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Abstract

Partial monitoring games are repeated games where theelaaceives feedback
that might be different from adversary’s move or even thearelgained by the
learner. Recently, a general model of combinatorial plamianitoring (CPM)
games was proposed [1], where the learner’s action spacbeamrponentially
large and adversary samples its moves from a bounded, consrspace, accord-
ing to a fixed distribution. The paper gave a confidence bowsgd algorithm
(GCB) that achieve®(T2/3log T) distribution independent and(log T') distri-
bution dependent regret bounds. The implementation of #igorithm depends
on two separate offline oracles and the distribution depetaégret additionally
requires existence of a unique optimal action for the learh@opting their CPM
model, our first contribution is a Phased Exploration witle@ty Exploitation
(PEGE) algorithmic framework for the problem. Differengatithms within the
framework achieved(T%/3./log T) distribution independent an@(log® T') dis-
tribution dependent regret respectively. Crucially, caniework needs only the
simpler “argmax” oracle from GCB and the distribution deghent regret does not
require existence of a unique optimal action. Our secondriboion is another
algorithm, PEGEZ2, which combines gap estimation with a PE@jerithm, to
achieve arO(log T') regret bound, matching the GCB guarantee but removing the
dependence on size of the learner’s action space. HowéweIGICB, PEGE2
requires access to both offline oracles and the existenceauniqaie optimal ac-
tion. Finally, we discuss how our algorithm can be efficigmtpplied to a CPM
problem of practical interest: namely, online ranking wigkdback at the top.

1 Introduction

Partial monitoring (PM) games are repeated games play@eebeata learner and an adversary over
discrete time points. At every time point, the learner andeashry each simultaneously select
an action, from their respective action sets, and the leagams a reward, which is a function
of the two actions. In PM games, the learner receives limigatiback, which might neither be
adversary’s move (full information games) nor the rewarithga (bandit games). Istochastid®M
games, adversary generates actions which are indepentkittemtically distributed according to
a distribution fixed before the start of the game and unknmathe learner. The learner’s objective
is to develop a learning strategy that incurs low regret ¢ivee, based on the feedback received
during the course of the game. Regret is defined as the differeetween cumulative reward of the
learner’s strategy and the best fixed learner’s action iddight. The usual learning strategies in
online games combine some form of exploration (gettinglieel on certain learner’s actions) and
exploitation (playing the perceived optimal action basedorrent estimates).
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There has been a substantial advance in our understandiimitePM games. Starting with early
work in the 2000s|[2,/3], this body of research reached a mdtion point with a comprehensive
and complete classification of finite PM games [4]. We referrisader to these works for more
references and also note that newer results continue t@aa[fjeFinite PM games restrict both the
learner’'s and adversary’s action spaces to be finite, witbrg general feedback model. All finite
partial monitoring games can be classified into one of fotegaries, with minimax regred(T),
O(T?/?), 0(T"/?) andO(1). The classification is governed lgyobal andlocal observabilityprop-
erties pertaining to a game [4]. Another line of work has eeta traditional multi-armed bandit
problem (MAB) [6] to include combinatorial action spaces learner (CMAB) [7,8]. The com-
binatorial action space can be exponentially large, renddraditional MAB algorithms designed
for small finite action spaces, impractical with regret bdsiacaling with size of action space. The
CMAB algorithms exploit a finite subset of base actions, \litdace specific to the structure of prob-
lem at hand, leading to practical algorithms and regret deuhat do not scale with, or scale very
mildly with, the size of the learner’s action space.

While finite PM and CMAB problems have witnessed a lot of attjithere is only one paper![1]
on combinatorial partial monitoring (CPM) games, to thetloé®ur knowledge. There the authors
combined the combinatorial aspect of CMAB with the limitegfiback aspect of finite PM games,
to develop a CPM model. The model extended PM games to incluti®inatorial action spaces for
learner, which might be exponentially large, and infiniteatspaces for the adversary. Neither of
these situations can be handled by generic algorithms fiee ftivi games. Specifically, the model
considered an action spadefor the learner, that has a small subset of actions defingigtzal ob-
servable sefsee Assumption 2 in Sectibh 2). The adversary’s actionessaa continuous, bounded
vector space with the adversary sampling moves from a fixadlalition over the vector space. The
reward function considered is a general non-linear funatidearner’s and adversary’s actions, with
some restrictions (see Assumptions 1 & 3 in Sediion 2). Thdehiocorporated a linear feedback
mechanism where the feedback received is a linear tranatamof adversary’s move. Inspired
by the classic confidence bound algorithms for MABs, such @8 (E], the authors proposed a
Global Confidence Bound (GCB) algorithm that enjoyed twoeypf regret bound. The first one
was a distribution independe®(T%/3 log T') regret bound and the second one was a distribution
dependen®(log T') regret bound. A distribution dependent regret bound ireefactors specific to
the adversary’s fixed distribution, while distribution agendent means the regret bound holds over
all possible distributions in a broad class of distribusiofoth bounds also had a logarithmic de-
pendence opY'|. The algorithm combined online estimation with two offlirengputational oracles.
The first oracle finds the action(s) achieving maximum valueeward function overt, for a par-
ticular adversary action (argmax oracle), and the secoad®finds the action(s) achieving second
maximum value of reward function ovét, for a particular adversary action (arg-secondmax oracle)
Moreover, the distribution dependent regret bound regudréstence of aniqueoptimal learner ac-
tion. The inspiration for the CPM model came from variouslaapions like crowdsourcing and
matching problems like matching products with customers.

Our Contributions. We adopt the CPM model proposed earlier [1]. However, imstdausing
upper confidence bound techniques, our work is motivatechoyher classic technique developed
for MABs, namely that of forced exploration. This techniguas already used in the classic paper
of Robbins|[9] and has also been called “forcing with cettagquivalence” in the control theory
literature [10]. We develop a Phased Exploration with GyeEdploitation (PEGE) algorithmic
framework (Sectiofil3) borrowing the PEGE terminology fromrkvon linearly parameterized ban-
dits [11]. When the framework is instantiated with differparameters, it achieve¥7%/3/Tog T)
distribution independent an@(log® T distribution dependent regret. Significantly, the framewo
combines online estimation with only the argmax oracle f@@B, which is a practical advantage
over requiring an additional arg-secondmax oracle. Moeedkie distribution dependent regret does
not require existence of unique optimal action. Uniqueoésptimal action can be an unreasonable
assumption, especially in the presence of a combinatariedraspace. Our second contribution is
another algorithm PEGE2 (Sectibh 4) that combines a PEG@&ritligh with Gap Estimation, to
achieve a distribution dependefflog T') regret bound, thus matching the GCB regret guarantee
in terms ofT" and gap. Here, gap refers to the difference between expestexatd of optimal and
second optimal learner’s actions. However, PEGE2 doesreegocess to both the oracles and exis-
tence of unique optimal action. On the other hand, like GAB3E2 has the property that its regret
is never larger tha®(7'?/3 log T') even when there is no unique optimal action. Another crial



is that all our regret bounds are independentif only depending on the size of the smgibbal
observable setThus, though we have adopted the CPM model [1], our regnetd®are meaning-
ful for countably infinite or even continuous learner’s antspace, whereas GCB regret bound has
an explicit logarithmic dependence 6ki|. We provide a detailed comparison of our work with the
GCB algorithm in Sectionl5. Finally, we discuss how our aithons can be efficiently applied in the
CPM problem of online ranking with feedback restricted tp tanked items (Sectidd 6), a setting
already considered [12] but analyzed in a non-stochadtinge

2 Preliminaries and Assumptions

The online game is played between a learner and an adveosanygliscrete rounds indexed by-
1,2,.... The learner’s action set is denoted®®svhich can be exponentially large. The adversary’s
action set is the infinite s¢, 1]*. The adversary fixes a distributigron [0, 1]™ before start of the
game (adversary’s strategy), wiphunknown to the learner. At each round of the game, adversary
sampleg)(t) € [0,1]" according top, with Eg(;)~,[0(t)] = 6. The learner chooses(t) € X
and gets reward(z(t), 6(t)). However, the learner might not get to know eitldét) (as in a full
information game) or-(z(t), 0(t)) (as in a bandit game). In fact, the learner receives, as setdb
a linear transformation df(¢).That is, every action € X has an associated transformation matrix
M, € R™=>".On playing action:(t), the learner receives a feedbatk; ;) - () € R™=. Note
that the game with the defined feedback mechanism subsuith@sdumation and bandit games.
M, = I*"  Vx makes it a full information game sinde/, - § = 6. If r(x,0) = x - 0, then
M, = z € R™ makes it a bandit game. The dimensionaction spacet’, reward function-(-, -)
and transformation matrice¥/,, Vo € X are known to the learner. The goal of the learner is to
minimize the expected regret, which, for a given time harizg is:

R(T) =T -maxE[r ZE )] 1)

reX

where the expectationin the first term is taken dyev.r.t. distributionp, and the second expectation
is taken ovep and possible randomness in the learner’s algorithm.

For distribution dependent regret bounds, we define gapspeated rewards: Let* € S( )
argmax,c y 7(z,05). ThenA, = 7(z*,05) — 7(2,05) , Apmaz = max{A, : z € X} andA
min{A, : x € X, A, > 0}.

Assumption 1. (Restriction on Reward Function)The first assumption is théy..,[r(z, )] =
7(x,0;), for some functiorr(-, -). That is, the expected reward is a functionwodnd®;;, which is
always satisfied if-(z, #) is a linear function o, or if distributionp happens to be any distribution
with support[0, 1]" and fully parameterized by its medj. With this assumption, the expected
regret becomes:

T
R(T) =T 7(z*,0;) - > E[r @)

t=1

Assumption 2. (Existence of Global Observable Sefhe second assumption is on the existence
of a global observable sewhich is a subset of learner’s action set and is requirec$timating

an adversary’s mové. Theglobal observable sas defined as follows: for a set of actioas=
{z1, :v2, ..., 0} € &, let their transformation matrices be stacked in a top daghibn to obtain

a RX:Z1me xn dimensional matrix\/,. o is said to be a global observable setMf, has full
column rank, i.e., rank{/,,) = n. Then, the Moore-Penrose pseudoinveYs¢ satisfiesM M, =
=", Without the assumption on the existence of global obséevsdt, it might be the case that
even if the learner plays all actions i on samé, the learner might not be able to recovefas
MM, = 7" will not hold without full rank assumption). In that caseataer might not be
able to distinguish betweetf, and¢, , corresponding to two different adversary’s strategigeent
with non-zero probability, the learner can suffe{T") regret and no learner strategy can guarantee
a sub-linear inT" regret (the intuition forms the base of thobal observability conditiorn [2]).
Note that the size of the global observable set is small,|a¢.< n. A global observable set can
be found by including an actianin ¢ if it strictly increases the rank af/,, till the rank reaches.
There can, of course, be more than one global observable set.



Assumption 3. (Lipschitz Continuity of Expected Reward Furction) The third assumption is on
the Lipschitz continuity of expected reward function insescond argument. More precisely, it is
assumed thal R > 0 such thaty = € X, for anyf; andfy, |7(z,61) — 7(x,02)| < R||61 — 022
This assumption is reasonable since otherwise, a smafliarestimation of mean reward vectéjy
can introduce a large change in expected reward, leadiniffitutty in controlling regret over time.
The Lipschitz condition holds trivially for expected rewafunctions which are linear in second
argument. The continuity assumption, along with the faet #idversary’s moves are [f, 1],
implies boundedness of expected reward for any learnetisraand any adversary’s action. We
denOteRmaI = maXmeX,96[071]vl F(I, 9)

The three assumptions above will be made throughout. Haywhesfourth assumption will only be
made in a subset of our results.

Assumption 4. (Unique Optimal Action) The optimal actionr* = argmax, . » 7(x, 65;) is unique.
Denote a second best action (which may not be uniqueyby argmax, ¢y ;.- 7(z,0,). Note
thatA = 7(z*, 05) — 7(2*, 0;).

—Yp

3 Phased Exploration with Greedy Exploitation

Algorithm[d (PEGE) uses the classic idea of doing exploreitigphases that are successively further
apart from each other. In between exploration phases, veetsattion greedily by completely
trusting the current estimates. The constarbntrols how much we explore in a given phase and
the constantv along with the functiorC|(-) determines how much we exploit. This idea is classic
in the bandit literature [9—11] but has not been applied ®@@PM framework to the best of our
knowledge.

Algorithm 1 The PEGE Algorithmic Framework
1: Inputs:«, § and functionC/(+) (to determine amount of exploration/exploitation in eabage).

2:Forb=1,2,...,

3 Exploration

4 Fori =1to|o]

5 Forj = 1tob”

6: Lett;; = tandd(t;;,b) = 6(t) wheret is current time point
7. Playz; € o and get feedback{,, - 0(¢;;,b) € R™=:.

8 End For
9 End For
10: Estimation
1

L 055 = MFf(My, - 0(tj1,0),..., My, - 0(t;0,) € R™.
12 f(b) = ZELZEL I e e
Zj:l ]ﬂ R
13:  z(b) € argmax,c» 7(x,0(D)).
14: Exploitation

15: Fori = 1 to exp(C(b%))
16: Playzx(b).

17: End For

18: End For

It is easy to see that the estimators in Algorithm 1 have thieviing properties: E, [0;,] =

MF (Mg, - 65,..., My, -05) = M}fM, - 65 = 6% and hencéf, [f] = ;. Using the fact that

4



M} = (M} Ms)~*M, , we also have the following bound on estimation errofjof

16,6 — O3 ll2 < | MF (M, - 0(tj1,4), ..., May,, - 0(t,101,4)) — M Mo03%|
o] lo]|

= ||(M] M,) ZMT My, - (0(tjx, 1) — 0)l2 < vV > (M) My) " M, My, ||2 =: B,
(3)

where the constant, defined above depends only on the structure of the lineasfoemation
matrices of the global observer set and not on adversarggyra.

Our first result is about the regret of Algoritiith 1 when witpimase numbér, the exploration part
spendgo| rounds (constant w.r.b) and the exploitation part grows polynomially with

Theorem 1. (Distribution Independent Regret)When Algorithni 11 is initialized with the parame-
tersC(a) = loga, « = 1/2 and 8 = 0, and the online game is played ovErounds, we get the
following bound on expected regret:

R(T) < Rpaz|o|T?? + 2RB,T?/3\/1og 2¢% + 210g T + Romax (4)

wherej, is the constant as defined in Ed. 3.

Our next result is about the regret of Algorithin 1 when withirase number, the exploration part
spendgo]| - b rounds (linearly increasing with) and the exploitation part grows exponentially with

Theorem 2. (Distribution Dependent Regret)When Algorithriifl is initialized with the parameters
C(a) = h - a, for a tuning parameteh > 0, « = 1 and = 1, and the online game is played over
T rounds, we get the following bound on expected regret:

2 2 (2R2 32
ZA (10gT) N 4v/27e RAmMB,,eh eras)

N ©)

xEoT

Such an explicit bound for a PEGE algorithm that is polyldtpanic in 7" and explicitly states the
multiplicative and additive constants involved in not kmgwo the best of our knowledge, even in
the bandit literature (e.qg., earlier bounds [10] are asyptig)twhereas here we prove it in the CPM
setting. Note that the additive constant above, thougrefibiows up exponentially fast @ — 0

for a fixedh. Itis well behaved however, if the tuning paramétds on the same scale ds This
line of thought motivates us to estimate the gap to withinstant factors and then feed that estimate
into a PEGE algorithm. This is what we will do in the next sewti

4 Combining Gap Estimation with PEGE

Algorithm[2 tries to estimate the gapto within a constant multiplicative factor. However, if tieds
no unique optimal action or when the true gap is small, gamasibn can take a very large amount
of time. To prevent that from happening, the algorithm ates in a threshold} as input and
definitely stops if the threshold is reached. The resultwelesures us that, with high probability,
the algorithm behaves as expected. That is, if there is auarogtimal action and the gap is large
enough to be estimated with a given confidence before thehhbl&T; kicks in, it will output an
estimateA in the rangd0.5A, 1.5A]. On the other hand, if there is no unique optimal action, éslo
not generate an estimate Afand instead runs out of the exploration budggt

Theorem 3. (Gap Estimation within Constant Factors)Let To > 1andd € (0,1) and define

Ty (8) = 25652 Be 16 "12255 b ,T2(0) = 16R Bf’ log 2&. Consider Algorithril2 run with

4e2b?
w(b) = %. (6)

Then, the following 3 claims hold.

1. Suppose Assumption 4 holds aRdd) < Tp. Then with probability at least — ¢, Algo-
rithm[2 stops il (§) episodes and outputs an estimatahat satisﬁe%A <A< %A.



Algorithm 2 Algorithm for Gap Estimation
1: Inputs: T} (exploration threshold) anél(confidence parameter)

:Forb=1,2,...,
Exploration
Fori=1to|o]|
(Denote); = t andd(t;,b) = 6(¢) (¢ is current time point).
Playz; € o and get feedbacks,, - 6(¢;,b) € R™=i.
End For
Estimation

Oy = M (M, - 0(t1,0), .., My, - 0t} b)) € R™.

©CoNoaRwWN

b
6(b) = Z:Tﬁ e R

[
e

11: Stopping Rule(w(b) is defined as in EqL]6))
12:  If argmax,y 7(z, 6(b)) is unique:
13: 2(b) = argmax, ¢ 7(x,0(b))

14: z_(b) = argMAaX, ¢ x 44i(b) 7(x, é(b)) (need not be unique)
15; If 7#(2(b), (b)) — 7(2_(b), 6(b)) > 6w(b):

16: STOP and outpuh = 7#(2(b), (b)) — 7(&_ (), (b))

17: End If

18: EndIf

19:  Ifb > Tp:

20: STOP and output “threshold exceeded”

21: EndIf

22: End For

2. Suppose Assumption 4 holds afid< T3(6). Then with probability at least — 4§, the
algorithm either outputs “threshold exceeded” or outputs estimateA that satisfies

%A <A< %A. Furthermore, if it outputs&, it must be the case that the algorithm
stopped at an episodesuch thatl» () < b < Tj.

3. Suppose Assumption 4 fails. Then, with probability astigéa- §, Algorithm[2 stops iff}
episodes and outputs “threshold exceeded”.

Equipped with Theorer] 3, we are now ready to combine Algorhwith Algorithm[1 to give
Algorithm[3. Algorithmi3 first calls Algorithril2. If Algoritm[2 outputs an estimatk it is fed into
Algorithm[. If the threshold is exceeded, then the remaining time is spent in pure esgiloit.
Note that by choosin@, to be of ordefl?/3 we can guarantee a worst case regret of the same order
even when unique optimality assumption fails. For PM garhasdre globally observable but not
locally observable, such a distribution independ@(i?/3) bound is known to be optimall[4].
Theorem 4. (Regret Bound for PEGE2)Consider Algorithmi 1B run with knowledge of the number
T of rounds. Consider the distribution independent bound

B1(T) = 2(2RB,|0|*R2,,,,T)%*\/log(4e2T3) + Ryaq,

max

and the distribution dependent bound

256 R2 32 512e2R2B2T
= bs log ¢ R75, Roazlo] + Z A,

36R%321ogT  8e?R2j32
AZ AZ +
rEo

By(T) A2 A2

+ Rmaz .

If Assumption 4 fails, then the expected regret of AlgoriBhie bounded a2(T') < By(T). If
Assumption 4 holds, then the expected regret of Algofilhsrb®inded as

Bao(T) if T1(6) < T,
R(T) < {OZET?/B’ logT) if T(I) < Tl(é(; ’

whereT; (6) is as defined in Theorelm 3 andl} are as defined in Algorithid 3.

(@)



In the above theorem, note tH&f(5) scales a® (<5 log i) andT, as©(7?/3). Thus, the two
cases in EqL{7) correspond to large gap and small gap sihsatespectively.

Algorithm 3 Algorithm Combining PEGE with Gap Estimation (PEGE?2)
1: Input: T (total number of rounds)

2/3
2: Call Algorithm[2 with inputsTy = (\iﬁgii) andd = 1/T
3: If Algorithm[2 returns “threshold exceeded”:
4. Letd(Ty) be the latest estimate 6f maintained by Algorithril2
5. Playi(Ty) = argmax, y 7(z, §) for the remaining” — Tp|o| rounds
6: Else:
7. LetA be the gap estimate produced by Algorithim 2
8: For all remaining time steps, run Algorittith 1 with paraereC(a) = ha with
A 2
h= ﬁ a=1,=0
9: End If

5 Comparison with GCB Algorithm

We provide a detailed comparison of our results with thogaiobd for GCBI[1]. (a) While we use
the same CPM model, our work is inspired by the forced exgilmmaechnique while GCB is in-
spired by the confidence bound technique, both of which assi in the bandit literature. (b) One
instantiation of our PEGE framework gives an72/%,/logT) distribution independent regret
bound (Theorerill), which does not require call to arg-sew@nxdoracle. This is of substantial
practical advantage over GCB since even for linear optitiungroblems over polyhedra, standard
routines usually do not have option of computing actiort{a} fichieve second maximum value for
the objective function. (c) Another instantiation of the®E framework gives a®(log® T') dis-
tribution dependent regret bound (Theofdm 2), which neitbguires call to arg-secondmax oracle
nor the assumption of existence of unique optimal actioifamer. This is once again important,
since the assumption of existence of unique optimal actimihtibe impractical, especially for ex-
ponentially large action space. However, the caveat isiti@toper setting of the tuning parameter
hin Theoreni 2 can lead to a large additive component in theste@at) A crucial point, which we
had highlighted in the beginning, is that the regret bourdtgexed by PEGE and PEGE2 do not
have dependence on size of learner’s action space|X.e. The dependence is only on the size of
global observable set, which is guaranteed to be not more than dimension of adwéssaction
space. Thus, though we have adopted the CPM model [1], ooritdns achieve meaningful regret
bounds for countably infinite or even continuous learnest®a space. In contrast, the GCB regret
bounds have explicit, logarithmic dependence on size ohas action space. Thus, their results
cannot be extended to problems with infinite learner’s actipace (see Sectigh 6 for an example),
and are restricted to large, Hiinite action spaces. (e) The PEGEZ2 algorithm is a true analogue of
the GCB algorithm, matching the regret bounds of GCB in tesfris and gapA with the advantage
that it has no dependence pti|. The disadvantage, however, is that PEGE2 requires knogelefl
time horizonT', while GCB is an anytime algorithm.

6 Application to Online Ranking

A recent paper studied an interesting problem of online irapkvith feedback restricted to top
ranked items|[12]. The problem was studied in a non-sto@hastting, i.e., it was assumed that
an oblivious adversary generates reward vectors. Moretheeltearner’s action space was exponen-
tially large in number of items to be ranked. The paper madetimnection of the problem setting
to PM games (but not combinatorial PM games) and proposetfiaieiet algorithm for the specific
problem at hand. However, a careful reading of the paper shbat their algorithmic techniques
can handle the CPM model we have discussed so far, but indhestochastisetting. The reward
function is linear in both learner’s and adversary’s moeglversary’s move is restricted to a finite
space of vectors and feedback is a linear transformatiodwraary’s move. In this section, we give



a brief description of the problem setting and show how ogodihms can be used to efficiently
solve the problem of online ranking with feedback on top exhitems in thestochasticsetting. We
also give an example of how the ranking problem setting casob@ewhat naturally extended to one
which has continuous action space for learner, instead@é laut finite action space.

The paper considered an online ranking problem, where adeaepeatedly re-ranks a setof
fixed items, to satisfy diverse users’ preferences, whd ths system sequentially. Each learner
actionz is a permutation of the items. Each user has like/dislike preference for each itanying
between users, with each user’s preferences encodedeagith binary relevance vectofis Once
the ranked list of items is presented to the user, the usassheaough the items, but gives relevance
feedback only on top ranked item. However, the performaiftieeolearner is judged based on full
ranked list and unrevealed, full relevance vector. Thushawe a PM game, where neither adversary
generated relevance vector nor reward is revealed to leafine paper showed how a number of
practical ranking measures, like Discounted Cumulativen@CG), can be expressed as a linear
function, i.e.,r(z,6) = f(x) - 8. The practical motivation of the work was based on learning a
ranking strategy to satisfy diverse user preferences, hititlimited feedback received due to user
burden constraints and privacy concerns.

Online Ranking with Feedback at Top as a Stochastic CPM GaméMe show how our algorithms
can be applied in online ranking with feedback for top ranikehs by showing how it is a specific
instance of the CPM model and how our key assumptions ar&fiedti The learner’s action space
is the finite but exponentially large space &f = n! permutations. Adversary’s move is an
dimensional relevance vector, and thus, is restricteda }™ (finite space of size™) contained in
[0,1]™. In the stochastic setting, we can assume that adversamlastne {0,1}"™ from a fixed
distribution on the space. Since the feedback on playingmtation is the relevance of top ranked
item, each move: has an associated transformation mafrly € {0,1}", with 1 in the place of
the item which is ranked at the top byand0 everywhere else. Thud/, - 6 gives the relevance
of item ranked at the top by. The global observable setis the set of any: actions, where each
action, in turn, puts a distinct item on top. Hendé, is then x n dimensional permutation matrix.
Assumption 1 is satisfied because the reward function iatimet andr(z, 0;) = f(z) - 0, where
E,[0] = 05 € [0,1]". Assumption 2 is satisfied since there will always be a globservable set
of sizen and can be found easily. In fact, there will be multiple globlaservable sets, with the
freedom to choose any one of them. Assumption 3 is satisfiedalthe expected reward function
being linear in second argument. The Lipschitz constantis.cx || f (z)||2, which is always less
than some small polynomial factor ef depending on specifif(-). The value of5, can be easily
seen to be3/2, Theargmax oracle returns the permutation which simply sorts itemetiog to
their corresponding values. The arg-secondmax oracle is more complicatedgthaasible. It
requires first sorting the items accordingtand then compare each pair of consecutive items to see
where least drop in reward value occurs.

Likely Failure of Unique Optimal Action Assumption. Assumption 4 is unlikely to hold in this
problem setting. The mean relevance veéjpeffectively reflects the average preference of all users
for each of then items. It is very likely that at least a few items will not b&dd by anyone and
which will ultimately be always ranked at the bottom. Equadbssible is that two items will have
same user preference on average, and can be exchangedtwitiniing the optimal ranking. Thus,
existence of an unique optimal ranking, which indicates #zech item will have different average
user preference than every other item, is unlikely. Thus§;PRBlgorithm can still be applied to get
poly-logarithmic regret (Theorefm 2), but GCB will only aeeO(7%/3 log T') regret.

A PM Game with Infinite Learner Action Space. We give a simple modification of the ranking
problem above to show how the learner can have continuoimnagace. The learner now ranks the
items by producing an dimensional score vectar € [0, 1]™ and sorting items according to their
scores. Thus the learner’s action space is now an uncoyrntdiplite continuous space. As before,
the user gets to see the ranked list and gives relevancedeledin top ranked item. The learner’s
performance will now be judged by a continuous loss functiostead of a discrete-valued ranking
measure, since its moves are in a continuous space. Cotis&simplest loss, viz., the squared
“loss” r(z,6) = —||z — 0||3 (note -ve sign to keep reward interpetation). It can be gasién that
7(x,05) = Egnplr(z,0)] = —||z||3+2x -6z —1-07, if the relevance vectosare in{0, 1}". Thus,
the Lipschitz condition is satisfied. The global observaaeis still of sizen, with then actions
being anyn score vectors, whose sorted orders place each of ifeens, in turn, on topg, remains
same as before, withrgmax, Eg.,r(z,0) = Eg,[0] = 0.
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7 Appendix

We first state the large deviation inequality for vectorwes martingales, which is the generalization
of Azuma-Hoeffding inequality for scalar valued martingsl

Theorem 1.8 of [13] Let Xq, X4,...,X,, be a weak martingale sequence taking values in eu-
clidean spaceR?, with E[X;|X; 1] = X; 1. LetXg = 0 and||X; — X; 1] < 1, for
1=1,2,...,m. Then, for every > 0,

2
Pr[|| Xomll2 > €] < 2e%e7m (8)

We use the concentration inequality to get a uniform confiddbound, over the space of learner’s
action, on the deviation of estimated reward from true relvafter each estimate of mean reward
vector is produced.

Lemma 5. At the end of exploration phase within phasé = 1,2,..., of Algorithm PEGE, the

estimator of reward vectat; is 6(b) = M—J” Then¥n >0,
Zj 1]6
~t ) Py
PrlVz € X : |F(x,0(b ) —7(x,05)] <nl >1—2e%e =52 9)

wheref, is the constant as defined in Eq. 3 aRds the Lipschitz constant defined in Assumption
3.

Proof. Let{Xl-_,j}j i be a sequence of random vectors, defined as follows:

.....

i—1 ae) i—1 .18 ~ . ~
Z;/:l Z' =1 p+2k 1 ; (Zlf 1 l/ 19j/-,i/+2fc:19k7i)

Xij= )8 (10)
Z i =1 Z 21 Bo
It can be checked that thie norm of the difference between any~two consecutive randactove
. 05— 0 1
is bounded by a constant. That |gX; ; — X; 1|2 = 16, = Osall2 and

i’ B —_ b .
5 Z i/ =1 Z(N )1 o Zi“:l(l”)ﬁ
10, — 61 i+1||2 1

S S B T S ()8

Also, éj_,i is independent of all estimators formed befé;_,e in Algorithm PEGE. Thus,

| X110 — Xiell2

E[X;; — Xi;_1]|Xi ;1] =E [ % — 6. |X
i — Xij—1|Xij-1] = 5 WP ij—1
D1 2jnz1 Bo

(11)

El 05 —0;,; 1
= Y
Y- 12(//)1 -

Thus, {X”}J 1. 1[3 satisfy the criteria of weak martingale sequence and helogdhe large

deviation ine ual|t of vector valued martingales, we haves > 0, Pr[|| X, 5]l2 > € <
bb
_e2
P IND >
2e2e \ &1 iP?7 ) — 9e2e—" X011

Now, it can be clearly seen that; — O(b)|2 = Bo|| Xp e |2 and lety = B,e. Then,V 7 > 0, we

R — (8P i)
getPr[HGZ —0(b)]]2 > n] < 2e%e B2

10



Using the Lipschitz property of expected reward functiosg@dmption 3), we have

Pr3z € X : [, 60) — 7(x,07)| > n) < Pr(R - 6] — 6(b)]2 > )

—=tP B2
< 2¢%e 22

(12)

Taking complement of the event completes the proof. O

7.1 Proof of Results in Section3
7.1.1 Proof of Theoren1

We first restate the theorem.

Distribution Independent Regret: When Algorithm PEGE is initialized with the parameters
C(a) = loga, « = 1/2 andB = 0, and the online game is played ovErrounds, we get the
following bound on expected regret:

R(T) < Romaz|o|T? + 2RB,T%/3\/log 2e2 + 210g T + Rpae (13)

wherej, is the constant as defined in Ed. 3.

Proof. Let Algorithm PEGE run foiX’ phases, with parameters initialized@&:) = loga, « = 1/2
ands = 0.

Exploration regret: During every exploration phase, the expected regret intled by|c|R, .0,
where R, iS as given in Assumption 3. Thus, total expected regret duexploration is
Klo|Rmaz-

Exploitation regret: Letz* € argmax,cy 7(v,0,) andz(b) € argmax,cy 7(x,0(b)). During
every exploitation round within phageof Algorithm PEGE, the expected regret|igz(b),0,) —
T(z*,05)] .

Now, from Lemmab, with3 = 0, the following holds w.p> 1 — &,

. R252 log(2

Vo, |7(x,0;) — 7(z,0(b)] < B”fg(‘”’)

————
U

(14)

Then, w.p.> 1 — 6, the following event holds truer(z*, 05) — 7(z(b), 0 )| < 2m, as explained:
(2", 05) < 7(z*,0(b) +n, from Eq[Id

< 7(x(b),0(b)) + m
< 7(x(b),0,) + 2m, from Eq[I4
Thus, the evenfi(z*, 0;) — 7(x(b), 05)| < 2, holds true w.p.> 1 — 6, for every fixed phaseé.
Then,w.p.>1— Zfil d;, the following holds true:
Vo, [r(z", 0,) — T(x(b), 0,)] < 2mp
Note that the expected regret per round is always boundef,hy. (since expected reward is
bounded byR,,,4.)

The number of rounds of exploitation in phasés b™. Hence, the total expected regret due to
exploitation, overK phases is:

K K A 7o 9 s\ K
Z (1 - Z 5.7') 2Rﬁa 1\O/g;(2€2/5i) + (Z 6j)Rmax i
i=1 j=1

expected regret per exploitation round

Jj=1

11



Takingd; = d2 = ... = dx = 4, and summing over exploration and exploitation regret aver
phases, we get

K 2
R(T) < K|o| Rz + 3 ((1 S (K&)Rmax> i (s)

Using the inequalit)EiK:1 v < fOK ¥dy < KY*!, we get expected regret:
R(T) < K|o|Rmaz + (1 — K8)2RBy\/10g(2e2/0) KT'/2 4 K§Rinax K1 (16)

Now, we relateX’ to total timeT as:T = |o|K + Zfil i% ~ Kot forlargeK.

HenceK ~ TT=. Substituting value of in Eq[18, and takingr = 1/2 andé = % gives us the
required bound on expected regret. O

Our next lemma shows that as the number of phaggews in Algorithm PEGE, the probability of
selecting a sub-optimal arm for greedy exploitation stgink

Lemma 6. At the end of exploration phase within phasé = 1,2, ..., the estimator constructed

b i’ 5
. - 0, )

is A(b) = Zl_lbz# Then the following holds,

>i=1J°
R —(bf, h)a2
Pr(argmax7(z,0(b)) € argmaxr(z,0,)) < 2e%e” 1R7EZ a7)
zeX reX

Proof. Let us assume’ € argmax,  y 7(z,0(b)) such thate’ ¢ argmax, y 7(z,0,). Letz™ €
argmax,c v 7(z, 0). Then, by our assumption(z’, 6(b)) > 7(z*,6(b)). By definition of gapA,
we also have(z*, ;) —7(2, ;) > A. The two inequalities imply that at least one of the follog/in
two inequalities has to hold: eithet(z*, 8%) — 7#(z*, 0(b))| > 5 or [F(z’,0(b)) — 7(a',05)| > 5.

Thus,argmax, ¢ y 7(z, (b)) € argmax, y r(zx,0y) = Jz e X:|r(x,0;)— #(z,0(b))| > 2.
By using Lemmalb, and substitutimg= %, we get our result.

O

7.1.2 Proof of Theoren2

We restate the theorem before proving:

Distribution Dependent Regret: When Algorithm PEGE is initialized with the parametét&:) =
h - a, for a tuning parameteér > 0, « = 1 andg = 1, and the online game is played ov&rounds,
we get the following bound on expected regret:

2 Vore? h2(2R%52)
RT) <Y A, (biT) R (18)

reo

Proof. Let total number of phases that the algorithm runs foikbéNe relatekK to total timeT" as
(after substituting parametet§a) = h - a, « = 1 andg = 1 in Algorithm PEGE):

; logT
T=K |oli+3X5, eM>ehK — K < Oi ,

Exploration regret: Sine we are in distribution dependent setting now, expmeetploration regret
in each exploration phase)s___ A,.. Hence, total expected exploration regret is upper bounded

by:

reo

K AL)i = A K(K+1) A 1og2T
Zi:l (2160 m)l - Zmea zT o = (Zmea w)T

12



Exploitation regret: When a sub-optimal arm is picked in an exploitation rouhd @xpected regret
in that round is:< A,,,.... Using Lemmalb with3 = 1, the total expected regret due to exploitation
over K phases is upper bounded by:

K

hi— i _aZ i iG41) A2
E 262 A man € 2 4R?p7 < 2e%Aman E e Z  4R?p;
i=1 expected exploitation regret upper bound in phase i (19)
oo 1) A2
hy_y(y+
< 282Amam/ € 2 aRZs7 dy
—0o0

The integral is the moment generating function (adjustergibrmalization constant) of a gaussian
2 52 2n? 282
random variable” € N(0, 4115”). Thus, the integral i&[e hY] = e~ aZ  and total expected

2A ,/2 2}L2R2B§
regret due to exploitation is upper bounded b\,e' maz V2T AT .

Summing over exploration and exploitation regrets comqslelne proof. O

7.2 Proof of Results in Section 4

The following theorem is about the version of PEGE that Alidpon [3 calls on line 8. It will be
needed in the proof of Theordrh 4.

Theorem 7. (Distribution Dependent Regret, version 2)Nhen Algorithni L is initialized with the
parameters”(a) = h - a, for a tuning parameted < h < 4R252 ,a=1andg = 0, and the online
game is played ovéeF rounds, we get the following bound on expected regret:

logT  2e%2Anmax
N (20)
r€o 1RZpZ h

Note: Compared to Theorel 2, the regret bound has better depemdeff — O(log T') instead
of O(log T) — but it also has a disadvantage. If the tuning paramitisrincorrectly set, say

h > 4R2,82 , then the bound does not even apply.

Proof. Key Steps
Let total number of phases that the algorithm runs fokbé-irst: I" = Zfil |cr|+2£1 eht > ehK
— K< logT'

Expected regret due to exploratioEl.K:l(zmed D)= e MK < (X0, Ay )IOiT'

Expected regret due to exploitation: When a sub-optimaliarpicked, expected regret A,,.q..
Using LemmdBb with3 = 0, and tuning parametér < we get total expected regret due to
exploitation

A2
R

K >\ hi
1—1—3— Z*l—
262 Ao E 4R2’32 < 26?2 Ao E e AR%A%
im1 i=1
oo

PN ~ilsikag )

2e“Anaz ;e -
< 2e*Anas /OO eiy(ﬁih)dy
B 262 Amax ’
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7.2.1 Proof of Theoreni3

Proof. Note that Assumption 1 through Assumption 3 hold. Therefivoen Lemmdb, with3 = 0
we get, with probability at least— §,,

A R2B32 log (2
Va, [7(x,05) — F(z,0(0)] < Bfg(&)
R232 Jog( 4V’
Let &, = 6/2b* which implies) -, 6 = 72§/12 < 6. Thus, settingv(b) = %‘”,

the eventt defined as
Vb > 1,Yz € X, |7 (z,0(b)) — 7(x,0)] < w(b). (22)
holds with probability at least — §.
1. Note thab > Ty (0) implies8w(b) < A. This is because the latter has the farki > Mb

with M = 2e¢/6 andL = A?/(128 R?2). Settingb > 2/Llog(2M/L) guarantees that
el®/2 > 2/ L which implies thae™® > Mb sincee’*/? > 1+ Lb/2 > Lb/2.

If 8w(b) < A then clearly2w(b) < A. Letz # z* be arbitrary. We have the following
chain of implications:

2w(b) < A
= 2w(b) < 7(x*,0;) — 7(x*,0;) (def. of A)
= 2w(b) < 7(x*,0,) — 7(x,0)) (Assumption 4)
= 0 < 7(z*,0(b)) — 7(x, 6(b)). (" E holdg
This means that the If condition on line 12 will evaluate teetandz(b) on line 13 will be

set tox*.

We also have the foIIowing chain of implications:

8w(b) <
=  8w() < r(x 05) —7(x*,05) (def. of A)
= Sw(b) <7(x",0,) —7(2-(b),0,) (o 7r(@-(0),0,) < 7(2,0,))
= 8w(b) <7(&(b),0;) —T(2-(b),0p) (- 2(b) =2")

= 6w(b) < 7#(&(b),0(b)) — #(&_(b),0(b)). (. E holdg
This means that the IfAcondition on line 15 will evaluate teetand the algorithm will stop
and output an estimata.

Now suppose the algorithm stops and does not output “thlégixaeeded” which means
that the If conditions on line 12 and line 15 were both trueoats episodé. Letx # & (b)
be arbitrary. We have the following chain of implications:

Gw(b) < 7(#(b),6(b)) — (2 (b),6(b)) (line 15)
= 6w(b) < 7 (&(b),H(b)) — 7 (x,6(b)) (2(b) unique maximizer by line 12)
= dw(b) < F(@(0).07) — 7(z,6). (- E holds

This means, along with Assumption 4, thigb) = z*. We also have,

b),0(b)) — 7(2_(b),0(b)) (line 15)

6w(b) < 7(z(
= 6w(b) < 7(2(b),H(b)) — F(z*,0(b)) (. 7 (&_(b),B(b)) > F(z*,0(b)))
= dw(b) <7 (@(b),0;) — 7(z*,05) (. E holds
= 4dw(b) < 7(a*,05) — F(a*,05) (. 2(b) = z*)
= 4w(b) < A. (def. of A)

14



Now we prove that the output lies in the right range. We have

A =7 (2(b),0(b)) — 7(2_(b),0(b)) (line 16)
> 7(2(b), 0) — (@ (b), 03) — 2w(b) (- E holdg
=7(z*,0%) — F(@—(b),05) — 2w(b) (- 2(b) = z*)
>z, 0;) — 7(a*,0;) — 2w(b) (- 7(2-(b),05) < T(2*,03))
> A — 2w(b) (def. of A)
> %. (- w(b) < A/4)

Similarly,

A = 7(&(b), 0(b)) — 7 (2 (b),0(b)) (line 16)
< F(2(b),0(b)) — F(z*,H(b)) (7 (@ (b),0(b)) > 7(2*,0(b)))
= 7(z*,0(b)) — F(z*,0(b)) (. 2(b) = z*)
<#(2%,0;) — (27, 0%) + 2w(b) (- E holds
< A+ 2w(b) (def. of A)
< %. (- w(b) < AJ4)

2. Inthis casd} < T3 (9) but it could still be that the algorithm stops not becauselinesh-
old is exceeded but because line 12 and line 15 were true & episodé. Clearlyb < Ty,

otherwise we would have output “threshold exceeded” angramtuced an estimat®. Un-

der the evenfz, the previous part shows that if stopping occurs with amesA, it must
be thatdw(b) < A, i.e.

R232 log(1et) 16R252  de?
I <A = b i log - = Th(0).

This meang > b > T5(9).

4

3. Finally, suppose Assumptions 1 through 3 hold but Assionpt fails. EventE still holds
with probability at least — §. However, if there are at least two optimal actions thengund
E, their confidence intervals will always overlap and If cdiadi on line 15 will never be
true. That means that the algorithm can only stop when theslimidT, is exceeded.

O

7.2.2 Proof of Theorenl4

Proof. We break the proof into the two cases mentioned in the thestatement.

Part 1: Assumption 4 fails. From TheorenI3 we know, that with probability at least 4, Algo-
rithm[2 outputs “threshold exceeded” in this case. Becafikgo{22), we also have, for an optimal
actionz*:
[7(2(To), 0,) — 7(x*,0,)| < 2w(Tp)
which implies a total regret of
2w(To)(T — Tolo|) < 2w(To)T

in the remaining”—Ty|o| rounds since we execute line 5. The regret when Algorfithm®nwaning
is bounded byR,,.. Tp|o|. On the bad event, which occurs with probability at miostd, the regret
is at mostl'R,,... giving us a total expected regret of

4e2T?
Rzﬂg log( 5 . )

2w(T0)T + T0|0'|Rmam + 6TRmam =2 T
0

T + TO|U|Rmaz + 6TRmam
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which is upper bounded by
2(2RB,|0)?R?,,,T)?/3\/10g(4€2T3) + Rynas

2/3
for Ty = (ﬁﬁfii) ands = 1/T.
Part 2: Assumption 4 holds. Case A:T1(§) < Tp. In this case, according to Theorém 3, with
probability at least — ¢, Algorithm[2 finishes inl’ (6) episodes and outputsbA < A < 1.5A.
This meansA/36R?B2 < h < A?/4R?p2. Therefore, by Theorei 7, we have, regret due to
Algorithm[d is at most:

232 2 p2p2
ZA 36R*B2 logT+8e§250.

reo

Overall, the expected regret is bounded by

+ RmamT6

36R2[32 logT  8e?R?j32
maz A
o]+ > + s

rEo
Ford = 1/T, this becomes

2 2132 122 22T 221 T 2 P2 102
56R ﬂolog5 2 R232 Rmazlcr|+ZAz36R GlogT | 8RB

A2 A2 A2 Az + Rmnaa-

reo

Case BT%(d) < Ty < T4 (4). Inthis regime, Algorithrh 2 can stop and output “thresholdeeded”,
in which case, expected regret is bounded, as in Part 1, by

2(2RB,|0|?R?,,, T)*3\/10g(4¢2T?) + Romaz-

However, it can also happen that Algorithin 2 stops and oatpaA < A < 1.5A with probability
at leastl — 4. In that case, total expected regret is bounded, as in P@ds® A, by
256 R?32 512e2R%B2T 36R%321ogT  8e?R2j32
A2 log A2 Rm‘””|0| + Z Aq A2 + A2

+ Rmaz .

reoT

Note that the above bound scales @$77(d)) for § = 1/T, which is upper bounded by
O(T»()logT»(d)). But we know that7(§) < Ty which means the bound is no larger
than O(Tylog Ty) = O(T%/3logT). So no matter what happens, regret is upper bounded by
O(T?/31og T) in this case.

Case C:Ty < T»(4). With probability at least — §, by Theoren B, in this case, Algorithm cannot

stop and outpud. Instead, it outputs “threshold exceeded”. When this happalgorithnil never
gets called and only exploitation rounds follow (line 5).gret is bounded, just as in Part 1, by

2(2RB,|0|*R2,,, T)*?\/1og(4e2T3) + Rpae-
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