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Abstract

Random Utility Models (RUMs), which subsume
Plackett-Luce model (PL) as a special case, are
among the most popular models for preference learn-
ing. In this paper, we consider RUMs with features
and their mixtures, where each alternative has a
vector of features, possibly different across agents.
Such models significantly generalize the standard
PL and RUMs, but are not as well investigated in
the literature. We extend mixtures of RUMs with
features to models that generate incomplete pref-
erences and characterize their identifiability. For
PL, we prove that when PL with features is iden-
tifiable, its MLE is consistent with a strictly con-
cave objective function under mild assumptions, by
characterizing a bound on root-mean-square-error
(RMSE), which naturally leads to a sample com-
plexity bound. We also characterize identifiability
of more general RUMs with features and propose
a generalized RBCML to learn them. Our experi-
ments on synthetic data demonstrate the effective-
ness of MLE on PL with features with tradeoffs
between statistical efficiency and computational ef-
ficiency. Our experiments on real-world data show
the prediction power of PL with features and its
mixtures.

1 Introduction

Preference learning is a fundamental machine learning prob-
lem in a wide range of applications such as discrete choice
analysis [McFadden, 1973], marketing [Berry et al., 1995],
meta-search engines [Dwork ef al., 2001], information re-
trieval [Liu, 2009], recommender systems [Baltrunas et al.,
2010], crowdsourcing [Chen et al., 2013; Mao et al., 2013],
social choice [Azari Soufiani et al., 2012], among many others.
Plackett-Luce model (PL) [Plackett, 1975; Luce, 1959] is one
of the most popular statistical models for preference learning
due to its interpretability and computational tractability. In
the standard PL, each alternative is parameterized by a real
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number 6 such that e/ represents the alternative’s “quality”.
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The higher the quality is, the more likely the alternative is
ranked higher by an agent.

Extensions of the standard PL has been proposed and stud-
ied mostly in three dimensions. The first dimension is PL with
features, where features of the agents and/or the alternatives
are given, and the model is parameterized by the relationship
(often linear, see Definition 2) between the features and the
quality of the alternatives. Examples include the conditional
logit model [McFadden, 1973], the BLP model [Berry et al.,
1995], and bilinear models [Azari Soufiani et al., 2013; Schéfer
and Hiillermeier, 2018; Zhao et al., 2018a].

The second dimension is PL for partial preferences, where
the data consist of partial preferences, often represented by
partial orders over the alternatives. Due to the hardness of
tackling general partial orders [Liu et al., 2019], most pre-
vious work focused on natural sub-cases, including choice
data [Train, 2009], top-ranked orders (top-l) [Mollica and
Tardella, 2017], and pairwise preferences [Hiillermeier et al.,
2008]. In particular, in a top-/ order, the agent reports a lin-
ear order over her most-preferred [ alternatives. Top-/ orders
generalize standard PL (I = m — 1, where m is the number of
alternatives) and choice data (I = 1).

The third dimension is PL mixture models, where k > 1
PL models are combined via a mixing coefficients & =
(a1, ..., ) and each «; represents the probability that the
data is generated from the ¢-th PL. Mixtures of PLs provide
better fitness to data [Tkachenko and Lauw, 2016] and are a
popular method for clustering [Gormley and Murphy, 2008],
but they are generally hard to compute and are prone to criti-
cisms on interpretability and trustworthiness due to their (non-
)identifiability [Zhao et al., 2016].

While there is a large literature on standard PL and its exten-
sions in each of the three dimensions, little is known about the
generalization of PL in all three dimensions simultaneously,
i.e. mixtures of PL models with features for partial prefer-
ences. The literature on general RUMs and their extensions
is far more limited. The problem is already highly challeng-
ing for top-l orders—to the best of our knowledge, only one
previous work studied mixtures of PL models with features
for top-{ orders [Tkachenko and Lauw, 2016], where an EM
algorithm was proposed yet no theoretical guarantees on the
model or the algorithm were given.

Motivated by the lack of theoretical understandings of the
general PL extensions and learning algorithms, we ask the fol-



features top-1 mixtures identifiability consistency
This work N v v v (Thm. 1, 2, Coro. 1,2) v (Thm. 4)
[Tkachenko and Lauw, 2016] v v v
[Yildiz et al., 2020] v v
[McFadden, 1973],
[Berry ef al., 1995] v top-1 v v
[Griin and Leisch, 2008] N top-1 v
[Schifer and Hiillermeier, 2018] v linear orders v
[Zhao et al., 2016],
[Zhao et al., 2018b], linear orders v v v
[Zhao and Xia, 2019]
[Chierichetti et al., 2018] v v v

Table 1: The model, identifiability, and consistency of this work compared with previous work.

lowing question. When and how can preference learning
be done for (mixtures of) RUMs with features for incom-
plete preferences?

The question is highly challenging and the answer is not
fully known even for many well-studied sub-cases, such as
(non-mixture) PL with features for top-/ orders and mixtures
of standard PL (without features) for linear orders. In this
paper, we provide the first answers to the question for PL with
features for top-I/ orders by characterizing their identifiability,
consistency, and sample complexity of their MLEs. We also
provide the first generic identifiability result for its mixture
models as well as more general RUMs with features.

Identifiability is a fundamental property of statistical mod-
els that is important to explainability and trustworthiness of
decisions, which are particularly relevant in preference learn-
ing scenarios [Gormley and Murphy, 2008]. Identifiability
requires that different parameters of the model lead to dif-
ferent distributions over data. If a model is non-identifiable,
then sometimes the explanations of the learned parameters and
corresponding decisions can be provably wrong, because there
may exist another parameter that fits the data equally well,
yet whose explanation and corresponding decisions are com-
pletely different. See Example 1 for an illustrative example.
Additionally, the identifiability of a model is necessary for any
algorithm to be consistent or have finite sample complexity.

Our Contributions. In this paper, we provide the first theoret-
ical characterizations of identifiability for mixtures of £ > 1
PLs with features for top-/ orders, denoted by k-PLx-TO,
where X is the feature matrix. We note that in k-PL y-TO,
each agent submits a top-/ order for possibly different /.

Identifiability. We provide necessary and sufficient condi-
tions for PL x-TO and its special case called the bilinear model,
denoted by PLy, z-TO, to be identifiable in Theorem 1 and
Corollary 1, respectively. Even though k-PL x-TO is not iden-
tifiable for any k > 2, we provide a sufficient condition in
Theorem 2 for a parameter k-PL x-TO to be identifiable, which
leads to the generically identifiability of 2-PL x-TO in Corol-
lary 2. It suggests that identifiability may not be a practical
concern if the condition is satisfied. We also characterize
identifiability of RUMs with features in the appendix.

Strict concavity, consistency, and sample complexity of
MLE. We provide a necessary and sufficient condition for

the MLE of PLx-TO to be strictly concave in Theorem 3
and bound on the RMSE of MLE of PL »-TO in Theorem 4,
which implies the consistency of MLE and a sample complex-
ity bound.

Our experiments on synthetic data demonstrate the perfor-
mance of MLE and the tradeoffs between statistical efficiency
and computational efficiency when learning from different
top-I preferences for PLx-TO. For k-PLx-TO, we propose
an EM algorithm and show the prediction power of different
configurations of k-PL x-TO.

Related Work and Discussions. Table 1 summarizes related
works on PL and its extensions that are close to ours. As dis-
cussed above, there is a large literature on PL and its extensions
in each of the three dimensions, yet no theoretical result is
known even for the special non-mixture case PL x-TO for top-
[ orders in general. Tkachenko and Lauw [2016] is the only
previous work we are aware of that tackles k-PL x-TO, which
does not provide theoretical guarantees. Even for PL»-TO,
we are only aware of another recent paper [Yildiz et al., 2020],
which proposed an ADMM-based algorithm for computing
the MLE, but it is unclear whether their algorithm converges
to the ground truth because the consistency of MLE was un-
known, which is a direct corollary of Theorem 4. To the best
of our knowledge, our identifiability results (Theorems 1, 2,
Corollaries 1, 2) and the RMSE bound (Theorem 4) are the
first for (k-)PL x-TO even for linear orders (I = m — 1).

Mixtures of PLs with features for choice data (top-1) are
well studied and can be dated back to the classical conditional
logit model [McFadden, 1973] and the BLP model [Berry et
al., 1995]. PL with bilinear features, which is a special case
of PLy-TO, has been studied in the literature [Azari Soufi-
ani et al., 2013; Schifer and Hiillermeier, 2018; Zhao et al.,
2018a]. There is a large literature on standard PL (without
features) and its mixture models [Hunter, 2004; Soufiani et
al., 2013; Negahban et al., 2017; Maystre and Grossglauser,
2015; Khetan and Oh, 2016; Zhao and Xia, 2018; Gormley
and Murphy, 2008; Oh and Shah, 2014; Zhao et al., 2016;
Chierichetti et al., 2018; Zhao and Xia, 2019; Liu et al., 2019].
Our setting is more general.

Recently, Schifer and Hiillermeier [2018, Proposition 1]
provided a sufficient condition for (non-mixture) PL with bilin-
ear features to be identifiable. However, their result is flawed



due to the missing conditions on the ranks of feature matrices.
See Example 3 for more details. Our Corollary 1 provides
a necessary and sufficient condition for the identifiability of
more general models. Zhao et al. [2016] characterized the
conditions on k (the number of components in the mixture
model) and m (the number of alternatives) for mixtures of
standard PLs to be (non-)identifiable. Zhao and Xia [2019]
characterized (non-)identifiability of mixtures of PLs (with-
out features) for structured partial orders. Griin and Leisch
[2008] characterized conditions for mixtures of multinomial
logit models to be identifiable. These results do not subsume
our results because the model studied in this paper is more
general.

Consistency of MLE was proven for the conditional logit
model [McFadden, 1973] assuming that each agent provides
multiple choice data. Or equivalently, agents with the same
features are repeatedly observed. This assumption may not
hold in the big data era, where the feature space can be ex-
tremely large and it is unlikely that agents would have identical
features. Our proof of the RMSE bound on MLE, which im-
plies consistency, tackles exactly this case and is inspired by
the proof of [Khetan and Oh, 2016, Theorem 8] for standard
(non-mixture) PL. Unlike the standard PL where the Hessian
matrix is negative semidefinite with at least one zero eigen-
value [Khetan and Oh, 2016], the Hessian matrix of the model
studied in this paper does not have zero eigenvalues. Due
to this difference, the techniques in proving the sample com-
plexity bound in [Khetan and Oh, 2016] cannot be directly
extended to our setting.

Due to the space constraint, we focus on Plackett-Luce
model in the main paper, while defer results on RUMS to the
appendix.

2 Preliminaries

Let A = {a,...,am,} denote the set of m alternatives. Let
{1,...,n} denote the set of n agents. Given an agent j, each
alternative is characterized by a column vector of d > 1
features zj; € R<. For any r = 1,...,d, let zj; , denote
the rth feature of &;;. A linear order, which is a transi-
tive, antisymmetric, and total binary relation, is denoted by
R =a; > ... > qa,,,where a;, > a;, means that the agent
prefers a;, over a;,. Let £(A) denote the set of all linear
orders. A ranked top-/ (top-/ for short) order has the form
O = a;, > aj,... > a;, > others. It is easy to see that a
linear order is a special top-/ order with { = m — 1. Let T (A)
denote the set of all top-{ orders for all [ € {1,2,...,m — 1}.
An [-way order has the form O = a;, > a;, ... > aq;,. Let
Z(A) denote the set of all [-way orders for all [ € {2,...,m}.
Definition 1 (Plackett-Luce model (PL)). The parameter
space is © = R™. The sample space is L(A)". Given a pa-
rameter 0 € ©, the probability of any linear order R = a;, >
2} exp(0i,,)

. -1
(€798 - a;,, 1S PI'PL(R|9) = H;nzl m.

It follows that the marginal probability for any top-l or-
der R = aj;, > @i,... > a; > others is Prp (R|0) =

Hl exp(gip )
p=1 300 exp(0ig) "

straint on 5, e.g. » .0; =0, is often required to make the

In the literature, a normalization con-

model identifiable. In this paper we do put such a constraint
since it is more convenient to extend the current definition to
PL with features.

Let X; = [Tj1,...,Tjm] € R?™ denote the feature ma-
trix for agent j, and let X = [X1, ..., X,,] € R¥™" denote
the feature matrix that concatenates the features for all agents.
The Plackett-Luce model with features is defined as follows.

Definition 2 (Plackett-Luce model with features (PLy)).
Let X € RY™" denote a feature matrix. The parame-
ter space is © = R The sample space is L(A)". For

any parameter 3 € O, the probability of any linear or-

der Rj = a;;, > a3, = ... = a;, given by agent j is
GAN _ pym—l  exp(B-Fjiy)

PI‘PLX (RJ |B) - Hp:1 Z;":ip exp([?fj,iq )

We note that all feature matrices are assumed given, i.e.,
not part of the parameter of any model in this paper. PL with
bilinear features [Azari Soufiani et al., 2013] is a special case
of PL v, where each agent j € {1,...,n} is characterized by
a column feature vector 4; € R* and each alternative a; € A
is characterized by a column feature vector Z; € RX. We note
that for any i € {1,...,m}, Z; is the same across all agents.
LetY = [, ..., ¥,] € REX™ denote the agent feature matrix
and Z = [Z1,. .., Zm] € REX™ denote the alternative feature
matrix. PL with bilinear features is defined as follows.

Definition 3 (Plackett-Luce model with bilinear features
PLy 7). Let Y € REX" denote an agent feature matrix and
let Z € REX™ denote an alternative feature matrix. The pa-
rameter space consists of matrices © = REXL_ The sample
space is L(A)". Given a parameter B € ©, the probability of
any linear order R; = a;, = a;, = ... > a;, given by agent

=T o
.. m—1 eXP(ZipByj)
J PrPLY,Z(RJ |B) = Hp:l Py exp(zjq By;)"

PLy 7 can be viewed as a special case of PLy by letting
X =Y ® Z and vectorizing B accordingly. Before defin-
ing mixtures of PL with features, we recall the definition of
mixtures of PL as follows.

Definition 4 (k-PL). For any k > 1, the mixture of k Plackett-
Luce models is defined as follows. The sample space is L(A)™.
The parameter space has two parts. The first part is the mixing
coefficients @ = (aq, -+ ,a) witha@ > Oand & -1 = 1.
The second part is (5(1), e ,§(k)>, where 0" € © is the
parameter of the r-th PL component. The probability of any
linear order R is Pry.pr(R|0) = Zle a, Prpr(R|GM).

The mixture of k£ Plackett-Luce models with features is
therefore defined as follows.

Definition 5 (Mixtures of k Plackett-Luce models with fea-
tures (k-PLy)). Let X € R¥™" denote the feature matrix.
The parameter space © has two parts. The first part is the
vector of mixing coefficients & = (a1, e, ..., qx) and the
second part is (B, 53, ... 3R, where forr =1,... k,
B = {ﬂi(r)|1 < i < d}}. The sample space is L(A)".
Given a parameter 6 € O, the probability of any linear or-
der R; = [a;;, > a;, > ... > a;,] given by agent j is

Pricpue) (Ryl9) = 27y @, Py (R 5)).



PL x can be viewed as a special case of k-PL y where k = 1.
We recall the definition of identifiability of statistical models
as follows.

Definition 6 (Identifiability). Ler M = {Pr(-|f) : § € ©}
be a statistical model, where © is the parameter space and
Pr(-|0) is the distribution over the sample space associated
with § € ©. We say that a parameter 0 € © is identifiable in
M, if for any 7 € © with ¥ # 0, we have Pr(|§) # Pr(-|9).
M is identifiable if all its parameters are identifiable.

The following example shows that non-identifiability of a
model can lead to unavoidable untrustworthy interpretations
and decisions.

Example 1. Suppose an automobile manufacturer is using
PLy 7 to learn consumers’ preferences over car models. For
simplicity suppose there are two agents {1, 2} and two alter-
natives (car models) {a1,a2}. Y = [y1,y2] = [0.5, 1], where
each agent is represented by her normalized income (0.5 for
the first agent and 1 for the second agent). Z = [z}, 23] =
06 1
0.2 05|
price (0.6 for the first car and 1 for the second car) and its
normalized miles per gallon (0.2 for the first car and 0.5 for
the second car).
Let B = [-1,8/3]" and B’ = [1,0]". We show that
B and B’ correspond to exactly the same distribution over
the two agents’ preferences. In fact, it is not hard to verify

where each car is represented by its normalized

that 2] By, — Zy By; = 2{ B'y1 — Zy B'y1 = —0.2 and
7' Byy — 7] Byy = Z] B'ysg — Z) B'yy = —0.4. There-
fore, Prpr, ,(R1 = a1 = az2|B) = 1+exp(zTBy1 TE)

1
1+exp(zTB’y1 A TBy) PI‘pLy)Z(Rl = a1 > (12|B ) Other

probabilities can be calculated similarly.

Therefore, it is impossible for any statistical method to
distinguish B from B’. This may not be a big concern if the
company uses the learned model to predict the preferences
of new customers, as both B and B’ would give the same
prediction. However, the first components of B and B’ have
opposite interpretations. The first component of B being
positive is often interpreted as the existence of a negative
correlation between an agent’s income and the car’s price,
i.e. richer people prefer cheaper cars. The interpretation of
the first component of B’ is on the opposite. This makes the
interpretation and any decision based on it untrustworthy. [

a, > {ay, a3, a4}

w.p. ¢,

[Model M]—>[ ap > ay > az>ay

P-4 a, > a, > {as,a,}

W.p. ¢
a, > a,>a;>a,

Figure 1: Illustration of model M-TO with the parameter (5, where M
is a model that generates linear orders. M-TO allows users to report
top-{ orders of different I’s.

3 Models and Their Identifiability for Top-/
Orders

Modeling and learning from different partial orders is desirable
in the scenarios where users provide different structures of
partial orders [Zhao and Xia, 2019]. Following Zhao and Xia
[2019], we extend PL » to a model that generates top-/ partial
orders by introducing a new parameter (E = (P15 1),
where 37" ¢; = 1. ¢ can be viewed as a distribution over
{1,2,...,m — 1} that represents the probability for the agent
to report a top-/ order, where 1 < [ < m — 1. Any model
defined in the previous section can be extended to a model that
generates a top-/ order R with probability Pr M_TO(RW, &) =

o1 Prpq (R|5), as is illustrated in Figure 1. For example, PL
can be extended to PL y-TO, formally defined as follows.

PL »-TO:
[ PL x

Figure 2: Relations between models in this paper in Venn diagram. k-
PLx-TO is the most general model, subsuming all the other models.
The two largest submodels of k-PLx-TO are PLx-TO and k-PLx,
whose intersection is PLx. PL is the smallest model in this diagram,
lying at the intersection of PL x-TO and k-PL.

k-PLx-TO
k-PL x
-k: PL.

Definition 7 (PLy-TO). Let X € R¥™" denote the fea-
ture matrix. The parameter space is © = R? x {q; €
RZSL ¢ -1 = 1}. The sample space is T(A)".
parameter (3 (E) the probability of any top-l order O; =
ai, >~ G, > ... > ai > others given by agent j is
Prpry10(0415,8) = 61 Prpvy (0;18), where Prp, (0515)
is the marginal probability of O; under PLx given 5

Given a

Again, X is assumed given and not part of the parameter
of PLx-TO. PLy is a submodel of PL x-TO (where ¢,,_1 =
1). PLy,z-TO and k-PLx-TO can be defined similarly, see
Appendix A for their formal definitions. The relations between
different models mentioned in this paper are shown in the
Venn diagram in Figure 2 (PLy, 7 and PLy, z-TO are omitted
for simplicity).

As was illustrated in Example 1, identifiability is important
if one wants to interpret the learned parameter. For the rest
of this section, we focus on identifiability of PLx-TO and
k-PL »-TO.

To characterize the identifiability of PL extensions with
features, for each j < n, we first define agent j’s normalized
feature matrix, denoted by norm(X).

norm(X;) = [Z;2

*fjl,fjg *fjla'--;fjm *fjl]- (1)

We then define the d-by-(m—1)n normalized feature matrix,



denoted by Norm(X'), as follows.
Norm(X') = [norm(X;),norm(X5),...,norm(X,)] (2)

In words, X is normalized by using the feature vector of a;
as the baseline. Our results still hold if another alternative is
used as the baseline. We now present our first identifiability
theorem.

Theorem 1. For any X, PLx-TO is identifiable if and only if
Norm(X') has full row rank.

The full proof can be found in Appendix G.2.

Example 2. Consider a PLx (a special case of PLx-TO),
whose feature matrix X has three rows 7y, 7, and 7’3, where
71 + 7o = 75. Therefore, Norm(X) does not have full row

rank. Let 5 = [B1, B2, B33] " be the ground truth parameter.

-

We construct B' = [B1 + B3, Bo + B3,0] . Then it is easy to
see BT - X = ,B_’”T - X, which further means for any order R,
we have Prp; . (R|3) = Prpy (R|3') by Definition 2. This
means this PLy is not identifiable.

Theorem 1 can be applied to characterize the identifiability
for PL with bilinear features as in the following corollary.

Corollary 1. For any model PLy z-TO, where Y € RL*"

and 7 € RExm, PLy 7-TO is identifiable if and only if both
Y and norm(Z) have full row rank.

The formal proof can be found in Appendix G.3.

The full row rank condition in Theorem 1 and Corollary 1
is mild as long as n is not too small, which is the case in
many real-world applications. For example, the full row rank
condition holds on the sushi dataset used in our real-world
experiment. In Appendix F.4, we show that the probability
of violating the full row rank condition becomes very small
when sampling n = 10 agents from the sushi dataset, and this
probability decays exponentially as n increases.

In the next example, we show that the sufficient conditions
for PLy, z-TO to be identifiable by Schifer and Hiillermeier
[2018, Proposition 1] is unfortunately flawed.

Example 3. Continuing Example 1, it is not hard to verify
that no agent feature or alternative feature is a constant, which
implies that PLy 7 is identifiable according to [Schdfer and
Hiillermeier, 2018, Proposition 1]. However, as we showed
in Example 1, PLy, 7 is not identifiable. It’s easy to see that
norm(Z) has two rows but only one column, which does not
have full row rank.

Identifiability of mixtures of PLs with features is at least as
challenging as the identifiability of mixtures of standard PLs,
which is still an open problem for any k£ > 3. In the following
theorem, we provide a sufficient condition for a parameter in
k-PL»-TO to be identifiable.

Theorem 2. If k-PL is identifiable, then for any X such that
Norm(X) has full row rank, any parameter (&, 3, ) with
¢m—1 > 0 is identifiable in k-PLy-TO.

The proof is done by contradiction. The full proof is pro-
vided in Appendix G.4.

Corollary 2. For any X such that Norm(X) has full row
rank, 2-PLx-TO over four or more alternatives is identifiable
modulo label switching.

4 MLE of PL,-TO and Its Consistency

Let P = (Oq,...,O,,) denote the input data, where for each
j < n, Oj is a top-l; order. Let X € R¥™" denote the
feature matrix. MLE of PL »-TO computes the parameter that
maximize the following log likelihood function:

-

LL(P|4, B)

-

InPrp,.10(0,|5)

[
NIE

~
Il
-

-

(In ¢y; + In Prpr, (O4]65))

I
M=

<.
Il
-

Note that 5 and E parameter are separated in the log likelihood
function, we can compute them separately as follows.

n m—1
d;* = argmngln o, s.t. Z =1 3)
¢ _
Jj=1 =1

5* = arg mgx Z InPrp, (O; |§) “)

j=1

qg can be easily computed by counting the frequencies of
each top-/ order. The main challenge is to accurately estimate

the 5 part, which is the main focus of the rest of this section.

The following theorem provides a necessary and sufficient
condition for the objective function in (4) to be strictly con-
cave, which turns out to be the same condition for the iden-
tifiability of PLy-TO. Strict concavity is desirable because,
combined with boundedness, it guarantees the convergence of
MLE.

Theorem 3. For any PLx-TO and any data P =
(O1,...,0,), the log likelihood function in (4) is strictly con-
cave if and only if Norm(X') has full row rank.

The full proof can be found in Appendix G.5.

We now introduce an assumption to guarantee the bound-
edness of MLE for given data P. Boundedness is important
for consistency because a strictly concave function may not
converge if it is unbounded. For any j < n, ¢; < m, and
ig < m, we define &; ;,, as follows.

1 if agent j prefers a;, over a;,
_J —1 if agent j prefers a;, over a;,
$iinin = 0 if agent j’s preference between a;,
and a;, is not available

Assumption 1. Let X € R¥™" denote a feature matrix and
let P denote the data. For any r < d, there exist ji,js €
{1,...,n}with j1 # jaandiy,is € {1,...,m} withiy # iy
*BMCh that Sjl ,i1i2§j2,i1i2 (leilﬂ' _'rjli277')(xj2i177' _'rjzizﬂ') <

At a high level, Assumption 1 is a mild condition that re-
quires sufficient diversity in agents’ preferences, which mirrors
Hunter’s assumption for PL [Hunter, 2004, Assumption 1].

The following lemma shows that Assumption 1 is sufficient
for MLE to be bounded.

Lemma 1. For any PLx-TO and data P, if Assumption I
holds then the MLE in (4) is bounded.



L ® Top-l

0.30 4 Top-3
Y Top-5

0.25 ¢ Top-9 (full ranking)
0.20
w
(%3]
=015 .
0.10{ 4 .

v . | |
0.05] © 2 . " ..,
0.00 8t 8 s 6 & s

250 500 750 1000 1250 1500 1750 2000
n (# of rankings)

0.8 m Top-1 o
A Top-3 e v
Y Top-5 e v
’6;‘0'6 ¢ Top-9 (full ranking) e Vv A
‘w’ v A ]
E * . .
=04 e v n
S A g
<4 ) v
Y a .
LAY
0.2 [ ]
: i
]

250 500 750 1000 1250 1500 1750 2000
n (# of rankings)

Figure 3: MSE (left) and Runtime (right) with 95% confidence intervals for MLE on PLx-TO given top-1 only, top-3 only, top-5 only, and
top-9 (full rankings) over 2000 trials. Results for Top-7 are very close to those for top-9, and therefore omitted.

The proof is provided in Appendix G.6. Finally, the fol-
lowing theorem provides a bound on the RMSE of MLE for
PL x-TO given that Norm(X') has full row rank.

Theorem 4. Given any PLx-TO over m alternatives and
n agents with the feature matrix X € R¥™"  Define
L(B) = %Z?Zl In Prpy, (O;|B8), which is + of the objec-

=,

tive function in (4). Let H(B) denote the Hessian matrix

-, =, -,

of L(B) and A\ (B) be the smallest eigenvalue of —H ().

—

Let By denote the ground truth parameter and ﬁ* denote
the estimated parameter that is computed using (4). Define
Amin = minogggl )\1(0’6* + (1 — O’)ﬁo).

If Norm(X ) has full row rank and Assumption 1 holds, then
forany 0 < § < 1, with probability 1 — 6,

8(m —1)2c2dIn(32)
)\min\/ﬁ ’

where c is the difference between the largest and the smallest
entries of X.

&)

8™ = Boll2 <

The full proof is in Appendix G.7.

The RMSE (root-mean-square-error) bound given by The-
orem 4 is not tight since we make no assumptions on the
distribution of features. While Theorem 4 does provide in-
sights on convergence of MLE:

1. Consistency: as n increases, RMSE |\Eo — B ||2 decreases
at the rate of ﬁ When n approaches infinity, RMSE ap-
proaches 0.

2. Sample complexity: for any ¢ > 0, 0 < § < 1,

PT(HE* *B’OH <€ >1—09whenn > 8(m—1)%c’dIn 3

\/8(m—1)2c2dIn(22)
Amin V7 :
3. Approximation of Ayin: in practice, when the size of data

—

is not too small, Ay, can be approximated by A;(3*) be-
cause 3* approaches 3° as n increases. This gives a practical
way of computing the RMSE bound when the ground truth is
unknown.

This is obtained by letting € >

S Experiments

We show experiments on synthetic data in this section and
provide additional experiments on mixture models and on
real-world data in the appendix.

Setup. Fix m = 10 and d = 10. For each agent and each
alternative, the feature vector is generated in [—1, 1] uniformly

at random. Each component in ﬁ is generated uniformly at
random in [—2,2]. MLE for PLx-TO was implemented in
MATLAB with the built-in fminunc function and tested on
a Ubuntu Linux server with Intel Xeon E5 v3 CPUs each
clocked at 3.50 GHz. We use mean squared error (MSE) and
runtime to measure the statistical efficiency and computational
efficiency of algorithms, respectively. Results are shown in
Figure 3. All values are computed by averaging over 2000
trials.

Observations. Figure 3 shows the performance of MLE for
PLx-TO. We observe that MSE decreases as the number of
agents increases, which demonstrates consistency of MLE for
PL x-TO. Moreover, learning from top-! preferences with dif-
ferent [ values provides tradeoffs between statistical efficiency
and computational efficiency.

6 Summary and Future Work

We provide the first set of theoretical results on the identifi-
ability of mixtures of PL with features for top-/ preferences.
We also identify conditions for the MLE of PLy-TO to be
consistent, and propose an EM algorithm to handle general
k-PLx-TO. In the full version of this paper [Zhao et al.,
2022], we provide a generalized Rank-Breaking then Compos-
ite Marginal Likelihood algorithm for learning RUMs beyond
PL from incomplete preferences and show its performance on
synthetic data. [Zhao et al., 2022] also includes additional
experiments on mixture models as well as missing proofs.
Generic identifiability and efficient algorithms for k-PL »-TO
are natural questions for future work.

Acknowledgements

We thank anonymous reviewers for helpful comments. Lirong
Xia is supported by NSF #1453542 and a gift fund from



Google. Ao Liu is supported by an RPI-IBM Al Horizons
scholarship.

References

Hossein Azari Soufiani, David C. Parkes, and Lirong Xia. Random
utility theory for social choice. In Proceedings of Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems, pages 126—134, 2012.

Hossein Azari Soufiani, David C. Parkes, and Lirong Xia. Preference
Elicitation For General Random Utility Models. In Proceedings
of Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence, 2013.

Linas Baltrunas, Tadas Makcinskas, and Francesco Ricci. Group
recommendations with rank aggregation and collaborative filtering.
In Proceedings of the fourth ACM conference on Recommender
systems, pages 119-126, 2010.

Steven Berry, James Levinsohn, and Ariel Pakes. Automobile prices
in market equilibrium. Econometrica, pages 841-890, 1995.

Xi Chen, Paul N Bennett, Kevyn Collins-Thompson, and Eric Horvitz.
Pairwise ranking aggregation in a crowdsourced setting. In Pro-
ceedings of the sixth ACM international conference on Web search
and data mining, pages 193-202, 2013.

Flavio Chierichetti, Ravi Kumar, and Andrew Tomkins. Learning a
mixture of two multinomial logits. In International Conference
on Machine Learning, pages 961-969, 2018.

Cynthia Dwork, Ravi Kumar, Moni Naor, and Dandapani Sivakumar.
Rank aggregation methods for the web. In Proceedings of the
10th international conference on World Wide Web, pages 613-622,
2001.

Isobel Claire Gormley and Thomas Brendan Murphy. Exploring vot-
ing blocs within the irish electorate: A mixture modeling approach.
Journal of the American Statistical Association, 103(483):1014—
1027, 2008.

Bettina Griin and Friedrich Leisch. Identifiability of finite mixtures of
multinomial logit models with varying and fixed effects. Journal
of classification, 25(2):225-247, 2008.

Eyke Hiillermeier, Johannes Fiirnkranz, Weiwei Cheng, and Klaus
Brinker. Label ranking by learning pairwise preferences. Artificial
Intelligence, 172(16-17):1897-1916, 2008.

David R Hunter. Mm algorithms for generalized bradley-terry models.
The annals of statistics, 32(1):384—406, 2004.

Ashish Khetan and Sewoong Oh. Data-driven rank breaking for
efficient rank aggregation. The Journal of Machine Learning
Research, 17(1):6668-6721, 2016.

Ao Liu, Zhibing Zhao, Chao Liao, Pinyan Lu, and Lirong Xia. Learn-
ing plackett-luce mixtures from partial preferences. In Proceed-
ings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, volume 33,
pages 4328-4335, 2019.

Tie-Yan Liu. Learning to rank for information retrieval. Information
Retrieval, 3(3):225-331, 2009.

R Duncan Luce. Individual choice behavior. 1959.

Andrew Mao, Ariel D Procaccia, and Yiling Chen. Better human
computation through principled voting. In Twenty-Seventh AAAI
Conference on Artificial Intelligence, 2013.

Lucas Maystre and Matthias Grossglauser. Fast and accurate infer-
ence of plackett-luce models. In Advances in neural information
processing systems, pages 172—180, 2015.

Daniel McFadden. Conditional logit analysis of qualitative choice
behavior. In Frontiers of Econometrics, pages 105-142, New York,
NY, 1973. Academic Press.

Cristina Mollica and Luca Tardella. Bayesian plackett—luce mixture
models for partially ranked data. Psychometrika, 82(2):442-458,
2017.

Sahand Negahban, Sewoong Oh, and Devavrat Shah. Rank central-
ity: Ranking from pairwise comparisons. Operations Research,
65(1):266-287, 2017.

Sewoong Oh and Devavrat Shah. Learning mixed multinomial logit
model from ordinal data. In Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, pages 595-603, 2014.

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

Dirk Schifer and Eyke Hiillermeier. Dyad ranking using plackett—
luce models based on joint feature representations. Machine Learn-
ing, 107(5):903-941, 2018.

Hossein Azari Soufiani, William Chen, David C Parkes, and Lirong
Xia. Generalized method-of-moments for rank aggregation. In
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, pages 2706—
2714, 2013.

Maksim Tkachenko and Hady W Lauw. Plackett-luce regression
mixture model for heterogeneous rankings. In Proceedings of
the 25th ACM International on Conference on Information and
Knowledge Management, pages 237-246, 2016.

Kenneth E. Train. Discrete Choice Methods with Simulation. Cam-
bridge University Press, 2nd edition, 2009.

ilkay Yildiz, Jennifer Dy, Deniz Erdogmus, Jayashree Kalpathy-
Cramer, Susan Ostmo, J Peter Campbell, Michael F Chiang, and
Stratis loannidis. In International Conference on Artificial Intelli-
gence and Statistics, 2020.

Zhibing Zhao and Lirong Xia. Composite marginal likelihood meth-
ods for random utility models. In International Conference on
Machine Learning, pages 5922-5931, 2018.

Zhibing Zhao and Lirong Xia. Learning mixtures of plackett-luce
models from structured partial orders. In Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems, pages 10143-10153, 2019.

Zhibing Zhao, Peter Piech, and Lirong Xia. Learning mixtures of
plackett-luce models. In International Conference on Machine
Learning, pages 2906-2914, 2016.

Zhibing Zhao, Haoming Li, Junming Wang, Jeffrey Kephart,
Nicholas Mattei, Hui Su, and Lirong Xia. A Cost-Effective Frame-
work for Preference Elicitation and Aggregation. In Proceedings
of Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence, 2018.

Zhibing Zhao, Tristan Villamil, and Lirong Xia. Learning mixtures
of random utility models. In Thirty-Second AAAI Conference on
Artificial Intelligence, 2018.

Zhibing Zhao, Ao Liu, and Lirong Xia. Learning mixtures of random
utility models with features from incomplete preferences. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2006.03869, 2022.



A Additional Definitions of Ranking Models

Definition 8 (Random utility models (RUMs)). The random
utility model over A associates each alternative a; with a
utility distribution ;. {6 =
{92|z =1,2,...,m}}, where 0; is the parameter for the utility
distribution ; corresponding to alternative a;. The sample

space is L(A)™. A linear order is generated in two steps.
First, for each i < m, a latent utility u; is generated from

1i(+10;) independently; second, the alternatives are ranked
according to their utilities in the descending order. Given

The parameter space is © =

a parameter 0, the probability of generating a linear order

Rfa“>a22 L= ag, IS
0 —
/ iy, (Wi, 10:,,)
ui2

=]

iy (00 ) g, dsg, - -
PL is a special case of RUM where p;(+|6;) is the Gumbel
— 7(Ii70i)78_(mi_9i)
=e .

PTRUM

im

distribution ;(x;|6;)
Definition 9. (RUM with features (RUM x )). The parameter
space is © = {E: {Bi]1 <i<d}}. Foranyl < j<mn
and 1 < i < m, the utility distribution for agent j, alternative
a; is parameterized by E - &j; as its mean. The sample space
is L(A)"

linear order Rj = [a;, > aj, > ...

Prromy (R;]5) = / / / i, (i | Biv - Tim)
Wiy ui2

e iy (i | By - gy )i, du, -+ - du,,
Definition 10. (RUM with features for l-way orders
(RUMyx p)). The parameter space is © = {5 = {61 <
i < d}}. Foranyl < j < nand1 < i < m, the util-
ity distribution for agent j, alternative a; is parameterized
by g Zj; as its mean. The sample space is T(A). Given

. Given a parameter 5 € B, the probability of any
> a;, | given by agent j

a parameter E € B, the probability of any l-way order
R; = [ai, > ai, > ... > a;,] given by agent j is

Preoe (B15) = pl(1 — p)m D / / /
—0o0 uil ’U.i2

i, (Wi, | Bay - &j1) -+ - iy (Wi, | Bay - Zjay ) dug, dug, - - - du,,

where 0 < p < 1.

The above definition implies a two-step partial order gener-
ation procedure: (1) sample the subset of alternatives where
each alternative is selected with probability p; (2) generate a
linear order over the sampled subset of alternatives.

Definition 11. (Mixtures of k RUMs with features (k-RUM y )).
The parameter space has two parts. The first part is the vector
of mixing coefficients & = (a1, qa, ..., ax) and the second
part is (5(1),5(2), . ,ﬂ(k)), where forr =1,...,k (") =
{Bim |1 < i < d}}. The sample space is L(A)™. Given a
parameter 5 € B, the probability of any linear order R; =
[ai, > ai, > ... > a;, ] given by agent j is
k
> e Preou, (s 7).

r=1

Pry.—rum (R;15) =

Definition 12. (PLy z-TO). Let Y € RL*" denote an agent
feature matrix and let Z € RE*™ denote an alternative fea-
ture matrix. The parameter space is © = REXL x {gi_i €
Rg‘o_l . -1 = 1}. The sample space is T (A)".
parameter (B, 5) the probability of any top-1; order O; =
Qiy = Qiy = = Gy others given by agent j is

X (z Byj;)
Prpr, , 10(05|B, 6) = 1, [T IZ;ZT(Z%B%)'

Definition 13. (k-PLx-TO). Let X € R¥™" denote a fea-
ture matrix. The parameter space © has three parts. The first
part is the vector of mixing coefficients & = (a1, g, . .., o),
the second part is (B, 53, ... 3R, where for r =

Lk, 5(7') = {ﬂi(T)|1 < i < d}}; and the third part is
= (d1,...,0m-1), where ¢1,...,¢pm—1 >0, Zﬁ;l & =
1. The sample space is T (A)"™. Given a parameter 6 € O, the
probability of any top l; order O = [a;, > @iy > ... > ailj]
given by agent j is

Given a

Pri_pr-10(

k
Z » Prog, (04]50).

B Identifiability of RUM

Theorem 5. Given 0 < p <1, for any X, RUMy ,, is identi-
fiable if and only if p > 0 and Norm(X) has full row rank.
Proof. Let f(3 - Tji, — - Zj;,) denote the probability of
a;, > a;, by agent j.

“if”” direction. We prove that if RUM y ,, is not identifiable,
then Norm(X’) does not have full row rank. Since RUM.y , is
not identifiable, there exist 31 # 3(2) leading to the same
distribution of rankings. Then for any j and any i1 # iz, we
have

FBY &y, — BV &yi,) = F(BPD - T, — B 35,), (6)

Due to monotonicity of f, we have
(B - )@y,

There are n(m — 1) independent such equations, corre-
sponding the rows in Norm(X’). Since there exists nonzero
AW — F@ st Norm(X) - (B — F@)) = 0, Norm(X) does
not have full row rank.

“only if”” direction. For the purpose of contradiction suppose
Norm(X’) does not have full row rank, then there exists 5(1) #
B® s.t. Norm(X) - (310 — F@) = 0, which means for any
agent j and any two alternatives a; and ag, 5V (Zji, —Tjiy) =
5(2) (fjil — fjiz) holds. Let 0 = 5(1) -fjl — 5(2) -fjl. Then
forany:=1,...,

- fjiz) =0.

m, 5<1> T — E(Q) -Z;1 = o. This means
M) and £ lead to exactly the same distribution of rankings.
The model is not identifiable, which is a contradiction. O

This theorem applies to PL with features as well since PL
is a special case of RUM.
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Figure 4: Comparisons of MSE and running time with 95% confidence intervals between maximizing the likelihood function using a generic
Matlab function fmincon and 10-iteration EM for k-PL x over 2000 trials.

C MLE for Learning k-PLy

MLE algorithm for k-PL y is straightforward. We compute &
and (V). .., 3¥) by maximizing the log-likelihood function

(0—2/, B’/(l)7 o 76’/(1@))

Zprk»PLX (R]‘O_Za g(l)a v ’B'(k))

j=1

=arg max

afm,..., 50

Algorithm 1 EM algorithm for k-PL -TO.

Input: Preference profile P with n orders; feature matrix X’;
number of iterations 1T’

Output: Mixing coefficients & and k& components
5(1)7"'7g(k)

Initialization: Randomly  generate &©  and
Foo,... 5k

fort =1toT do
E-step: Compute w
andr =1,2,...,k.
M-step:
Compute &(*) using (8)
forr =1tokdo

Compute 5" using (4).

end for

end for

(t)

i using (7) forall j = 1,2,....,n

D An EM Algorithm for k-PLx-TO

In this section we propose a natural EM algorithm for k-
PLx-TO. Let z;. denote the membership indicator where
zjr = 1 means the order O; belongs to the rth component.
Let w;,- denote the weight of order O, in rth component. For
all 7, we have Zr wj, = 1. Given previous iteration estimate

(@t=D, =1 Fki=1)) each order O; is clustered to

each component as follows.
wy) = Pr(zj, = 1]0;, 37Y)
Prpr, (04371 1) - ol

- ; ™)
S Prpp,, (04]F64-D) ol
Then in the M step, we have
(t)
W
alt) = h ®

n

5 ()5 are computed using MLE for PL x-TO. The algorithm
is formally shown in Algorithm 1.

E Generalized RBCML for RUMy ,
E.1 Rank Breaking

Rank breaking is to obtain a set of (weighted) pairwise com-
parisons from full rankings. For example, from {as > a; >
as,ay; = az > as}, we can obtain {as > a1,2 x (az >
as),2 x (ay > ag),a1 > ag} using uniform breaking. Given
a rank-breaking and data, we construct a weighted directed
graph GG, whose vertices are the alternatives and the weight
of the edge from a;, to a,, is the frequency of a;, > a;, in
the data. We denote this frequency by x;,:,. G can also be
represented by its adjacency matrix K, whose diagonal entries
are zeros and (i1,1i2) entry is k;,;, for all i3 # is. In the
example of {ay > a1 > a3, a; = as > as}, we have

0 1 2
K:[l 0 2]
0 0 0

For [-way orders, we let w(l) denote a weighting function.
Define

w(l)

ifa;, > a;, in R
Xail iy (R) = {0 : :

otherwise



where [ is the length of R. Given the data P, we let

Kiyip = Z Xai,l iy (R)

ReP

®

Further, we define &;,;, to be the expectation of x;,;, given
one ranking. Formally,

2 rep Xai, -ai, (R)

(10)

Kiyig = E[Xail =iy (R)] = lim

n—oo

E.2 Generalized RBCML

Given K, which is a function of the data PP, the RBCML frame-
work for RUMs is the maximizer of composite log-marginal
likelihood, which is defined below.

Definition 14 (Composite marginal likelihood for RUMs).
Given an RUM M, for any preference profile P and any 0,

let pi,i,(0) = Prag(ai, > ai,|6). The composite marginal
likelihood is

CLM(Q_: P) = H (pili’z( ))Hili2a
i1 #02

an

where K;, i, is the (i1,12) entry of matrix K. The composite
log-marginal likelihood becomes:

CLLAM(0, P) = ) Kiyiy Inpi, i, (0) (12)
i1702
Then estimate of the parameter is
§* = arg max CLL (6, P) (13)
7

The proposed generalized RBCML is formally shown as

Algorithm 2 Generalized RBCML
Input: Profile P of n rankings. Function w(l).
Output: Estimated parameter 6.
Initialize Randomly initialize §()
1: For all 41 # i9, compute x;, ;, from P using (9).
2: Compute 6 using (13).

F Additional Experiments

This section provides additional experiment results on syn-
thetic data and real-world data.

F.1 Learning k-PL y from Real-World Data

Setup. We learned k-PLx-TO from the real-world sushi
dataset ?, which consists of 5000 rankings over m = 10 alter-
natives. Each agent has I = 4 features and each alternative
has K = 4 features. We normalized all features and learned a
k-PL x-TO with alternative features only (“AltFeatures Only”)
and k-PLy z-TO (“All Features”) from the data. We use Al-
gorithm 1 for £ = 2, 3, with T" = 50 fixed. For both settings,
we run 5-fold cross-validations, where the training set has
4000 top-/ rankings while the test set has the remaining 1000
rankings. We measure the prediction accuracy using pairwise

10

accuracy, which is the rate of correctly predicted pairwise
comparisons in the test set, formally defined in Appendix F.3.
Observations. Figure 5 shows the pairwise accuracy of k-
PLx-TO for k = 1, 2, 3 when learned from top-/ orders. We
observe an improvement in prediction accuracy when agent
features are considered in most cases (all I’sfork = 1,1 > 5
for k = 2,3). When [ is small and £ is large, agent features
may harm the accuracy due to over-fitting. For both models,
the pairwise accuracy peaks at [ = 6 or 7. For larger [, the
bottom-ranked alternatives are usually noisy because agents
do not have strong preferences over alternatives they dislike ?.

F.2 Learning k-PL y from Synthetic Data

Setup. We still fix m = 10 and d = 10. For each agent
and each alternative, the feature vector is generated in [—1, 1]
uniformly at random. Each component in E is generated uni-
formly at random in [—2, 2]. For 2-PL », each component of
the mixing coefficients @ is generated uniformly at random
and then normalized.

All algorithms were implemented in MATLAB (with the
built-in fmincon for MLE for k-PL y) and tested on a Ubuntu
Linux server with Intel Xeon ES v3 CPUs each clocked at 3.50
GHz. Results are shown in Figure 4. Values are computed by
averaging over 2000 trials.

Observations. Figure 4 illustrates the comparison between
MLE computed using MATLAB fmincon function and the
EM algorithm (Algorithm 1) for 2-PL . We observe that EM
outperforms MLE w.r.t. both statistical efficiency and compu-
tational efficiency. Therefore, EM might be a more favorable
choice in practice, despite that no theoretical guarantee about
its convergence is known.

F.3 Additional Settings and Results from
Real-World Experiments

Detailed settings

As mentioned in Section F.1, we used four kinds of agent
features and four kinds of alternative features in sushi dataset.
The alternative features are

1. the heaviness/oiliness in taste in {0, 1,2, 3,4}, where 0
means heavy or oily;

. how frequently the user eats the SUSHI in {0, 1,2, 3},
where 3 means frequently eat;

3. the normalized price;

4. how frequently the SUSHI is sold in sushi shop in (0, 1),
where 1 means the most frequently.

The agent features are

1. gender in {0, 1}, where 0 means male and 1 means fe-
male;

age in range {0,1,2,3,4,5}, where 0 means 15-19; 1
means 20-29; 2 means 30-39; 3 means 40-49; 4 means
50-59; and 5 means 60 or elder;

3. the total time need to fill questionnaire form;

4. constant feature which is always 1.
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Figure 5: The pairwise accuracy with 95% confidence intervals for k-PLx-TO given top-I rankings on sushi dataset (top-9 means full rankings).
The confidence intervals sometimes are too narrow to see (e.g., most points in the plot of k = 1.). Values are averaged over 26 5-fold cross
validations.
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Figure 6: The MSE and running time with 95% confidence intervals for RUM x given [-way rankings on synthetic dataset of d = 6 alternative
features.
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Figure 7: The pairwise MSE with 95% confidence intervals for k-PLx-TO given top-/ rankings on sushi dataset (top-9 means full rankings).
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In figure 5, every data point is the average of 26 independent
experiments on 5-fold cross-validation, which means we run
130 times of training-test process. The confidence interval is
calculated by the standard way of t-test.

Definition of pairwise accuracy and pairwise MSE

Let & denote the parameters of k-PLy and R = [a;, >« >
a;, | denote a full ranking. The pairwise accuracy of k-PLy
on R is the average of k-PLxy’s prediction accuracy on all
pairwise comparisons. Mathematically,

Z 1 (Prk»PLX (au - i, |5> > 05) s
<L’

PA(R|f) = (i)
2

where 1(-) is the indicator function defined as follows

{0

For any profile P = (R4, -, R,), its pairwise accuracy is
defined as the average accuracy of all rankings in it. Mathe-

matically,
- L

Similarly, using the same notations as above, pairwise MSE
of ranking R is defined as

if K is true
otherwise

A

1(x)

@

=

“ 1 2
PMSE(RIF) = =+ > (1 — PripLy (a5, = ai, |§))
(2) =
For any profile P = (Ry,--- , R,,), its pairwise MSE is de-

fined as the average MSE of all rankings in it. Mathematically,

Z PMSE(R

Sushi dataset bechmarked by Pairwise MSE

Figure 7 plots the pairwise MSE of k-PL »-TO with the same
setting as Figure 5. All our observations for pairwise accuracy
in Section F.1 can also be observed in the plot for pairwise
MSE. We note that the optimal pairwise MSE of k-PL x-TO
(Il =6fork =1and! =7 for k = 2, 3) becomes better when
the number of clusters £ increases.

PMSE(P|6) =

F.4 How likely is the full row rank condition
violated?

We use sushi dataset and the same setting of agent/alternative
feature as Section F.1. We randomly sample n agents from the
sushi dataset without replacement. We define prrg (1) as the
probability that the full row rank condition is violated. Figure 8
shows that prrr(n) decays exponentially with n. Especially,
when n > 10, prrr(n) < 2.3 x 1072, which means the full
row rank condition is very unlikely violated when n > 10.

F.5 Learning RUM from Synthetic Data

We fix m = 10 and d = 6. For each agent and each alternative,
the feature vector is generated in [0, 1] uniformly at random.
Each component in 3 is also generated uniformly at random
in [0, 1]. Each alternative is included in the I-way order with p

12
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Figure 8: The experimental verification of the full row rank condition.
Note that the vertical axis is in log-scale. We run 107 independent
trials for each data point.

probability. All algorithms were implemented in MATLAB
(with the built-in fmincon for MLE) and tested on a Win-
dows 11 desktop with AMD 2700X CPUs each clocked at 4.0
GHz. Results are shown in Figure 6. Values are computed by
averaging over 5000 trials.

Observations. Figure 6 illustrates the comparison between
MLE computed using uniform or weighted CLL. We observe
that weighted outperforms uniform w.r.t. both statistical effi-
ciency and computational efficiency (except the computational
efficiency for p = 0.2). Therefore, adding weight might be a
more favorable choice in practice.

G Proofs
G.1 Useful Lemmas

We first show a lemma, which will be frequently used in the
proofs of theorems in this paper.

Lemma 2. For any model PLy where X has d rows, we have

d = rank(X") if and only if there does not exist gL £ ),
s.t. foranyj € {1,...,n}andanyiy,is € {1,...,m} where
i1 # i2,

(B = B2 (F50, — Fjia) = 0.

Proof. Because Norm(X') has d rows, it always holds that d >
rank(Norm(X)). Let 0 denote a zero vector of appropriate
dimension.

“if” direction. For the purpose of contradiction suppose
d > rank(Norm(X)). Then there exists vector A # 0
st. Norm(X)T - A = (0. We construct 3V and F® s..
AU — @) = A 1f iy = 1 oriy = 1, then either Z;;, — Z;s,
or &j;, — i, is one column of Norm(X). Therefore, we
found 8 and B s.t. (B — F@)(&};, — &}i,) = 0, which
is a contradiction. If neither of 4; and i is 1, then by taking



out two columns in Norm(X'), we have
(BN = BN (@i, — 1) =
(B = B) (&5, — #1) =

We get (30 — 3®)(&};, — Z;s,) = 0 by subtracting one
from the other, which is a contradiction.
“only if”’ direction. For the purpose of contradiction suppose
there exist 3V, 3@ j iy, iy s.t. forany j € {1,...,n} and
any iy,ip € {1,...,m} where iy # iy, (B0 — 3®)(&}3,
#ji,) = 0. Then there exist a nonzero vector B — @ gt
Norm(X)T - (F1) — 3®), which implies that Norm(X') is not
full rank, i.e., rank(Norm (X)) < d, which is a contradiction.
O

The next lemma will be used in the proof of the RMSE
bound for MLE (Theorem 4).
Lemma 3. Given PLx-TO with ground truth parameter ﬁo.
Let L(B) = >2j_, nPrpr, (R;|B), which is the objective
function of MLE defined in (4). We have E[VL(f3,)] = 0,

with the expectation of each summand being zero, where the
expectation is taken over orders generated from PLx-TO.

0

Proof. We focus on an event of ranking any alternative a; at
the top among any subset of alternatives A" where a; € A’

since L is constructed of such events. Let {(/3) denote the
likelihood of such an event. We have

(B)=F & —In Y exp(F- &)
ai/E.A/

and

-,

S, e Tjirw exp(B - Tji)
vrl( ) - zvji,r - %€

> a, e exp(B - Tjir)

The probability of each alternative being ranked at the top is

Zai/jj(fijngﬁ’). Therefore, for any r € {1,...,d},

Za,,eA' LTji,r exp(ﬁo - Zj;)
Zai,eA/ exp(go : fji/)
Zai/eA/ Tjilr exp(g~ Zjir)
D, el exp(f - &jir)

It’s easy to see E[V,(3))] = 0. Therefore E[VL(5)]
0.

G.2 Proof of Theorem 1

Theorem 1. For any X, PLx-TO is identifiable if and only if
Norm(X') has full row rank.

-,

E[V1(B)] =

O

Proof. We first show that the gg part is always identifiable
because different ¢ parameters lead to different distributions

over top-/ structures. Then we prove the theorem for the 5
part by analyzing the events of top choices over a subset of

13

alternatives, observing that the probability of any top-/ order
is the product of several probabilities of top choices over a
subset of alternatives.

Formally, the ¢ parameter is always identifiable because for
any different 5, the distribution of structures will be different,
which contradicts the definition of identifiability. We only
need to prove that 5 parameter is identifiable.

“if”” direction. It is not hard to see that if 5 is identi-
fiable under the case where ¢, 1 and ¢; = 0 for all
[ > 2 (the model generates top-1 orders only), 5 is identi-
fiable for all any appropriate 5 So we focus on the ¢; = 1
case. For the purpose of contradiction suppose E parameter
is not identifiable. There exist 51 # 52 leading to the
same distribution over top-1 orders. Then for any j and any
i1 # i2, we have oV Fiy) __ep(BD 550,

’ Simiexp(B-z;i)  XTTL exp(B)-Fi)

exp(FM) 3i,) exp(B® -&i,) I
_ = _ . This simplifies to
o exp(BM) &) Sy exp(B3) i) P

exp(BY - &i,) _ exp(B? - 70,

exp(g(l) ’ fjiz) exp(g@) : fjh)

and

) (14)

which further simplifies to exp(ﬁ(l)(fjil — Zjiy)
exp(B®(Zj;, — ;:,)), and therefore (31 — F2))(z;;, —

By Lemma 2 (see Appendix G.1), d > rank(Norm(X)),
which is a contradiction.

“only if”’ direction. For the purpose of contradiction sup-
pose d > rank(Norm(X')). By Lemma 2 (see Appendix G.1),
there exists 5(1) # 5(2), s.t. forany j € {1,...,n} and
any iy, ig € {1,...,m} where iy # iz, (V) — F@)(Z};, —
Zji,) = 0. This implies (14). Now we focus on an event
FE, which is selecting an alternative a; from a subset of alter-
natives A’ where a; € A’. Due to (14), for any alternative
ay € A" and ay # a;,

_exp(F? - 7)

exp(BY) - 7j,)
3 exp(8®) - Zji)

exp(BM) - &)

It’s not hard to see

exp(BY - F)  exp(F? - &)
Zai/eA’ exp(BW) - Zjir) Zai/EA’ exp(B2) - Zjir)

which indicates Prp  (E|31)) = Prp, (E|F®), where
E can be any top-1 order over any subset of alternatives.
Then it is easy to see that for any top-/ order O, we
have Prpp, 10(O|F1)) = Prpp . 10(0|3®) by definition of
PL »-TO. The model is not identifiable, which is a contradic-
tion. O

G.3 Proof of Corollary 1

Corollary 1. For any model PLy,7-TO, where Y is an L-by-n
matrix and Z is a K-by-m matrix, PLy, z-TO is identifiable if
and only if both Y and norm(Z) have full row rank.



Proof. Since PLy, z-TO is a special case of PLy-TO by let-
ting X Y®Zandd = K x L (K and L are the
number of rows in Y and Z, respectively.), it is not hard
to see that Norm(X) = Y ® norm(Z). By Theorem 1,
PLy is identifiable if and only if d = rank(Norm(X)).
Therefore, PLy, z-TO is identifiable if and only if rank(Y" ®
norm(Z)) = K x L. Due to [?, Theorem 4.2.15], rank(Y ®
norm(Z)) = rank(Y )rank(norm(Z)). Also due to the fact
that rank(norm(Z)) < K and rank(Y) < L, we have

rank(Y ®norm(Z)) = K x L if and only if rank(norm (7))
K and rank(Y) = L.

G.4 Proof of Theorem 2

Theorem 2. If k-PL is identifiable, then for any X such

that Norm(X) has full row rank, any parameter (&, 3, ¢) with
¢m—1 > 0 is identifiable in k-PLx-TO.

Proof. The gi_; parameter is always identifiable because a dif-
ferent q_S” will lead to a different distribution over structures
of partial orders. We only need to prove that the remaining
parts of the parameter (&, 50”) foreachr € {1,...,k}) are
identifiable. .

Let ¥ = (¢,a,3M), ..., ). For the purpose of con-
tradiction suppose there exists another parameter 7' =
(¢, @, D, .., F®)st. 7 £ 7 and 7 and 7' lead to
the same distribution over rankings for each agent. For
each j € {1,...,n}, eacht € {1,...,k}, and each i €
{1,...,m} we define 95”) = g® -Zj; and 0;(”) =p[® T,
which can be viewed as the standard PL parameters for
agent j and alternative a; for ¢-th component of k-PL x-TO.
For convenience we define 000 = (099 . 98" and
gun = (900 o).

We now claim that the mixing coefficient parts of 7 and
&' are equal, i.e., @ = @' modulo label switching. For the
purpose of contradiction suppose the mixing coefficients parts
are different, then for each agent j, there exist two k-PL pa-
rameters that lead to the same distribution over rankings. This
contradicts the condition that k-PL is identifiable.

Still due to identifiability of k-PL, given any agent
j € {1,...,n} and any component t € {1,...,k}, U
and 6'U:Y) must also be the same modulo parameter shift-
ing, which means that for any ¢ € {2,...,m}, 953’” —
Hﬁj’t) = GQ(N) - 9/1(j7t). This implies that norm(X;)T 5*) =
norm(Xj)Tﬁ_"(t). Since this holds for all j € {1,...,n},
we have Norm(X) T (5®) — V) = (. Since Norm(X) has
full row rank, we have Bm = B" (), which holds for all
t € {1,...,k}. Therefore, we have ¥ = 7', which is a
contradiction. O

G.5 Proof of Theorem 3

Theorem 3. For any PLx-TO and any data P =
(O1,...,0y), the log likelihood function in (4) is strictly con-

cave if and only if Norm(X') has full row rank.
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Proof. This proof consists of two parts: (I) for any j €

-

{1,...,n}, InPrp., (O;|B) is concave, and (II) there exists

-,

je{l,...,n}s.t. InPrp , (O;|8) is strictly concave if and
only if Norm(X') has full rank.

Part I. Due to Definition 2, it is sufficient to prove that
for any subset of alternatives A" C A and any a; € A,
exp(g'fji)
Zai/eA’ exp(ﬁ'iji/)

In is concave.

23 exp(B-2;:)

Let f(ﬂ) Y, car eXp(g'iji/) &

Ind e exp(ﬁ~ Zjir). The first term 3 - Zj; is concave

In

xji —

(linear). It is sufficient to prove —In ) . 4, exp(g~ Tjir) is
also concave. Let g(f) = In Da e exp(f3 - Zjir). Our goal
i to prove that for any 1) # 32, L(g(FM) 4 g(52))) >

g(w) We compute the difference between the left
hand side and the right hand side as follows.

. . 3(1) 4 3(2)
g(FD) + g(3?) — 297 TP

2
=In Z exp(g(l) - Zji) +1In Z exp(g(Q) < Zjir)
a; €A’ a; €A’
3(1) 4 3(2)
—2In Z exp(% - Zjir)
ai/E.A’
=In(( Z eXP(g(l) fgz’))( Z exp(g@ fgz')))
Cti/E.A/ ai/EA/
5(1) 4 5(2) .
— In( Z exp(f -xji/))Q
a;r cA’

Due to monotonicity of In function, we only need to show that

(D exp(BY i) (Y exp(BP - &)

a; €A’ a; €A’
3(1) 4 3(2)
_(a%/ eXp(% - Tji))? > 0.

We will show that the left-hand-side can be written as a sum



of squares, where at least one of them is positive. We have

(Y exp(BY-Z)( Y exp(BP - F50))

a; €A’ a; €A’
gy g
(Y e
a; €A’

S exp((AY + F)

a; €A’

@yl 50y €A i #il,

— (Y ep((BY + 5P - z5)

a; €A’
Iy ./
@yt 40 €A’ i) #il,

Z (exp(g(l) T+ 5’(2) .fjié)

Y ./
ay ,ai/2€.A ,1h <ih

&)

exp(BY - 2y + BP - T5,)

+ exp(

+exp(BY) - &y + FP) - 7y
50 4 o

— 2exp( 5 (T + Zjay)))
B’(l) CFji A+ 5(2) - Fjy
= > (exp( ) )

@t »“i’2€A/vi/1<i/2
£ FEjy + 53 CFj
. )

Not we have proved concavity.
Part II. “if direction”: we need to prove that there exists

— exp( (15)

je{l,...,n}and i} <iy,4},i5 € A s.t. (15) is nonzero.

For the purpose of contradiction suppose forany j = 1,...,n,
any distinct 7,45 € A,

AW T+ 3@ Ty —
This simplifies to
(BY = B (@i — Fjiy) =0

By Lemma 2, this does not hold for every j and distinct i}, %
when d =rank(Norm(X')), which is a contradiction.

“only if” direction. We prove that if NormA&™ does not have
full rank, the objective function is not strictly concave. Since

BD -7y, — B 3 =0,

NormX’ does not have full rank, we can find 3 and 3® s.t.

BV — 5(2))(3?]‘2"1 — &) = 0 holds for every agent j and
every i), i/, pair (Lemma 2). This means there exist 5(*) and

B@ st %(9(5"(1)) +g(B@)) = g(@) The objective
function is not strictly concave. O

G.6 Proof of Lemma 1

Lemma 1. For any PLx-TO and data P, if Assumption 1
holds then the MLE in (4) is bounded.
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Proof. We only need to prove that when any entry of E

=,

goes to infinity, the objective function in (4) LL(P|S) =
2;21 InPrpr, (O] 3) goes to negative infinity, i.e., the prob-
ability of some ranking in P approaches zero.

In the rest of the proof, we focus on the probability of an
event I;, which is a;, being ranked at the top among a subset
of alternatives .4’ which contains both a;, and a,, by agent j,
under PL ». We have

exp(fB - 7ji,)
exp(B - Tjiy) + 2, e iviy ©P(B - Tjir)
B 1
exp(8 - (Zji, — Tji,)) + M

where M is positive. We will show that forany r € {1,...,d},
under all cases of Assumption 1, we can find an event E s.t.

-,

as 57” — Fo0, PI‘pLX (E”ﬁ) — 0.
Case 1: for any r € {1,...,d}, there exist ji, jo, i1, 2 S.t.
Ejl:ili2€j2y7;1i2 >0, (‘rj1i17T - mj1i277'>(mj2ilar - xjﬂmr) <0.

We only need to consider the case where &;, ;,5, > 0,
&y i1is > 0. The other case (§5, 4,0, < 0, &j,0040 < 0)
can be converted to this case by switching the roles of i;
and 4. Similarly, we only need to consider the case where
Tjris,r — Tjrig,r > 0, Tjyiy r — Tjyinr < 0. The other case
can be converted to this case by switching the roles of j; and
J2-

In this case, we let E; be the event of ranking a;, at the top
among a subset of alternatives containing both a;, and a;,. For
any r € {1,...,d}, if B, = —oo, we have exp (B, (2,i,,r —

=,

Tjiiy,r)) — 400, which means Pr(E;, |8) — 0; if 8, —
+00, we have exp(B;(Tjyip,r — Tjpir,r)) — +00, which

-,

means Pr(E;,|3) — 0.
Case 2: for any r € {1,...,d}, there exist ji, jo, 41,12 S.t.
€j17i1i2€j21i1i2 <0, (‘rjlilﬂ' - $j1i2,7-)($j2i1,7- - szizﬂ') > 0.
Again, we only need to consider the case where §;, ;,4, > 0,
£j2,i1i2 <0, Tjyir,r — Thrin,r > 0, Tjoir,r — Thgin,r > 0. All
the other case can be converted to this case by switching the
roles of j1 and jo, 41 and 5, or both.
Foranyr € {1,...,d},if 5, — —o0, let E; be the event of
ranking a;, among a subset of alternatives containing a;, and
a;,. Then we have exp (5, (2}, i,,r — Zj,i1,r)) — +00, which

means Pr(Ej1|g) — 0; if B, — 400, let E; be the event
of ranking a;, among a subset of alternatives containing a;,
and a;,. we have exp(B,(2j,i,,r — Tjyiy,r)) — +00, Which

means Pr(Ej2|g) — 0. O

-,

Prec, (Ej|5) =

G.7 Proof of Theorem 4

Theorem 4. Given any PLx-TO over m alternatives and
n agents with the feature matrix X € RI¥™"  Define

L(B) = %Z?zl lnPrpLX(Oj|5), which is L of the objec-

tive function in (4). Let H(() denote the Hessian matrix

-, -

of L(B) and M\ (B) be the smallest eigenvalue of —H(f3).

—

Let By denote the ground truth parameter and ,5* denote
the estimated parameter that is computed using (4). Define

Amin = MiNp<s<1 )\1(05* +(1-0)F).



If Norm(X') has full row rank and Assumption I holds, then
forany 0 < § < 1, with probability 1 — §,

o 8(m —1)2c2dIn(32)
i <
Hﬁ /80”2 — )\mm\/ﬁ )

where c is the difference between the largest and the smallest
entries of X.

(16)

Proof. Itis easy to see 5* defined in (4) also maximizes L(j3).

Let the order a;; , = a;;, > ... = iy, > others denote

the order Oy, i.e., ag, is the alternative that is ranked at
position p by agent j. Accordingly, the feature vector for a;; ,

-,

is denoted by #j;, . Then L([3) can be written explicitly as
L(B) =
Define A = 5* — 3y and let VL(/3) denote the gradient of

-,

L(B). We have
L(B*) = L(Bo) = VT L(F")A
> -VIL()A = ~[IVLE):llAll: A7)

— -

where the first inequality is because L(8*) maximize L(3) and

the second inequality is due to the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality.

-, -,

Let H(f) denote the Hessian matrix of L(S). Then by the

mean value theorem, there exist a §/ = o5* + (1-0) By for
some 0 < o < 1 such that

L(F) ~ L(fy) - VT L(F)A = JATH(F)A
1

. 1
< = M(=HEDIALE < =5 Aminl A3

=-3 (18)

-

where A\ (—H (")) is the smallest eigenvalue of —H(5').

-, -,

Due to Theorem 3, H(f3) is negative definite because L([3)
is strictly concave when d = rank(Norm(X')). Therefore

-,

A1 (—=H(B")) > 0. Combining (17) and (18), we have

2||VL(
1), < AVl 3 oz (19)
Now we bound |[VL(3)|[. The r-th entry of
gradient is V,L(8) = L3, Z;:ll(xjijyp,r
Z;n:p wjij,q*" eXp(g'j‘jii«q))

SR EI It is shown by Lemma 3
that E[V,L(f))] = 0 with each summand expected
to be zero. It’s not hard to see that each summand
Dqep Tiij g eXP(B-Tyi; )
Z;"’:pexp(gsz‘j,q)
difference between the largest and the smallest entries of X.

-,

V,L(B) can be viewed as the mean of n random variables
bounded in [—(m — 1)¢, (m — 1)¢|. By Hoeffding’s inequality,
forany r € {1,...,d} and any € > 0,

T4, — | < ¢, where ¢ is the

n62

2(m — 1)202d)'

€

Pr(|V, Ls(Bo)| > 7

) < 2exp(—
Therefore, we have

n62

Pr(||VLs(Bo)ll2 <€) > 1 - QdGXP(*m)-

n l; 5 - m 5 =
Y g (B Fiy, —In Y exp(B- T, )
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This inequality is obtained by applying union bound. Then
from (19), we have

2¢ ne?
>1-— S A
) 21— 2dexp 2(m — 1)202d)

min

Pr(llAll: < 5

Then (5) is obtained by letting 6 = 2d exp(— m) O



H Code for Key Algorithms
H.1 MLE for PL,-TO

The objective function:

% obj_mle_plx.m

function nll = obj_mle_plx(beta, features, rankings, 1)
% To compute the negative log likelihood

% beta: the parameter to be optimized

% features: m-by-d-by-n feature tensor

% rankings: full rankings from agents

% 1: the number of top ranked alternatives to be used
% nll: the negative log likelihood

[n, "] = size(rankings);

nll = 0;
for j = 1:n
ranking = rankings(j, :);
theta = features(:, :, j)*beta’;

gamma = exp(theta);
s = sum(gamma) ;
for i = 1:1
nll = nll - theta(ranking(i)) + log(s);
s = s - gamma(ranking(i));
end
end
end

MLE for PL »:

% mle_plx.m

function [beta, itr] = mle_plx(features, rankings, 1, beta®)
% To compute the estimated beta given data

% features: m-by-d-by-n feature tensor

% rankings: full rankings from agents

% 1: the number of top ranked alternatives to be used

% beta®: initial parameter (randomly chosen, any seed is fine)
% beta: optimal parameter given the data

% itr: iterations used to find beta

[beta, ~, 7, output] = fminunc(@(x) obj_mle_plx(x, features, rankings, 1), beta0);
itr = output.iterations;

end

H.2 EM for k-PLx-TO
The EM algorithm:

% em_kplx.m

function [alphas, betas, te, tm, estfull] = em_kplx( features, rankings, alphas®,
betas®, itr )

% Implementation of EM algorithm for k-PL-x

% features: m-by-d-by-n feature tensor

% rankings: rankings from agents

% alphas®: initial values for mixing coefficients (randomly chosen)

% betas®: initial values for parameters of each component model (randomly chosen)
% itr: number of iterations to run

% alphas: estimated mixing coefficients

% betas: estimated parameters for each component model

% te: E-step running time

% tm: M-step running time

% estfull: detailed estimates by iteration

[m, d, n] = size(features);

k = length(alphas0); % number of components

if k ==
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itr = 1;
end
alphas = alphas0;
betas = betas0;
te = 0;
tm = 0;
estfull = zeros(itr, k*(d+1)+2);
ws = zeros(n, k);
for EMiter = 1:itr
% E-step
tes = tic;
newalphas = zeros(1l, k);
for j = 1:n
ranking = rankings(j, :);
w = zeros(l, k);
for r = 1:k
w(r) = alphas(r)*prplx(features(:, :, j), ranking, betas(r,:));
end
w = w/sum(w);
ws(j, :) = w;
newalphas = newalphas + w;
end
tee = toc(tes);
te = te + tee;
% M-step
tms = tic;
alphas = newalphas / sum(newalphas);
cps = zeros(k, d);
for r = 1:k
cps(r, :) = wmle_plx(features, rankings, ws(:, r), betas(r, :));
end
tme = toc(tms);
tm = tm + tme;
betas = cps;
estfull(EMiter,:) = [alphas,reshape(betas’,1,k*d),te,tm];
end
end

Function prplx:

% prplx.m

function pr = prplx( feature, ranking, beta, k )

1 = length(ranking);

% To compute the probability of a ranking under PL-x
% feature: feature matrix for the agent

% ranking: the agent’s preference

% beta: the parameter of the model

% k: the number of top ranked alternatives to be used
% pr: the probability of this ranking

if nargin < 4

k=1-1;
end
theta = feature*beta’;
gamma = exp(theta);
gamma = gamma/sum(gamma) ;
pr = 1;
s = 0;
for j = 1:1
s = s + gamma(ranking(j));
end
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for i = 1:k
tt = gamma(ranking(i));
pr = pr*tt/s;
s = s - tt;

end

end

Function wmle_plx:

% wmle_plx.m

function beta = wmle_plx(features, rankings, ws, beta®)

% MLE algorithm for PL-x with different weights across rankings.
% This algorithm is used in the M step of EM algorithm for k-PLx
% features: m-by-d-by-n feature tensor

% rankings: preferences from agents

% ws: weights of each ranking

% beta®: random initial value of the parameter

% beta: estimated parameter

beta = fminunc(@(x) obj_wmle_plx(x, features, rankings, ws), beta0®);
end

Function obj_wmle _plx

% obj_wmle_plx.m
function nll = obj_wmle_plx(beta, features, rankings, ws)
% Objective function of MLE algorithm for PLx with different weights on each ranking
% beta: parameter of the model
% features: m-by-d-by-n feature tensor
% rankings: preferences of agents
% ws: weights of the rankings
% nll: negative log likelihood
[n, "] = size(rankings);
nll = 0;
for j = 1:
theta = features(:, :, j)*beta’;
gamma = exp(theta);
gamma = gamma/sum(gamma) ;
nll = nll - ws(j)*log(prpl(gamma, rankings(j,:)));

=]

end
end

Function prpl

% prpl.m

function pr = prpl( theta, ranking, k )

% to compute the probability of a ranking given PL

% theta: the parameter of PL

% ranking: the probability of which to be computed

% k: the number of top ranked alternatives considered
% pr: probability of the ranking

1 = length(ranking);

if nargin < 3

k=1-1;
end
pr = 1;
s =0;
for j = 1:1
s = s + theta(ranking(j));
end
for i = 1:k

tt = theta(ranking(i));
pr = pr*tt/s;
s = s - tt;
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end
end
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