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ABSTRACT

In Bayesian persuasion, an informed sender strategically discloses information to
a receiver so as to persuade them to undertake desirable actions. Recently, Markov
persuasion processes (MPPs) have been introduced to capture sequential scenarios
where a sender faces a stream of myopic receivers in a Markovian environment.
The MPPs studied so far in the literature suffer from issues that prevent them
from being fully operational in practice, e.g., they assume that the sender knows
receivers’ rewards. We fix such issues by addressing MPPs where the sender has no
knowledge about the environment. We design a learning algorithm for the sender,
working with partial feedback. We prove that its regret with respect to an optimal
information-disclosure policy grows sublinearly in the number of episodes, as it
is the case for the loss in persuasiveness cumulated while learning. Moreover, we
provide a lower bound for our setting matching the guarantees of our algorithm.

1 INTRODUCTION

Bayesian persuasion (Kamenica & Gentzkow, [2011) studies how an informed sender should strategi-
cally disclose information to influence the behavior of a self-interested receiver. Bayesian persuasion
has received a growing attention over the last years, since it captures several fundamental problems
arising in real-world applications, such as, e.g., online advertising (Bro Miltersen & Sheffet, [2012;
Emek et al.,[2014; Badanidiyuru et al., 2018 Bacchiocchi et al., [2022)), voting (Cheng et al.| 2015}
Alonso & Camara, [2016; (Castiglioni et al., [2020a} |Castiglioni & Gattil [2021)), traffic routing (Vasser
man et al., 2015} |Bhaskar et al., 2016; (Castiglioni et al., 2021al), recommendation systems (Mansour
et al.,[2016), e-commerce (Castiglioni et al.| [2022), security (Rabinovich et al.,[2015} Xu et al.| 2016)),
marketing (Babichenko & Barman, [2017; |Candoganl [2019), clinical trials (Kolotilin, [2015)), and
financial regulation (Goldstein & Leitner} 2018).

The vast majority of works on Bayesian persuasion focuses on one-shot interactions, where informa-
tion disclosure is performed in a single step. Despite the fact that real-world problems are usually
sequential, there are only few exceptions that consider multi-step information disclosure (Wu et al.,
2022} Gan et al., 2022 2023; Bernasconi et al., 2022; [2023b; [Iyer et al., 2023} [Lin et al., [2024).
Specifically, Wu et al.| (2022) initiated the study of Markov persuasion processes (MPPs), which
model scenarios where a sender sequentially faces a stream of myopic receivers in an unknown
Markovian environment. In each state of the environment, the sender privately observes some
information—encoded in an outcome stochastically determined according to a prior distribution—and
faces a new receiver, who is then called to take an action. The outcome and receiver’s action jointly
determine agents’ rewards and the next state. In an MPP, sender’s goal is to disclose information at
each state so as to persuade the receivers to take actions that maximize long-ferm sender’s rewards.

The MPP formalism finds application in several real-world settings, such as e-commerce and rec-
ommendation systems (Wu et al.,|2022). For example, an MPP can model the problem faced by an
online streaming platform recommending movies to its users. The platform has an informational
advantage over users (e.g., it has access to views statistics), and it exploits available information to
induce users to watch suggested movies, so as to maximize views. However, the MPPs studied by Wu
et al.| (2022) rely on some limiting assumptions that prevent them from being fully operational in
practice. For instance, they make the assumption that the sender has perfect knowledge of receiver’s
rewards. In the online streaming platform example described above, such an assumption requires that
the platform knows everything about users’ (private) preferences over movies.
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1.1 ORIGINAL CONTRIBUTIONS

We relax the assumptions of [Wu et al.| (2022), by addressing MPPs where the sender does not
know anything about the environment. We consider settings in which they have no knowledge
about transitions, prior distributions over outcomes, sender’s stochastic rewards, and receivers’ ones.
Ideally, the goal is to design learning algorithms that are persuasive and attain regret sublinear in
the number of episodes T'. The regret is the difference between sender’s rewards cumulated over the
episodes and what they would have been obtained by always using an optimal information-disclosure
policy. Persuasiveness is about ensuring receivers are correctly incentivized to take desired actions.
Learning in MPPs without knowledge of receivers’ rewards begets considerable additional challenges
compared to the case of [Wu et al.[(2022)). Indeed, the latter design a sublinear-regret algorithm that
is persuasive at every episode with high probability, while we show that this is not attainable in our
setting. Intuitively, this is due to the fact that, since the sender does not know receivers’ rewards,
some episodes must be used to learn how to be “approximately” persuasive. As a consequence, in this
work, we look for algorithms that attain sublinear regret while ensuring that the cumulative violation
of persuasiveness grows sublinearly in 7. This is the most natural requirement in all cases in which
persuasiveness cannot be achieved at every episode, and it has already been addressed in settings
related to MPPs (see, e.g., (Bernasconi et al.| [2022} [Cacciamani et al., [2023};|Gan et al.} 2023))).

As a warm-up, we start studying a full feedback case where, after each episode, the sender observes
the reward associated with every possible action in all the state-outcome pairs encountered during the
episode. We propose an algorithm, called Optimistic Persuasive Policy Search (OPPS), which uses
information-disclosure policies computed by being optimistic with respect to both sender’s expected

rewards and persuasiveness requirements. We show that, under full feedback, OPP S attains O(\/T )
regret and violation. Then, we switch to the partial feedback case, where the sender only observes the
rewards for the state-outcome-action triplets actually visited during the episode. We extend the OPP S
algorithm to this setting, by adding a preliminary exploration phase having the goal of gathering as
much feedback as possible about persuasiveness. After that, the algorithm switches to an optimistic
approach over information-disclosure policies that are “approximately” persuasive. We prove that

OPPS with partial feedback attains O(T*) regret and O(T /) violation, where a € [1/2,1] is a
parameter controlling the amount of exploration. Finally, we provide a lower bound showing that the
trade-off between regret and violation achieved by means of OPPS is tight.

1.2 RELATED WORKS

We refer the reader to Appendix |Alfor additional details on related works.

The work most related to ours is (Wu et al.| 2022), studying MPPs where the sender knows everything
about receivers’ rewards, with the only elements unknown to them being their rewards, transition
probabilities, and prior distributions. Moreover, Wu et al.| (2022)) also assume that the receivers know
everything about the environment, so as to select a best-response action, and that all rewards are
deterministic. In contrast, we consider MPPs in which sender and receivers have no knowledge of
the environment, including their rewards, which we assume to be stochastic. Other related works
are (Gan et al.||2022), studying Bayesian persuasion problems where a sender sequentially interacts
with a myopic receiver in a multi-state environment, and (Bernasconi et al.| [2023b)), addressing MPPs
with a farsighted receiver. These two works considerably depart from ours, as they both assume that
the sender knows everything about the environment, including transitions, priors, and rewards. Thus,
they are not concerned with learning problems. Finally, (Bernasconi et al.| 2022)) studies settings
where a sender faces a farsighted receiver in a sequential environment with a tree structure, addressing
the case in which the only elements unknown to the sender are the prior distributions over outcomes,
while rewards are deterministic and known. The tree structure considerably eases learning, as it
intuitively allows to factor the uncertainty about transitions in the rewards at the leaves of the tree.

Our work is also related to learning in one-shot Bayesian persuasion played repeatedly (Castiglioni
et al., 2020bj 2021b; [Zu et al., |2021; Bernasconi et al., [2023al), and works on online learning in
Markov decision processes (MDPs) (Auer et al., 2008; |[Even-Dar et al.l 2009; [Neu et al., |2010;
Rosenberg & Mansour, [2019; Jin et al.,[2020), in particular those on constrained MDPs (Wei et al.,
2018} Zheng & Ratliff] 2020; Efroni et al., 2020; Qi1u et al., [2020; (Germano et al., [2023)).
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2 PRELIMINARIES

2.1 BAYESIAN PERSUASION

The classical Bayesian persuasion framework introduced by Kamenica & Gentzkow| (201 1)) models a
one-shot interaction between a sender and a receiver. The latter has to take an action a from a finite
set A, while the former privately observes an outcome w sampled from a finite set €2 according to a
prior distribution p € A(2), which is known to both the sender and the receiverm The rewards of
both agents depend on the receiver’s action and the realized outcome, as defined by the functions
rs,rr : Q@ x A — [0,1], where rr(w,a) and rg(w, a) denote the rewards of the sender and the
receiver, respectively, when the outcome is w € {2 and action a € A is played. The sender can
strategically disclose information about the outcome to the receiver, by publicly committing to a
signaling scheme ¢, which is a randomized mapping from outcomes to signals being sent to the
receiver. Formally, ¢ : 2 — A(S), where S denotes a suitable finite set of signals. For ease of
notation, we let ¢(-|w) € A(S) be the probability distribution over signals employed by the sender
when the realized outcome is w € €, with ¢(s|w) being the probability of sending signal s € S.

The sender-receiver interaction goes as follows: (i) the sender publicly commits to a signaling
scheme ¢; (ii) the sender observes the realized outcome w ~ p and draws a signal s ~ ¢(-|w);
and (iii) the receiver observes the signal s and plays an action. Specifically, after observing
s under a signaling scheme ¢, the receiver infers a posterior distribution over outcomes and
plays a best-response action b®(s) € A according to such distribution. Formally, b%(s) €
argmaxsea . cq H(w)o(slw)rr(w, a), where the expression being maximized encodes the (un-
normalized) expected reward of the receiver. As it is customary in the literature (see, e.g., (Dughmi &
Xu,2016)), we assume that the receiver breaks ties in favor of the sender, by selecting a best response
maximizing sender’s expected reward when multiple best responses are available.

The goal of the sender is to commit to a signaling scheme ¢ that maximizes their expected reward,
which is computed as follows: >° ¢ p(w) 3 o5 d(slw)rs(w, b?(s)).

2.2 MARKOV PERSUASION PROCESSES

An MPP (Wu et al., [2022) generalizes one-shot Bayesian persuasion to settings where the sender
faces a stream of receivers in an MDP, with each receiver myopically taking an action maximizing
immediate reward. An (episodic) MPP is a tuple M := (X, A, Q, pu, P, {rs }{_y, {rr+}{—1). where:

* T is the number of episodesE]

* X, A, and ( are finite sets of states, actions, and outcomes, respectively.

o u: X — A(Q) is a prior function defining a probability distribution over outcomes at each
state. We let p(w|x) be the probability of sampling outcome w € Q) in state z € X.

* P: X xQx A— A(X) is atransition function. We let P(z’|z,w, a) be the probability of
going from x € X to 2’ € X by taking action a € A, when the outcome in state x is w € €.

 {rs.}i_, is a sequence specifying a sender’s reward function rg; : X x  x A — [0,1] at
each episode ¢. Givenz € X, w € Q, and a € A, each rg(z,w, a) for ¢t € [T is sampled
independently from a distribution vg(z,w, a) € A([0, 1]) with mean rs(z,w, a).

* {rr+}i_, is a sequence defining a receivers’ reward function rr; : X x Q2 x A — [0,1] at
each episode ¢. Givenz € X,w € Q, and a € A, each rg ¢(z,w,a) for t € [T] is sampled
independently from a distribution vg(z,w, a) € A([0,1]) with mean rg(z, w, a)

We focus w.l.o.g. on loop-free episodic MPPs, as customary in online learning in MDPs (see,
e.g., (Rosenberg & Mansour, 2019)). In a loop-free MPP, states are partitioned into L + 1 layers
Xo,...,Xr, such that Xy := {zo} and X := {z1}, with z( being the initial state starting the
episode and z 1, being the final one, in which the episode ends. Moreover, by letting K := [0... L —1]
for ease of notation, P(x'|x,w,a) > 0 only when 2’ € X117 and 2 € X, for some k € ICE]

'In this work, we denote by A(X) the set of all the probability distributions having set X as support.

*We denote an episode by ¢ € [T, where [a . .. b] is the set of all integers from a to b and [b] := [1...b].

3Wau et al.|(2022) consider MPPs in which rewards are deterministic and do not change across episodes, while
we address the more general case in which the rewards are stochastic and sampled at each episode independently.

“The loop-free property is w.1.0.g. since any episodic MPP with finite horizon H that is not loop-free can be
cast into a loop-free one by duplicating states H times, i.e., z € X is mapped to new states (z, k) with k € [H].
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At each episode of an episodic MPP, the sender commits to a signaling policy ¢ : X x Q — A(S),
which defines a probability distribution over a finite set S of signals for the receivers for every
state x € X and outcome w € (). For ease of notation, we denote by ¢(-|z,w) € A(S) such
probability distributions, with ¢(s|z,w) being the probability of sending a signal s € S in state =
when the realized outcome is w. Similarly to one-shot Bayesian persuasion, a myopic receiver acting
at state € X and receiving signal s € S infers a posterior distribution over outcomes and plays a
best-response action. We denote by b?(s, z) € A the best response played by such a receiver under
the signaling policy ¢ (assuming ties are broken in favor of the sender).

As customary in Bayesian persuasion (see, e.g., (Arieli & Babichenko, [2019)), a revelation-principle-
style argument allows to focus w.l.o.g. on signaling policies that are direct and persuasive. Formally,
a signaling policy is direct if the set of signals coincides with the set of actions, namely S = A. Intu-
itively, signals should be interpreted as action recommendations for the receivers. Moreover, a direct
signaling policy is said to be persuasive if it incentivizes the receivers to follow recommendations.
Formally, ¢ : X x Q — A(A) is persuasive if for every state x € X and recommendation a € A:

> wlwlr)dlale,w) (rr(@,w, a) — rr(@,w,b°(a,z))) > 0,
weR

Intuitively, the inequality above states that a receiver acting at state x is better off following sender’s
recommendation to play action a, since by doing so they get an (unnormalized) expected reward
greater than or equal to what they would obtain by playing a best-response action b%(a, ).

Algorithm [T] shows the interaction between
sender and receivers at ¢ € [T]. Sender
and receivers do not know anything about

Algorithm 1 Sender-Receivers Interaction at ¢ € [T

: The rewards s +(z, w, a), 7r,:(z,w, a) are sampled

1

the transition function P, the prior function ~ 2: Sender publicly commits to ¢; : X x Q — A(A)
1, and the rewards Ts,t(x, w,a), TR,t(l‘, w,a) 2 fThekstite of thei\/[PPlltsilmtlahzed to xo
(including their distributions). At the end of : ork=0,...,L—1do
each episode, the sender gets to know the 5: Sender observes outcome wy, ~ fi(x)

. ’ 6: Sender draws recommendation ax ~ ¢(:|zx, wk)
triplets (xk., W, ak)ffor all k € ’C_ﬂ}?‘t are 7. A new Receiver observes ay, and plays it
visited during the episode, and an additional ~ g.  The MPP evolves to 241 ~ P(-|zk, wk, ax)
feedback about rewards. In this Work, we con- 9: Sender observes the next state Tht1
sider two types of feedback. The first one— 10 Sender observes feedback for every k € [0... L — 1]:
called full feedback—encompasses all agents’ o full = [rs,i(zr, wk, a), 7Rt (Thy Wk, a)]ac A
rewards for the pairs (xy,wy,) visited during o partial = 5.+ (Tk, Wk, ax), TRt (T, Wi, Ok

the episode, i.e., the rewards for all the triplets
(zk,ws, a) for a € A. The second type—called partial feedback—only consists in agents’ rewards
for the visited triplets (2, wg, ax ) | Algorithm|1|assumes that receivers always play recommended
actions. This is standard in settings where the sender has not enough information to be persuasive,
and it motivates why learning algorithms are designed to guarantee that the per-round violation of
persuasiveness goes to zero as 1" grows (Bernasconi et al., [2022; |Cacciamani et al.| [2023; |Gan et al.|,
2023)). Indeed, this ensures that it is in the receivers’ best interest to stick to recommendations.

3 THE LEARNING PROBLEM

In this section, we formally introduce the learning problem tackled in the rest of the paper. First, in
Section[3.T} we extend the notion of occupancy measure to MPPs. In Section[3.2] we formally intro-
duce learning objectives. Finally, in Section[3.3] we provide some preliminary elements needed by our
algorithms, developed in Sections @ and 5] The proofs of all our results are in Appendixes [D|and[E]

3.1 OCCUPANCY MEASURES IN MPPs

Next, we extend the well-known notion of occupancy measure of an MDP (Rosenberg & Mansour,
2019) to MPPs. Given a transition function P, a signaling policy ¢, and a prior function p, the

3In this work we use the adjective full to refer to a type of feedback that is not the most informative one.
Indeed, a full feedback according to the classical terminology used in online learning (Cesa-Bianchi & Lugosi,
2006;|Orabonal 2019) would encompass agents’ rewards for all the possible triplets (z, w, a), while full feedback
in our terminology only consists in the rewards for the triplets with x = z} and w = wj, for some k € K.
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occupancy measure induced by P, ¢, and y is a vector g7 # € [0, 1]1X*2xAXX] whose entries are
specified as follows. Forevery x € Xy, w € Q,a € A, and 2’ € Xy with k € K, it holds:

qP’¢7#($awaaax/) = P{(xk,Wk,ak,$k+1) = (J?,OJ,U,, x/) | P7¢7/1'}7

which is the probability that the next state of the MPP is 2’ after the receiver plays action a in state x
when the realized outcome is w, under transition function P, signaling policy ¢, and prior function
. Moreover, for ease of notation, we also define ¢"%#(z,w,a) := Ez'eXk+1 qPoH (z,w, a,2"),

PO (1, w) = T e PPH (1,0, ), and ¢POH () = 3o 4P (1, 0).

The following lemma characterizes the set of valid occupancy measures and it is a generalization to
the MPP setting of a similar lemma by [Rosenberg & Mansour| (2019).

Lemma 1. A vector q € [0, 1]X>**A%X1 s 4 valid occupancy measure of an MPP if and only if:

O ZZZ Z q(z,w,a,2') =1 Vk e K

r€X, weEQacA ' €Xpi1

@ Z ZZq(x’,w,a,x):q(x) Vkel[l...L—1],Vz € X}

T/ €Xp_1 wEQacA
G PI=P
@ pt=p,

where P is the transition function of the MPP and . its prior function, while P? and p9 are the
transition and prior functions, respectively, induced by q (see definitions below).

As it is the case in standard MDPs, a valid occupancy measure g € [0, 1]1X*2xAXX] induces a
transition function P? and a signaling policy ¢9. Moreover, in an MPP, a valid occupancy measure
also induces a prior function p2. These are defined as follows:

q(z,w,a,2’) q(z,w,a) q(z,w)
q(z,w,a) q(z,w) q(z)

Thus, using valid occupancy measures is equivalent to using signaling policies. In the following, we

denote by Q C [0, 1]1X*2xAxX] the set of all the valid occupancy measures of an MPP.

Pi(a |2, ,a) =  ¢(alw,w) = and p(wl) =

3.2 LEARNING OBJECTIVES

Our goal is to design learning algorithms for the sender in an episodic MPP. We would like algorithms
that prescribe sequences of signaling policies ¢; that maximize sender’s cumulative reward over
the T" episodes, while at the same time guaranteeing that the violation of persuasiveness constraints
is bounded. Notice that, differently from Wu et al.| (2022), we do not aim at designing learning
algorithms whose policies ¢, are persuasive at every episode ¢ with high probability, since this is
unattainable in our setting in which the sender does not know anything about the environment (see
Theorem 3)). Thus, in this paper we pursue a different objective, formally described in the following.

Baseline First, we introduce the baseline used to evaluate sender’s performances. This is defined as
the value of the optimization problem faced by the sender in the offfine version of the MPP. Such a
problem is concerned with expectations of the stochastic quantities in the episodic MPP. By exploiting
occupancy measures, the problem can be formulated as the following linear program:

max .t 1
nax 3730 Y (e warstawa) s (1)
reX weQacA
Zq(:&w,a) (TR(m,w,a)—rR(x,w,a’)) >0 Vze X,VweQVac AVad #ac A (1b)
wel
Intuitively, Problem () computes an occupancy measure (or, equivalently, signaling policy) maximiz-
ing sender’s expected reward subject to persuasiveness constraints. By letting rg € [0, 1] [Xx2xAl be
the vector whose entries are the mean values rs(x,w, a) of sender’s rewards, our baseline is defined
as OPT = rgq*, where ¢* € Q denotes an optimal solution to Problem H In the following, we
also denote by ¢* an optimal signaling policy, which is defined as ¢* := @7 .
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Metrics We evaluate the performances of learning algorithms by means of two distinct metrics.
The first one is the (cumulative) regret Ry, which accounts for the difference between the cumulative
sender’s expected reward obtained by always playing ¢* and that achieved by using the signaling
policies ¢, prescribed by the algorithm. Formally:

Ry :=T-OPT — Z rdq = Z Tg(q* —Qt)’

te[T] te[T]

where we let ¢; := ¢©?** be the occupancy measure induced by ¢;. The second metric used to
evaluate learning algorithms is the (cumulative) violation Vi, which is formally defined as:

Z ZZquxw a TR(xw b¢(a z)) — rr(z,w, a))

te[T)z€X we acA
Intuitively, V- encodes the overall expected loss in persuasiveness over the 7" episodes.

In this paper, our goal is to develop learning algorithms that prescribe signaling policies ¢; which
guarantee that both Ry and Vi grow sublinearly in 7', namely Ry = o(T") and Vi = o(T).

3.3 ESTIMATORS AND CONFIDENCE BOUNDS

Before delving in algorithm design, we introduce estimators and confidence bounds for the stochastic
quantities involved in an MPP, namely, transitions, priors, sender’s rewards, and receivers’ ones. As
we show in the following sections, these are extensively used by our learning algorithms.

We let Ny(z,w,a,z’) € N be the number of episodes up to episode ¢ € [T'] (this excluded) in which
the tuple (z,w, a,2’) is visited. Formally, Ny(z,w, a,a’) := Zre[tq] 1,{z,w,a,z'}, where the
indicator function is 1 if and only if the tuple is visited at 7. Similarly, we define the counters
Ni(z,w,a,), Ne(xz,w), and N¢(z) in terms of their respective indicator functions 1.{x,w,a},
1,{z,w}, and 1.{x}, which arel if and only if (z,w, a), (x,w), and z, respectively, are visited at 7.

Next, we define the estimators employed by our algorithms. At the beginning of each episode
t € [T, the estimated probability of going from x € X to ' € X by playing a € A, when the

outcome realized in state z is w € €, is equal to P; (2'|z,w, a) := %
for every x € X and w € (), the estimated probability of sampling outcome w from the prior

probability distribution at state x is defined as 71, (w|x) := % Finally, for every state

r € X, outcome w € €2, and action a € A, the estimated sender’s and receivers’ rewards are defined
reft—1] rs,r(z,w,a)l{z,w,a} Zre[t—l] rr,r(z,w,a)l.{z,w,a}
max{1,N:(z,w,a)} max{1,N¢(z,w,a)}

Moreover,

asTg,(zr,w,a) == ,and TR (2, w,a) ==

For reasons of space, we refer to Appendix [B|for the definitions of the confidence bounds employed
by our algorithms. For the transition function P, at each episode ¢ € [T], for every z € X, w € (2,
and a € A, we provide a confidence bound €;(z,w, a) for the probability distribution over next
states associated with the triplet (z,w, a), where the distance between distributions is expressed in
|| - [[1-norm (see Lemmald). Similarly, we provide a confidence bound (;(z) in terms of || - ||1-norm
for the prior distribution p(z) at each state z € X (see Lemma [5). Moreover, for every z € X,
w €, and a € A, we provide confidence bounds {s¢(x,w,a) and g (x,w, a) for sender’s and
receivers’ rewards, respectively, associated with the triplet (z, w, a) (see Lemmas é] and. 7| for the full
feedback case, while Lemmas [8]and [9] for the partial feedback one)

In conclusion, for ease of presentation, for a confidence parameter ¢ € (0, 1), we refer to the event in
(6). By combining all the lemmas in
Appendix B] £(6) holds with probability at least 1 — 44 (by applying a union bound).

4 THE FULL FEEDBACK CASE

We first address settings with full feedback, as a warm-up towards the analysis of partial feedback.

4.1 THE OPPS ALGORITHM WITH FULL FEEDBACK

We propose an algorithm called Optimisitc Persuasive Policy Search (OPPS). At each episode, the
algorithm solves a variation of the offline optimization problem (Problem (1)), called Opt -Opt,
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obtained by substituting mean values with upper/lower confidence bounds. Specifically, Opt -Opt
is optimistic with respect to both sender’s rewards and persuasiveness constraints satisfaction. For
reasons of space, we defer Opt —Opt to Problem (2)) in Appendix [C] Crucially, by using occupancy
measures, Opt —Opt can be formulated as an LP, and, thus, solved efficiently. Notice that, since con-
fidence bounds for P and p are expressed in terms of || - ||1-norm, in order to formulate Opt -Opt as
an LP we need some additional variables and linear constraints, as described in detail in Appendix [C|

Algorithm [2] provides the pseudocode of
OPPS with full feedback. Ateacht € [T,
the algorithm first updates all the estima- Require: X, A, T confidence parameter § € (0, 1)

tors and confidence bounds according to  1: Initialize all estimators to 0 and all bounds to +o00

Algorithm 2 Optimistic Persuasive Policy Search (full)

the feedback received in previous episodes ~ 2: for¢ =1,...,T do _
(Line[3). Then, it commits to the signaling 3 Update all estimators Py, i, 75+, Trt and
policy ¢; induced by an optimal solution g; bounds €, (¢, €s,¢, R,¢ given new observations

@+ < Solve Opt -Opt (Problem (2))

Pt < Q1

Run Algorithm[T]by committing to ¢,
Observe full feedback from Algorithm T]

to Opt —Opt, computed in Line [ Notice
that, the occupancy measure ¢; resulting
from committing to ¢, (and used in the
definitions of R and Vr) is in general dif-
ferent from g;, as the former is defined in
terms of the true (and unknown) transition and prior functions, namely P and .

AN A

4.2 ALGORITHM ANALYSIS WITH FULL FEEDBACK

Next, we prove the guarantees of OPPS with full feedback. The first crucial component is the
following lemma, which shows that Opt —Opt admits a feasible solution at every episode with high
probability.

Lemma 2. Given 6 € (0, 1), under event £(5), Opt—Opt admits a feasible solution at every t € [T].

Intuitively, Lemma [2]is proved by showing (a) that Problem [I] always admits a feasible solution,
which is the occupancy measure ¢° induced by the signaling policy that fully reveals outcomes to the
receiver, and (b) that ¢° is a feasible solution to Opt—Opt at every episode, under £(¢). Notice that
point (b) holds thanks to the fact that Opt —Opt optimistically accounts for persuasiveness constraints
satisfaction, by using suitable upper and lower confidence bounds.

The second crucial component of our analysis is a relation between the occupancy measures q;
computed by the OPP S algorithm and the occupancy measures ¢, that actually result from committing
to ¢, under the true transitions and priors. This is formally stated by the following lemma.

Lemma 3. Given any § € (0, 1), under the clean event £(0), with probability at least 1 — 26, it holds

> g —alh <0 (L2|X\\/T\A||Q| In (T\XIIQHAI/a)) .

te[T)

Intuitively, Lemma 3is proved by an inductive argument that relates the uncertainty associated with
both the transition and the prior functions to the || - ||;-norm difference between ¢; and g; cumulated
over the episodes. Lemmas [2] and [3| pave the way to our two main theorems for the full feedback
setting. The first theorem bounds the regret Ry achieved by OPP S, while the second one bounds its
cumulative violation V. Formally:

Theorem 1. Given any § € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — 79, Algorithm[Z]attains regret
Rr <O (L2|X|\/T|A\|Q| 1n(1/5)) .
Theorem 2. Given § € (0,1), with probability at least 1 — 76, Algorithmattains violation

Ve <O <L2|X|\/T|A|\Q| 1n(1/5)) .

In conclusion, in the full feedback case, OPPS attains Ry and V growing as (5(\/T ). Intuitively,
this is made effective by the fact that all the estimators concentrate at a 1/v/7 rate. As shown in the
following, achieving such regret and violation bounds is not possible anymore under partial feedback.
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S5 THE PARTIAL FEEDBACK CASE

In this section, we switch the attention to partial feedback.

The crucial aspect that makes the case of partial feedback more challenging than the one of full
feedback is that, after committing to a signaling policy ¢, the sender does not observe sufficient
feedback about the persuasiveness of ¢,. This makes achieving sublinear violation in the partial
feedback case much harder than in the full feedback case. In order to overcome such a challenge, some
episodes of learning must be devoted to the estimation of the quantities involved in persuasiveness
constraints.

This is necessary to build a suitable approximation of such constraints to be exploited in the remaining
episodes, in which an optimistic approach similar to that employed with full feedback must be adopted
to control the regret.

As a result, there is a trade-off between regret and violation that is determined by the amount of
exploration performed. In the rest of this section, we design an algorithm that is able to optimally
control such a trade-off.

5.1 THE OPPS ALGORITHM WITH PARTIAL FEEDBACK

We extend the OPPS algorithm  Algorithm 3 Optimistic Persuasive Policy Search (partial)

introduced in Section H] to deal -
with the partial feedback case. Require: X, &, AT, 6€(0,1),  €[0,1]
I: N« [T%]

The idea behind the new algo-

rithm is to split episodes into 2: In@t@al?ze all estimators to 0 and all bounds to +oo

two phases. The first one is an 3: Initialize counter C(z, w, a) to 0 for all (z,w, a)
exploration phase with the goal % fort=1,....,Tdo -

of building a sufficiently-good > Update all estimators Py, i;, 7s,¢, Tr,¢ and bounds
approximation of persuasiveness €t,Ct,€s,6, Ery¢ given new observations

constraints, so as to achieve sub- 6: if t < N|X|[Q[|A] th"j“

linear violation. Such a phase - (7w, a) = argming, ,, e xxaxa C(;w,a)
lasts for the first N|X||Q||A] g: o Solve Opt -Opt with its objective
episodes, where we let N := ' a modified as >,/ ¢y ¢(, w, a, ")

[T<] with « € [0,1] being a pa- 9 C(z,w,a) + C(z,w,a)+1

rameter controlling the length of  10: else

the two phases, given as inputto  11: ¢t < Solve Opt-Opt (Problem (2), Ap-
the algorithm. The second phase pendix [C)

is instead devoted to achieving 12: O — ¢th

sublinear regret, and it follows 13: Run Algorithm[I]by committing to ¢,
the same steps of OPP S with full  14: Observe partial feedback from Algorithm|[T]
feedback (Algorithm 2).

The first phase works by considering each (z,w,a) € X x Q x A for N episodes. When (z,w, a) is
considered at episode ¢ € [T, the algorithm commits to a signaling scheme induced by an occupancy
measure g; that maximizes the probability ), ¢(x,w, a, ") of visiting such a triplet, while at
the same time satisfying all the constraints of the Opt —Opt problem. Crucially, such a procedure
does not guarantee that every triplet is visited IV times. Indeed, there might be triplets (z, w, a) that
are visited with very low probability. This can be the case when either transitions and priors place
very low probability on (z,w) or action a is associated with very low receivers’ rewards, and, thus,
it must be recommended with very low probability in order to satisfy the optimistic persuasiveness
constraints defined in Opt —-Opt.

Algorithm [3] provides the pseudocode of OPPS with partial feedback. Notice that the variables
C(z,w,a) (initialized in Line [3| and updated in Line E]) are counters used to keep track of how
many times each triplet (z,w, a) is considered during the first phase, namely when ¢ < N|X||Q||A].
Moreover, the algorithm ensures that every triplet is considered exactly N times during the first
phase, by selecting them accordingly as in Line[7] Let us also observe that Algorithm [3|updates all
the estimators and bounds (by using partial feedback) and selects the signaling policy ¢, as done by
Algorithm[2| The main difference with respect to Algorithm [2|is that ¢; used to define ¢; is computed
in a different way during the first (exploration) phase of the algorithm (see Line [g).
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5.2 ALGORITHM ANALYSIS WITH PARTIAL FEEDBACK

In the following, we prove the guarantees attained by OPP S with partial feedback. We start by stating
the following result on the regret attained by the algorithm.

Theorem 3. Given any § € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — 76, Algorithmattains regret
Rp <O (NL\X||Q||A| + L2X|\/TIA||Q] 1n(1/,s)) .

In order to prove Theorem [3] we split the analysis into two cases: one targets exploration episodes in
the first phase of the algorithm, while the other is concerned with the subsequent (exploitation) phase.
In the first NV episodes in which the OPP S algorithm explores without being driven by the Opt -Opt
objective, the algorithm incurs in linear regret. Instead, in the second phase, OPPS employs an
optimistic approach, since the algorithm is driven by the objective of the Opt —Opt problem. Thus,
in the second phase, the algorithm attains regret sublinear in 7". The two cases combined give the
regret bound provided in Theorem 3]

Next, we state the result on the violations attained by the OPP S algorithm under partial feedback.
Theorem 4. Given any § € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — 99, Algorithmattains violation

VN

Proving Theorem @] requires a non-trivial analysis. The result follows by showing that uniformly
exploring over feasible solutions to the Opt —Opt problem leads to a violation bound of the order
of O(v/N) during the exploration phase. Intuitively, this follows by upper bounding the occupancy
measure in each triplet (z, w, a) with an occupancy of a previous (exploration) episode, relative to
the best response of the follower in state  upon receiving action recommendation a.

Vp <O (<|X|Q|A|>3/2 (1) <A|I;V T |A¢N+L2ﬁ)) |

Theorems [3|and A establish the trade-off between regret and violation achieved by the OPP S algorithm.
Indeed, by recalling the definition of N (see Lineirl Algorithm[3), it is easy to see that the algorithm
attains regret Ry < O(T?) and violation V < O(T'~%/?), where o € [1/2,1] is the parameter
controlling the trade-off, given as input to the algorithm.

5.3 LOWER BOUND

We conclude the section and the paper by showing that the regret and violation bounds attained by the
OPPS algorithm (see Theorems and are tight for any choice of « € [1/2,1]. We do so by devising
a lower bound matching these bounds (Theorem [3)). Its main idea is to consider two instances of
episodic MPP involving a receiver with two actions a1, as such that only a; provides positive reward
to the sender. In one instance, receiver’s rewards by playing a; are higher than those obtained by
taking as, while in the second instance the opposite holds. As a result, recommending action a
results in low regret in the first instance and high violation in the second one, while recommending
action as results in low violation in the second instance and high regret in the first one. This leads to
the trade-off formally stated by the following theorem.

Theorem 5. Given o € [1/2,1], there is no learning algorithm achieving both Ry = o(T®) and
Vi = o(T"~°/?) with probability greater or equal to a fixed constant ¢ > 0.

Theorem [5|shows that the bounds in Theorems [3|and E] are tight for any a € [1/2, 1]. Moreover, it
also proves that it is impossible to achieve sublinear regret while being persuasive at every episode
with high probability, when the sender has no information about the receivers. Notice that, in our
MPP setting with partial feedback, we deal with a trade-off between regret and violation that is
similar to the one faced by |[Bernasconi et al.|(2022) in related settings. Differently from them, we
are able to achieve an optimal trade-off for any a € [1/2, 1]. Indeed, Bernasconi et al.| (2022) only
obtain optimality for o € [1/2,2/3], leaving as an open problem matching the lower bound for the
other values of the parameter . Crucially, we are able to achieve trade-off optimality by using a
clever exploration method. Indeed, when considering a triplet (x,w, a) in the first phase, the OPPS
algorithm does not simply commit to a signaling policy that maximizes the probability of visiting such
a triplet, but it rather does so while also optimistically accounting for persuasiveness constraints. This
allows to reduce the violation cumulated during the first phase, thus achieving trade-off optimality.
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APPENDIX

The appendix is organized as follows:

* In Appendix [A] we report the related works concerning the online learning in Markov
decision processes and online Bayesian persuasion literatures.

* In Appendix[B|we describe the estimators and the confidence bounds related to the stochastic
quantities of the Markov persuasive processes.

* In Appendix [C] we report the per-round optimization problem performed by the algorithms
we present.

* In Appendix [D|we report the omitted proofs related to the full-feedback setting.
* In Appendix [Ej we report the omitted proofs related to the partial-feedback setting.

A RELATED WORKS

Sequential Bayesian persuasion The work that is most related to ours is (Wu et al., [2022), which
introduces MPPs. Specifically, Wu et al.| (2022) study settings where the sender knows everything
about receivers’ rewards, with the only elements unknown to them being their rewards, transition
probabilities, and prior distributions over outcomes. Moreover, they also assume that the receivers
know everything they need about the environment, so as to select a best-response action, and that
all rewards are deterministic. In contrast, we consider MPP settings in which sender and receivers
have no knowledge of the environment, including their rewards, which we assume to be stochastic.

Moreover, [Wu et al.| (2022) obtain a regret bound of the order of O(+/T'/ D), where D is a parameter
related to receivers’ rewards. Notice that such a dependence is particularly unpleasant, as D may be
exponentially large in instances in which there are some receivers’ actions that are best responses only
for a ““small” space of information-disclosure policies. Other works related to ours are (Gan et al.,
2022)), which studies a Bayesian persuasion problem where a sender sequentially interacts with a
myopic receiver in a multi-state environment, and (Bernasconi et al.| |2023b)), which addresses MPPs
with a farsighted receiver. These two works considerably depart from ours, as they both assume
that the sender knows everything about the environment, including transitions, priors, and rewards.
Thus, they are not concerned with learning problems, but with the problem of computing optimal
information-disclosure policies. Finally, (Bernasconi et al., 2022)) studies settings where a sender
faces a farsighted receiver in a sequential environment with a tree structure, addressing the case in
which the only elements unknown to the sender are the prior distributions over outcomes, while
rewards are deterministic and known. The tree structure considerably eases the learning task, as it
allows to express sender’s expected rewards linearly in variables defining information-disclosure
policies. Intuitively, this allows to factor the uncertainty about transitions in the rewards at the leaves
of the tree.

Online Bayesian persuasion It is also worth citing some works that study learning problems in
which a one-shot Bayesian persuasion setting is played repeatedly (Castiglioni et al., 2020b; 2021bj
Zu et al., [2021} Bernasconi et al., [2023a)). These works considerably depart from ours, since they do
not consider any kind of sequential structure in the sender-receiver interaction at each episode.

Online learning in constrained MDPs Our paper is also related to the problem of designing
no-regret algorithms in online constrained Markov decision processes. The literature on online
learning in Markov decision processes is extensive (see, e.g., |Auer et al.| (2008); [Even-Dar et al.
(2009); Neu et al.|(2010) for fundamental works on the topic). In such settings, two types of feedback
are usually investigated. The full-information feedback setting (Rosenberg & Mansour, 2019), in
which the entire reward function is observed after the learner’s choice and the partial feedback
setting (Jin et al., [2020), where the learner only observes the reward gained during the episode.
Over the last decade, there has been significant attention to the field of online Markov decision
processes in presence of constraints. The majority of previous works on this topic have focused on
settings where constraints are stochastically sampled from a fixed distribution (see, e.g., Zheng &
Ratliff] (2020)). Wei et al.|(2018)) deal with adversarial reward and stochastic constraints, assuming
known transition probabilities and full information feedback. [Efroni et al.| (2020) propose two
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approaches to address the exploration-exploitation dilemma in episodic constrained MDPs. These
approaches guarantee sublinear regret and constraint violation when transition probabilities, rewards,
and constraints are unknown and stochastic, and the feedback is partial. |Q1u et al.| (2020) provide a
primal-dual approach based on optimism in the face of uncertainty. This work shows the effectiveness
of such an approach when dealing with episodic constrained MDPs with adversarial rewards and
stochastic constraints, achieving both sublinear regret and constraint violation with full-information
feedback. Finally, Germano et al.| (2023)) propose a best-of-both-worlds algorithm in constrained
Markov decision processes with full information feedback. While the previous works are related
to ours, the aforementioned techniques cannot be easily generalized to our setting as they are not
designed to properly handle the presence of outcomes and IC constraints.

B CONFIDENCE BOUNDS

In this section, we further describe the estimators and confidence bounds for the stochastic quantities
involved in an episodic MPP, namely, transitions, priors, sender’s rewards, and receivers’ ones.

B.1 TRANSITION PROBABILITIES

First, we introduce confidence bounds for transition probabilities P(x'|z,w, a), by generalizing those
introduced by Rosenberg & Mansour|(2019) for MDPs to MPPs. In the following, we let N;(z, w, a),
respectively N;(x,w, a, z’), be the counter specifying the number of episodes up to episode ¢ € [T]
(excluded) in which the triplet (x,w, a), respectively the tuple (z,w,a,x’), is visited. Then, the
estimated probability of going from 2 € X to 2’ € X by playing action a € A, when the outcome
realized in state z is w € (), is defined as follows:
Nt(xa w, a, l'/)
max {1, Ny(z,w,a)}
For any 6 € (0, 1), the confidence set at episode ¢ € [T for the transition function P is P; :=

Py (2|7, w,a) =

(wwayexxaxa Pr ", where P is a set of transition functions defined as:
,Ptxywva::{P : ‘ P(|£L, W, a)f Pt("xa w, Q)HIS €t<$a w, (l)},

where P(-|z,w,a) and Py(-|z,w,a) are vectors whose entries are the values P(2/|z,w,a) and
Py(2'|z,w, a), respectively, while €;(z,w, a) is a confidence bound defined as:

 [2 Xk 42 [ (TIXT201AY5)
€u(r,w,a) := max {1, Ny(z,w,a)}

The following lemma formally proves that P; is a suitable confidence set for the transition function
of an MPP.

Lemma 4. Given any ¢ € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — 6, the following condition holds for
everyx € X,w € Q, a € A andt € [T) jointly:
HP(~|x,w,a) —ﬁt(~|x,w,a)“1 < ez, w,a).

Lemmad]can be easily proven by applying the same analysis as presented in (Auer et al.,[2008) and
employing a union bound over all z, w, a, and ¢..

B.2 PRIOR DISTRIBUTIONS

Next, we introduce confidence bounds for prior distributions. For every state z € X, we define
7 (-|z) € A(Q) as the estimator of the prior distribution at 2 built by using observations up to
episode t € [T'] (this excluded). Formally, the entries of vector 7z, (+|«) are such that, for every w € €2

Ere[tq] 1-{z,w}
max{1, Ny(z)} ’

where N(z) is the number of visits to state  up to episode ¢ (excluded), while 1.{z,w} is an
indicator function equal to 1 if and only if the pair (z,w) is visited at episode 7.

iy (wle) ==

The following lemma provides confidence bounds for priors.
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Lemma 5. Given any € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — 0, the following holds for all x € X
and t € [T jointly:
(-l) = ()l < Ce(w),

where we let (;(x) := \/%.

Lemmal 5] follows by applying Bernstein’s inequality and a union bound over all states and episodes.

B.3 SENDER’S AND RECEIVERS’ REWARDS

Finally, we introduce estimators for rewards. In the following, present the results related to sender’s
rewards and receiver’s rewards under full and partial feedback. For every z € X, w € Q,and a € A,
the estimated sender’s and receivers’ rewards built with observations up to episode ¢ € [T] (this
excluded) are defined as follows:

Zre[tq] rsr(z,w,a)l{r,w,a}
max{1, N¢(z,w,a)} ’

>repo1 TR (@, w,0) 1 {7, 0, a}
ma’X{17Nt(l‘7w7a)} ’

Tsi(z,w,a) ==

Tri(z,w,a) =
where 1..{z,w,a} is an indicator function equal to 1 if and only if the triplet (x,w, a) is visited
during episode 7.

The following lemma provides confidence bounds for sender’s rewards, when full feedback is
available.

Lemma 6. Given any ¢ € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — ¢, the following condition holds for
everyx € X,w € Q, a € A andt € [T jointly:

|TS(I7W7G) 7?S,t(xawaa)| S gS,t(x7waa)7

where £g (2, w, a) 1= min {1, 1/ %}

Lemma [6]follows by applying Hoeffding’s inequality and a union bound over all z, w and ¢.

The following lemma provides confidence bounds for receiver’s rewards, when full feedback is
available.

Lemma 7. Given any ¢ € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — 6, the following condition holds for
everyx € X,w € Q, a € A andt € [T) jointly:

‘TR((E,W, a) — FR,t(:r,Ma)’ <(lpi(zr,w,a),

where £ (7, w,a) = min {1, \/ 711]1;&?;?2/2))} }

Lemmal [7]follows by applying Hoeffding’s inequality and a union bound over all z, w and .

The following lemma provides confidence bounds for sender’s rewards, when only partial feedback
is available.

Lemma 8. Given any ¢ € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — 6, the following condition holds for
everyr € X,w € Q, a € A andt € [T] jointly:

|7“5(ac,w,a) —Fs’,t(.’ﬁ,w,a)‘ S €S7t($,w,a),

w}
max{1,N¢(z,w,a)} [*

where £s (2, w, a) 1= min {1,

Lemma [§]follows by applying Hoeffding’s inequality and a union bound over all z, w, a, and ¢.

Finally, the following lemma provides confidence bounds for receiver’s rewards, when only partial
feedback is available.
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Lemma 9. Given any ¢ € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — 6, the following condition holds for
everyx € X,w € Q, a € A andt € [T] jointly:

|TR(I7waa) - FR,t(xac"}7CL)| < gR,t(xawva)a

In(3T|X |2/ Al/5) }

where SR,t(SU,OJ,a) = min{l, m .

Lemma 9] follows by applying Hoeffding’s inequality and a union bound over all z, w, a, and ¢.

C OPTIMISTIC OPTIMIZATION PROBLEM

In the following section we describe the linear program solved by Algorithm [2] and Algorithm [3]
namely Opt —Opt. Intuitively, Opt —Opt is the optimistic version of Program (TJ), since the objective
is guided by the optimism and the confidence bounds of the estimated parameters are chosen to make
constraints easier to be satisfied. Notice that the confidence bounds on the transitions and the prior
are applied to the || - ||; differences between the empirical and the real mean of the distributions. Thus,
in order to insert the aforementioned confidence bounds in a LP-formulation, the related constraints
must be linearized by means of additional optimization variables.

The linear program solved by Algorithm [2]and Algorithm[3]is the following.

max Z ZZ Z q(x,w,a,x')(?s,t(x,w,a)+§s7t(a:,w,a)) s.t. (2a)

9:65€
rEXE wEN aEA ' €Xky1

XYY Y d@war)=1 Vke[0...L—1] (2b)

r€X, weEQacA T €Xpq1
> 2 d@wan)=3 > > dwwar)
r'€Xp_1 weQacA weQacAr' €Xpq
Vkel0...L—1],Vz € X} (20)
q(x,w,a,7’) — Py(z'|z,w,a) Z q(z,w,a,7") < e(z,w,a,)
"€ X1
Vke0...L—1,Y(z,w,a,2) € Xp x Ux Ax X1 (2d)
Py(2'|z,a,w) Z q(z,w,a,2") — q(z,w,a,7") < e(z,w,a,z)
" E€EX k1

Vkel0...L—1,V(z,w,a,2') € X3y x A x A X Xpy1 (2e)
Z e(z,w,a,7") < ez, w,a) Z q(z,w,a,)

v’ €Xky1 ' €Xky1

Vkel0...L—1,VY(z,w,a) € X x 2 x A (2f)
q(z,w) — Iy (w|x) Z q(z,w') < ((z,w) Vkel0...L—1,Y(z,w) € X; x Q (2g)

w'eN
7y (w|z) Z q(z,w') — q(z,w) < ((z,w) VEe[0...L—1],V(z,w) € X x Q (2h)
w'eN

D Cw) < Gl@) Y qlz,w), Vkel0...L—1],Vz e X;, (2i)
we weN

Z Z q(x,w,a,x')(?Ryt(:c,w,a)+§R7t(x,w,a)

weQ ' €X i1
- FR,t(xa W, a/) + fRJ(I,W, al)) 2 0

Vkel0...L—1],Y(z,a) € X; x A,Va' € A (2))
q(z,w,a,z') >0 Vke0...L—1),¥(z,a,2") € X} x @ x A x Xgi1, (2k)

16



Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

where Objective (2a) maximizes the upper confidence bound of the sender reward, Constraint (2b))
ensures that the occupancy measure sums to 1 for every layer, Constraint is the flow constraint,
Constraint ([2d) is related to the confidence interval on the transition functions, Constraint is
still related to the confidence bounds on the transition function, Constraint @]) allows to write
linearly the constraints related to the transition functions even if the interval holds for the || - ||1,
Constraint @ is related to the confidence interval on the outcomes, Constraint @I) is still related to
the confidence bounds on the outcomes, Constraint @ allows to write linearly the constraints related
to the outcomes even if the interval holds for the || - ||1, Constraint (2j)) is the optimistic constraint for
the Incentive Compatibility (IC) property and, finally, Constraint (2k]) ensures that the occupancy are
greater than zero.

Lemma 2. Given 0 € (0, 1), under event £(J), Opt—Opt admits a feasible solution at every t € [T].

Proof. First we notice that under the clean event £(§) the true transition function P and the prior x
are included in the their confidence interval; thus, they are available in the constrained space defined
by Opt-Opt. Then, we focus on the incentive compatibility constraints. Referring as ¢° to an
incentive compatible occupancy measure, under £(§), we have that:

Z qo(l‘a w, a, Jf/) (FRJ(Z‘,W, Cl) + gR,t(xa w, a) - ?R,t($7w7 d) + gR,t(xa waa)) Z
we, ' e€X k1

qo(l" w? a” x,) (TR(J:7 w? a) - TR(I7 w? a)) 2 07
wEQ,w’EXkJrl
forany k € [L — 1], (z,a) € Xi x A,Va € A. As aresult, if ¢° is incentive compatible, it belongs
to the optimistic decision space, which concludes the proof. [

D FULL FEEDBACK

In this section we report the omitted proof related to Algorithm |2l Notice that the bound on the
transition function estimations still hold when the feedback is partial.

D.1 TRANSITION FUNCTIONS

We start by showing that the estimated occupancy measures which encompass the information related
to the outcomes and the transitions concentrate with respect to the true occupancy measures.

Lemma 3. Given any § € (0, 1), under the clean event £(0), with probability at least 1 — 26, it holds

> lla =@l < 0 (221X |/ TTATQ I (TIRTTAT))

te[T]

Proof. We start noticing that, for any (z,w,a) € X x Q x A, we have:

Yoo ld"ter(@,w,a,2) — PO (@, w,0,20)]

'€ Xk () +1
= Z fqp“‘m"“ (z,w,a) Pz’ |z, w,a) — ¢"PH (2, w, a)P(x’|x,w7a)|
'€ X () +1
< Z lg"?0r (2, w, a) P2 |2, w, a) — ¢7 00 (2, w, a) Py(a' |z, w, a)|
CD'GX;C(E)+1
Y | )Pl w,0) — gPOH (a0, 0) P 0, 0)|
I/Exk(mH_l
= Z ’th,cm,m (z,w,a) — qPﬁaﬁt,u(x?w’a)’ P,(2' |z, w, )
'€ Xp(x)+1
+ Z PP (2w, a) | P2 |z, w, a) — P2’ |z, w, a)]
'€ Xp(a)+1
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= ‘qpt’¢t7m (fvwva) - qP7¢t’M(wiva){ + qP,qﬁt,u(x’w? CL)HPt('|$,OJ, a) - P(~|x,w,a)||1.

Thus, summing over ¢ € [T] and (z,w, a) € X x ©Q x A we obtain:

Z ||qt_Qt||1 < Z Z (‘qpt’d)tyﬂt(xawva’) _qP7¢t’#(x7w7a)|

te[T] te[T] zeX,weR,a€A

g™ (@,w,0) [P e, w,a) = P(J2,w, )]l )
Next, we focus on the first part of the equation, noticing that:
|th1¢t7Ht (LL', w, a) _ qP’@”‘L(LE, w, a)‘
< |th’¢t7#t (x7w7a) - th,¢t,H(I,w’ (1)| + |th7¢t’#(x7w7a) - qP,(f?t,lt(.r,w’ (1)|

Bound on |¢F?04t (2, w,a) — 7?1 (2, w,a)| We bound this term by induction. At the first
layer we have:

Z Z Z |70 (o, wo, ag) — g7 P (o, wo, ao) |

roEXowoEN ap€A

Z Z |11t (20, wo) @ (ao|zo, wo) — p(wo, wo) Pt (aolwo, wo)l

wp€EN ap€A
< D (o, wo) — (o, wo)|
woEN
_ th’¢t’#($O) Z |'u,t(gc07w0) — /L(IO,WO)'-

woEN
observing that Xo = {z(}. Now we show that, if the result holds for zj_1, it holds for x, as follows,

SN0 gt (ak, wiy ak) — ¢ (g, wi, ak) |

R €EXp wpERarEA

- Z Z Z Z Z Z lg"e Pt (21, wr—1, ag—1)-

T 1€EXkp_1wr_1€EQar_1€ATLEXE W €N arcA
Py(xl|zr—1, wp—1, ag—1) pe (Th, wi)+

— g0 (g w, ap—1) Po(wg|zr—1, wk—1, ag—1) p(xr, wi )| (ar | ok, wi)

= Z Z Z Z Z|th’¢t’“t($k71,wk71,ak71)'

T 1€EXk_1wWp-1€EQar_1€EATREXE WLEN
- Py(xp|ep—1, wr—1, Gr—1) e (T, Wi )+

- qP"@’”(wkq, W1, @k—1)Pe(Tr|Tp—1, wr—1, at—1) (@), wi)|

< Z Z Z Z Z|qP"’¢t’m(fﬂkfl7wk71,a}cﬂ)-

T 1E€EXk_1 Wr_1€EQar_1€ATLEXE wWLES
cPy(zp|ep—1, wp—1, ap—1) e (Tk, wi)+

— g (g, w1, ap—1) Py (@g |21, wr—1, ap—1) e (T, wi )|+

D D VD YD Dl Dl Lt SR

T 1EXk—1 Wr-1€EQar_1€EATLEXE W EN
P(g|vg—1, wp—1, agp—1) e (g, W)+

*th’%”(Ik 1, We—1, @g—1) Pr(@k|Tp—1, wp—1, ap—1) p(Tk, wi)|

< Z Z Z gl (2 w1, ap—1) — th’@’”(xk—l,wk—l,ak—1)|

T 1€EXkp1kwr-1€Qar_1€A
+ > g ) Y ek, wk) — s, wr)|
TR E€Xg wrEN
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Thus, by induction hypothesis, it follows,

Z Z Z |g"Por (e, i, ar) — 700 (wk, wi, ag)|

TR €EXE wr€Qar€A
k
SZZ Pteb () e Jars) = pCcles) o
s=0zx

Bound on |¢” % (z,w, a) — ¢"?*#(2,w,a)| To bound this term, we proceed again by induction.
Thus, we notice that:

Z Z Z |th;¢t7M(x17w17a1)_qP;¢t7M(x17w17a1)‘

r1€EX1 w1€ENa1EA

=D > D> D> D nlwo,wo)de(aclwo, wo) Pi(wr|wo, wo, ao) (@, wi)dr(ar]ar, wn)

WoEN apEAxT1EXT w1 EQa1EA
— p(o,wo)de(aolzo, wo) P(z1|xo, wo, ao) (1, wr)dr(ar |y, wr)|

Z Z (0, wo) @t (aolzo, wo) Z | Py(21]z0, wo, ag) — P(z1]x0,wo, ao)|-

wo€R ap€A z1€X1
YNl wi)(an |z, wh)
w1ENa1€EA
< Z Z g™ P (w0, wo, ao) || Pi(-|wo, wo, ag) — P(:|zo,wo, ao) 1
woEN apEA

Now, we proceed with the induction step,

S0 D d O @k wi an) — 670 (wk, wi, ax)|

rrE€EXE wpEQar €A
= Z Z Z Z Z Z|th’¢hM($k717Wk:fl7akfl)'
T 1€EXn_1 Wp_16Qag_1€ATLEX ) WEQarEA
- Py(zp|or_1, wk—1, ap—1) p(Th, W) Py (ag|Th, wip )+
_qp’ét’“(mk—lvwk—hak_1)P(aﬁk|wk_1,wk_1,ak_l),u(mk,wk)¢t(ak|xk,wk)|

= > oD D ld @k, Wkt aro1) Pk o1, wpo1, ak 1)

T 1€EXK_1 wr_1€EQar_1€A T EXy

— gD (g, w1, ap 1) P(ap]eg_1, w1, ak—1)|

< Y o> D a1, wko1, ako1) Po(anlrio1, Wi, ak1)

Tp_ 1€EXEp_ 1 wp_1€Qar_1€EATEX,

— gD (g wp 1, ak—1) Py(wn]mp—1, Wr—1, ak—1)|

+ Z Z Z Z Pd)t“zk—hwk—lvak—l)Pt(xk|xk—lvwk—1,ak—l)

Tp1EXp_1 wr—1€Qar_1€EATLEX
— ¢"0 (g, w1, a1 P(ag]zr-1, wr—1, ap-1)|

< Z Z Z g7 (@, wh—1, ak—1) — M (T, we—1, ak-1)]

Tp_1E€EXk_1 Wk_1€EQar_1€A

+ > S M@k, whor, ak)-

Tp-1E€EXk_1 Wp—1€EQar_1€EA
NP (zk—1, Wr—1,ak—1) — P(-|xp—1, wk—1, ax—1)||1-

Thus by induction hypothesis we obtain,

Z Z Z |th7¢t’”(fEk,oJk,ak)—qP’d’t’“(wk,wk,akH

TR E€EXp wpENar€A
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k—
<D D X X P w wn ) |Pullws, s, 02) = P(Jrs, w0 1
s=0xs€Xs wsENas€EA
Returning to the quantity of interest we have:

—

L—-1k—-1

Sllae =@l <2d 33" 3 3 Y ¢ (@, we, a0 |P(as, ws, as)+
te(T)

te[T] k=0 s=0 z,€X, w;€Qas€A

L—1 k
P(lag,ws,allli+ Y D" > a™ @) lw(le,) — nClzs)li. 3
te[T] k=0 s=0 z,€X,
We proceed bounding the first term in Inequality (3). Fixing a layer k € [0, ..., L — 1], employing
Azuma-Hoeffding inequality and noticing that || P;(|zk, wg, ar) — P(:|zk, wk, ar)|[1 < 2, we have,
with probability 1— 26:
) Z 33T Y P (s wn, )P, wes as) — Pl wes as)|n
te[T] s=0 z,€X, w.€Qas€A
il 2| X(2.) 2| In (7T‘X'£QHA|) = L
< 1,{xs, as, s 92X, |4/2Tn =
S35 3 DD B SR E-ELLL St SNRIRRES SRRAN N )
s=0te[T] zs€Xs ws€Qas€A s=0
k—1 k-1
T|X]|]A] L
< T X || Xour | Al|Q] In | AT 2 X[y /2T In [ =
_Z¢ XXl (2 DI

< |X|\/2T|A||Q|ln (”X('SQ'A') + 91X, /2T (§>

Finally summing over L, we have, with probability at least 1 — 24 (which derives from a union bound
between Azuma-Hoeffding inequality and the bound on the transitions)
L—1k—1

Z ZZ Z Z qu(bt H(@s, wss @) || Pe(+]2s, ws, as) — P(|2s, ws, as)1

te[T) k=0 s=0 z,€X; ws €N as;€A

< L|X\/2T|A|Q| In (TX|(|SQHA|) +2L|X|, /2T In <§>

To bound the remaining term in Inequality (3), we proceed as follows
L-1 k

SUNSTST gPeten(a) el — nCles)lh

te[T] k=0 s=0 z,€ X,

k
<323 Y Y a e lutlen -

pl-fes) i+

k
+ Z Z (th,dn,u(xs) - qp7¢t’u(338)) e (-|s) —

te[T] k=0 s=0 z € X,

pl-lzs)lh

g0 (@s) e Cls) — plCles) i+

k
< > > " wltle) = e e
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L-1 k
+ Z ZZ Z Z Z 2|qpt7¢t7“(x5’w5’a8) _qpvm#(msa‘*}&%)"
te[T) k=0 s=0z,€X; w:€QascA

The second term is bounded by the previous analysis paying an additional L factor, while, to bound
the first terms we apply the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality and proceed as follows:

L-1 k
DD D ) Y el ws) — pla,ws)]
te[T] k=0 s=0 z,€X, w.€Q

L-1 k

<Y XSS weelled - tle)lh -+ 221 2 ()

te[T] k=0 s=0 z,€X

L—-1 k
2102 n(T[X| /) ;
< ) i Bt S S U -
<33 Y Y n{es maX{LNt(%)}+2L|X\ 2T ( 5
te[T] k=0 s=0 z,€ X,
< 2L\/2L|X|ﬂTln (T'(SX ') +2L|X|y/2TIn (g)

with probability at least 1 —20, given the union bound over the Azuma-Hoeffding and the bound on the
outcomes. Finally, with a union bound between the bound on the transitions and the outcomes (which
are both encompassed by the clean event) and the Azuma-Hoeffding inequalities, with probability at
least 1 — 46, we have:

. T|X L
> g —alh < O(L\/L|X|QTln (L') + L|X|[TIn <5>+

te[T)
+ L*X |/ T| A9 In <TX|(|SQHA|) + L X|{/Tn (g))

<0 <L2|X| T|A||Q|1In (TX”Q”A|)> ,

0

which concludes the proof. O

D.2 REGRET

In the following section we show that Algorithm attains @(\/T) regret. This is done showing
that the confidence intervals over transitions, outcomes and sender reward concentrate at a rate of

O(1/VT).

Theorem 1. Given any § € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — 79, Algorithm[Z]attains regret

Rr <O (L2|X|\/T|A\|Q| 1n(1/5)) .

Proof. We notice that the regret can be decomposed as follows:
Rr=Y ri@ —a)= Y ril@ —@)+ Y rd@—a)
te[T] te[T) te([T]
The second term is bounded by Hélder inequality and applying Lemma[3} To bound the first term we
notice that, under the clean event, and by definition of the linear program solved by Algorithm[2] it
holds:
(rs+2854) "G > (Pse+&s0) @ > (Pse +Es0) '@ > rgq"
Thus, we have,
Z re(q" —q) <2 Z 940 =2 Z £5.4a +2 Z E54(@ —aqv).
te[T] te[T] te[T] te[T]
The second term is bounded by Holder inequality and applying Lemma [3} which holds under the
clean event, with probability at least 1 — 2§. To bound the first term we employ Lemma[I0] which

holds under the clean event, with probability at least 1 — §, and a union bound, which concludes the
proof. O
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D.3 VIOLATIONS

In the following section we show that Algorithm [2| attains @(ﬁ) violations. This is possible
since, in the full-feedback setting, the incentive compatibility constraints collapse to standard linear
constraints.

Theorem 2. Given § € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — 7, Algorithmattains violation
Ve <O <L2|X|\/T|A|\Q| ln(l/é)) .

Proof. In the proof, we compactly denote the receivers’ best response in a given state-action pair
(z,a) € X x Aattime t € [T] as b(a, ) = b*" (a, ). Furthermore, by employing the definition
of the linear program and summing over (z,w, a), for any episode ¢, under the clean event, it holds:

Z E]\t(m7 w, a) (FR,t(‘ra w, a) +€R,t(xa W, CL) _FR,t(ma w, bt(av x)) + é-R,t('rv W, bt(aa :L.))) Z 07
r€X,wEN,aEA
which, in turn, implies that:
Z @ (z,w,a) (rr(z,w,a)+28r (7, w,a) —rr(z,w,b'(a,2)) + 2p,¢(z,w,b' (a, z))) > 0.
rzeX,weN,acA

Thus, noticing that, in the full-feedback setting, we have &g (7, w,a) = Epi(z,w, b (a,z)), we
obtain:

Z @(z,w,a) (rr(z,w,b'(a,2)) — rr(z,w,a)) < 4 Z G (z,w,a)épi(x,w,a)

rzeX,weN,acA rzeX,weEN,a€A

S 4 Z (/]}(lf,w)fR’t(CC,W),

rzeX,weN

In(3T|X1[2]/9)

where &g ¢ (z,w) = (1N (5]

Now we combine the previous equations to bound the first term of the last inequality as follows:

Z Z @(z,w,a) (rr(z,w,b'(a,2)) — rr(z,w,a)) 4

te[T] zeX,weN,acA

<4Z Z Gt (7, w)&R (7, w)

te[T] zeX,wen

_42 Z (2, w)ERr (2, w) +4Z Z (@t (z,w) — @ (7, w))ER (7, w)

te[T) € X,weN te[T) € X,weN

<4) Y. al@w)ir@w) +0 <L2X T A9/ In (T|X|69||A|>) )

te[T) zeX,wen

:42 Z t{xw}thxw—i—éLZ Z (gt(z,w) — 1e{z,w})

te[T) € X,weN te[T) z€X,weN

+ O <L2|X T|AJ|Q|1In <T|X|Q|A|>>

1)
_42 Z xngtxw—l—llZZQt ))

te[T) zeX,weN te[T)zeX

+0 <L2|X T|A||Q|In <T|X|;2|A|>>

§4Z Z t(x,w)pi(z,w) + 4| X]| 2T1n§

o
te[T] zeX,weR

22



Under review as a conference paper at ICLR 2025

TIX|1Q/|A
+(’)<L2|X TA||Q|1n(||5||>> ©)
g\/9L|X|Q|T1n3T|§|m+0<L2|X| T|A|Q|IH(T|‘X||Q||A>> )

)
<0 <L2|X| 7|4/ n (T'X'('SQ'A')) ,

where Inequality (5 holds by Hélder inequality and Lemma[3] which holds under the clean event,
with probability at least 1 — 24, Inequality (6)) follows by Azuma-Hoeffding and Inequality (7)) by

Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and observing that 1 + Ztem % < 3VT.

Finally, returning to the quantity of interest, we bound the cumulative violations as follows:

Vr = Z Z qt(z,w,a) (TR(x,w,bt(a,x)) - TR(x,w,a))

te[T| zeX,weR,acA

- Z Z @(z,w,a) (rr(z,w, b (a,2)) — rr(z,w, a))

te[T) zeX,weN,acA

+ Z Z (q(z,w,a) — @(z,w,q)) (rr(z,w, b (a,z)) — rr(z,w,a))

te[T) zeX,weN,acA

< Z Z qt(x,w,a) (rR(x,w,bt(a,m))—rR(x,w,a))—i—Z Z gt (x,w, a) =G (z,w, a)|

te[T)zeX,weN,acA te[T)zeX,weN,acA

< Z Z @ (z,w,a) (rr(z,w,b'(a,2)) — rr(z,w,a))
te[T) zeX,weN,acA
+0 <L2X| T|AJ|Q|1In <T|X”§Q”A|>>

<0 <L2X| T1A[I€ In (T|X|(|SQ”A>> :

where the last steps hold by Holder inequality, Lemma[3]and the previous bound on the estimated
occupancy measure. The final result holds with probability at least 1 — 7§ employing a union bound
over the clean event, which holds with probability at least 1 — 46, the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality
used above, which holds with probability at least 1 — § and Lemma [3] which, under the clean event,
holds with probability at least 1 — 24. O

E PARTIAL FEEDBACK

E.1 REGRET
Lemma 10. Under the event £(6), with probability at least 1 — ¢, it holds:

TIX||Q|A
> <0 <\/LIXIIQ|AT1n (ll(pl))

te[T]

T|X[|9]|A
> Eha <O <\/L|X||Q|A:mn (||(|5||>>

te[T]

Proof. We bound the quantity of interest as follows:

Z 55 fqt = Z Z §S7t(fﬂ,w,a)]].t{l'7w,a} + Lm (8)

te(T] te[T) zeX,weN,acA
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= In(3T'| X1|€2|A[/) T
- Z Z maX{17Nt(x7w7a)}]lt{wiva}+L\/a

te[T) zeX,weN,acA

g\/91n<3T|X6|Q|A|) Z \/NT(x,w,a)+L\/2Tln% 9)

reEX,weN,acA

371X |24 1
S\/91n<5 \/|X|Q|A|x€XZ Nr(z,w,a) + Ly /2T o < (10)

weN,acA

< \/9L|X|Q|A|T1n (W) + Lm, (11)

where Inequality (8] holds by the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality with probability 1 — 4, Inequality (9)
follows by observing that 1 + Ztem % < 3T, Inequality follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality, and Inequality holds, noticing that > v  cq e 4 N7(7,w,a) < LT. With the
same analysis, we can prove that the same upper bound holds for ZtE[T] fgtqt , concluding the

proof. O

Theorem 3. Given any § € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — 79, Algorithmattains regret
Rp <O (NL\X||Q||A| + L2X|/TIA||Q] 1n(1/,s)) .

Proof. As afirst step, we decompose the sender’s regret as follows:

Rr=Y ri(qd" —aq)

te[T]
= rdld—a)+ > i@ —a)
te[T] te[T)
- T|X||2||A
<Yl -+ 0 <L2|X|¢T|A||ﬂ|ln ('('ﬂ')) W
te[T]

We observe that the last inequality holds under the event £(¢), with a probability of at least 1 — 24,
and it is derived by applying the Holder inequality and employing Lemma [3] To bound the first term
in Equation , we notice that under £(J), we have:

(rs +265.4) '@ = (T +E€s0) @ = (Tse +Es) a* 2 7547,

for each t > N|X]||Q||A| because of the optimality of g;. Thus, rearranging the latter chain of
inequalities we have:

Sl -a = > i@ -a+ Y i -ad)

te[T] tSN|X[|Q] A t>N|X[|Q] A

SNLIX|QA +2 [ Y 65@ —a) + > &
te[T) te(T]

< NLIX||Q[|A] + O <L2X| /49| In (T|X|(|59||A>> .

In the first inequality above, we employ the fact that the support of each reward function belongs to
[0, 1], while in the second inequality, we make use of Lemma the Holder inequality, and Lemma|10}
which hold with a probability of at least 1 — 3§. Substituting the latter inequality into Equation (12},
we obtain:

T|X(|Qf|A
Rr <0 (NLXIQIIAI + L2 X |,/ TIA||Q| In <|(|5|||)> ,
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Finally, we observe that the previous upper bound holds with probability at least 1 — 7. This follows
by employing a union bound and observing that £(J) holds with a probability at least 1 — 46, which
concludes the proof. O

E.2 VIOLATIONS

In the following we denote the receivers’ best response in a given action a € A and state z € X as
b (a,z) = b®" (a, ).
Lemma 11. Under the event £(9) the following holds:

Vr <O <L2|X T]A]|9| In <T|X|;2|A|>>+ Z Z qt(a:,w,a)fR,t(a:,w,bt(a,a:)),

te[T) zeX,weN,acA

with probability at least 1 — 34.

Proof. As a first step, we observe that by employing the definition of £ ; and noticing that g; is a
feasible solution to LP (2) for each ¢ € [T'] under the event £(4), we have:

Z @(w,w,a) (rr(z,w,a) + 2p(z,w,a) — rr(z,w,b'(a,2)) + 26p 4 (z,w, b (a,2))) >
zeX,weN,acA

> Giz,w,a) (Fre(w,w,a) + Eri(r,w,a) = Fri(w,w, b (a, 7)) + Era(z,w, b (a,))) > 0.
rzeX,weN,aeA
Then, rearranging the above inequality we get:

Z @t (z,w, a) (TR,t(a:,w,bt(a,x)) - rpb,t(x,w,a))

reX,weN,acA

S 2 Z @(ﬂﬁ,wa a) (gR,t(wiv a) + gR,t(wvw, bt(a,m))) . (13)
rzeX,weN,a€A

Furthermore, we can decompose the receivers’ violations as follows:

Vr = Z Z (@(z,w,a) £ G(z,w,a)) (rr(z,w, b (a,2)) — rr(z,w, a))

te[T) zeX,weN,acA

<0 <L2|X| T|A||9|In (T|X|(|SQHA>> +

Z Z Gt (z,w, a) (TR(x,w,bt(a,x)) —TR(z,w,a))

te[T) zeX,weN,acA

] <L2|X| T|A||Q| In (T|X|(|SQ”A>> +

Z Z (@ (z,w,a) £ q(z,w,a)) (Epu(z,w, a) + Ep(z,w, b (a, z)))

te[T] zeX,weN,acA

o <L2|X| T|A||Q|In (T|X|(|$Q”A>>

+ Z Z q(z,w,a) (28r(z,w, a) + 2g (2, w, b (a, 7))

te[T) zeX,weN,acA

<0 <L2|X| T|Al|Q|1In (T|X|(|$Q||A>> +2 Z Z ¢ (z,w,a)ér (2, w, b (a, x)),

te[T) zeX,weN,acA

where the first and third inequalities hold by Lemma |3} the second inequality is a consequence
of Inequality (I3, and the third inequality follows by means of Lemma [I0] which holds with a
probability of at least 1 — §. Therefore, employing a union bound over the events of Lemma3]and
Lemma [I0} the previous result holds with probability at least 1 — 34, under the clean event. [
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Theorem 4. Given any § € (0, 1), with probability at least 1 — 99, Algorithmattains violation

Vr <O <(|X|Q|A|)3/2 In (1/5) <A|\/TN + |AVN + LZ\/T>) .

Proof. As a preliminary observation, we notice that AlgonthmE] is divided into N epochs of length
¢ = | X||Q[|A|, where in each epoch, Algorithm [3|maximizes the probability of visiting each triplet
(,w, a). In the following, we define ¢;(x,w, a) € [T as the round in which Algorithm 3| maximizes
the occupancy of the triplet (z,w, a) in the epoch j € [N — 1]. Formally:

ti(z,w,a) ={t € [j0+1,...,(j+1)¢] | Z q(x,w, a, ') is the objective function of Program (2) }
z'eX

Furthermore, for each occupancy measure ¢; with ¢ € [T, the following holds:
qt (.13, w, CL) = Q(x7 W, bt (a, l’)) < qt] (z,w,bt(a,x)) (.f, w, bt (CL, .13)) (14)

for each j € [NV — 1] where ¢ € Q is an occupancy measure that satisfies the IC constraints of the
offline optimization problem (see Program (IJ)). The first equality above follows by observing that
there always exists an occupancy that satisfies the IC constraints that recommends action b*(a, z) € A
instead of a € A in the state x € X with the same probability of ¢;. The inequality, on the other
hand, follows by observing that the space of occupancy measures satisfying the IC constraint of the
offline optimization problem (TJ) is always a subset of the feasibility set of Program (2).

Furthermore, by Lemma@ we have that:

ngo<L2|X TA||Q|1n<T'X'Q'A'>>+Z Y e @) w b (a,2),

te[T) zeX,weR,a€cA

We focus on bounding the second term in the inequality above in the first N rounds of Algorithm 3]
Thus, with probability at least 1 — § we have:

Z Z qt(z,w,a)ép(x,w, b (a,z))

t<NlxeX,weR,acA

¢
< Z Z qt(z,w, a)ép.+(z,w, b (a, )+

t=1 zeX,weN,acA

N¢
+ Z Z @ (w,w, a) (Epe(z,w, b (a, x)))

t=C+12eEX,WwEN,a€EA
N—1(j+1)¢

< LIX||Q||A] + Z Z Z qt(z,w, a)ép (2, w, b (a,r)) (15)

reX,weN,a€A \ j=1 t=j¢

N-1(+1)¢

x|+ Y [T Y alnwd) (Eralew, ) {0 ) = a'})

reX,weN,a€EA [a’€A \ j=1 t=j¢

< LIX||[Al+
N-1 (J+1)2
+ > YD wewan@w,d) Y (Erla,w,ad)1{b (a,2) =d'}) | | (16)
rzeX,weN,acA |a’€A \ j=1 t=j¢l
(J+1)¢
<rix|QA+ Y > quma)xwa > trula,w,a) (17)
rzeX,weN,a€A |a’'€A \ j=1 t=j¢

< Lix]i0)Al + \/ln (XA
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(G+1)e .
Qt $wa’) Jj w a
zeX,wXG;Z,aeA a’2€;4 ]z; ,52:], \/maX{l,Nt(x,w7a’)}
2T X|9||A
< L|X||2|4| +z\/1n (LIIII)

N—
4t (z,w,a’) 37 w a’l)
Z Z Z Vvmax{1, N;(z,w,a’)} (18

reEX,weN,a€A [a’€A 7j=1

2T X ||| A
SMXMM“%¢D<IIHQ.

)

N-1 !
' Z Z Z Ly (2 w,ar) (T, w, ") + L|A| 2Nha1 (19)
\/max{lN (x,w,a')} 0

zeEX,weN,a€A [a’'€A j=1

2T X ||| A
gLu“um+%¢m<|lll)

]

2 X

rzeX,weN,a€EA |a’€A

2T X |12 A
SMXMMH%¢m(||H)

1
1 (pwan | +LIA[W/2N In =
; ti(z,w,a’) |A] 5

)

3 [Z\/m + L|A] 2N1n% (20)

rzeX,weN,a€A La’€A

27| X ||| A 1
§L|X|Q|A|+3£|A|\/ln <L||||> Z \/NNe(x,w,a’)+L\/2N1ng

zeX,weN,a’€A

§L|X|Q|A|+3£|A|\/ln (ZTX(L'QM) (W+L,/2N1n(1s>, 1)

where we let N;(z,w,a) = Z,Kj L¢,(2,w,q0)(z,w, a) for the the sake of simplicity. Furthermore, we
notice that Inequality follows observing that &, ;(x, w, a) < 1foreach (x,w,a) € X xQx A and
t € [T, and because the occupancy defines a probability distribution over each layer k € [0, ..., L].
Inequality (T6) holds thanks to Inequality (T4). Inequality follows because each indicator
function takes value of at most one. Inequality (8] follows by observing that the number of times
that the triplet (z,w,a’) is visited overall is always greater or equal to the the number of times
such a triplet has been visited during the rounds in which Algorithm [3maximizes the exploration
of that triplet. Inequality holds with probability at least 1 — § and follows from the Azuma-
Hoeffding inequality, and Inequality holds, noticing that 3 ° . v ,cq 4ea N1 (2, w,a) < LN
and employing the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality.

We focus on bounding the cumulative violations suffered in the remaining 7" — N/ rounds of
Algorithm[3] With probability at least 1 — § the following holds:

Z Z g (z,w,a)épt(z,w, b (a,z))

t>NlzeX,weN,acA

< > (Z > qt(x,w,a’)fa,t(:c,w,a’)nt{bt(a,x):a'}>

rzeX,weN,a€A \a’€EAt>NL

2T|X [ A 1
> (FEEE) S o) @

:c_GX,wGQ,aGA a’€A t>N/L \/max{lth(x’Waa/)}
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27| X2 A 1
<4 ¢n( AN 5 )
PEX WEN,aEA (Sne Vmax{L, Ny(z,w, a)}
2TIXIIQIIAI (T — NY)
S In Gt (x,w,a) (x,w
reX, wGQ acA \/Inax{l NN[(iC w a‘)}
\/ (2T|X||Q||A|> NNg (z,w,a) + Ly/2N In } (T — N¢) 03
n
TEX,wEN,aCA N vmax{1l, Nn¢(z,w,a)}
< A|\/ (2T|X||Q||A|> <\/ ¢+ L{y/2N In 5) 24)

< ) ——L#y/ —.
2|A|\/1n ( 5 \/NLK 21116 (25)

Inequality (22)) holds thanks to Inequality (T4) and observing that the indicator function takes value of
at most one. Inequality |i holds, noticing that } - v ,cq aea N7 (2, w,a) < LN{ and employing
the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Inequality holds with probability at least 1 — § and follows by
employing the Azuma-Hoeffding and observing the following:

N

Nye(z,w,a) > Z 1, (z,w,a)
k=1

- 1
thk(x?w7a) —L 2N1ng
k=1
1
Ny (2w,a) (T, w,a) — Ly /2N In 5
which can be written as follows:

Nn¢(z,w,a) + Ly/2NIn }

N Z qtN(x,w,a)(xawva)'

Y

Y

Finally, thanks to Lemma [IT]and employing Inequality (1)) and Inequality (24) we get:
~ T
Vr <O Al—=+1A N+L2\FT)>.
w0 (p (141 + 141V

With p := (| X||22]]A])3/2+/In (1/s), such a result holds with a probability of at least 1—94, employing
a union bound and observing that £(4) holds with a probability of at least 1 — 44, Lemmaholds
with a probability of at least 1 — 34, and both Inequality and Inequality hold with a
probability of at least 1 — 4. O

E.3 LOWER BOUND

Theorem 5. Given o € [1/2,1], there is no learning algorithm achieving both Ry = o(T®) and
Vr = O(Tl_Q/Q) with probability greater or equal to a fixed constant 1 > 0.

Proof. We consider two instances with a single possible outcome and a single state. In the following,
we omit the dependence on the sender and receiver utility from these parameters We assume that the
sender’s utlhty in the first instance is a deterministic function given by ri(ar) = land ri(az) =0,
while the receiver’s utility is given by rR(al) Be(1/2 4+ e) and 7% (as) ~ Be(1/2). Meanwhile,
the sender’s utlhty in the second instance is 7%(a1) = 1 and r(az) = 0, while the follower’s utility
is equal to TR(al) ~ Be(1/2 + €) and r%(az) ~ Be(1/2 4 2e), for some € € (0,1/2). Thus, the
sender’s regret in the first instance is given by:
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since the optimal signaling scheme is the one that always recommends action a; € A in the first
instance. In the following, we define P! (respectively, IP’Q) as the probability measure induced by
recommending, at each round, signaling schemes according to some algorithm in the first (respectively,
second) instance. Then, we bound the probability that the regret in the first instance is larger than a
constant C' € N as follows:

t=1

P' (Ry < C) (Z ¢'(az) < C> >1-n, (26)

for some 7 € (0, 1). Furthermore, by Pinsker’s inequality and Equation the following holds.

T
2 <Z¢t(a2) < C) >1—n—+/Dkr(P',P?), 27)

t=1
where we denote with D (-, -) the Kullback-Leibler divergence between two probability measure.
By means of the well known divergence decomposition, we have:

Dy (P, P?) < E!

quf (as ] Drcr(Be(1/2 + 2¢),Be(1/2)) < 16€’E!

t=1

T
Z ],(28)
( e(p),Be(q)) <

where in the latter inequality we used the well known property ensuring that D1,

((1]? 1_'121). Then, by reverse Markov inequality and Equation l| we get:

T T
EJMWJsW<zwmmzC)@—@+CSMT—m+a

t=1
Furthermore, by means of the latter inequality and Equation (28) we have:

(Zqﬁtag <C’>>1n V16€2(n(T — C) + C)

t=1
We now consider the receiver’s violations in the second instance which can be computed as follows:

T T
Vi = Z(/)t(al) (Falaz) — Palar) =€ > ¢'(ar).
t=1 =
Then, by means of Equation (27) we get:

P2 (VE 2 (T - C)) = (Zwm>M‘m>

T
=P? (T—Zqﬁt(@) ZT—O>
t=1
(Zqﬁtag <C>>1—77—\/166 (T-C)+0C).

t=1

Finally, by setting C = L~ and e = T T 2 and n=
P' (Rp < C) 21—77

T Tt 1
RFr<—)>1- > -
< T 2)_ _2,

2
since « € [1/2, 1]. Then, the latter result implies that:

(VT 2 3 Tl‘“/2> >P2(VE>e(T—C)) >1—n—+/162(n(T - C) + C)

To-1 T-o (Te  Ta\ _ 1
>1— - ) > 2,
= 2 16 (2 2)—4

which concludes the proof. O
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Theorem 6. Given o € [1/2,1], there is no learning algorithm achieving both Ry = o(T"/?) and
Vr = 0(T1/2) with probability greater or equal to a fixed constant v > 0 with full-feedback.

Proof. We consider two instances with a single possible outcome and a single state. In the following,
we omit the dependence on the sender and receiver utility from these parameters We assume that the
sender’s utlhty in the first instance is a deterministic function given by ri(a1) = land ri(az) =0,
while the receiver’s utility is given by rR(al) ~ Be(1/2 + e) and 7% (ag) ~ Be(1/2). Meanwhile,
the sender’s ut111ty in the second instance is 7% (a1) = 1 and 7} (a2) = 0, while the follower’s utility
is equal to rR(al) ~ Be(1/2 + €) and r%(az) ~ Be(1/2 + 2¢), for some € € (0,1/2). Thus, the

sender’s regret in the first instance is given by:

T

Ry = Z¢t(a2)7

t=1

since the optimal signaling scheme is the one that always recommends action a; € A in the first
instance. In the following, we define P! (respectively, IPQ) as the probability measure induced by
recommending, at each round, signaling schemes according to some algorithm in the first (respectively,
second) instance. Then, we bound the probability that the regret in the first instance is larger than a
constant C' € N as follows:

t=1

P' (Ry <C) = (ZMHQ<C>>LW, (29)

for some 7 € (0, 1). Furthermore, by Pinsker’s inequality and Equation the following holds.

T
%Zwm<@>hm—mewx (30)

where we denote with D, (-, -) the Kullback-Leibler divergence between two probability measure.
By means of the well known divergence decomposition, we have:

Drr (P, P?) < TDgp (Be(1/2 + 2¢),Be(1/2)) < 16€T, (31)

where in the latter inequality we used the well known property ensuring that Dx 1, (Be(p), Be(q)) <

((;E ;_qB;) . Furthermore, by means of the latter inequality and Equation ll we have:

T
2<Xﬁmw§0>zvm—vw@T

t=1

We now consider the receiver’s violations in the second instance which can be computed as follows:

V’I% = Z¢t(al) (??3(0;2) — Fé(al)) = €Z¢t(a1)-

t=1 t=1

Then, by means of Equation we get:

Finally, by setting C' = L and € = and n = \F we get:

16f
P' (R <C)>1-1

30
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IP’1<R1T<\/2T>>1—

Then, the latter result implies that:

which concludes the proof.
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