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Abstract

Most recommender systems recommend a list of
items. The user examines the list, from the first
item to the last, and often chooses the first attrac-
tive item and does not examine the rest. This type
of user behavior can be modeled by ttescade
model In this work, we studygascading bandits

an online learning variant of the cascade model
where the goal is to recommerd most attrac-
tive items from a large set df candidate items.
We propose two algorithms for solving this prob-
lem, which are based on the idea of linear gener-
alization. The key idea in our solutions is that we
learn a predictor of the attraction probabilities of
items from their features, as opposing to learning
the attraction probability of each item indepen-
dently as in the existing work. This results in
practical learning algorithms whose regret does
not depend on the number of itemhs We bound
the regret of one algorithm and comprehensively
evaluate the other on a range of recommendation
problems. The algorithm performs well and out-
performs all baselines.
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last, and typically clicks on the first item thattractsthe
user. Thecascade modglL(] is a popular model to formu-
late this kind of user behavior. The items before the first
clicked item arenot attractive because the user examines
these items but does not click on them. The items after the
first attractive item are@nobservedbecause the user never
examines these items. The key assumption in the cascade
model is that each item attracts the user independently of
the other items. Under this assumption, the optimal solu-
tion in the cascade model, the list &f items that maxi-
mizes the probability that the user finds an attractive item,
are K most attractive items. The cascade model is sim-
ple, intuitive, and surprisingly effective in explaininger
behavior [].

In this paper, we study on an online learning variant of the
cascade model, which is known eascading banditgl15].

In this model, the learning agent does not know the pref-
erences of the user over recommended items and the goal
is to learn them by interacting with the user. At tihehe
agent recommends to the user a listiofitems out of L
candidate items and observes the click of the user. If the
user clicks on an item, the agent receives a reward of one.
If the user does not click on any item, the agent receives a
reward of zero. The performance of the learning agent is
evaluated by its cumulative rewardiinsteps, which is the
total number of clicks im steps. The goal of the agent is
to maximize it.

Kvetonet al.[15] proposed two computationally and sam-
ple efficient algorithms for cascading bandits. They also

items, such as restaurants, songs, or movies. The usproved &2(L — K') lower bound on the regret in cascading

examineghe recommended list from the first item to the bandits, which shows that the regret grows linearly with the
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number of candidate itenTs Therefore, cascading bandits 2.1 Cascade M odel

are impractical for learning whehis large. Unfortunately,

this setting is common practice. For instance, consider thdhe cascade mode]10] is a popular model of user be-
problem of learning a personalized recommender SysterhaViOT. In this model, the user is recommended a list of
for K = 10 movies from the ground set df = 100k K itemsA = (a1,...,ax) € Uk (E), wherellx (E) is
movies. In this setting, each movie would have to be showrthe set of allK-permutationsof someground sett =

to the user at least once, which means at leaktinter-  [L], which is the set of all possibly recommended items.
actions with the recommender system, before the systerhhe model is parameterized Wy attraction probabilities
starts behaving intelligently. Such a system would clearly@ € [0, 1]” and the user scans the lidtsequentially from
be impractical. The main contribution of our work is that the first itema; to the lastax. After the user examines
we proposdinear cascading banditsan online learning item az, the item attracts the user with probability(a ),
framework that makes learning in cascading bandits practiindependentlyf the other items. If the user is attracted
cal at scale. The key step in our approach is that we assumi® item ay, the user clicks on it and stop examining the
that the attraction probabilities of items can be predictedemaining items. If the user is not attracted by item
from the features of items. Features are often available ithe user examines the next recommended igm. Itis
practice or can be easily derived. easy to see that the probability that itemp is examined

. k—1 . o
To the best of our knowledge, this is the first work that > [lii (1 = w(a;)), and that the probability that at least

studies a topK recommender problem in the bandit set- one |t§m !nA IS att_ractlve Il — HiK:l(l - u.}(ai))' This

ting with cascading feedback and context. SpeciﬁcalIy,ObJeCt'Ve is maximized b" most attractive items.

we make four contributions. First, we propose linear casThe cascade model is surprising effective in explaining how
cading bandits, a variant of cascading bandits where wesers scan lists of item$][ The reason is that lower ranked
make an additional assumption that the attraction probaitems typically do not get clicked because the user is at-
bilities of items are a linear function of the features of tracted by higher ranked items, and never examines the rest
items. This assumption is the key step in designing a sampef the recommended list.

ple efficient learning algorithm for our problem. Second,
we propose two computationally efficient learning algo-
rithms, CascadeLinTS and CascadeLinUCB, which are
motivated byThompson sampling (T$}3, 3] andlinear  kyetonet al. [15] proposed a learning variant of the cas-
UCB 1, 24], We believe this is the first application of lin- ¢ading model, which is known as a cascading bandit. For-
ear generalization in the cascade model under partial monn,)ly, acascading bandis a tupleB = (E, P, K ), where
itoring feedback. Third, we derive an upper bound on theg (7] is aground sebf L items, P is a probability dis-

regret ofCascadeLinUCB and discuss why a similar upper tribution over a binary hypercubjg 1}E andk < Lis
bound should hold fo€ascadeLinTs. Finally, we eval- o b o6 ocomatdad item7s ' -

uateCascadeLinTS on a range of recommendation prob-

lems: in the domains of restaurant, music, and movie recl he learning agent interacts with our problem as follows.
ommendations; and demonstrate that it performs well evehet (w;);'_, be ani.i.d. sequence afweightsdrawn from
when our modeling assumptions are violated. P, wherew, € {0,1}" andw,(e) is the preference of the
user for iteme at timet. More precisely,w;(e) = 1 if

Ou_r paper is organized as follows. In.Sectlﬁn W€ and only if iteme attracts the user at time At time ¢, the
review the cascade model and cascading bandits. In

. ) . ol agent recommends a list &f itemsA; = (al,...,ak) €
Section3, we present linear cascading bandits; Proposqy (E). The list is a function of the observations of the
CascadeLinTS and CascadeLinUCB; and bound the re- K )

gret of CascadeLinUCB. In Section4, we evaluate agent up to timeg. The user examines the list, from the

: . firstitema’ to the lasta’,, and clicks on the first attractive
CascadeLinTS on several recommendation problems. We. . .
. ; . : . item. If the user is not attracted by any item, the user does
review related work in Sectiohand conclude in Sectioh

not click on any item. Then time increasegt® 1.

2.2 Cascading Bandits

To simplify exposition, we denote random variables by
boldface letter. We defing:] = {1,...,n} and denote
the cardinality of setd by | A|.

The reward of the agent at timds one if and only if the
user is attracted by at least one itemAip. Formally, the re-
ward at timet can be expressed as= f(A;, w;), where
f:Tx(E) x [0,1]¥ — [0,1] is areward functionand we
define it as:

2 BACKGROUND K
flAw)=1- [0 - wlar))

k=1
In this section, we review the cascade mod€] jand cas-
cading bandits15]. foranyA = (a1, ...,ax) € g (E) andw € [0,1]F. The



agent at time receives feedback:
C; =min {k € [K] : wy(a}) =1},

where we assume thatin() = oo. The feedbaclC; is
the click of the user. IIC; < K, the user clicks on item

C,. If C; = oo, the user does not click on any item. Since
the user clicks on the first attractive item in the list, the

observed weights of all recommended items at tincan
be expressed as a function©f:

Wt(a};):ﬂ{ct:k} kzl,...,min{Ct,K} . (1)

Accordingly, we say that itema is observedat time¢ if
e = al, for somek € [min {C;, K'}].

Let the attraction weights of items in the ground gebe
distributed independently as:

P(w) = [] Ber(w(e):(e)),

ecE

whereBer(+; 6) is a Bernoulli distribution with measd.
Then the expected reward for ligt € IIx (E), the prob-
ability that at least one item il is satisfactory, can be
expressed aB [f(A,w)] = f(A,w), and depends only on
the attraction probabilities of individual items i There-
fore, it is sufficient to learn a good approximationdoto
act optimally.

The agent’s policy is evaluated by #gpected cumulative
regret

R(n)=E 2

ZR(At,Wt)] )
=1

whereR(A, wy) = f(A*, wy) — f(Ay, wy) is theinstan-
taneous stochastic regref the agent at timé and:

A* = argmax f(A,w)
A€llk (E)

is the optimal list of items, the list that maximizes the re-
ward at any time. For simplicity of exposition, we assume
that the optimal solution, as a set, is unique.

2.3 Algorithm CascadeUCB1

Kveton et al. [15 proposed and analyzed two learn-
ing algorithms for cascading banditsascadeUCB1 and
CascadeKL-UCB. In this section, we revieWascadeUCB1.

CascadeUCB1 belongs to the family of UCB algorithms.

wherew, (e) is the average of observed attraction weights
of item e, Ty (e) is the number of times that itemis ob-
served int steps, and:

(1.5logt)/s

Ct,s =

is the radius of a confidence interval aroufid(e) aftert
steps such that(e) € [W(e) — c;5, Ws(e) + ¢ 5] holds
with high probability. SecondiascadeUCB1 recommends
a list of K items with largest UCBs:

A; = argmax f(4,U,).
A€llk (E)
Finally, after the user provides feedback, the algorithm
updates its estimates of the attraction probabilitig€s)
based on the observed weights of items, which are defined
in (1) for all e = a!, such tha&: < C,.

3 LINEAR CASCADING BANDITS

Kveton et al. [15] showed that then-step regret of
CascadeUCB1is O((L — K)(1/A)logn), whereL is the
number of items in ground sdf; K is the number of
recommended items; andl is the gap, which measures
the sample complexity. This means that the regret in-
creases linearly with the number of itemhs As a result,
CascadeUCB1 is not practical wherl is large. Unfortu-
nately, this setting is common practice. For instance, con-
sider the problem of learning a personalized recommender
for 10 movies from the ground set dfook movies. To
learn,CascadeUCB1 would need to show each movie to the
user at least once, which means that the algorithm would
require at leastOk interactions with the user to start be-
having intelligently. This is clearly impractical.

In this work, we propos@ractical algorithmsfor large-
scale cascading bandits, in the setting whéres large.
The key assumption, which allows us to learn efficiently, is
that we assume that the attraction probability of each item
e, w(e), can be approximated by a linear combination of
some knowni-dimensional feature vectar, € R¢*! and

an unknowni-dimensional parameter vector@®f € R4,
which is shared among all items. More precisely, we as-
sume that there exist8 € © such that:

w(e) ~ xl0*

(4)

foranye € E. The features are problem specific and we
discuss how to construct them in Sectiérd. We pro-
pose two learning algorithms, which we calhscading
linear Thompson samplinffascadeLinTS) andcascad-
ing linear UCB (CascadeLinUCB). We prove that when

The algorithm operates in three stages. First, it computeghe above linear generalization is perfect, the regret of

the upper confidence bounds (UCBS) < [0,1]¥ on the
attraction probabilities of all items i&. The UCB of item
e attimet is:

Ui(e) = VAVTt,l(e)(e) +C—1,Ti_1(e) 5 3

CascadeLinUCB is independent of. and sublinear im.
ThereforeCascadeLinUCB is suitable for learning to rec-
ommend from large ground sets We also discuss why
a similar regret bound should hold f@ascadeLinTSs,
though we do not prove this bound formally.



Algorithm 1 CascadeLinT$S Algorithm 2 CascadeLinUCB

Inputs: Variances? Inputs: Variances?, constant (Section3.2)
/l Initialization /I Initialization
My« I andBo ~—0 My« I andBo ~—0
forallt=1,...,ndo forallt=1,...,ndo
01+ 0 >M; B4 01+ 0 >M; B4
0 ~ N (0p—1,M; ")) for all e € E do
. . U;(e) + min {Ilétl + ey /atM Y e, 1}
/I Recommend a list ofC items and get feedback
for ?” k=1,...,Kdo /I Recommend a list of items and get feedback
ay, = argmax .cr] fat,..at_,} Tebr foralk=1,...,K do
A, + (af, ey al;) aj, ¢ argmax ;| (at _.at_ 3 Ut(e)
Observe cllgl(?t € {.1, . .,K,.oo} A« (al,...,ak)
Update statistics using Algorithf Observe clickC, € {1,..., K, oo}

Update statistics using Algorithf

31 Algorithms Algorithm 3 Update of statistics in Algorithmsand2

Our learning algorithms are based on the ideas of Thomp- M M,
son sampling43, 3] and linear UCB [], and motivated by B, < By

the recent work of Weet al. [24], which proposes com-  for all & =L min {C;, K’} do
putationally and sample efficient algorithms for largelsca €< ag

stochastic combinatorial semi-bandits. The pseudocode of ~ M <~ M¢ + 0 Teay

both algorithms is in Algorithm& and2, and we outline B¢ < B + 2. 1{C; = k}
them below.

Both CascadeLinTS andCascadeLinUCB represent their \We would like to emphasize that botlascadeLinTS and
past observations as a positive-definite maliix € R**¢  cascadeLinUCB are computationally efficient. In practice,

and a vectoB; € R**!. Specifically, letX; be a matrix  we would updateMI; * instead ofM,. In particular, note
whose rows are the feature vectors of all observed items ifhat:

t steps andY’; be a column vector of all observed attraction

weights int steps. Then: M; + M; + o 2z.a]
M, = 0 2XIX, + I, can be equivalently updated as:
, - M, 2w aTM !
is thegram matrixin ¢ steps and: M; e Myt o Tefe
2IM; "z + 02
Bt == XIYt 5

and hencM; ! can be updated incrementally and compu-
tationally efficiently inO(d?) time. Itis easy to to see that
the per-step time complexities of bathscadeLinTS and
CascadeLinUCBareO(L(d? + K)).

wherely is ad x d identity matrix andr > 0 is parameter
that controls the learning rate.

BothCascadeLinTS andCascadeLinUCB operate in three

stages. First, they estimated the expected weight of each2  Analysisand Discussion

item e based on their model of the worl@¢ascadeLinTS

randomly samples parameter veoipifrom a normal dis-  We first derive a regret bound drascadel.inUCB, under
tribution, which approximates its posterior 6h, and then  the assumptions that (1)(e) = z76* for all e € F and
estimates the expected weight g);. CascadeLinUCB  (2) ||z.|2 < 1forall e € E. Note that condition (2) can
computes an upper confidence boliige) for each item  be always ensured by rescaling feature vectors. The regret
e. Second, both algorithms choose the optimalAstwith bound is detailed below.

respect to their estimates. Finally, they receive feedbackrneorem 1. Under the above assumptions, for any> 0
and updatéI, andB, using Algorithm3. and any

1Ideally, o2 should be the variance of the observation noises.

However, based on recent literatugel], we believe that both al- > l dl 1 ﬁ 21 K 9*
gorithms will perform well for a wide range ef*. €= o 8 + do? + 2log (nk) + [[67]l2,



if we runCascadeLinUCB with parameters andc, then

dnlog [1 + 3712]

1
log (1—!— %) +

R(n) < 2cK

Note that if we choose = 1 and

K
c= \/dlog (1—1—%) +2log (nK) +n,

for some constany > ||6%(2, thenR(n) < O (K dv/n)
where theD notation hides logarithmic factors.

The proof is in Appendix and we outline it below. First,

we define eveng; , = {itemal, is examined in step} for
any timet andk € [K], and bound the-step regret as

n K
n) <E lZZMgtk}

t=1 k=1

v - @(ai)]l ;

wherea} " is an optimal item in4* matched to itena, in
stept. Second, we define an event

_ {|x§(9‘t_1 —07)| < cllaellpy Yt < n, Ve € E} :

WhereH:ceHM:1 = /2IM; ' z.. Then we prove a high-

probability bdundP(E) > 1—1/nK for anycthat satisfies
the condition of Theorer. Finally, we show that by con-
ditioning on&, we have

n K
S5 4G} fa

t=1 k=1

n K
> 202 Z ]l{gt,k} ||$afc ||M;11
t=1 k=1

dnlog [1 + daz}
log (1 + p)

) —w(ap)]

<2cK

where the first inequality follows from the definition &f

and the second inequality follows from a worst-case bound,

The bound in Theoren follows from putting the above
results together.

of CascadeLinTS for future work. It is well known that
Thompson sampling tends to outperform UCB-like algo-
rithms in practice §]. Therefore, we only empirically eval-
uateCascadeLinTS.

4 EXPERIMENTS

We validateCascadeLinTS on several problems of vari-
ous sizes and from various domains. In each problem, we
conduct several experiments that demonstrate that our ap-
proach is scalable and stable with respect to its tunable pa-
rameters, the number of recommended itefhsand the
number of features.

Our experimental section is organized as follows. In Sec-
tion 4.1, we outline the experiments that are conducted on
each dataset. In Sectign2, we introduce our metrics and
baselines. In Sectiofi 3 we describe how we construct the
features of itemd#’. We present our empirical results in the
rest of the section.

4.1 Experimental Setting

All of our learning problems can be viewed as follows. The
feedback of users is a matri¥ € {0,1}™"", where row

i corresponds to useérc [m] and columnj corresponds to
itemyj € E. Entry (i,5) of W, W, ; € {0,1}, indicates
that useri is attracted by itenj. The user at time, the row

of W, is chosen at random from the pool of all users. Our
goal is to learn the list of itemd*, the columns o#V, that
maximizes the probability that the user at tifrie attracted

by at least one recommended item.

In each of our problems, we conduct a set of experiments.
In the first experiment, we compaascadelLinTS to
baselines (Sectiof.2) and also evaluate its scalability. We
experiment with three variants of our problents:= 16
items, L = 256 items, and the maximum possible value
of L in a given experiment. The number of recommended
items isK = 4 and the number of featuresds= 20.

In the second experiment, we show that the performance
Of CascadeLinTS$ is robust with respect to the number of
featuresd, in the sense that affects the performance but
CascadeLinTS performs reasonably well for all settings

Recent work 21, 24] demonstrated close relationships be- of d. We experiment with three settings for the number of
tween UCB-like algorithms and Thompson sampling algo-features:d = 10, d = 20, andd = 40. The ground set
rithms in related bandit problems. Therefore, we believecontainsl, = 256 items and the number of recommended

that a similar regret bound to that in Theoréralso holds
for CascadeLinTS. However, it is highly non-trivial to
derive a regret bound fatascadeLinTS. Unlike in [24],

CascadeLinTS cannot be analyzed from the Bayesian per-

spective because the Gaussian posterior is inconsistdnt w
the fact thatw(e) is bounded in0, 1]. Moreover, a sub-

tle statistical dependence between partial monitoring an

items isK = 4.

In the third experiment, we evaluatascadeLinTS on an
interesting subset of each dataset, sucR@sk SongsThe
settlng of this experiment is identical to the second exper-
iment. This experiment validates thédscadeLinTS can

glso learn to recommend items in the context, of a subset

of the dataset.

Thompson sampling prevents a frequentist analysis simi®
lar to that in f}]. Therefore, we leave the formal analysis In the last experiment, we evaluate how the performance of



CascadeLinTS varies with the number of recommended Algorithm 4 Ranked bandits with linear TS.
items K. We experimentwith three settings for the number  |nputs; Variances?

of recommended itemsK = 4, K = 8, andK = 12.

The ground set contains = 256 items and the number of  j/ |nitialization

features isl = 20. VE € [K] : ME « I, andBf + 0
All experiments are conducted for= 100k steps and av-

eraged ovet 0 randomly initialized runs. The tunable pa-
rametels in CascadeLinTS is set tol.

forallt=1,...,ndo
forallk=1,...,K do
0F o 2(M}_ ) 'Bf

k nk k —1
4.2 Metricsand Baselines 0f ~ N(07_1, (M¢_1)™)

aj, ¢ ArGMAX o] (al,..af_,} TebF
The performance ofascadeLinTS is evaluated by its ex- _ _
pected cumulative regret, which is defined #. (In most /I Recommend a list ok items and get feedback
of our experiments, our modeling assumptions are violated. A+ (af, s al)
In particular, the items are not guaranteed to attract users ~ObserveclickC; € {1,..., K, oo}
independently because the attraction indicaterée) are o
correlated across items The result is that: /I Update statistics
Vk € [K]: MF « MF |
A* = argmax E [f(A, w)] > argmax f(A, ). vk ¢ [K] B « BE

AcTlx(E) Al (E) for all k= 1,...,min {C;, K} do
It is NP-hard to find4*, becausé [f(A, w)] does not de- e+ al,
compose into the product of expectations as we assume in MF «— MF + 072227
our model (Sectior?.2). However, sincek [f(A,w)] is Bf + BF +2.1{C; = k}

submodular and monotone i), a (1 — 1/e) approxima-
tion to A* can be computed greedily, by iteratively adding
items that attract most users that are not attracted by ané{/test e {0, 1}(m/2)><L' We useWiai to learn the features

previously added item. We denote this approximation byof items andViesin place off¥” to evaluate our learning al-

A" and use itinstead of the optimal solution. gorithms. Most existing real-world recommender systems
We compareCascadeLinTS to two baselines. The first already have some data about their users. Such data can be
baseline i$ascadeUCB1 (Section2.3). This baseline does used to construdt/yain.

tnot ![(.averag%tf;)(-allftrufcturehql; our p(;oblerré antcli Ie_?lrr]ns the et Wiain = UXVT be rankd truncated SVD ofiWyain,
raction probability of each itemindependently. The sec- oo e Rm/2)xd 3, ¢ Rixd andV € RE*4. Then

ond bas_ehr:e ]'cgankke((ijLénTz.(tAlgg nt?rg . ;— his tir?s%lme the features of items are the rows6E. Specifically, for
is a variant of ranked bandits (Sectioh where the base o, oniam. ¢ 7 and featurs < [d), 7. (1)  V, 5.

bandit algorithm i€.inTS. This base algorithm is the same
as inCascadeLinTS. Therefore, any observed difference
in the performance of cascading and ranked bandits mugt4 Restaurant Recommendations

be due to the efficiency of using the base algorithm, and

not the algorithm itself. In this sense, our comparison ofOur dataset is from Yelp Dataset Challehg&his dataset
CascadelLinTS andRankedLinTS$ is fair. The tunable pa- has five parts, including business information, checkin in-

rameters in RankedLinTS is also set td. formation, review information, tip information, and user
information. We only consider the business and review
4.3 Features information. The dataset contaifiS8k businesses, out of

which 11k are restaurants; ar2i2M reviews written by
In most recommender problems, good features of items arg50k users. We extradt = 3k most reviewed restaurants
rarely available. Thus, they are typically learned fromedat andm = 20k most reviewing users.

[14]. As an example, in movie recommendations, all state

of the art approaches are based on collaborative filteringurtfbjicgvg IS iol ma;(|m|ze the probactj)llgy thet‘t the l:se\;v
rather than on the features of movies, such as movie genre  attracled Dy al least one recommended restaurant. Ve
build the model of users from past review data and assume

Motivated by the successes of collaborative filtering in rec that the user is attracted by the restaurant if the user re-
ommender systems, we derive the features of our items usiewed this restaurant before. This indicates that the user
ing low-rank matrix factorization. In particular, 16V €  visited the restaurant at some point in time, likely because
{0, 1}’”“ be our feedback matrix fom users andL  the restaurant attracted the user at that time.

items. We randomly divide the rows &F into two matri-

ces, training matri¥Viain € {0, 1}(m/2)XL and test matrix https://www.yelp.com/dataset_challenge
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Yelp Restaurant Dataset

4000 L=16, K=4 4000 L =256, K=4 4000, L=3000, K=4
3500, — CascadeUCB1 3500 CascadeUCB1 3500 CascadeUCB1
— CascadelinTs CascadeLinTS CascadelLinTS
3000F _ pankedLints 3000 RankedLinTS 3000 RankedLinTS
4 2500 5 2500 5 2500)
S 2000 2000 2000
& 1500 & 1500 < 1500
1000 1000 1000
500 500 500
0l?l 20k 40k 60k 80k 100k 00 20k 40k 60k 80k 100k 00 20k 40k 60k 80k 100k
Step n Step n Step n
Million Song Dataset
1400 L=16, K=4 1400 L =256, K=4 1400 L=10000, K=4
— CascadeUCB1 CascadeUCB1 CascadeUCB1
12000 o detinTs 1200 CascadeLinTS 1200 CascadeLinTs
1000 — RankedLinTs 1000 RankedLinTS 1000 RankedLinTS
o o o
L 800 @ 800 @ 800
o o o
g 600 g 600 2 600
400 400 400
200 200 200
00 20k 40k 60k 80k 100k 0lJ 20k 40k 60k 80k 100k 00 20k 40k 60k 80k 100k
Step n Stepn Step n
Movielens 1M Dataset
1400 L=16, K=4 1400 L =256, K=4 1400 L=3952, K=4
— CascadeUCB1 — CascadeUCB1 — CascadeUCB1
12000 - o detinTs 12000 CetinTs 12000 o detinTs
1000 — RankedLinTs 1000} — RankedLinTs 1000 — RankedLinTs
o o o
L 800 o 800 2 800
o o o
2 600 2 600 £ 600
400 400 400
200 200 200
00 20k 40k 60k 80k 100k 0lJ 20k 40k 60k 80k 100k 00 20k 40k 60k 80k 100k
Step n Stepn Step n

Figure 1: Then-step regret o€ascadeUCB1, CascadeLinTS andRankedLinTS on three problems. We vary the number
of items in the ground sé&t, from L = 16 to the maximum value in each problem.

441 Results mended itemd{. We investigate this further and plot the
cumulative reward ofascadeLinTS in Fig. 2d. The re-
ward increases with’, which is expected and validates that
CascadeLinTS learns better policies for largdf. There-
fore, the increase in the regret in Figc must be due to
the fact that the expected reward of the optimal solution,
f(A* ), increases faster witk’ than that of the learned
policies. We believe that the optimal solutions for larger
'K are harder to learn because our modeling assumptions
are violated. In particular, the linear generalizatiorvii$
imperfect and the items ifv are not guaranteed to attract
users independently.

The results of our first experiment are reported in Eig.
When the ground set is small, = 16, all compared
methods perform similarly. In particular, the regret of
CascadeLinTSis similar to that oRankedLinTS. The re-
gret ofCascadeUCB1 is about two times larger than that of
CascadeLinTS. As the size of the ground set increases
the gap betweelascadeLinTS and the other methods
increases. In particular, wheh = 3k, the regret of
CascadeUCB1 is orders of magnitude larger than that of
CascadeLinTS$, and the regret ofankedLinTS is almost

three times larger. . i
45 Million Song Recommendation

In the second experiment (Fig2a), we observe that

CascadeLinTS performs well for all settings of. When  Million Song Datasetis a collection of audio features and
the number of features doubles #o = 40, the regret metadata for a million contemporary pop songs. Instead of
roughly doubles. When the number of features is halvedtoring any audio, the dataset consists of features derived
to d = 10, the regret improves and is roughly halved. from the audio, user-song profile data, and genres of songs.
We extractL, = 10k most popular songs from this dataset,
as measured by the number of song-listening events; and
m = 400k most active users, as measured by the number
8t song-listening events.

In the third experiment (Fig2b), CascadeLinTS is eval-
uated on the subset é&fmerican RestaurantsThis is the
largest restaurant category in our dataset. We observe th
CascadeLinTS can learn for any number of featurds
similarly to Fig.2a. Our objective is to maximize the probability that the user
is attracted with at least one recommended song and plays
it. We build the model of users from their past listening
patterns and assume that the user is attracted by the song if
the user listened to this song before. This indicates tleat th
user was attracted by the song at some pointin time.

In the last experiment (Fig2c), we observe that the re-
gret of CascadeLinTS increases with the number of rec-
ommended items, fronk = 4 to K = 8. This result is
surprising and seems to contradict to Kvetenal. [15],
who find both theoretically and empirically that the regret
in cascading bandits decreases with the number of recom- 3http://labrosa.ee.columbia.edu/millionsong/
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2500 4000 1600 100k,
— d=10 3500 — d=10 14000 — EK=1 — K=4
2000F — -2 3000 — d=20 1200 — k=8 80kl — ks
% 15000 — 44 5 25000 — d=i0 5 1000} — K=12 T 6ok K=12
) 2000, S 800) 2
& 1000 & 1500 2 600 & 40k
500! 1000 S 400 20k
500 200
0! 0! 0 0
0 20k 40k 60k 80k 100k 0 20k 40k 60k 80k 100k 0 20k 40k 60k 80k 100k 0 20k 40k 60k 80k 100k
Step n Stepn Step n Step n

Million Song Dataset

2500 2000 3000 40k
— d=10 — d=10 — K=4 35k} — K=4
2000F — g-20 15000 — d=20 25000 g g 30kl — K=8
= 15000 — ¢=10 = — d=40 52000 — K=12 D 25k} — K=12

s 1000 51500 2 20k

Q
500 500) ok
00 20k 40k 60k 80k 100k 00 20k 40k 60k 80k 100k 00 20k 40k 60k 80k 100k 00 20k 40k 60k 80k 100k
Stepn Step n Stepn Stepn

MovielLens 1M Dataset

2500 1000, 3000 100k,
— — d=10 — K=4 — K=4
2000 800F __ 4 e 25000 oo 80kl __ g
- - — d= o 2000F — k=19 (=
5 1500 5 600 d=40 5 K=12 T 60k K=12
2 2 811500 2
Q
& 1000 o 400 2 1000 & 40k
500 200 500 20k
0 0 0 0!
0 20k 40k 60k 80k 100k 0 20k 40k 60k 80k 100k 0 20k 40k 60k 80k 100k 0 20k 40k 60k 80k 100k
Stepn Step n Stepn Stepn

(a) (b) (c) (d)

Figure 2:a. Then-step regret ofascadeLinTS for varying number of featureg b. Then-step regret o€ascadeLinTS
in a subset of each dataset for varying number of featdiresThen-step regret o€ascadeLinTS for varying number of
recommended item&’. d. Then-step reward ofascadeLinTS for varying number of recommended iterfis

451 Results 4.6 Movie Recommendation

MovieLens datasetsontain the ratings of users for movies

from the MovielLens website. The datasets come in dif-

ferent sizes and we choose MovieLens 1M for our experi-
The results of our first experiment are reported in Hig. ments. This dataset contaibk! anonymous ratings ofk

Similarly to Sectiont.4, we observe that when the ground movies by6k users who joined MovieLens in 2000.
set is small,L = 16, the regret of all compared meth-

ods is similar. As the size of the ground set increases, th¥/€ build the model of users from their historical ratings.
gap betweetascadeUCB1 and the rest of the methods in- | N€ ratings are on a-star scale and we assume the user
creases, and the regret@fscadeUCB1 is orders of mag- 'S attracted by a movie if the user rates it with more than
nitude larger than that cfascadeLinTS. The regret of 5 Stars. Thus, the feedback matrix is defined/és; =

CascadeLinTS is similar to that ofRankedLinTs for all ~ 1{useri rates moviej with more thars starg. Our goalis
settings ofL. to maximize the probability of recommending at least one

_ attractive movie.
We report the regret ofascadeLinTS for various num-

bers of featured, on the whole dataset and its subset of

L . . 46.1 Results
Rock Songsin Fig. 2a and2b, respectively. Similarly to
Section4.4, we observe thatascadeLinTS performs well  The results of our first experiment are reported in Fig.
for alllsettmgs ofd. The lowest regret in both experiments Similarly to Section4.4, we observe that the regret of
is achieved atl = 10. all compared methods is similar when the ground set is
small, L = 16. The gap betweetascadeUCB1 and the

In the last experiment (Fig2c), we observe that the re- k )
rest of the methods increases when the size of the ground

gret of CascadeLinTS increases with the number of rec- i ;
ommended item& . As in Section’.4, we observe that the S€t increases. In particular, the regretaiscadeUCB1
cumulative reward of our learned policies increases witHS Orders of magnitude larger than that@afscadeLinTs.
K. Therefore, the increase in the regret must be due td N€ régret oascadeLinTS is always lower than that of

the fact that the expected reward of the optimal solutionft@nkedLinTS for all settings ofL.

f(A*,w), increases faster with' than that of the learned e report the regret ofascadeLinT$ for various num-
policies. This is due to the mismatch between our model
and real-world data. 4http ://grouplens.org/datasets/movielens/
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bers of featured, on the whole dataset and its subset ofare frequently studied with a linear reward function and
Adventuresin Fig. 2a and2b, respectively. Similarly to semi-bandit feedbackl], 6, 16, 18, 24, 9. Our work
Sectionsd.4and4.5 we observe thatascadeLinTS per-  differs from these approaches in both the reward function
forms well for all settings ofl. The lowest regret in both and feedback. Our reward function is a non-linear function
experiments is achieved ét= 20. of unknown parameters. Our feedback model is less than
semi-bandit, because the learning agent does not observe

In the last experiment (Figc), we observe that the re- the attraction weights of all recommended items.

gret of CascadeLinTS increases with the number of rec-
ommended itemgs. As in Sectionst.4 and4.5 the cu-
mulative reward of our learned policies increases with 6 CONCLUSIONS
Therefore, the increase in the regret must be due to the fact
that the expected reward of the optimal soluti4*, @), In this work, we propose linear cascading bandits, a frame-
increases faster witk than that of the learned policies. ~ work for learning to recommend in the cascade model at
scale. The key assumption in linear cascading bandits is
5 RELATED WORK that the attraction probabilities of items are a linear func
tion of the features of items, which are known; and an un-
known parameter vector, which is unknown and we learn
eilt. We design two algorithms for solving our problem,
CascadeLinTS andCascadeLinUCB. We bound the regret

Our work is closely related toascading bandit§15, 8],
which are learning variants of the cascade model of us
behavior [L(]. The key difference is that we assume that the i .
attraction weights of items are a linear function of known of CascadeLinUCB and sugqest that a similar regret _bound
feature vectors, which are associated with each item: and aff" P€ Proved foCascadeLinTS. We comprehensively

unknown parameter vector, which is learned. This leads t(?vaLTatecasijadeLmTS (t)tn a ranglebof rﬁcomlcvendatlo?
very efficient learning algorithms whose regret is sublinea problems and compare it to several baselines. We report or-

in the number of itemg.. We compar€ascadeLinTS to ders of magnitude improvements over learning algorithms

CascadeUCB1, one of the proposed algorithms by Kveton Ehat dof th IeV(\aAr/agebthe structure Olfl otuhr;;mbclle?_’ t?: fea-
etal. [15], in Section. ures of items. We observe empirically cadeLin

performs very well.
ziil.(e'lqhzalfed;%gllei‘;er:nizzutl)zazﬁzrgitzh r:]r:)ljialrg;ré% tso\_Ne leave open several questions of interest. For instance,
sition in the recommended list as an independent bandif'® o_nly bound the regret ghscadeLlanI_a. Based on the
problem, which is then solved byksmse bandit algorithm existing work P4], we believe that a similar regret bound

The solutions in ranked bandits afe— 1/¢) approximate 2" Ib e_prof\(/:ed foiaic.a%ecl“Bi.nTS' (I;/Ior?hover, note tthat ?ﬁrt
and their regret grows linearly with the number of recom-2naysis oltascadelin IS under the assumption tha

mended itemgs<. On the other hand. ranked bandits do notitems attract the user independently and that the linear gen

assume that items attract the user independently. SIivkin‘g.r";‘l'z"mo.n IS per_fect. Both of these assumptlons tend to .be
et al. [27] proposed contextual ranked bandits. We COm_wc.)Iated in practice. Our current analysis cannot explain
pareCascadeLinTS to contextual ranked bandits with lin- this behavior and we leave it for future work.

ear generalization in Sectigh The main limitation of the cascade modél] is that the
user clicks on at most one item. This assumption is often
violated in practice. Recently, Katarigaal.[13] proposed

a generalization of cascading bandits to multiple clicks, b
proposing a learning variant of the dependent click model
5112]' We strongly believe that our results can be general-
Ized to this setting and leave this for future work.

Our learning problem is a partial monitoring problem
where we do not observe the attraction weights of all rec
ommended items. Bartadt al. [5] studied general partial
monitoring problems. The algorithm of Bartadt al. [5]
scales at least linearly with the number of actions, which i
(f<) in our setting. Therefore, the algorithm is impractical
for large L and moderatd<. Agrawalet al.[2] studied a
variant of partial monitoring where the reward is observed References
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Appendix

A Proof for Theorem 1

A.1 Notations

We start by defining some notations. For each timee define a random permutati(()a’{’t, e ,a}’t) of A* based on
A; as follows: foranyk = 1,..., K, if al, € A*, then we sehZ’t = a!. The remaining optimal items are positioned
arbitrarily. Notice that under this random permutation,hvese:

w(ay’) > o(al) and Ugal) > Ua)’) Vk=1,2,....K
Moreover, we useH; to denote the “history” (rigorously speaking-algebra) by the end of timé. Then both
A, = (al,...,a%) and the permutatiofa}”,...,a}") of A* are#,_,-adaptive. In other words, they are condition-

ally deterministic at the beginning of timte To simplify the notation, in this paper, we uBg] to denotek[-|#;_1] when
appropriate.

When appropriate, we also uée-) to denote the inner product of two vectors. Specificallytfao vectorsu andv with
the same dimension, we u&e v) to denoteu™v.

A.2 Regret Decomposition

We first prove the following technical lemma:
Lemmal. ForanyB = (by,...,bg) € RE andC = (cy,...,cx) € RE, we have

HkK:1 Hk 16k = Zk 1 |:Hz 1 bz} x [br — ci] % {HJK:JCH CJ} :

Proof. Notice that
PO [Hf o b} X [br, — cx] x [Hf:k-ﬁ-l CJ}
= Zszl { [Hi:l bl} x [Hf:kﬂ CJ} - [Hf:_f bi] x [H;{:k CJ} }
= HkK:I b — Hszl Ck-
n
Thus we have
R(Ay, wy) =f(A", wy) — f(Ar, Wy)
=ITiey (1= wial) =TIy (1 - welag™)
Oy [T - wia)] [welal) — walal)] [T, (1 - wila;™)]

(b *

< [T (= wa(ad) | [wi (@) = walal)] (5)
where equality (a) is based on Lemmand inequality (b) is based on the fact trﬁif( k+1 )) < 1. Recall
that At and the permutatio(‘a’{’t, .. ) of A* are deterministic conditioning oH;_1, andak ;é al foralli < k,

thus we have
Ey[R(As, wi)] <E [T [Hi-:f (1= wi(ah)| [wilar") - wi(at)]]
= L BT (1 - wi@h) | Befwi(a) ) — weal)]
= S E IS (- we(@)] [aa)) - w(a))]



For anyt < n and anye € E, we define event
G, = {itemay, is examined in episode ,
notice thatl {G; »} = []7=; (1 — w,(al)). Thus, we have
B[R] < 35y Ee[1{Ge}] [w(a}") — w(al)] .
Hence, from the tower property, we have
R(n) B[S0 051G} [w(ar!) - w(a))]] . (6)

We further define everdt as

£ = {’<$87§t1 - 9*}’ < c\/xeTMt_,llzce, Vee E, Vt < n} , (7)

and€ as the complement @f. Then we have

R(m) € PER[TI, S, 1G4} [0(a)) - w(a)]|¢]
FPEE[S, S, 10} [o(ar!) — w(a})][€]
B[S, T 14004 [0(ay) - atal)] ] +nK P(E). ®)

where inequality (a) is based on the law of total probabitihd the inequality (b) is based on the naive bound®(£)) < 1
and (2)1{G:x} [w(a}") — w(a})] < 1. Notice that from the definition of evefit we have

w(e) = (xe,0") < (xe,0;1) +c\/aTM;  z. Vec E,Vt<n

under event. Moreover, sincev(e) < 1 by definition, we haveu(e) < U,(e) for all e € E and allt < n under event.
Hence under eveidt, we have

’Lf)(a};) < ﬁ)(a;;vt) < Ut(a;;’t) < Ut(a);g) < <xa}:c,9_t,1> + C4 /IZ;CMt_—ll'ra}; Vvt < n.

Thus we have
o @ _ . T 1
w(a,”) —w(@y) <(ag,0i-1 —0%) + ¢y fag M~ 2q;
(b) 1
<2c, /xathflzzra;C,

where inequality (a) follows from the fact thﬂ?zl(a:'t) < <xa}i’9_t*1> + ¢, /xzt M;lla:ark, and inequality (b) follows from
k
the fact thal(:cai,ét_l —6%) <, /xzt M{_llxaz under evenE. Thus, we have
k

n K —
R(n) < 26E [Ty YAsy 1O} [ol Mg

e| +nKP).

DefineK; = min{C;, K }, notice that

K T —1 _ K T -1
S U Gua [T, My ey = SR\ fo M g
n K T —1
R(n) < 2B [, S ol M ey

In the next two subsections, we will providevrst-casébound ony_,, S5 [xl, Mtjllxark, and a bound o(£).
k

Thus, we have

5} +nKP(E). 9)



K

T rf—1
b1 A /9ca?th_lacafc

dn log 1+ "K
A /:17 M Tt < K
t— 1 at log 1+

Proof. To simplify the exposition, we defing ; = , /IZL Mtillxa’;c forall (¢, k) s.t. k < K;. Recall that

My = M;— 1+—Z$ el at
Thus, for all(t, k) s.t. k < K, we have that

1 1
det [Mt] Zdet |:Mt1 + —= atCC t:| = det |:Mt2 1 <I+
O'

—3 T aro3% 3
;Mtlxa;exathl> Mt1:|
1
=det [Mtfl] det |:I + _QMt 1$at :Z? :|
g

1 g
:det[Mt_l] 1+ .I'tM 11‘t Zdet[Mt_l] 1+—=1.

A.3 Worst-CaseBoundon )"} ,

Lemma2. Y} ,

,_.N\H

Thus, we have

K¢
(det [M))¥* > (det [M,_)¥* <1 + Zf—’“) .

k=1
Sincedet [M;] > det [M;_1] andK; < K, we have

K. 9

<®ww%zmaWHWqIG+gg,
k=1

So we have

n K 22
(det [M,])" > (det [Mo]) [] <1 + ;—j> -

t=1k=1
sinceMy = I. On the other hand, we have that

trace (M,,) = trace <I+—ZZ:E e t)

t=1 k=1

}iZM%«H—

where the last inequality follows from the fact that.: > < 1 andK; < K. From the trace-determinant inequality, we
haveltrace (M,) > [det(M,,)] 4, thus we have

K
i

dK 1 dK X n K Zt2k
daJ > [atrace(Mn)] > [det(M)]" > [T ] <1+ —) .

Taking the logarithm, we have

nKk n K ZtQk
dK log [HW} > > > log <1+_,>_

(20)
Notice thatz2, = 27, M, Lz, < 2T, M 'z, = ||:v t ||2 < 1, thus we have?, <
t,k ai t—1 a, — az 0 a, a t.k

Z?k
log 1+U—‘2>
n

S T 3) 5 Hence we have
K, n 2 nk
1 z dK log [1 + —2]
YN < ———< > Elog 1+t—’“>§—d".
S T log (L4 &) S < log (1+ 72)

) _
)

&

®Notice that for anyy € [0, 1], we havey < Ioggli
og
h(0) = 0andh(1) = 1.

qm"" le{d

. To see it, notice thak(y) is a strictly concave function, and



Finally, from Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have that

n K \/_ n Ky ) dnlog[l—i—dﬁ}
R PP b T ey

t=1 k=1

A.4 Boundon P(€)

Lemma 3. Foranyo > 0, anyd € (0,1), and any

nK 1 .
c> 0\/d10g< d02>+210g <5>+|9 Il2,

Proof. We start by defining some useful notations. Forary1,2,...,anyk = 1,2,...,K;, we define

we haveP(€) < 6.

N = wi(ay,) — w(ay,).

One key observation is that ,'s form a Martingale difference sequence (MD3Yloreover, sincey; ;'s are bounded in
[—1,1] and hence they are conditionally sub-Gaussian with con&tana 1. We further define that

t K-
2 2 E § T
Vt =0 Mt =c0°1 + (Ea;(Ea;

T=1k=1
t K- t K- t K-
— (ot
S0=2. 2 magi = Bu= ) D va @) = Be— ) D vagag
T=1k=1 T=1k=1 T=1k=1

As we will see later, we defin®, andS; to use the “self normalized bound” developed 1h (see Algorithm 1 of []).

Notice that
t K- 1
T=1k=1 g
where the last equality is based on the definitiodff Hence we have

= 1 1
Mtet = ;Bt = —QSt +

_ 1 .
0, — 0" = M ! [ﬁst—e ] :
Thus, for anye € E, we have

n * 1 *
|<x679t -0 >} = < erHMt””ﬁst -0 ”1\,{;1

1
o {—zst - 9*}

<ol (I8l + 1012

where the first inequality follows from the Cauchy- Schwamzquality and the second inequality follows from the trieng
inequality. Notice thaﬂ&*”M 1 < ||9*|\M 1= [|6*2, and || & St||M 1= 1||St||V 1 (sinceM; ! = 62V;1), so we
have

n * 1 *
(o107} < ol | 2181l + 1671 11)

Notice that the above inequality always holds. We now prevadhigh-probability bound thtHV;l based on “self
normalized bound” proposed ii]} From Theorem 1 of ], we know that for any) € (0,1), with probability at least

1 -6, we have
det(V;)1/2 det(Vy)—1/2
||st|vt1s\/2log( N IR

®Notice that the notion of “time” is indexed by the péit k), and follows the lexicographical order.



Notice thatdet (V) = det(c2I) = o2?. Moreover, from the trace-determinant inequality, we have

t K
a _ trace (Vy) 1 = tK nk
[det(V)]/! < === = 0% + 2 ZZ Taglf < 0?+ 2 < 0?4 L2,
r=1k=1

where the second inequality follows from the assumptiom |tbt§rk, l2 < 1andK, < K, and the last inequality follows
fromt¢ < n. Thus, with probability at leadt — §, we have

nk 1
”Stnv;l < \/dlog <1+ W) + 2log <g> vt=0,1,...,n—1.

That is, with probability at least — 5, we have

1 nK 1 N
< el [;%uog (1455 ) + 210 (5) + 16 u]

forallt =0,1,...,n — 1 andVe € E. Recall that by definition of evedt, the above inequality implies that, if

e> 1 dlog 1+—K + 2log ! + 107 |2,
o do? 5

thenP(€) > 1 —6. Thatis,P(§) < 6. m

‘<£Ce,ét — 9*>

A.5 Concludethe Proof

Putting it together, for any > 0, anyé € (0,1), and any

e> 1 dlog 1+—K + 2log ! + 107 |2,
o do? 5

we have that

n K
) <20 | D>\ ol M ag |E] + nKP(E
t=1 k=1
dnl
<oerc, | Plos [1+ W] + Ko, (12)
log ( )
Choose) = nK, we have the following result: for arey > 0 and any
nk
c> dlog + 2log (nK) + ||0%]|2,
d02
we have

dnlog [1 + da2]

1.
log (1 + 02) *

R(n) < 2cK



