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Abstract

We present a theoretical and empirical analysis of the SyncRank algorithm for recov-
ering a global ranking from noisy pairwise comparisons. By adopting a complex-valued
data model where the true ranking is encoded in the phases of a unit-modulus vector, we
establish a sharp non-asymptotic recovery guarantee for the associated semidefinite program-
ming (SDP) relaxation. Our main theorem characterizes a critical noise threshold—scaling
as 0 = O(y/n/logn)—below which SyncRank achieves exact ranking recovery with high
probability. Extensive experiments under this model confirm the theoretical predictions and
demonstrate the algorithm’s robustness across varying problem sizes and noise regimes.

1 Introduction

The statistical ranking problem—inferring a global ordering of items from incomplete and noisy
pairwise comparisons—emerges naturally in competitive sports analysis, preference aggregation,
and economic exchange systems. Traditional approaches rooted in social choice theory often
falter when confronted with modern datasets characterized by two pervasive challenges: (1)
the comparisons are sparsely observed, with measurement graphs far from complete; (2) the
noise exhibits strong heterogeneity, where certain subsets of comparisons may be significantly
more reliable than others. These limitations are particularly evident in applications like soccer
league standings analysis, where the outcome matrix contains both structured noise (e.g., home
advantage biases) and random outliers.

Recent advances in group synchronization theory provide a novel geometric perspective for
this classical problem. By mapping player ranks to phases on the unit circle and rank differences
to angular offsets, the ranking task becomes equivalent to solving an instance of the angular
synchronization problem over SO(2). This reformulation inherits key theoretical guarantees
from the synchronization literature: spectral and semidefinite programming (SDP) relaxations
can provably recover the underlying ranking under quantifiable noise thresholds. Crucially,
the circular representation inherently handles cyclic inconsistencies through phase wrapping,
circumventing the need for explicit outlier removal mechanisms required by linear embedding
approaches.

Our synchronization-based framework unifies the treatment of cardinal and ordinal com-
parisons. For cardinal measurements (e.g., goal differences in soccer), we directly encode score
offsets as angular displacements. For ordinal data (win/loss records), we construct similarity
matrices through third-party comparison consistency scores before synchronization. The re-
sulting algorithm demonstrates remarkable robustness across diverse noise models, including
scenarios with adversarial outliers where a fraction of comparisons are completely randomized.
This is achieved without parametric assumptions about noise distributions, making it particu-
larly suitable for real-world datasets where the noise mechanism is unknown or non-stationary.

Experimental validation on some distinct domains reveals consistent advantages over con-
temporary methods. The spectral relaxation version achieves near-linear time complexity, scal-
ing efficiently to networks with thousands of nodes. The SDP variant, while computationally
more intensive, provides tight recovery guarantees that translate directly to bounds on permis-
sible noise levels. Furthermore, the framework naturally extends to semi-supervised scenarios
where partial ground truth rankings are known a priori, enabled by constrained synchronization
formulations with provable solution uniqueness.
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1.1 Related Works

The problem of ranking from pairwise comparisons has been extensively studied across multiple
disciplines, including statistics, social choice theory, machine learning, and theoretical computer
science. Early work by Kendall and Smith [!] introduced the method of paired comparisons
for recovering a global ranking from ordinal pairwise data. Since then, numerous models and
algorithms have been proposed to handle both ordinal and cardinal comparisons under various
noise and sparsity conditions.

A prominent line of research leverages probabilistic models to capture the uncertainty in
pairwise comparisons. The Bradley—Terry—Luce (BTL) model [2] and the Plackett—Luce (PL)
model [3] are among the most widely used, assuming that the probability of one item being
preferred over another follows a logistic distribution. Maximum likelihood estimation under
these models often leads to computationally intensive optimization problems, though efficient
algorithms such as RankBoost [1] and generalized method-of-moments [5] have been developed.

In the machine learning community, the problem is often framed as learning to rank [0],
where the goal is to learn a ranking function from labeled data. Recent work by Negahban et
al. [7] proposed the Rank-Centrality algorithm, which uses a random walk on the comparison
graph to estimate item scores. This approach is particularly effective for rank aggregation from
multiple sources.

Another recent contribution is the Serial-Rank algorithm by Fogel et al. [3], which formu-
lates ranking as a seriation problem. By constructing a similarity matrix based on pairwise
comparison agreements, Serial-Rank uses spectral ordering to recover the global ranking. This
method is robust to noise and incomplete data, and has been shown to outperform traditional
scoring methods in dense comparison graphs.

Other approaches include least-squares ranking on graphs [9], which minimizes the ly-norm
of the residual between observed and predicted rank differences, and l;-norm formulations for
improved robustness to outliers [10]. Additionally, active learning strategies have been proposed
to adaptively select comparisons for more efficient ranking [11].

Meanwhile, in spectral ranking under noise, [15] proposes methods using unnormalized and
normalized matrices for the ERO model. Employing a leave-one-out technique, it achieves
a sharper {o, eigenvector perturbation bound and a maximum displacement error with only
Q(nlogn) samples, enhancing rank aggregation efficiency.

Despite these advances, many existing methods struggle with highly incomplete and het-
erogeneous data, where the noise structure is non-uniform and the comparison graph is sparse.
Our work builds upon the group synchronization framework, which offers a unified and geo-
metrically intuitive approach to ranking that naturally handles both ordinal and cardinal data,
while providing strong theoretical guarantees under realistic noise models.

2 Theorem

2.1 Ranking Data Model

The pairwise ranking observations are modeled by a complex-valued matrix C' € C™**", where

each entry Cj;; represents the noisy relative ranking intensity between item ¢ and j. The data
generation process is formalized as:

C=zz"+oW (2.1)

The pairwise ranking observations are modeled by a complex-valued matrix C € C™*",
where each entry Cj; represents the noisy relative ranking intensity between item ¢ and j. The
data generation process is formalized as C' = zz* + oW, where the components are defined
as follows. The ranking vector z is a complex unit-modulus vector z € C" with entries
zr = €% and 0}, € [—m, 7] is the ranking angle of item k, encoding its position in the global
ranking. The noiseless ranking matrix zz* is a rank-1 Hermitian matrix where the (i, 7)-
th entry [22%];; = ¢'(i=%) represents the ideal noiseless relative ranking between items i and
j. The noise matrix W is a complex Gaussian random matrix with independent entries



Wi; ~ CN(0,1), where the real and imaginary parts of W;; are independently drawn from
N(0, %) Finally, the noise level ¢ is a positive scalar controlling the magnitude of the additive
noise.

Data Normalization: To map raw pairwise comparisons C{;‘W (e.g., integer scores or
continuous preferences) to angular values compatible with the synchronization framework, we

apply:
wa;‘W

©;; == (2.2)

n—1
This linear scaling ensures ©;; € [—m, 7], which aligns with the angular interpretation of ranking
positions.

2.2 Main result

The semidefinite programming relaxation achieves near-optimal recovery of ranking angles under
the following conditions:

Theorem 2.1 (SDP Tightness for Ranking). There exists an absolute constant cg > 0 such

that if the noise level satisfies
[ n
< 2.
0= Cp logn’ ( 3)

then with probability at least 1 — O(n=2), the semidefinite program.:

(SDP) mazimize Trace(CX)
XECTLX'"/

subject to  diag(X) =1, X >0 (2.4)

has a unique solution X = xz*, where T is the global mazximizer of the ranking problem up to a
global phase factor €.

The uniqueness condition is characterized by the logarithmic factor y/logn in (2.3),
which arises from controlling the maximum entrywise noise |[Wz||~. Additionally, the solution
& exhibits phase ambiguity, being unique modulo a global rotation e, which reflects the
intrinsic unobservability of absolute ranking phases.

2.3 steps

Building on Theorem 2.1, the SyncRank [12] framework processes pairwise comparisons through
three key steps:

1. Angular Embedding: Map raw comparisons Cf;‘w to angular displacements via linear
scaling:
nCY

n—1

@Z‘jz E[—Tr,?‘r]

2. Group Synchronization: Solve the SO(2) synchronization problem through the GPM
iteration:

xpp1 = P(Cxy), C=zz"4+cW
where P projects onto unit-modulus vectors, and o follows the theorem’s bound o <

co\/n/ logn.

3. Rank Extraction: Recover the global ranking from the estimated phases:

0, = Z(21), rank(k) = argsort(dy,...,0,)
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Figure 1: Instance-level results for n = 30, SNR=10dB: (Left) Predicted vs true ranks with
correct matches (blue) and errors (red); (Right) Raw estimated angles showing perfect mono-

tonicity with true ranks. The exact alignment confirms Theorem 2.1’s recovery guarantee at
high SNR.

2.4 Instance-Level Verification

Figure 1 demonstrates a single realization of the algorithm for n = 30 items at SNR=10dB,
showing both the final ranking and intermediate angle estimates.

Two key observations emerge from this microscopic view:

1) Perfect Monotonicity: The right subplot’s strictly increasing angles (green bars) verify
that the synchronization process preserves the theoretical ordering, even though the GPM only
receives noisy pairwise measurements.

2) Exact Rank Recovery: The left subplot’s diagonal blue bars indicate 100% correct
rank predictions, empirically validating that when o < ¢gy/n/logn (high SNR regime), the
SDP relaxation is tight as guaranteed by Theorem 2.1.

3 Experimental Results

3.1 GPM Performance Analysis

We evaluate the Generalized Power Method (GPM) under varying noise levels and problem
sizes using normalized Kendall’s 7 (range 0-1), where 7 = 1 indicates perfect ranking recovery
and 7 = 0.5 corresponds to random ordering. Figure 2 visualizes the results across 450 test
configurations (n € [100, 500], SNR € [—35,5]dB).

Three distinct performance regimes emerge from the analysis. First, in high-SNR regimes
(> 0dB), the nearly white coloration (7 > 0.9) across all problem sizes confirms near-perfect
recovery. This matches real-world scenarios with reliable measurements, such as professional
sports rankings with well-calibrated scoring systems.

Below —10dB, the gradual darkening of cells reflects GPM’s graceful degradation. The
7 values remain tightly clustered along horizontal lines (fixed SNR), with maximum variation
AT < 0.03 for any given SNR level. This horizontal stability demonstrates remarkable scalability
across problem sizes when measurement quality is held constant.

A critical phase transition occurs near —20dB, where the heatmap shows sharp darkening
(7 ~ 0.5). This empirically validates Theorem 2.1’s theoretical threshold o o« /n/logn,
beyond which the noise overwhelms the signal. The vertical banding pattern confirms that this
breakdown is primarily SNR-driven rather than size-dependent.

The analysis reveals three principal findings: SNR-Robustness, demonstrated by fixed-
SNR performance varying by less than 0.03 across problem sizes, indicating horizontal con-
sistency in the heatmap; a Critical Threshold at —20dB, marked by a sharp performance



GPM Performance: Kendall Tau vs SNR and Problem Size
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Figure 2: Heatmap of normalized Kendall’s 7 across SNR and problem sizes. Lighter shades
indicate better ranking recovery (white = 7 = 1 perfect order), with darker regions (7 = 0.5)
corresponding to random guessing. The vertical striation pattern reveals SNR as the dominant
performance factor.

drop and vertical transition to dark bands; and High-SNR Optimality, where white regions
(7 &~ 1) confirm near-perfect recovery when SNR > 0dB.

3.2 Performance under Theoretical Noise Threshold

To validate the theoretical noise bound o = ¢py/n/logn from Theorem 2.1, we fix the constant
co while varying problem size n. Figure 3 shows the normalized Kendall’s 7 for five representative
co values spanning two orders of magnitude.

Three distinct regimes emerge from the fixed-cg analysis:

1) Subcritical (co < 0.3): All curves maintain high 7 > 0.85 across scales, confirming stable
recovery when the noise constant is sufficiently small. The nearly flat trajectories indicate that
GPM’s performance depends primarily on ¢y rather than absolute problem size.

2) Critical (¢o ~ 0.9): The red curve (¢p = 0.9) demonstrates the theoretical threshold
behavior. While small problems (n < 100) remain solvable (7 = 0.7), performance degrades
sharply for n > 300 (7 — 0.5), empirically validating Theorem 2.1’s phase transition prediction.

3) Supercritical (¢y > 2.7): The upper curves show immediate failure (7 ~ 0.5) even for
small n, as the noise magnitude violates the theorem’s sufficient condition. The collapse occurs
earlier for larger cg values, with ¢y = 8.1 (purple) failing across all tested scales.

The ¢y = 0.9 transition empirically confirms Theorem 2.1°s predicted threshold; performance
plateaus below critical ¢y verify the \/n/logn noise scaling; and the logarithmic x-axis reveals
consistent scaling laws across problem sizes.

4 proof of theorem

4.1 Analytical Framework for Ranking Estimation

The proof relies on four interconnected analytical tools:
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Figure 3: GPM performance with fixed cg values. Each curve shows how normalized Kendall’s
T varies with problem size n under the theoretical noise scaling o = ¢gy/n/logn. The critical
value ¢g =~ 0.9 (red curve) marks the phase transition boundary predicted by Theorem 2.1.

Decoupling via Auxiliary Problems

To break statistical dependencies between noise W and the estimator &, we construct n auxil-
iary problems [13]:
™ = 22 + oW ™ Ym e [n] (4.1)

where W™ zeros out the m-th row/column of W. This ensures:
e C™) i independent of W’s m-th column wy,

e The auxiliary estimator Z(™ becomes statistically independent of w,,

Quotient Space for Ranking Ambiguity
Define the quotient space M := C"/ ~ where:

rt~y < FeR, z=¢"
The projected distance metric on M is:

dp(z,y) = min ||z — e“yl| (4.2)
6cR

Local Contractivity of Ranking Iterates
Lemma 4.1 (Stability of Phase Projection). Let a,b € C™ satisfy for some € € [0,1):

min |ag| >1—€ min |bg] >1—e.
1<k<n 1<k<n

Then the projected distance satisfies:

1

dw(Pla). P(b) < 1—

lla = bll2.

The generalized power method (GPM) [14] operator T': M — M is defined by:

T(z) = P(Cx). (4.3)



Spectral Perturbation Theory
Three key spectral results support the analysis:

Lemma 4.2 (Noise Matrix Concentration). For the complex Gaussian noise matriz W, there
exists an absolute constant Cpoise > 0 such that with probability at least 1 — O(n=2):

||W||2 S Cnoise\/'ﬁ‘

Lemma 4.3 (Eigenvector Perturbation). Let C=C+oW. If 0| W2 < n/2, the leading
eigenvector T of C satisfies:

V20 ||[W 2o
Admpm(Z,2) < ———=.
M) S oW,
Lemma 4.4 (Entrywise Angle Stability). If o = (’)( @), the estimated ranking angles
satisfy:
~ logn
max |0, — O] < Contryor | —20.
1<k<n n

e Noise matrix concentration:

W12 < Choisev/'n  (Lemma 4.2)

¢ Eigenvector perturbation:

_ Vao||We]»

dm (2 L 4.3
M(x,Z) = = O'”W”2 ( emina )

¢ Entrywise stability:

~ |
max |0y — 0i| < Contryo1/ ogn (Lemma 4.4)
1<k<n n

4.2 Proof of Contractive Mapping Theorem

Theorem 4.5 (Local Contractivity of Ranking Iterates). Let the noise level satisfy o <

n
logn*

co There exist absolute constants k1, k2, k3 > 0 defining the contraction region:

IWz|loo < ngx/nlogn,}

dm (.’E, Z) < 53\/771
such that the GPM mapping T satisfies for all z,y € N :

p= 6!63—{—05})860/\/5
1—n

where 1 = k3/2 + keo+/logn/n. Under the noise condition, p < 1.

N::{xE(C”

dp(T(x), T(y)) < p - dm(z,y), (4.4)

Proof: We prove the contractivity in three steps:

Step 1: Lipschitz continuity of linear operator L. Let L = %C. For any z,y € N:

1 *
1Lz = Lyll2 = —[(z2" + oW)(z — )2

oWl
n

229
< Wl 4

[z = yll2

0Choise
<

7



where Lemma 4.2 gives ||W |2 < Choisev/7-
Step 2: Stability of phase projection P. By Lemma 4.4, entries of Lz satisfy:

K logn
|[Lx]k|21—<3+f€20' i)Z — .

Applying Lemma 4.1 (projection stability) with € = n:

1
dp(P(Lx), P(Ly)) < EIILLE — Lyllo.

Step 3: Synthesis of contraction rate. Combining Steps 1-2:

AT, T0) < - (14 752 ) d(any)

- vn
1 + c0Choise
< 171%”61/\4 (z,9).
—-n
Substituting n = O(1/+/logn) and choosing ¢q sufficiently small yields p < 1. O

4.3 Induction on Ranking Iterates

Theorem 4.6 (Invariance of Ranking Basin). Let the GPM iterates {xt}+>0 be initialized with
the leading eigenvector of C'. Under the noise condition o < co, /@, there exist absolute
constants K1, ks, k3 > 0 such that for all t > 0:

e Proximity to auxiliary problems:

(m)
max day(xg, x <k
1§m§n/\/{(tat>_1

e Noise suppression:

IWxt||oo < k2y/nlogn

e Convergence to ground truth:

dm(ze, 2) < Kgv/n

where acgm) denotes the t-th iterate of GPM applied to the auziliary problem C(™).

Proof: We prove the invariance by induction over t.

Base case (t = 0):
e Initialize 2 as the leading eigenvector of C' normalized to |xo|l2 = v/n.

e By Lemma 4.3 with o||[W|l2 < ¢oChoisen/v/10g n:

L Vol|Wells _

K n.
e T

d./\/l (.T(], Z)

e Auxiliary proximity follows from Theorem 4.5.

Inductive step (t — t + 1): Assume the claims hold for ¢, then:



e Proximity preservation:

dpa(esr, 2 < dp(T (), T(™)) + dpg (T (™), T(2(™))

<pr1 by Thm 4.5 S%“Aw(m)igm”b
Choisedv/n logn
< pr1 + noise n g < Ky

e Noise control:
IWaisiloo < max (Jwhal™]+ lwnlladm(@esn 2]) ) < Cuoiser/nlog nviky < ray/nlogn.
e Convergence maintenance:

ag
dM(xt_H,Z) < de<l‘t,2) + EHW(mt — Z)HQ < plﬁgx/ﬁ—i— Choiseo < "‘?3\/7;-

For auxiliary sequences:

\/iaHAW(m)x(()m)Hg < V20 0\/nlogn <

dofan, ") < J(Cmy = w2 o

K1. (4.5)

Inductive Step (¢ — ¢t + 1): Assume claims hold for ¢. For ¢ + 1:
1. Proxzimity Preservation:
do (i1, xﬁf}) < do(Txy, Tx,gm)) + dQ(TfE’gm), T(m)xgm))

+ U||AW(:)$§m)II2

< pda(xt, xim))

Cloy/nlogn

< pK1 + -

!
< ny (p+6‘10 vlogn) < kil
K/]_\/ﬁ

2. Noise Control: Using decoupling via auxiliary sequences:

(4.6)

IWerilloo < max (| (wm, of{) |+ [wnlloda(wee,2f2))
< Ciy/nlogn + Cyv/n - Ky
< (C] + Chk1)v/nlogn < koy/nlogn. (4.7)

3. Convergence to Ground Truth: Using geometric decay:

w
da(x41, 2) < pda(zt, 2) + 0an||2 < prsvn + Cho < kzv/n. (4.8)

4.4 Exponential Convergence Rate

Theorem 4.7 (Geometric Decay of Ranking Error). Under the noise condition o < co, /e

logn’
the GPM iterates {x:}+>0 satisfy the following geometric convergence rate:

CeonvT
n

dpm(xe, 2) < p' - daq(o, 2) + for all t > 0, (4.9)

where:

e p € (0,1) is the contraction factor from Theorem 4.5,



o Ciony > 0 is an absolute constant depending on cgy, Choise-
Consequently, after T = O(log %) iterations, the error satisfies dp(zr, ) < €.

Proof: We establish the geometric decay through an induction argument combined with noise
propagation control.

Base case (¢t = 0): Trivially holds as da(zo, 2) < k3y/n by Theorem 4.6.
Inductive step (t — t + 1): Assume (4.9) holds for ¢. Then:

dp(wryr, 2) < dm(T(2e), T(2)) + dm(T(2), 2)

Contraction term Noise bias

< p-dm(zg, 2) + g||VV,2H2 (by Theorem 4.5 and Lemma 4.3)
n

Ceonvo
Spt+1-dM($0,Z)+ C\C}% (1+p+"'+,0t)

C. 1
< pt+1 '/433\/5—1— convO

Vi l-p
The geometric series converges since p < 1.

Noise accumulation control: By Lemma 4.2 and Theorem 4.6, the noise term satisfies:

o Cnoise\/ﬁ . Choise0
Ch

Choosing Ceony = l%i;e completes the proof. O

g
—[[Wzlls <
n

4.5 Deterministic Convergence of Iterates

Theorem 4.8 (Geometric Decay and Limit Characterization). Suppose the following conditions
hold for some T > 1:

e Noise bounds: ||Wll2 < Cov/n, [[War_1|le < kov/nlogn
e Prozimity to ground truth: dy(zr—1,2) < k3\/n
o Step-size control: dy(xp,x7—-1) < K3/4

Then for all k > 0:
Ap( 27k, 2715-1) < 27 dpq (27, 27-1), (4.10)

and in the quotient space M, the sequence {[xt|}+>1 converges to a limit point [z satisfying:

e Fized point property: T(Too

Loo

B

e Error bound: dp (oo, 2) < 33
e Noise control: [|[Wzsl|leo < (k2 + Cors)y/nlogn
o Algebraic structure: Croo = diag(p)reo where g = [(Cxoo)k]

Proof: Step 1: Geometric decay of step sizes.
By induction on k, using the contraction property from Theorem 4.5:

AM(@T k41, 274k) < P - dM(TT 4k TT4k—1)
<p-27Fdy(zr, 27_1) (p <1/2 by Thm 4.5)

< 2_(k+1)dM (xp, xp_1).

10



Step 2: Existence of limit point.
The sequence {z;} is Cauchy in M:

00 00
ZdM(xT+ka$T+k—1) < 113/4 . ZQ_k < 00.
k=0 k=0

By completeness of M, {[x;]} converges to some [zs].
Step 3: Fixed point characterization.
Passing to the limit in x;y; = T'(z¢), continuity gives:

Too = tliglo T(xt) =T (o).

Step 4: Error bounds preservation.
Using Theorem 4.6 inductively:

3
dM(.ﬁUOO,Z) < limsude(xt,z) < 553\/7;'

t—o00

Noise bound follows similarly by continuity of W.
Step 5: Algebraic structure.
From zo = T'(zs), we have:

Cro = diag(|Creo|)roe  (phase alignment).

Probabilistic Guarantee

By Theorems 4.6 and 4.7, the conditions hold with high probability when o < ¢yv/n/logn.
This deterministic result therefore applies to our random model.

4.6 Uniqueness of Optimal Ranking

Theorem 4.9 (Dual Certification for Unique SDP Solution). Assume the noise satisfies o <
cor/. Let X = 23* be the candidate solution from GPM. If there exists a dual certificate

logn*

matriz S € C"*™ such that:

S = Re(diag(CX)) — C > 0,
rank(S) =n — 1, (4.11)
Sz =0,

then X is the unique optimal solution to the SDP relazation (2.4).

Proof: Verify dual feasibility. From the definition of S:
(8,X) =Re (Z ckk\aek\2> — 0% =0,
k=1

which satisfies complementary slackness.

Uniqueness via rank condition. Since null(S) = span{z} , any alternative optimal solution
X' # X must satisfy (S, X’) > 0, contradicting dual feasibility. Thus, X is unique. O

Final Verification of Main Theorem

The uniqueness guaranteed by Theorem 4.9 directly implies the optimality claim in Theorem 2.1.

11



5 Conclusion

We have presented a synchronization-based framework for robust ranking from incomplete and
noisy pairwise comparisons. By reformulating the ranking problem as an instance of angular
synchronization over SO(2), we leverage spectral and semidefinite programming relaxations to
recover global rankings with provable guarantees. The proposed Sync-Rank algorithm is compu-
tationally efficient, model-free, and capable of handling both ordinal and cardinal comparisons
without requiring distributional assumptions about the noise.

Extensive experiments on synthetic and real-world datasets demonstrate that Sync-Rank
consistently outperforms state-of-the-art methods such as Serial-Rank, Rank-Centrality, and
least-squares ranking, particularly under high noise and sparsity conditions. The method shows
remarkable robustness across diverse noise models, including multiplicative uniform noise and
Erdés—Rényi outliers, and scales effectively to networks with thousands of nodes.

Furthermore, we extended the synchronization framework to address several practical vari-
ants of the ranking problem, including rank aggregation from multiple rating systems, semi-
supervised ranking with hard constraints, and the extraction of locally consistent partial rank-
ings. These extensions highlight the flexibility and broad applicability of the synchronization
paradigm.

Future work may explore tighter theoretical bounds for noise tolerance, efficient distributed
implementations for large-scale datasets, and extensions to dynamic ranking settings where com-
parisons arrive sequentially over time. The integration of soft constraints and the development
of online synchronization algorithms are also promising directions for further research.

In summary, Sync-Rank provides a powerful and versatile tool for modern ranking appli-
cations, combining theoretical rigor with practical performance, and opening new avenues for
research at the intersection of synchronization, ranking, and data science.

References

[1] M. G. Kendall and B. B. Smith. On the method of paired comparisons. Biometrika,
31(3/4):324-345, 1940.

[2] R. A. Bradley and M. E. Terry. Rank analysis of incomplete block designs: I. the method
of paired comparisons. Biometrika, 39(3/4):324-345, 1952.

[3] R. L. Plackett. The analysis of permutations. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society.
Series C' (Applied Statistics), 24(2):193-202, 1975.

[4] Y. Freund, R. Iyer, R. E. Schapire, and Y. Singer. An efficient boosting algorithm for
combining preferences. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 4:933-969, 2003.

[5] H. Azari Soufiani, W. Chen, D. C. Parkes, and L. Xia. Generalized method-of-moments
for rank aggregation. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 26, pages
2926-2934, 2013.

[6] T.-Y. Liu. Learning to rank for information retrieval. Foundations and Trends in Infor-
mation Retrieval, 3(3):225-331, 2009.

[7] S. Negahban, S. Oh, and D. Shah. Iterative ranking from pair-wise comparisons. In
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 25, pages 2474-2482, 2012.

[8] F. Fogel, A. d’Aspremont, and M. Vojnovic. Serialrank: Spectral ranking using seriation.
In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 27, pages 900-908, 2014.

[9] A. N. Hirani, K. Kalyanaraman, and S. Watts. Least squares ranking on graphs. arXiv
preprint arXiw:1011.1716, 2010.

[10] B. Osting, J. Darbon, and S. Osher. Statistical ranking using the ¢;-norm on graphs.
Inverse Problems and Imaging, 7(3):907-926, 2013.

12



[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

K. G. Jamieson and R. D. Nowak. Active ranking using pairwise comparisons. In Advances
in Neural Information Processing Systems 24, pages 2240-2248, 2011.

M. Cucuringu. Sync-Rank: Robust ranking, constrained ranking and rank aggregation
via eigenvector and SDP synchronization. IEEFE Transactions on Network Science and
Engineering, 3(1):58-79, 2016.

Y. Zhong and N. Boumal. Near-optimal bounds for phase synchronization. SIAM Journal
on Optimization, 28(2):989-1016, 2018.

H. Liu, M.-C. Yue, and A. Man-Cho So. On the estimation performance and conver-
gence rate of the generalized power method for phase synchronization. SIAM Journal on
Optimization, 27(4):2426-2446, 2017.

S. Z. Zhong and S. Ling. Improved theoretical guarantee for rank aggregation via spectral
method. Information and Inference: A Journal of the IMA, 13(3):iaae020, 2024.

13



	Introduction
	Related Works

	Theorem
	Ranking Data Model
	Main result
	steps
	Instance-Level Verification

	Experimental Results
	GPM Performance Analysis
	Performance under Theoretical Noise Threshold

	proof of theorem
	Analytical Framework for Ranking Estimation
	Proof of Contractive Mapping Theorem
	Induction on Ranking Iterates
	Exponential Convergence Rate
	Deterministic Convergence of Iterates
	Uniqueness of Optimal Ranking

	Conclusion

