip” of the
inequality, or equivalently multiplication of the rows of the matrix A by ±1. Existing work
in the setting of multiplicative noise typically focuses on motivations from deep learning
[34, 16], whereas here we consider a very specific noise model arising from errors in the
comparisons.

2.3. Kaczmarz for Feasibility. Stochastic gradient descent, and in particular the Kacz-
marz method, have also seen broad use for systems of linear inequalities and other feasi-
bility problems [20, 17]. In its simplest form, the Kaczmarz method for inequalities acts
essentially the same way as in the setting of equality constraints, except that no projection
is made if the constraint is already satisfied. Otherwise, a projection is made onto the space
defining that constraint. As in the case of linear equalities [5], stochastic gradient descent
step sizes may be chosen to perform an over-projection, taking the iterate farther into the
feasible region, or even under-projection, stopping short of the feasible region. Leventhal
and Lewis proved that the Kaczmarz method for inequalities (see Algorithm 1), introduced
by Agmon [3], offers convergence with the same rate as in the setting of equalities [20].

2.4. Rank Aggregation. Rank aggregation from pairwise comparisons or preferences has
a wide range of applications in recommendation systems, competitions, information re-
trieval, and elsewhere. The literature on the topic is vast, and thus in this section, we
discuss only those works most related to ours.

Support Vector Machines (SVMs), a popular class of supervised machine learning al-
gorithms for classification and regression tasks, have been successfully applied in learning
retrieval functions [14, 13, 18]. SVMs can be used to learn a linear scoring function for
pairwise comparisons; for example, for automatically optimizing the retrieval quality of
search engines using clickthrough data [18]. In [33], two simple algorithms for efficient
ranking from pairwise comparisons based on scoring functions are proposed. One predicts
rankings with approximately uniform quality across the ranking, while the other predicts
the true ranking with higher quality near the top of the ranking than the bottom. It is shown
that the algorithms in expectation achieve a lower bound on the sample complexity for pre-
dicting a ranking with fixed expected Kendall tau distance. As such, they are competitive
alternatives to the SVM, which also achieves the lower bound.

In [26], an iterative aggregation algorithm for extracting scores of objects given noisy
pairwise comparisons is proposed where the algorithm has a natural random walk inter-
pretation over the graph of objects. The efficacy of the algorithm is studied by analyzing
its performance when data is generated under the Bradley-Terry-Luce (BTL) model. The
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robustness of rank aggregation from pairwise comparisons in the presence of adversarial
corruptions is initiated and studied in [1] under the BTL model. A strong contamination
model is studied, where an adversary having complete knowledge of the initial truthful
data and the true BTL weights, can corrupt this data.

In [4], the authors also employ the randomized Kaczmarz method for a certain rank
aggregation problem. In particular, they work under the BTL model and use randomized
Kaczmarz to solve a linear system originating from the adjacency matrix of a graph arising
under this model. They show that the object weights are recovered to arbitrary accuracy.
This model and methodology are distinct to ours, and we show that recovering object
weights is not sufficient to recover the ranking. We furthermore evaluate our results under
different metrics, and focus on the mathematical question of when stochastic gradient-type
methods can be used directly on the observations to unveil the underlying ranking via a
feasible point. Although ranking problems are our motivation, we believe this mathemat-
ical question is interesting in its own right and has a wide array of other applications in
feasible region problems.

Note finally that in [29], the authors employ results from statistical learning theory to
show that in order to obtain a ranking of n items in which each element is an average
of O(n/C) positions away from its position in the optimal ranking, one needs to sample
O(nC2) pairs uniformly at random, for any C > 0.

2.5. Necessary and Sufficient Pairwise Comparisons. We divert our attention briefly to
the question of how many pairwise comparisons are necessary and sufficient in order to be
able to recover the true underlying ranking.

Mathematically, it must be ensured that the polytope Qx ≤ −ε has dimension one. To
recover the true ranking, it is necessary and sufficient to know the neighbor comparisons
xπ( j+1) > xπ( j) for j = 1, ...,n− 1 that we refer to as ‘backbone’ of the ranking. Given
this, we can quantify how many comparisons we need to sample, depending on how the
sampling takes place.

We consider some simple examples below:
(i) If a knowledgeable friend is providing the comparisons, we may obtain the backbone

in n−1 samples.
(ii) If a knowledgeable adversary is providing the comparisons, they may withhold a

backbone comparison until the last sample, requiring the full
(n

2

)
comparisons.

(iii) If comparisons are sampled uniformly with replacement from the full set of
(n

2

)
pos-

sible comparisons, then this is a variation on the coupon collector problem: we need
to collect a specified subset of n− 1 coupons from a set of

(n
2

)
total. The expected

number of samples needed to do so is

n(n−1)
2

n−1

∑
i=1

1
i
=O(n2 logn).

(iv) If comparisons are sampled uniformly without replacement, this is a less-studied vari-
ation on the coupon collector problem. To compute the expected number of samples
needed, consider the following restatement of the problem: in a random binary string
consisting of n ones and m zeros, what is the expected position of the last zero?

We may solve this by considering the average number of ones between two zeros,
i.e., the average length of a ‘run’ of ones. After placing m zeros, there are m+ 1
slots to place ones, and n of them to place (we do not require that no two zeroes be
adjacent). Thus the average number of ones between two zeros is n/(m+1). Hence,
the expected position of the last zero is n+m−n/(m+1).



6 STOCHASTIC ITERATIVE METHODS FOR ONLINE RANK AGGREGATION FROM PAIRWISE COMPARISONS

Porting this back to our setting, we expect to need to sample (n−1)(n/2−1/2+
1/n) =O(n2) comparisons.

(v) If we are able to choose which comparisons we want to obtain (the previously men-
tioned active setting), then this is equivalent to doing comparison-based sorting,
which can be done with O(n logn) comparisons (using, for example, merge sort).

The sampling protocol used in practice is dependent on the situation at hand: for ex-
ample, a wine subscription company could effectively perform merge sort by sending sub-
scribers specific, non-random pairs of wines. However, a college football season with a
predetermined schedule is akin to sampling without replacement, as described above.

3. KACZRANK: METHOD AND THEORETICAL GUARANTEES

We introduce KaczRank, a modification of the randomized Kaczmarz for inequalities
method introduced in [20] applied to the system of inequalities induced by the observed
pairwise comparisons. We show the method in full detail in Algorithm 1. In the next two
sections, we focus on the Kaczmarz version of SGD, and leave a discussion of other step
size choices for Section 5.1.

Algorithm 1 KaczRank [20]

1: procedure KACZRANK(β ) (Input: initial iterate x0, comparisons {(ϕ t ,−ε)}T
t=1)

2: for t = 1,2, . . . ,T do
3: Compute rt = ⟨ϕ t ,xt−1⟩+ ε

4: if rt > 0 then
5: Update xt = xt−1 − ⟨ϕt ,xt−1⟩+ε

∥ϕt∥2 ϕ t

6: else
7: xt = xt−1

8: end if
9: end for

return ranking(xT )
10: end procedure

We now proceed with a theoretical analysis of applying KaczRank in the setting where
the sequence of comparisons (ϕ t)∞

t=1 is formed by drawing comparisons uniformly at ran-
dom from the full set of m =

(n
2

)
pairwise comparisons of n objects, which as mentioned

in Section 2 is equivalent to sampling rows from the system Qx ≤ −ε . We begin with
our main result, which shows that our iterates get increasingly close in expectation to the
feasible region:

Corollary 3.0.1. Let S be the feasible region for the system of linear equalities Qx ≤
−ε . Then the iterates (xt)T

t=1 formed by applying KaczRank, with initial iterate x0, to a
sequence of comparisons (ϕ t)T

t=1 sampled uniformly at random from the set of all pairwise
comparisons of n objects satisfy

(1) E[d(xt ,S)2]≤
(

1− n
2m

)t
d(x0,S)2,

where d(x,S) = inf{∥x− s∥2 : s ∈ S}.

We will discuss the implications of this theorem further below. To prove this result, we
begin with the following result of Lewis and Leventhal [20]:
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Theorem 3.1 ([20]). Let S be the feasible region for the system of linear equalities Qx ≤
−ε . Then the iterates (xt)T

t=1 formed by applying KaczRank, with initial iterate x0, to a
sequence of comparisons (ϕ t)T

t=1 sampled uniformly at random from the set of all pairwise
comparisons of n objects satisfy

(2) E[d(xt ,S)2]≤
(

1− 1
2L2m

)t

d(x0,S)2,

where L is the Hoffman constant for the system Qx ≤−ε , and d(x,S) = inf{∥x− s∥2 : s ∈
S}.

We are able to estimate the Hoffman constant L for the system Qx ≤ −ε . In [27] the
authors introduce the following characterization of the Hoffman constant:

Theorem 3.2 ([27]). Suppose A ∈ Rm×n. Then the Hoffman constant of A, L(A), is given
by

(3) L(A) = max
J∈S(A)

1
minv∈RJ

+,∥v∥=1

∥∥A⊤
J v
∥∥ ,

where S(A) is the collection of row subsets J ⊆ {1, ...,m} such that AJ(Rn)+RJ
+ = RJ ,

that is, any vector v ∈ RJ can be written as the sum of a vector in the image of AJ and a
vector in RJ

+, the set of vectors in R with non-negative entries.

Note that S(A) may also be characterized as the collection of row subsets J ⊆ {1, ...,m}
such that AJx < 0 is feasible. In the case of the system Qx ≤−ε , that is all row subsets.

We are then able to exploit the following additional result of [27]:

Lemma 3.3 ([27]). Suppose that A ∈ Rm×n and that A(Rn)+Rm
+ = Rm. Then

(4) L(A) =
1

minv∈Rm
+,∥v∥=1

∥∥A⊤v
∥∥ .

Our matrix Q ∈ R(
n
2)×n satisfies the requirements of Lemma 3.3. Note furthermore that

we can lower bound the above numerator by

(5) min
v∈Rm

+,∥v∥=1

∥∥∥Q⊤v
∥∥∥≥ min

v∈Rm,∥v∥=1

∥∥∥Q⊤v
∥∥∥= σmin(Q⊤) = σ

+
min(Q),

where the last quantity denotes the smallest positive singular value of Q. This singular
value can be computed directly, and the original optimization problem is also solvable.
One interesting method is to note that Q is the incidence matrix of the graph Kn, the
complete graph on n vertices. We have that Q⊤Q = Ln, where Ln is the unweighted graph

Laplacian matrix [7] of Kn. Therefore, σ
+
min(Q) =

√
λ
+
min(Ln), where λ

+
min(Ln) denotes the

smallest positive eigenvalue of Ln, also known as the algebraic connectivity of Kn. It is a
standard result of spectral graph theory that the algebraic connectivity of Kn is equal to n.
Therefore,

(6) L(Q)≤ 1√
n
,

and thus Corollary 3.0.1 follows immediately from Theorem 3.1.
Whilst Corollary 3.0.1 shows that our iterates approach the feasible region in expecta-

tion in the 2−norm, there is no direct relationship between the 2−norm and the Hamming
distance between the rankings of our iterates and the true ranking, that is, the number of
items ranked incorrectly. For instance, if the true ranking is x1 < x2 < ... < xn, there are
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vectors arbitrarily close in norm to this cone with the exact reverse ranking. Thus, a more
careful consideration of the geometry is necessary to demonstrate that the rankings im-
plied by our iterates do in fact converge to the true ranking. We provide results showing
that convergence is achieved in finitely many iterations almost surely, and give an upper
bound on the expected number of iterations needed.

We begin with the following lemma, which demonstrates that if we are able to choose
which projections are made (rather than them being random), we can always reach the
feasible region in at most N :=

(n
2

)
steps.

Lemma 3.4. For any initial iterate x0 ∈ Rn, there exists a sequence of N projections
Pi1 , ...,PiN such that PiN PiN−1 . . .Pi1x0 ∈ S.

Proof. Given any initial iterate x0, projecting onto the n−1 equations formed by the com-
parisons x1 < xn,x2 < xn, ...,xn−1 < xn will ensure that the nth coordinate of xn−1 is the
largest. One may then project onto x1 < xn−1, ...,xn−2 < xn−1 in sequence to ensure the
(n−1)th coordinate of the resulting iterate is the second largest. Continuing in this fashion
ensures that the full ranking is recovered (i.e., the iterate is in S) after

n−1

∑
i=1

i =
(

n
2

)
=: N

projections. □

We follow this with a second lemma, which states that we may recover exponential-type
bounds on the tail probabilities for the time taken for the iterates produced by KaczRank
to reach the feasible region. This is a modification of ([6], Lemma 5).

Lemma 3.5. Let (xt)∞
t=0 be the iterates produced by applying KaczRank to the system Qx≤

−ε formed from all pairwise comparisons, with initial iterate x0. Let τ = inft≥0{t : xt ∈ S}.
Then for any k ≥ 0,

P(τ ≥ k)≤
(

1− 2N

nN(n−1)N

)⌊ k
N+1⌋

.

Proof. By Lemma 3.4, for any l ≥ 0, there exists a sequence of projections
Pil ,Pil+1 , ...,Pil+N−1 such that Pil+n−1 ...Pil x

l ∈ S. Thus

P({S is reached in [l, l +N]}|xl)≥ P
(
∩l+N−1

s=l {row is is selected at iteration s}|xl
)

=
l+N−1

∏
s=l

P({row is is selected at iteration s}|xl)

=
2N

nN(n−1)N .

Now let El be the event that S is reached in [l, l +N]. Then for any M > 0, we have

P(τ ≥ (N +1)M) = P
(
∩M−1

m=0 Ec
m(N+1)

)
= P(Ec

0)
M−1

∏
m=1

P
(

Ec
m(N+1)|∩0≤m′<m Ec

m′(N+1)

)
≤
(

1− 2N

nN(n−1)N

)M

.
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Thus,

P(τ ≥ k)≤ P
(

τ ≥
⌊

k
N +1

⌋
(N +1)

)
≤
(

1− 2N

nN(n−1)N

)⌊ k
N+1⌋

.

□

We are then able to state our main theorem for this section, which states that the iterates
of KaczRank reach the feasible region in finite time almost surely, and gives an upper
bound on the expected number of iterations required.

Theorem 3.6. Let (xt)∞
t=0 be the iterates produced by applying KaczRank to the system

Qx ≤ −ε formed from all pairwise comparisons, with initial iterate x0. Let τ = inft≥0{t :
xt ∈ S}. Then

(1) P(τ < ∞) = 1, and

(2) E(τ)≤ (N+1)nN(n−1)N

2N .

Proof. Part 1 follows immediately from Lemma 3.5. For part 2, we again use Lemma 3.4
to obtain

E(τ) =
∞

∑
k=1

P(τ ≥ k)

≤
∞

∑
k=1

(
1− 2N

nN(n−1)N

)⌊ k
N+1⌋

= (N +1)
∞

∑
k=0

(
1− 2N

nN(n−1)N

)k

=
(N +1)nN(n−1)N

2N .

□

4. INCONSISTENT DATA

In this section, we consider the scenario in which comparison data may contain noise, in
the sense of some sampled comparisons being the reverse of the corresponding comparison
in the underlying ranking. Precisely, we assume that for each time t = 1,2, ... we sample
−ϕ t rather than ϕ t with probability p ∈ [0,1/2).

It is not difficult to show, using a similar argument to the previous section, that the
sequence of iterates formed by applying KaczRank to noisy comparisons will still reach
the feasible region at some point. We prove this in Lemma 4.1.

Lemma 4.1. Let p ∈ [0,1/2), and let (ϕ t)∞
t=1 be a sequence of sampled pairwise com-

parisons. For each t, define ψ t to be equal to −ϕ t with probability p, and equal to
ϕ t with probability 1 − p. Let (xt)∞

t=1 be the sequence of iterates produced by apply-
ing KaczRank to the sequence of observations (ψ t)∞

t=1 with initial iterate x0, and let
τnoise = inft>0{t : xt ∈ S}. Then we have

(1) P(τnoise < ∞) = 1, and

(2) E(τnoise)≤ (N+1)nN(n−1)N

2N(1−p)N

Proof. Note that in the noisy case, Lemma 3.4 still holds, i.e. it is always possible to reach
the feasible region with N =

(n
2

)
projections. Thus, a similar result to Lemma 3.5 holds,
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with the difference coming in the probability we select the N necessary comparisons to
reach S. In particular, the probability that we select these N (non-noisy) comparisons is

(1− p)N2N

nN(n−1)N ,

and following similar logic to Lemma 3.5 we have that for any k ≥ 0,

P(τnoise ≥ k)≤
(

1− (1− p)N2N

nN(n−1)N

)⌊ k
N+1⌋

.

Now, (1) is immediate, and for (2), we have

E(τnoise) =
∞

∑
k=1

P(τnoise ≥ k)

≤
∞

∑
k=1

(
1− (1− p)N2N

nN(n−1)N

)⌊ k
N+1⌋

=
(N +1)nN(n−1)N

2N(1− p)N .

□

Whilst the sequence of iterates is guaranteed to hit the feasible region, it is not guar-
anteed to stay there. If, say, xT ∈ S but ψT+1 = −ϕT+1, then xT+1 /∈ S. To minimise the
effect of this, we introduce a variant of Algorithm 1 designed to minimise how far away
from S (in terms of Hamming distance between rankings) our iterates may become. This
method, which we call CautiousRank, proceeds similarly to KaczRank, but will project
onto a sample comparison only if both the residual is positive and the Hamming distance
between the current iterate and its projection is smaller than some cautiousness parameter
α . This slows convergence (since when iterates are far from S, it could be beneficial to
project onto non-noisy comparisons that would induce a large such Hamming distance),
but ensures that when iterates are near S, they will not wander too far away. We give the
method in full in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 CautiousRank

1: procedure CAUTIOUSRANK(α ) (Input: initial iterate x0, comparisons {(ϕ t ,−ε)}T
t=1)

2: for t = 1,2, . . . ,T do
3: Compute rt = ⟨ϕ t ,xt−1⟩+ ε

4: Compute yt = xt−1 − ⟨ϕt ,xt−1⟩+ε

∥ϕt∥2 ϕ t

5: if rt > 0 and dH(ranking(xt), ranking(yt))< α then
6: Update xt = yt

7: else
8: xt = xt−1

9: end if
10: end for

return ranking(xT )
11: end procedure
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5. IMPLEMENTATION AND EXPERIMENTS

5.1. Relaxation and The Role of ε . As discussed in Section 2, assembling a collection
of pairwise comparisons into a feasibility problem gives rise to a strict system of the form
Qx < 0. Applying KaczRank to the system directly will (eventually) yield iterates satisfy-
ing Qx = 0, as projections are made onto the hyperplanes defined by taking the constraints
as equalities. To obtain iterates that satisfy the strict inequalities, we introduce some slack
in the form of −ε on the right-hand side, and we note that taking any ε > 0 will suffice:
this is the case because our methods seek to recover ranks, rather than any underlying score
vector.

An alternative methodology would be to add a relaxation parameter into the update for
KaczRank, so that if an unsatisfied constraint is selected, the method updates xt−1 to

xt = xt−1 −ω
⟨ϕ t ,xt−1⟩
∥ϕ t∥2 ϕ

t ,

for some relaxation parameter ω ∈ (1,2). This will ensure that the selected constraint holds
strictly, and the convergence analysis may be performed in a similar way (in particular, it is
known that randomized Kaczmarz converges for relaxation parameters ω ∈ (0,2), see e.g.
[23]). In either case, the objective is to project slightly beyond the chosen hyperplane into
the feasible halfspace for that observation. As there is no theoretical difference between
the two methodologies, we choose the slack variable approach for intuitive clarity.

5.2. Experimental Results. In this section, we display a series of experimental results
using KaczRank and CautiousRank to solve for an underlying ranking. We measure the
accuracy of the estimated ranking using two approaches. The first is simply the Hamming
distance between the true ranking and the estimated ranking, defined as the number of
locations in which the two rankings are different. Note that even nearly perfect rankings
can be far from the true ranking under the Hamming distance (e.g., if the estimated ranking
is a shift of the underlying ranking). For this reason, we also utilize the k-distance, which
is equal to the number of items that are not within k places of their true location. This
is a natural generalization of the Hamming distance that, depending on the choice of k,
tolerates some muddling of the true ranking.

We note that there are other distances used within the literature: for example, the
Kendall tau distance (also known as the bubble-sort distance) computes the number of
neighbourly transpositions required to permute one ranking into another, and the Cay-
ley distance computes the number of transpositions required to permute one ranking into
another. In Fig. 1, we show an example of the convergence of KaczRank under these dis-
tances, alongside the Hamming, 5−, and 10−distances for a collection of 50 objects. To
aid the visual comparison, we normalize each distance to take values between 0 and 1. We
see that KaczRank converges under all distances, and for the remainder of this section, we
restrict our attention to the Hamming and k−distances.

In all experiments, we mark the median across trials with the interquartile range shaded.
Experiments were run for 20 trials with ε = 10−5 unless otherwise noted. Our code is
available at https://github.com/alexandersietsema/KaczRank.

5.2.1. Consistent Data. First, we consider the case where comparisons are sampled from
the full set of possible pairings, and every sampled comparison respects the underlying
ranking (i.e., there is no noise). Fig. 2 showcases the behaviour of the KaczRank method
on such a system with 50 objects, in terms of the Hamming and k-distance. We observe
convergence to the true ranking under all notions of distance, where the rate of convergence

https://github.com/alexandersietsema/KaczRank
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FIGURE 1. KaczRank run for 10000 iterations on a set of full observa-
tions corresponding to a ranking of n = 50 objects. We plot the normal-
ized distances at each iteration for the Hamming, 5−, 10−, Kendall tau,
and Cayley distances.
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FIGURE 2. KaczRank run on a set of full observations corresponding to
a ranking of n= 50 objects for 10000 iterations. Left: Hamming distance
versus iteration. Right: k-distance versus iteration for k = 1,5,10.

is greater for higher values of k. This is to be expected as the k-distance is a relaxation of
the Hamming distance, with the relaxation being greater for higher values of k.

Fig. 3 demonstrates the performance of KaczRank in the case where comparisons are
sampled from a subset of the full set of possible pairings. That is, for q ∈ (0,1],

⌊
q
(50

2

)⌋
comparisons are chosen uniformly from the full set of

(50
2

)
comparisons, and at each itera-

tion of our methods, a comparison is sampled from this subset. We compare the Hamming
and k-distances between our iterate and the true ranking after 10000 iterations, for q rang-
ing from 0.05 to 1. We see that the true ranking is unlikely to be recoverable unless q = 1,
but that the k-distance is more robust to this form of incomplete data. For example, we see
that only around half of the data is needed to obtain a ranking where each object is within
5 spots of its true rank.

Our main theoretical result, Theorem 3.6, gives a bound on the expected number of
iterations for KaczRank applied to a full set of comparisons of n objects to converge, of
the form nO(n2). In practice, however, the expected number of iterations grows far slower.
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FIGURE 3. KaczRank run on a subset of the full set of pairwise com-
parisons corresponding to a ranking of n = 50 objects, constructed by
sampling a fraction q ∈ (0,1] of the full set uniformly at random without
replacement. Left: Hamming distance after 10000 iterations versus q.
Right: k-distance after 10000 iterations versus q with k = 1,5,10.
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FIGURE 4. KaczRank run on a set of full observations corresponding to
a ranking of n objects for n∈ [5,200] across 50 trials. We plot the number
of iterations of KaczRank required to converge to the true ranking versus
the number of objects n, on a log-log scale.

In Fig. 4, we plot the number of iterations required to obtain the true ranking versus n ∈
{5,10,20,50,100,200}, and with the aid of the log-log scale we see that growth is closer
to nO(1).

5.2.2. Inconsistent Data. In the next set of experiments, we consider inconsistent observa-
tions as described in Section 4, where at each iteration the sampled pairwise comparison is
reversed with probability p ∈ [0,1/2) (that is, if the true ranking has object i ranked higher
than object j, with probability p we will actually sample the incorrect comparison j > i).
We assume these flips occur independently across iterations. We begin by offering some
insights into the choice of cautiousness parameter for our method designed for this setting,
CautiousRank, as detailed in Algorithm 2. In Fig. 5 we show the Hamming distance be-
tween the iterate produced by CautiousRank and the true ranking after 10000 iterations, for
a range of cautiousness parameters α and flip probabilities p. It is apparent that if α is set
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FIGURE 5. CautiousRank run on the full set of pairwise comparisons
corresponding to a ranking of n = 20 (left) and n = 40 (right) objects,
for a range of cautiousness parameters α across 25 trials. We plot the
Hamming distance from the true ranking after 10000 iterations versus
α , for a range of flip probabilities p.

to be too small, the method can make no progress towards the true ranking. On the other
hand, if α is too large the method approaches KaczRank and also fails to come close to
the true ranking. However, there is a range of α that enables CautiousRank to outperform
KaczRank, and our plots suggest that the optimal α does not depend on the flip probability
p.

For n = 20 objects, we first consider the full information case, in which any of the
(20

2

)
comparisons may be sampled at any iteration.In Fig. 6 we show the effect of varying p
between 0 and 0.3 on the Hamming distance between the KaczRank/CautiousRank iterate
and the true ranking after 10000 iterations. We see that as soon as any flipped observations
are introduced, the performance of KaczRank breaks down and the true ranking is not
recoverable. However, CautiousRank (with α = 4) is more robust to these noisy samples,
and outputs iterates that are relatively close to the true ranking. This is confirmed when
looking at the k-distance plots in Fig. 7: we see that CautiousRank is able to return a
ranking where every element is within 5 spots of its true position even for very noisy data.

Lastly, we apply CautiousRank in a setting in which we have access only to a subset of
the full set of comparisons, and also in which each sampled comparison has some proba-
bility of being flipped. Fig. 8 shows the results of applying CautiousRank with α = 4 to a
system formed from n = 20 objects, with flipping probabilities p = 0.05 (bottom row) and
0.1 (top row), where we vary the proportion of available comparisons. We see that, as in
the consistent setting, one still requires access to a large majority of the total comparisons
in order to obtain a ranking close to the true ranking under the Hamming distance. We
observe also that (as is to be expected), as the flipping probability p increases, the quality
of the ranking produced by CautiousRank decreases across all metrics.

5.3. Comparisons To Other Methods. In this section, we compare the computational
time and memory usage of KaczRank to other pairwise comparison algorithms with full
consistent data. In particular, we compare to the Luce Spectral Ranking (LSR) and iter-
ative Luce Spectral Ranking algorithms [22] as well as the similar Rank Centrality algo-
rithm [26]. These methods are both popular and have readily available implementations
provided by the choix Python package [21]. Experiments were run on a computer with
an Intel i7-7700HQ processor running at 2.80 GHz using 16 GB of RAM. Memory usage
was recorded using tracemalloc standard library package. Note that both the time and
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FIGURE 7. Both approaches run on a set of full observations corre-
sponding to a ranking of n= 20 objects, where each sampled comparison
has some probability p of being flipped. Left: k-distance after 10000 it-
erations of KaczRank, versus p, with k = 1,5,10. Right: k-distance after
10000 iterations of CautiousRank, versus p, with k = 1,5,10. Note the
wider range of p on the right, to show the extent of the robustness of
CautiousRank.

memory usage values are approximate, though the observed trends are clear and match
theoretical expectations.

In Fig. 9 we compare the average computational time and average approximate max-
imum memory usage across 25 trials for each algorithm as the number of objects n in-
creases. KaczRank was iterated until convergence to the true ranking. We note that be-
cause the comparison algorithms require that each object have a transitive win over every
other object, we provide a small amount of regularization to each as provided by the choix
package to allow for convergence to the true ranking. We see that KaczRank is roughly
two orders of magnitude slower in computational time compared to LSR and Rank Cen-
trality, but has significantly smaller local memory costs than any of the other algorithms.
As the comparison algorithms require the storage of an n× n weight matrix, we expect
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FIGURE 8. CautiousRank run on a subset of the full set of pairwise com-
parisons corresponding to a ranking of n = 20 objects, constructed by a
sampling a fraction q ∈ (0,1] of the full set uniformly at random without
replacement, where each comparison has probability p = 0.1 (top row)
or p = 0.05 (bottom row) of being flipped. The Hamming (left column)
and k-distance (right column) between the CautiousRank iterate and the
true ranking after 10000 iterations are plotted versus q.
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FIGURE 9. KaczRank compared to LSR, I-LSR, and Rank Centrality on
a set of full observations across 25 trials on a log-log scale. Left: aver-
age computational time for convergence versus the number of objects n.
Left: average memory usage versus the number of objects n.

those methods to scale quadratically in memory while KaczRank scales only linearly. This
is, of course, not surprising, since Kaczmarz methods are used precisely because of their
low memory costs.

We remark that we do not provide comparisons of CautiousRank to methods on incon-
sistent data. Because CautiousRank, unlike the methods we are comparing against, is not
designed to converge with data generated with the BTL model, it is difficult to design an
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experiment with inconsistent data without implicitly favoring one of the two generative
frameworks. We do expect CautiousRank to provide the same improved local memory re-
quirements as KaczRank, though its computational time is significantly slower because the
iterate ranking must be re-computed at each step. This problem may be solved by comput-
ing only an approximate comparison between the rankings of successive iterates in line 5
of Algorithm 2; this is beyond the scope of our analysis but may be interesting future work.
Our goal with these comparisons is not to demonstrate that KaczRank and related methods
are immediate improvements on existing algorithms, but rather to demonstrate the efficacy
of Kaczmarz-type methods in limited-memory settings.

6. CONCLUSION

We have analyzed several variants of stochastic gradient descent methods applied to
data stemming from pairwise comparisons of a finite set of objects. Assuming some true
underlying ranking, we identify mathematically and empirically when such methods con-
verge to a feasible point that reveals the underlying ranking, or an approximation to the
ranking. We believe this is a first step toward further understanding when such iterative
methods can be applied to discrete mathematical problems.
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