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Abstract

Sequential recommenders typically use a
fixed slate size even though the number of
useful alternatives changes within a session.
We propose Reinforcement Learning with
Calibrated Pruning (RLCP), which adapts
the retained action set using critic scores
and an online threshold. The threshold
is updated from binary feedback indicating
whether the set contains an action in a proxy
target. We prove a deterministic bound on
the observed proxy miss rate along adap-
tive trajectories. To quantify the effect of
pruning on reward, we derive an exact de-
composition of value loss into filtering and
selection losses. Under explicit proxy and
critic approximation conditions, this decom-
position yields a finite session reward bound
that also accounts for imperfect selection and
set truncation, without requiring the learn-
ing parameters to converge. Experiments on
KuaiRand-Pure and MovieLens 1M compare
two RLCP implementations with four RL
baselines. In each of the 19 configurations,
at least one RLCP variant achieves the high-
est catalog diversity, reaching 1.11x to 5.21x
that of the strongest baseline, with competi-
tive session depth and no larger retained sets.

1 INTRODUCTION

Sequential recommendation aims to improve system
utility over an entire user session, rather than opti-
mize each interaction in isolation in a long-term de-
ployment. Since a recommendation can affect both
the current response and the user’s subsequent inter-
ests, reinforcement learning (RL) provides a natural
framework for this objective (Afsar et al., 2022; Chen
et al., 2021). Within this framework, many RL rec-
ommenders present a slate with a fized predetermined
number of items at every request (Zhao et al., 2018;
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Ie et al., 2019; Zhao et al., 2023). However, a fixed
cardinality does not reflect how many useful alterna-
tives are available and cannot account for changes in
their quality. For example, a small set may suffice
when preferences are clear, whereas a broader set can
be valuable when several alternatives remain plausible.
This mismatch motivates a different design criterion:
retain a compact set while controlling the risk of ex-
cluding all valuable actions.

Achieving this objective requires more than replac-
ing the top M ranking rule with a threshold. First,
the optimal long-term values used to define valuable
actions are unknown. Although a learned critic can
rank items, its score gaps are not themselves calibrated
measures of retention. Second, filtering changes the
available actions and, consequently, the states visited
later in the session. As a result, a threshold calibrated
under one policy need not satisfy a population reten-
tion requirement under another. Third, even when
a valuable item is retained, the downstream actor or
user choice mechanism may consistently select a poor
alternative. Retention and selection must therefore be
distinguished: keeping a valuable item does not by it-
self ensure a good decision. Together, these challenges
call for an analysis that connects action set construc-
tion to sequential decision quality.

To address these challenges, we introduce Reinforce-
ment Learning with Calibrated Pruning (RLCP). In
RLCP, a critic scores candidate items, an online
threshold determines which items are retained, and a
downstream selector chooses from the retained set. To
calibrate the threshold, we update it using a binary sig-
nal indicating whether the raw set contains an action
in a proxy target. Following adaptive conformal in-
ference (Gibbs and Candes, 2021; Gibbs and Candes,
2024; Angelopoulos et al., 2024), this update gives a
deterministic bound on the observed proxy miss fre-
quency even as the critic, policy, and visited states
change. The guarantee therefore concerns observable
proxy retention, rather than retention defined by the
unknown optimal value function.
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Figure 1: Performance across the 19 experimental con-
figurations. The axes are normalized, and set size is
inverted so that larger values are preferable on every
axis. RLCP improves catalog diversity while main-
taining competitive session depth under the same set
size cap as the baselines. The full detailed results and
configurations are in Appendix F.

To account for how pruning affects future decisions, we
evaluate expected set size under the state distribution
of the policy that uses the retained actions. We prove
that this policy’s value loss equals the discounted ac-
cumulation of two terms: the loss caused by filtering
and the loss incurred by selecting among the retained
actions. Under a condition relating proxy scores to
optimal action values, calibration bounds the filtering
loss, while critic accuracy and the downstream selec-
tion rule bound the selection loss. Combining these
bounds gives a finite session reward guarantee, includ-
ing the additional loss from imposing a maximum set
size. The result allows the critic, policy, and thresh-
old to change throughout the session and does not re-
quire their parameters to converge. Experiments in 19
simulator configurations show that RLCP can reach
a broader item catalog while maintaining competitive
session depth under the same set size cap as the base-
lines, as summarized in Figure 1. The main contribu-
tions are summarized below.

Main contributions.

1. We develop RLCP to construct action sets through
learned scores and online retention calibration. A
bilevel formulation evaluates set size and retention
under the policy induced by the retained actions,
accounting for the effect of filtering on subsequent
state visitation.

2. We establish a deterministic proxy miss bound and
an exact value decomposition. Together, they give
conditional bounds on discounted value and finite
session reward that quantify the effects of proxy er-
ror, critic error, selection error, and set truncation.

3. We evaluate two RLCP implementations against

four RL baselines on KuaiRand-Pure and Movie-
Lens 1M. At least one variant achieves the highest
catalog diversity in every configuration, with com-
petitive session depth and mean retained sets no
larger than the corresponding baseline slates.

The conformal component builds on existing online
calibration methods; our focus is how calibrated re-
tention interacts with action filtering and sequential
value. Appendix A places this contribution in the
context of conformal recommendation and decision-
making.

2 PROBLEM FORMULATION

We consider a finite discounted MDP M = (S, A,
P,r,v, o), where S and A are finite nonempty state
and action spaces, P is the transition kernel, (s, a) €
[0,1] is the expected reward, v € [0,1) is the dis-
count factor, and pg is the initial state distribution.
At time t, the learner observes s;, selects ay, receives
R; €[0,1], and observes s;,1. Let H; contain the tra-
jectory and all algorithmic information available before
a; is sampled. The environment satisfies

Pr(sip1 =8 | Hi,ar = a) = P(s' | s4,a), )

E[R; | Hi,ar = a] =7 (s, a),
The learner may use the full history to update its pol-
icy, while the reward and transition laws depend only
on the current state and action. Let II be the set of
stationary Markov policies. For 7 € 11, define the state
value and state-action value functions as

V7(s) = ES lz V' Ry
=0

s QW(Sa a) = ]ES,aNW [Z 'Yth
t=0

For a state distribution v, write V™ (v) = Esu, [V™(8)].
The optimal values are V*(s) = maxgen V™(s)
and Q*(s,a) = max;enQ7(s,a), with V*(s) =
max, Q*(s,a) and V*(v) = E,,[V*(s)]. We evalu-
ate action sets under the normalized discounted state
occupancy:

o0
s

&(s)= (1) Y 7' Pr(se =5 | s0 ~ o). (3)
t=0

For a value tolerance € > 0, and a € (0, 1) is the target
miss rate. Define the oracle target action set as

Af(s)={a€e A:Q*(s,a) >V*(s)—¢e}. (4

An action belongs to this set if its optimal continuation
value is within € of the best available value. This target
specifies which actions should be retained, but it is
unknown to the learner.
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Figure 2: RLCP framework. At state sy, critic scores gg, (sk, a) and threshold 7, define the raw set Co, -, (k).
A minimum score fallback ensures nonempty execution. The resulting set constrains the downstream actor in
RLCP or supplies the simulator in RLCP Single. Proxy miss feedback updates the threshold more frequently
than the critic is updated; this schedule is an implementation choice.

2.1 Action Filtering and Execution

Since the oracle target A%(s) depends on the unknown
Q*, the learner cannot use it directly to filter actions.
Instead, it uses a learned score gg(s,a) € R, with
smaller scores preferred. For a threshold 7 € R, the
raw set consists of all actions whose scores do not ex-
ceed the threshold:

Cor(s) = {a: gols,a) < 7} (5)

When no action passes the threshold, the policy still
needs an action to execute. We therefore fix an order
on A and use the action with the smallest score as a
fallback:

(6)

ap™(s) = first action in argmin gy(s,a).
a

The resulting execution set is always nonempty:

Corl(s) = {CW(S)’ ooy

{ai™(s)}, Cor(s) =

The execution set determines which actions the down-
stream policy may select. To express this restriction,
for any set map D satisfying () # D(s) C A at every
state, let II(D) = {w € Il : supp7(- | s) C D(s), Vs €
S} denote the stationary policies supported on D. For
the construction above, we therefore consider a down-
stream policy m € II(Cy ).

(7)

In recommendation, D(s) represents an intermediate
candidate set and need not coincide with the displayed
slate. The item MDP applies when an item is se-
lected before the current feedback is generated and,
conditional on the current state and selected item, re-
ward and transition no longer depend on the remaining

collection. Appendix B.1 formalizes this requirement
and explains when the collection itself must instead be
modeled as the action.

With execution specified, we next evaluate whether the
threshold rule retains a valuable action. This evalua-
tion uses the raw set Cy ,(s): retention succeeds when
that set contains at least one action in the oracle target
AZ*(s). The fallback serves a different purpose, namely,
ensuring that execution remains possible. Thus an
empty raw set counts as a retention failure even if the
fallback action belongs to the oracle target, because no
target action passed the threshold. Whether retention
succeeds depends on the state. We therefore evalu-
ate it under the normalized discounted occupancy d™
of the downstream policy . For a target miss rate
a € (0,1), the desired retention condition is

Pr(Cos()NALS) £D) 21— (8)
The condition allows the states where every oracle tar-
get action is removed to carry at most « of the dis-
counted occupancy mass. The policy generating this
occupancy is restricted by the execution set, so chang-
ing the threshold may change both the retained actions
and the states on which retention is evaluated.

Let mg(s) = minge4:x(s) go (s, @) be the smallest score
among oracle target actions. Retention succeeds ex-
actly when this score passes the threshold:

Cor(s)NAL(s) 0 <= mg(s)<7. (9)
This gives a scalar condition for threshold selection.
The oracle margin is unavailable because its target
depends on @Q*; RLCP will instead calibrate a proxy
margin obtained from observable feedback.
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2.2 Policy-Dependent Action-Set Objective

A threshold determines which actions remain available
throughout the session. The set size objective must
therefore account for the policy that uses those actions.
Fix a learned score gy and write Dy » = Cy_,. The best
policy supported on this set has value

V.r (ko) = V™ (ko)- (10)

max
7€ll(Dg,.)

We denote the selected optimal response by mj . A
fixed lexicographic rule on optimal occupancies, to-
gether with a fixed action at states of zero occupancy,
resolves ties; Appendix C gives the construction. We
then minimize expected set size subject to retention
under this response:

Problem 2.1 (Occupancy-dependent threshold selec-
tion). For the score gy, consider

min  Py(7) := Eswdﬂ;,, [ Do, (s)]]

T7€R
s.t. Pr (Cor(s)NAZ(s) #0)>1—a, (11)
s~d 0,7
Ty . € argmax V™ (o).
’ w€ll(Dg,-)

The inner problem determines how the retained ac-
tions are used, and the outer problem evaluates set
size and retention under the resulting state occupancy.
Consequently, a larger threshold may induce a differ-
ent policy and change which states receive weight in
the objective. The smallest feasible threshold need not
minimize expected set size, unlike threshold selection
under a fixed evaluation distribution.

The score is fixed only when defining this benchmark.
Allowing arbitrary scores in the outer optimization
would admit the uninformative oracle solution of as-
signing the smallest score to one optimal action at
each state and returning singleton sets. RLCP in-
stead learns scores by value estimation and updates
the threshold from proxy feedback. We do not assume
that these coupled updates solve (11); the following
guarantees apply while the score and policy continue
to change.

3 MAIN RESULTS

In this section, we formally present our main results.
We first bound the proxy miss frequency under the on-
line threshold update. We then derive a value identity
that separates the loss from filtering from the loss of
selecting an action within the retained set. Combining
the two results gives a reward bound for a policy that
adapts during a finite session. Appendix C establishes
the population benchmark, and the detailed proofs are
deferred to Appendix D.

3.1 Retention Calibration During Learning

When both the score and policy are fixed, the small-
est threshold satisfying the retention requirement is
the (1 — a) quantile of the oracle margin (Proposi-
tion C.3). During learning, however, updates to the
score and policy can change the margin distribution,
so a threshold calibrated at one stage need not remain
valid later. To account for these changes, we adjust
the threshold using observed misses rather than as-
suming a fixed margin distribution. A miss increases
the threshold to make filtering less restrictive, whereas
a hit decreases it. Specifically, we use the online cali-
bration update (Gibbs and Candes, 2021; Angelopou-
los et al., 2024)

er = 1{my > 1}, Tev1 = Te + (e —a). (12)

Here m; is a finite margin, e; is its miss indicator, and
7 > 0 is a nonincreasing step size. A miss raises the
threshold by n; (1 — «), making filtering less restrictive;
a hit lowers it by n:a. Theorem 3.1 bounds the result-
ing miss frequency for any realized margin sequence.
Theorem 3.1 (Pathwise miss-rate tracking). For any
adaptive sequence of finite margins, define

Wr = max{r,my,...,mr} —min{m,my,...,mr}.
(13)
Then, for every T > 1,
1 & Wr +m
TZet—a §77T7T. (14)
t=1

If supprWpr < W < oo and nrT — oo, then
71! Zthl e; = a. If g, = n, the always-valid finite-
time form is

1 <WT+77

<=L1t (15)

T
E €t —
t=1

and it is at most (W + n)/(nT) under the uniform-
width condition above.

=l

With bounded margin width and a constant step size,
Theorem 3.1 gives an O(1/T) deviation of the observed
miss frequency from «. The argument is deterministic:
it requires neither independent margins nor a station-
ary margin distribution. It controls the average along
the realized sequence, rather than retention at every
state or convergence to a fixed population quantile. To
apply the update without observing Q*, RLCP uses a
finite nonempty proxy target A ;(s;). Its margin and
miss indicator are

m; = min

T gt = 1{77175 > Tt}. (16)
a€Ac ¢ (st)

96, (St’ a)7

Setting m; = m; in Theorem 3.1 controls the observed
proxy miss rate while the critic and actor change. The
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relation between this proxy target and actions with
high optimal value determines what the guarantee im-
plies for reward.

A cap on set size can introduce misses even when the
raw set retains a proxy target action. Let C} keep the
K actions with the lowest scores in the raw set, or all
actions if fewer than K are available. A capped miss is
either a raw miss or a raw hit for which truncation re-
moves every proxy target action. Calibration controls
the former; the latter depends on the ranking and the
cap. Appendix C.3 bounds the combined miss rate and
characterizes feasibility under a fixed distribution.

3.2 From Retention to Long-Horizon Value

Retaining a valuable action is not enough if the pol-
icy does not select it. Consider a single state with
two actions giving rewards one and zero. Retain-
ing both actions gives perfect retention, but a policy
that always chooses the second receives zero reward
(Proposition C.4). To account for this distinction, for
a nonempty set map D and policy 7 € II(D), define

Ap(s) =V*(s) — max Q"(s,a),

a€D(s)
Y wlal$)Q(s,a).

Crp(s) = max Q*(s,a) —
a€D(s)
a€D(s)

(17)
The filtering loss A p is the gap between the best avail-
able action and the best retained action. The selection
loss (r,p is the remaining gap between that retained
action and the policy’s expected choice. The next iden-
tity shows how both losses accumulate under the states
visited by the policy.

Theorem 3.2 (Filtering—selection value identity).
For every set map D satisfying D(s) # 0 for every
state and every stationary = € II(D),

V* (0) = V7 (10) = 1 Baar[Ap(s) + G (o)

1
(18)

Theorem 3.2 identifies where retention enters the con-
trol problem: it bounds the filtering term, while
the downstream policy determines the selection term.
Both losses use the same unrestricted optimal continu-
ation values Q*. A policy optimal under future action
restrictions can therefore still have positive selection
loss; this term is not just an error in optimizing the
actor.

For proxy retention to control filtering loss, the proxy
must identify actions with small optimal value gaps.
Suppose the proxy target consists of near maximizers
of a score ), and its pairwise gaps approximate those
of @* up to a scale A > 0 and error dpyox (Assump-

tion C.7). Proposition C.8 gives

Ac(8) © Al (8):

Thus a proxy hit retains an action whose optimal
value gap is at most Ae + Oprox. For selection, a
critic error bounded by d.it relative to Q* and a
maximization error dse1(s) within the retained set give
Cr,D(8) < 206rit + dsel(s). Substituting these bounds
into the identity yields Corollary C.10. The approx-
imation conditions are needed in addition to calibra-
tion: a critic trained to evaluate the current policy
need not approximate the unrestricted Q*.

3.3 Adaptive Finite Session Guarantee

The preceding identity evaluates a stationary policy.
During learning, however, the policy may change after
every interaction. We handle these updates by ap-
plying the same loss decomposition at each stage and
using the calibration bound along the resulting tra-
jectory. Consider an undiscounted item MDP with H
stages, rewards in [0, 1], and optimal values V;*, Qj.

Define ‘
AR = max[V; (5) — Qi (5,0)],

e = min{Ae + Oprox, A}

Here A%™* bounds the loss of any action, while ep
bounds the loss of a retained proxy target under the
stagewise proxy fidelity condition. Let gsel, H be the
average expected selection error measured by the critic

within the retained set, and let Eﬁ be the average
probability that a raw proxy hit is lost under a cap of
K actions. Appendix C.6 states the full information
and approximation conditions.

Theorem 3.3 (Finite-session proxy-to-value guaran-
tee). Under Assumption C.12, letn; > -+ > ng >0

and suppose the realized proxy-margin width is at most
W almost surely. For VRVCP (ug) = E[Zthl Ry,

Vi (po) — 1RLCP (ko)

< H|(1—a)ey + aAB> 4 2504 + dsel 1

(19)

WH+m <k
Amax _ h
+ (A €n) (77HH + H)

Without a size cap, take K = | A| and Eg =0.

The first two terms bound filtering loss on proxy hits
and misses at the target rate a. The critic and se-
lection errors account for the action chosen from the
execution set. The final term adds the deviation from
the target miss rate and the hits removed by the cap.
All of these quantities are evaluated along the adaptive
trajectory, so the bound does not require convergence
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Algorithm 1 RLCP with Online Action-Set Calibra-
tion
Input: target miss rate «; interaction budget T’
threshold 71; nonincreasing 1 > 0; cap K > 1; critic
@91; selector 7y, ; proxy-target verifier.

1 fort=1,...,T do

2 Observe s; and compute gg, (s¢, ) using (20).

3 Form C; = {a: go,(st,a) < 7}

4 Keep the min{ K, |C¢|} lowest-score actions to ob-
tain CX.

5 Set D; = CE if nonempty; otherwise set D; =
{ag, " (s0)}-

6 Define the proxy target for the current state and
obtain the raw miss ; = 1{C; N A.+(s¢) = 0}.

7 Sample a; ~ g, (- | s¢, Dt); observe Ry, s¢41.

8 Update 141 = 7 + nt(€r — ).

9 Update the critic and selector from interaction
data.

10 end for

of the critic, actor, or threshold. Its size still depends
on the stated approximation errors.

The reward determines what this bound measures.
When reward indicates a nonterminal state and depar-
ture follows the item dynamics, it bounds truncated
session depth. A bound for click or like reward does
not imply the same depth guarantee, and a departure
rule that depends on the entire collection requires a
collection action model. Appendix B.1 discusses this
distinction for recommendation.

4 RLCP ALGORITHM

RLCP constructs the retained set from a critic Q\gt and
an online threshold, as shown in Figure 2. At time ¢,
the score of an action is its estimated value gap from
the best candidate:

9o, (5, 0) = max Qy, (5,0) — Qo, (s.0). (20)

Adding the same constant to all critic values at a
state leaves these scores unchanged. Thresholding re-
tains actions whose estimated gaps do not exceed ;.
If the raw set exceeds the cap, we keep the actions
with the smallest gaps; if it is empty, the fallback sup-
plies a critic maximizer. The downstream selector then
chooses from this execution set. Algorithm 1 gives the
complete procedure.

Calibration feedback. The threshold update uses
a binary signal indicating whether the raw set inter-
sects the proxy target. This signal evaluates retention
before the cap and fallback; neither operation changes
the miss used for calibration. A verifier supplies the
signal without revealing Q*, and our simulator imple-
ments the verifier through its response model. For
Theorem 3.3, the target must be defined before the

current action is sampled, although the label may be
revealed later. A target defined from the current real-
ized responses can still be calibrated pathwise, but it
does not satisfy this information condition. Feedback
on the executed item alone generally cannot identify
the required set event, so deployment requires a suit-
able verifier or counterfactual response model.

Learning and selection. Interaction data update
the critic and the selector, while raw proxy misses up-
date the threshold. In our implementation, calibration
is updated more frequently than the critic. The path-
wise guarantee uses the unprojected update in (12);
replacing raw misses with capped misses is a different
procedure.

The selector also determines whether pruning changes
the executed action. The critic gap score, cap, and
fallback all preserve a global critic maximizer. An
exactly greedy selector using the same critic and tie
rule therefore chooses the same action with or without
pruning (Proposition C.13). RLCP instead regulates
the alternatives available to a stochastic actor, slate
constructor, or user choice mechanism. The experi-
ments compare two such implementations.

5 EXPERIMENTS

We evaluate RLCP on the whole-session sequential rec-
ommendation task provided by the KuaiSim simula-
tor (Zhao et al., 2023). This protocol emulates on-
line policy interaction through full-session rollouts, in
which KuaiSim generates user feedback, computes the
corresponding rewards, and determines when the user
leaves the session. Our experiments are designed to
answer the following questions:

e Q1: Can RLCP improve long-term recommenda-
tion performance under simulator-based sequen-
tial interaction?

e Q2: Can RLCP produce reliable admissible ac-
tion sets that contain high-quality recommenda-
tions while reducing the effective action space?

5.1 Datasets and Simulator

We evaluate RLCP in the KuaiSim whole-session
setting on KuaiRand-Pure (Gao et al., 2022), the
dataset used to construct the original simulator, and
on the MovieLens 1M migration demonstrated by
KuaiSim (Harper and Konstan, 2015; Zhao et al.,
2023). KuaiRand-Pure comes from Kuaishou logs
in which uniformly sampled videos were inserted
into ordinary feeds. KuaiSim contains six positive
behaviors—click, long view, like, comment, follow, and
forward—together with dislike and session departure.
MovieLens 1M contains about 1M timestamped rat-
ings. Following the KuaiSim migration, ratings above
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3 are mapped to positive feedback (like), ratings at
most 3 to negative feedback (hate), interactions are
ordered chronologically, and day-level groups define
sessions. Table 1 reports statistics for both datasets.

Table 1: Statistics of the datasets used.

Dataset Users Items Interactions Sessions Density
E,ﬁfand 27,077 7,551 1,436,609 246,738 0.70%
ML-1M 6,400 3,706 1,000,208 16,629 4.22%

We modify KuaiSim’s leave module to make session
length depend on the responses elicited by a recom-
mendation. At each request, the recommender ob-
serves a user profile and recent interaction history,
presents an item collection, and receives feedback from
the immediate response model. We use is_click and
is_like as reward signals. In our simulator inspec-
tion, click responses varied little across users, while
like responses were more sensitive to user preferences.

At step t, the leave module evaluates the admissible
set Cp (s¢) for RLCP and the displayed slate for a
baseline with fixed slate size. Patience decreases by p
if the collection receives at least one positive response
and by ¢ > p otherwise. The session ends when re-
maining patience falls below 1. We test (p,q) = (1,2)
and (0.4,2), so a failure to elicit a positive response
incurs the larger decrement in both settings.

5.2 Baselines and Metrics

We compare RLCP with four whole-session sequential
recommendation baselines provided by KuaiSim (Zhao
et al., 2023): A2C (Mnih et al., 2016), DDPG (Lilli-
crap et al., 2016), TD3 (Fujimoto et al., 2018), and
HAC (Liu et al., 2023); detailed descriptions are pro-
vided in Appendix E.1.

We report session depth, average and total reward,
catalog diversity, intra-list diversity (ILD), and aver-
age admissible-set size, following KuaiSim (Zhao et al.,
2023). Depth is the primary session-level utility met-
ric; catalog diversity measures the number of distinct
items exposed across active user requests, ILD mea-
sures dissimilarity within a recommendation set, and
set size measures filtering efficiency. Formal definitions
are provided in Appendix E.2.

5.3 Method Implementation

We instantiate RLCP with two variants that share the
conformal set construction, online calibration objec-
tive, and coverage target. The realized state s; con-
catenates the user profile with the full within-session
history of rollout actions (ag, a1, . ..,a:—1), so the critic
and rollout policy condition on all previously executed
actions. The variants differ only in how the admissi-

ble set becomes a rollout action. Full RLCP follows
Algorithm 1: Cp ,(s) constrains a downstream slate
actor trained through sequential rollouts, while 7 is
updated online to maintain the target miss rate for
near-optimal items. Critic/score updates occur on the
slow timescale, and slate-actor rollouts and threshold
calibration on the fast timescale.

RLCP-Single instead feeds the admissible set directly
into the environment and uses the simulator’s first re-
warded item as the rollout action, imitating real-world
user behavior. This simplifies rollout while preserving
the online calibration objective. Both variants target
1 — « coverage of e-optimal items, apply a minimum-
set-size rescue when required (usually 1), and use the
same conformal mask logic to bound set size.

Environment-Side Proxy. To operationalize the e-
optimal action set in (4), we use the Bernoulli success
probability py(s¢,a) from the simulator’s immediate-
response model and set @(st, a) = pp(st, a), which in-
duces

A(sy) = {a : Q(s1,0) > mjaX@(Staj) - 5}

as in (33). This conditional one-step expected reward
is biased for the long-horizon @* in (4). The numeri-
cal value of Qv is never exposed to the actor or critic;
the simulator supplies only binary feedback indicating
whether Cy, ,(s¢) N Ac(s¢) is nonempty. This emu-
lates positive user feedback when a recommendation
set contains a satisfactory item.

Results. Across all 19 configurations, at least one
RLCP variant achieves the highest catalog diversity
without requiring a larger retained set. Within each
configuration, the RLCP cap equals the baseline slate
size M, and all methods share the simulator, re-
ward signal, and patience setting. Appendix Tables 2
through 9 provide the full numerical results. These
comparisons show broader catalog exposure with com-
petitive session depth under matched set size budgets.

As shown in Figure 3, RLCP-Single provides the
strongest catalog exposure on KuaiRand-Pure. It
achieves the highest catalog diversity in all ten config-
urations, reaching 1.48x to 4.56x that of the strongest
baseline. Its mean retained set is smaller than M
in nine configurations, with a maximum reduction of
25.5%, and equals M in the remaining configuration.
It also attains or ties the highest session depth in six
configurations and stays within 0.4 interactions of the
best method in the others. Full RLCP achieves the
highest reported ILD of 1.00 throughout, but RLCP-
Single generally provides a better balance between cat-
alog exposure and session utility.

As shown in Figure 4, the exposure advantage persists
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(a) Is_click, p,q = (1,2). (c) Islike, p,q = (1,2). (d) Islike, p,q = (0.4,2).

Figure 3: KuaiRand-Pure radar summaries for the four reward and patience configurations reported in Tables 2—
5. Each panel averages over the baseline slate sizes in the corresponding table and shows depth, catalog diversity,
intra-list diversity, and inverted set size, with larger radius indicating better performance. RLCP-Single gives
the strongest catalog-diversity gains on KuaiRand-Pure while using equal or smaller admissible sets, whereas the
full RLCP consistently attains the highest intra-list diversity.
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RLCP-Single
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Figure 4: ML-1M radar summaries for the four reward and patience configurations reported in Tables 6-9. Each
panel averages over the baseline slate sizes in the corresponding table and uses the same normalized axes as
Figure 3. On the denser ML-1M data, the full RLCP is more competitive in terms of depth and catalog diversity
while maintaining maximal intra-list diversity, and the RLCP variants retain their overall diversity advantage

over the fixed-slate baselines.

on ML-1M, where full RLCP becomes more compet-
itive. It leads catalog diversity in five configurations,
exceeds the strongest baseline in eight, and attains or
ties the highest session depth in seven. It also main-
tains ILD 1.00 throughout and reduces mean set size
below M in four configurations. RLCP-Single leads
catalog diversity in the remaining four, giving the bet-
ter variant in each configuration 1.11x to 5.21x the
catalog diversity of the strongest baseline. Under the
longer patience setting, this range is 3.17x to 5.21x,
although several methods reach the depth ceiling of 48.
Thus the main benefit is broader exposure with com-
petitive depth, rather than uniformly higher reward or
a single variant that dominates every setting.

6 CONCLUSION

We introduced RLCP, a conformal policy-learning
framework for whole-session sequential recommenda-

tion. RLCP decouples critic-induced item scores from
the calibrated threshold, producing state-dependent,
variable-size sets rather than fixed-cardinality top-M
slates. The threshold provides pathwise control of the
realized average miss rate, while two-timescale learn-
ing jointly updates the score model, calibration thresh-
old, and rollout policy. Across KuaiRand-Pure and
ML-1M, RLCP remains competitive with fixed-slate
baselines in session depth while using sets of equal or
smaller size and improving diversity. An RLCP variant
achieves the highest catalog diversity in every configu-
ration, and full RLCP consistently achieves the highest
within-slate diversity. These results support conformal
policy learning for retaining near-optimal recommen-
dations, controlling set size, and broadening exposure
without fixing slate cardinality in advance.
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Supplementary Materials

A RELATED WORK

RLCP draws on sequential control, conformal recommendation, and online calibration. The distinction across
these areas is what is calibrated and how that quantity is connected to the subsequent decision. We organize
the comparison around this distinction rather than treating the combination of RL and calibration as new.

RL for Sequential Recommendation. RL recommender systems optimize utility across a sequence of inter-
actions rather than only immediate feedback (Afsar et al., 2022; Chen et al., 2021; Zhao et al., 2018). Within this
framework, SlateQ) makes slate optimization tractable by decomposing slate values under a user choice model (Ie
et al., 2019), while HAC learns continuous slate representations and a mapping from latent actions to item
lists (Liu et al., 2023). KuaiSim supplies whole session evaluation protocols and actor and critic baselines (Zhao
et al., 2023), and work on value estimation further distinguishes policy randomness from user response random-
ness (Wang et al., 2025). These methods address how to evaluate or select recommendations. RLCP addresses a
complementary question: which candidate actions should remain available to that selection rule, and how does
their retention affect sequential value? Its item model does not cover every reward or transition rule that depends
on a slate.

Conformal Recommendation. Conformal methods provide a way to construct sets around a base prediction
model while controlling a statistical error criterion (Vovk et al., 2005; Angelopoulos and Bates, 2023). In rec-
ommendation, inductive conformal methods attach conformal p-values to candidate items (Kagita et al., 2022),
and distribution free recommendation sets calibrate ranking models against the false discovery rate (FDR) (An-
gelopoulos et al., 2023). Without explicitly optimizing long-term returns, CPFT incorporates conformal objec-
tives into the fine tuning of sequential recommenders (Wang et al., 2024), while conformal risk control has been
used to limit unwanted recommendations (De Toni et al., 2025). These approaches motivate adapting set size to
a calibrated target. However, a recommendation target need not identify actions with high continuation value
under an interacting policy. RLCP therefore distinguishes proxy retention from oracle retention and states the
approximation condition needed to connect them.

Online Calibration and Decision Making. Because RLCP changes the policy and the visited state distri-
bution during learning, its calibration argument uses methods for changing data sequences. Adaptive conformal
inference controls long-run empirical miscoverage under distribution changes (Gibbs and Candes, 2021; Gibbs
and Candes, 2024). Multivalid methods provide richer guarantees across groups (Bastani et al., 2022), while
methods with decaying step sizes combine guarantees for arbitrary sequences with population quantile consis-
tency under stable sampling (Angelopoulos et al., 2024). RLCP uses this established scalar update principle.
Theorem 3.1 makes its dependence on the realized action margin range explicit and supplies the calibration term
used in the value analysis. Online miscoverage tracking itself is not presented as a new principle.

Conformal methods also support motion planning (Dixit et al., 2023), return prediction for a policy different
from the data collection policy (Zhang et al., 2023), and cost aware orchestration of LLM agents (Si et al., 2025).
In particular, CCPO jointly trains a policy and an adaptive conformal threshold, so RLCP is not distinguished
by that broad combination. The distinction lies in the action filtering formulation and the analysis connecting
retention to value. A proxy hit must first be related to an oracle hit, and the retained action must then be used
by the selector. The value decomposition and finite session bound describe these two steps without assuming
convergence of the coupled updates.

B ADDITIONAL MODELING DETAILS

The main formulation treats an executed item as the MDP action. We now explain how this abstraction relates to
a recommendation pipeline, where retrieval and collection based response rules introduce additional conditions.
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B.1 Sequential Recommendation Interpretation

The first requirement concerns the state: it must contain the information needed to predict both immediate
feedback and the next user state. A representative state is

_ a Y
St = (xuv ht ) htvgtv Ct)a

Here z,, is a user profile, h¢ and hY are action and response histories, ¢; is remaining patience, and ¢; is request
context. An absorbing state represents user departure. The finite state model is an analytical idealization; in a
large system, a learned representation must approximate the same predictive information.

The second requirement concerns retrieval. The finite action space can represent an eligible item pool, but
pruning within that pool cannot recover an action already removed by retrieval. To separate these two losses,
fix a state distribution v, let A,et(s) C A be a finite nonempty retrieved pool, and let C(s) C A,et(s) be the raw
set retained from it. Fix e, eq1t > 0 and p € [0, 1), and define

Gur(s) = { o Q°(5.0) 2 V*(5) e |

aGAret(S)
Grt(s) = {Ja € C(s) such that

* > * b _ . .
Q" (s,a) > befilifi(s)Q (s,0) Ehlt}

If Proo(GSy) < p and Proo, (G, | Gret) < v, then on Giet N Gaie the retained action has global optimality gap
at most epey + €1t The law of total probability gives

SP:I;/(C(S) N A:ret+5filt (s) = @) <p+(1-pa
Thus the value tolerances add, while the miss probability accounts first for retrieval failure and then for filtering
failure conditional on retrieval success. To retain the global tolerance ¢, the two tolerances must sum to at most

e. Alternatively, filtering can be calibrated directly against A%(s) NAet(s) conditional on that intersection being
nonempty.

The final requirement concerns how a retained collection becomes an executed item. Let x(a | s,D) be a
stationary Markov choice kernel supported on D, sampled before the current reward and next state are generated.
This kernel may combine a downstream actor, slate construction, and user choice. For a stationary set map D,
the induced item policy is

mp.k(a|s) =k(a|s,D(s)). (21)

For this policy to reproduce the recommendation process, the selected item must account for the dependence of
the current reward and next state on the collection. The following assumption states that requirement conditional
on all information available before selection.

Assumption B.1 (Pre-response item-mediated dynamics). There is an item-level reward and transition kernel
K(dr,s' | s,a) such that, under the pipeline law Prp induced by every stationary set map D with D(s) # 0 for
all s, the following factorization holds conditional on the full pre-action history H;:

Prp (at =a,R€dr, sy =5 | ’Ht)

22
=r(al s, D(sy))K(dr,s" | sg,a). (22)
The kernel agrees with the item-level MDP primitives:
[ E@ns 50 = P[50,
(23)

Z/TK(dT, s' | s,a) =7r(s,a).

Thus, conditional on the state and executed item, the reward and next-state distribution do not depend further
on the admissible set or displayed slate.
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Proposition B.2 (Recommendation pipeline reduction). Under Assumption B.1, mp . € II(D), and the rec-
ommendation pipeline has the same reward and state-transition law as the item-level MDP controlled by mp ..
Hence all restricted-control and value results below apply to the induced policy.

Proof. For every state, k(- | s, D(s)) is a probability distribution supported on D(s), so (21) defines a stationary
policy in II(D). Conditional on the full pre-action history, factorization (22) gives the same one-step joint law
of the action, reward, and next state as this item-level policy. Starting from the same initial distribution and
applying this equality inductively establishes equality of the complete trajectory laws. O

The order in Assumption B.1 matters. For example, a rule that observes the current response vector and then
selects the first rewarded item does not satisfy this order: conditioning on the selected item changes its response
law because selection used that response. The process can instead be modeled with the retained set or ordered
slate as the action and an environment kernel that jointly generates responses, the selected item, reward, and the
next state. However, the item value results do not automatically transfer to this different MDP. The pathwise
calibration result still concerns the realized proxy misses, and Proposition C.11 separately covers a leave rule
based on any positive response in the collection.

In summary, the item abstraction applies when an item selected before feedback determines the next interaction.
When position, competition, or exposure to unchosen items also changes reward or transition, the collection
must instead be the primitive action. In either model, a value bound concerns the specified reward: a click or
like reward does not by itself establish a depth bound without an appropriate relation to departure.

C ADDITIONAL SUPPORTING RESULTS

The supporting results follow the same order as the main argument. We first establish the population benchmark
and its characterization under a fixed policy. We then account for a cap on set size and state the conditions that
transfer proxy retention and approximate selection to value.

C.1 Restricted Control and Existence

Before optimizing a threshold, we must ensure that every nonempty execution set supports a well defined control
problem. For a set map D satisfying D(s) # () for every state, define

a€D(s)

(Tpv)(s) = max |r(s,a)+ ’yZP(s’ | s,a)v(s")] . (24)

This is the Bellman operator with maximization restricted to retained actions. The next result establishes its
optimal value and an occupancy representation, which is also needed to select a unique response for the outer
objective.

Theorem C.1 (Restricted control is well defined). For every set map D satisfying D(s) # 0 for all s, Tp 1is
a 7y contraction and has a unique fized point V. A stationary deterministic policy in II(D) attains this value.
The lower problem also admits a normalized discounted occupancy-measure LP whose optimum is (1 —~)V} (o),
with attainment, zero duality gap, and a deterministic lexicographic rule that selects one optimal occupancy.

Once that response is fixed, the outer problem reduces to comparing the finitely many set maps induced by the
score thresholds.
Proposition C.2 (Fixed-score outer existence). For every fized 0, Problem (11) is feasible and attains its

minimum over the thresholds induced by that score.

A threshold retaining every action is feasible, so the outer comparison is nonempty. These results establish the
benchmark for a given score. They do not assert that critic or actor training finds its global solution.
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C.2 Threshold Characterization for a Fixed Policy

The threshold problem becomes simpler when the evaluation policy is held fixed as well. Fix 6 and a stationary
policy 7, and define the distribution and quantile of the oracle margin by
Fy(z) = Pr (mg(s) <z),
srvdr (25)
F(;;(u) = inf{z : Fy »(z) > u}.

Proposition C.3 (Smallest fixed-policy threshold). For fized (8, 7), the smallest threshold satisfying (8) is

Tonin (0, 7) = Fgl(l —a). (26)

T
Among thresholds evaluated under the same policy, it also minimizes Eq=[|Cp - (s)]].

The quantile characterization follows from two facts: a hit is a margin threshold event, and the retained sets
grow with the threshold under the same score. It therefore yields a smallest valid threshold and a minimum
expected execution set size under a fixed occupancy. The population benchmark remains coupled because its
occupancy changes with the downstream response.

C.3 Maximum Set Size

The calibration result controls the raw set, but execution may impose a maximum size. Suppose the cap keeps
at most K actions with the smallest scores, using a fixed action order to resolve ties. Write the capped raw set
as O, and distinguish all capped misses from the hits removed specifically by truncation:

eff = 1{CF N A i(s0) = 0},

~ ~ 27
hf = 1{Ct n As,t(st) ?é @, CtK N A57t(8t) = Q]} ( )

Then e = €, +h, because a capped miss is either already a raw miss or is created by truncation. Hence, when
the threshold update uses the raw miss ¢,

el

T = T
1 K Wr + m 1 K
Ee §a+————+—§ hi*, (28
=1 ' nrT r= ' )

Here WT is (13) for the proxy margins. The last term is not an error in tracking the raw miss rate. It records
whether the ranking and available capacity preserve the proxy actions that passed the threshold.

This distinction also determines whether the retention target is feasible after capping. In the finite state and
action model, fix the score, proxy target, and state distribution. A finite threshold can meet the target after
capping if and only if

(29)

some proxy target action ranks
Pr . >1—a.
among the first K actions

Necessity follows because increasing the threshold cannot move a target action into the first K ranks. For
sufficiency, a threshold at least as large as every score makes the capped set equal to the global top K at each
state. Thus a failed capacity condition cannot be repaired by calibration alone. For the same reason, an update
using capped misses does not generally satisfy the scalar margin proof: that proof requires a target of rank at
most K, so that a sufficiently large finite threshold can produce a hit.

C.4 Additional Value Results

We next connect retained actions to value. The first example shows why the selection loss cannot be omitted,
even when the retention condition is perfect.

Proposition C.4 (Coverage alone is insufficient). There is a one-state, two-action discounted MDP in which
the retained set always contains an optimal action, but a supported policy has value gap (1 —~)~1.
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To quantify the filtering component separately, define the largest oracle action gap and the target tolerance
capped at that gap:

Amax = max[V*(s) — Q" (s, a)],

e (30)
g0 = min{e, Apax }-

Corollary C.5 (Coverage bound). Let C(s) C D(s) for every state, assume D(s) # 0 for every state, and let
m € II(D) satisfy

Pr(C(s)NALs) £0) 210 (31)
With ¢ p = Eax [Cx.p(s)];
(1—a)eo + alAmax +Cr p

V¥ (o) = V7™ (po) < T

(32)

On a hit, the filtering loss is at most the target tolerance; on a miss, it is at most the largest action gap. The
corollary averages these two cases and retains the separate selection loss from Theorem 3.2. The factor (1 —~v)~!
then accounts for accumulation along the discounted session.

Because the population benchmark imposes retention under its own downstream occupancy, the same bound
applies directly to every feasible threshold in that benchmark.

Corollary C.6 (Bilevel specialization). For the fized score 6, every feasible threshold T in Problem (11) satisfies
Corollary C.5 with C = Cq -, D = Dg ,, and ™ = W;"T.

C.5 Practical Proxy, Critic, and Recommendation Errors

The preceding corollary assumes oracle retention. To apply it using observable feedback, we first replace the
oracle target by the near maximizers of a finite proxy score @ : S x A — R:

.»Zg(s) ={a: @(s,a) > ml?x@(s, b) —e}. (33)

The proxy target is nonempty because it contains every maximizer of the finite score. Its membership depends
only on differences between actions at the same state, so absolute agreement with Q* is stronger than needed.
This matters when, for example, the proxy is a response probability rather than a cumulative value. The following
condition instead compares pairwise gaps after allowing for scale.

Assumption C.7 (Proxy gap fidelity). There exist A > 0 and Oprox > 0 such that, for every state and pair of
actions,

Q*(5.0) = Q"(s,5) = N(@(s, @) — Q(5,5))| < Fpron (34)

Under this condition, a small gap according to the proxy also implies a controlled gap according to the oracle.
Proposition C.8 (Proxy-to-oracle target transfer). Under Assumption C.7,

Ai(s) € Aies, (5) Vs, (35)
Consequently, a hit of the prozy target is a hit of the enlarged oracle target under any state distribution.

The condition has a concrete interpretation for the response proxy used in recommendation. An immediate
response can differ from optimal action value because the action also changes the continuation state. The next
result separates that continuation effect from response model error.

Proposition C.9 (Immediate-response proxy). Suppose @(s,a) = r(s,a) is the expected immediate response.
Define

bayn = yma [ YO(P(' | 5,0) — P(s' | s,V (5)]. (36)
Then Assumption C.7 holds with A = 1 and 6prox = bayn. More generally, suppose @(57(1) = p(s,a) and
|0 = 7lloc < Oresp- Then the assumption holds with X = 1 and Sprox = Odyn + 20resp. Using the convention

TV(P1, Py) = £ >, |Pi(s") — Pa(s')], we also have

ayn < 7 max TV(P(- |,), P | 5,5) (37)
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Thus an immediate response score approximates optimal item gaps when actions have similar continuation effects
and the response model is accurate. The term dqyr, records the first requirement, while 26,cs, records the second.
A proxy equal to the simulator’s exact Bernoulli parameter has zero response model error within that simulated
MDP, but it can still have a large continuation error. Proxy retention is therefore not automatically retention
of actions with high long term value.

Having related proxy hits to oracle hits, we now account for approximate selection. The following bound combines
proxy fidelity with a critic error relative to the optimal value and an error in maximizing that critic within the
retained set.

Corollary C.10 (Combined practical errors). Let C(s) C D(s) for every state, assume D(s) # 0 for every
state, and let m € TI(D). Suppose

Pr (C(s) N Acls) £0) 21 -, (38)
Assumption C.7 holds, ||@ — Qoo < derit, and
max Q(s,a) — Z m(a | $)Q(s,a) < dser(s). (39)
a€D(s) acD(s)
With Ssel = E4~ [5se1(s)] and
Erec = min{>\€ + 5pr0xa Amax}a (40)
we have .
V* (o) — V™ (o) < m [(1 — Q)€rec + @A max

+ 260rit + Ssel .

The bound identifies what each component must supply: calibration controls proxy misses, proxy fidelity bounds
retained action quality, and critic accuracy and selection quality control the remaining decision loss. These are
conditional requirements. In particular, a critic that evaluates the current policy or a restricted policy class need
not have small error relative to the unrestricted Q*.

For the simulator, it is also useful to study immediate patience changes without claiming a complete session
value guarantee. The next result distinguishes a rule that tests the entire collection for a positive response from
a rule that tests only an item selected before the response.

Proposition C.11 (Response retention under two patience mechanisms). Suppose that, conditional on state
s, a jointly distributed potential-response vector (Yy)aca is defined and that D(s) is nonempty and determined
before this vector is sampled. Let

p(s,a) =Pr(Y, =1]s), p*(s) = mgxp(s,a).

For a collection-based response rule, define

py(s) = Pr U {Ya=1}|s

a€D(s)

For a pre-response item selector k, assume that its internal randomization is conditionally independent of the
potential-response vector given s and D(s), and define

pie(s) =Y rla]s,D(s))p(s,a)

a€D(s)

and .
Blals) = max p(s,a) = pi53(s)-
Suppose that, under a state distribution v, the set D(s) contains an action satisfying p(s,a) > p*(s) — e with
probability at least 1 — . Let
. <P
ep = min{e, 1}, dser = EL[6F(s)].
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Then the collection-based rule satisfies
E,[1 - pist(s)] S B[ — p* ()] + (1 - a)ep + o (12)
No independence among the item responses is required. The pre-response item selector satisfies
E,[1—pi(s)] SB[l —p*(s) + (1 — @)ep + @+ Fgg. (43)

If patience decreases by cy after a positive response and by c— > ci otherwise, the excess expected one-step
patience decrease relative to the best single item is at most

(- —c)[(1 —a)ep +af (44)
for the collection-based rule, and at most
(e —e)[(1 = a)ep +a +3by] (45)
for the pre-response item selector.

The difference between the bounds again comes from selection. A positive response anywhere in the collection
is at least as likely as a positive response from its best item, whereas a selector may choose a worse item and
incur the additional selection term. Both conclusions concern one interaction. Extending either to session depth
requires the full patience evolution, state transition, and departure model.

C.6 Full Conditions for the Finite Session Bound

The discounted results above concern stationary policies. Theorem 3.3 instead allows the policy and score to
change within a session. To make that extension precise, the following assumption groups the information
available before selection, the calibration and execution rules, and the approximation errors. It imposes no
convergence requirement on the parameters that generate these quantities.

Assumption C.12 (Finite-session information and approximation errors). Consider an undiscounted episodic
MDP with finite nonempty state and action spaces S and A, initial state s1 ~ ug, horizon H, rewards Ry, € [0, 1],
optimal functions Vi, Q}, and terminal value Vi, | = 0. Let Hy be the sigma field containing the trajectory and
all algorithmic information available immediately before the action at stage h is sampled. In particular, sy is Hp
measurable. Let rp, : S x A —[0,1] and P,(- | s,a) be the controlled stage reward mean and transition kernel, so

that
E[Rh | Hh,ah] = rh(sh,ah),

Pr(spi1 =" | Hn,an)
= Ph(sl ‘ sh,ah).
Let

max __ * _ *
AR™ = max max[Vi(s) - Qi(s, a)].

At every stage h, suppose that the threshold 1, and the action-indexed quantities

gn(a) = gé‘h(sha a), @h(sh, a),
@h(5h7a)a (ZGA,

are finite and Hj, measurable. Define the stage-dependent proxy target, proxy margin, raw set, and raw prozy
miss by

./Z(s,h(sh) = {a € A:Qnlsn,a) > rbne&}i(@h(sh’b) - 5} ,

mp, = min gp(a),
ae-As,hr(Sh)
Cn={a€ A:gn(a) <},

& = mn > 7} = 1{C), N A p(sp) = 0}
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Let the threshold follow
Th+1 :Th+77h(gh_a)a h:17"'7H7 (46)

where N1 > 12 > -+ > ng > 0 is deterministic.

Fiz K € {1,...,|A|}. Using the fized action order to break ties, let CE contain the min{K,|Cy|} elements of
C, having the smallest scores gy. Let aj™ be the first action in argmin,c 4 gn(a) and define

p, =[G cE e
{ap), Cf =0,

The tie-breaking rule makes C’,ﬁ( and Dy Hp measurable. Conditional on Hy, the action is sampled from an
Hp, measurable probability kernel supported on Dy, before the current reward and next state are generated. In
particular,

Pr(ah € Dy | Hh) = 1.
Define

el = 1{CE N A1 (sn) = 0},
hE = 1{C, N A p(sn) # 0, CE N Ap(sn) = 0},

Wy = max{m,m,...,myg} —min{r,mq,...,my}.

Assume that WH < W almost surely for a deterministic finite constant W. Also assume that there exist A > 0,
Oprox = 0, and dqrie > 0 such that, almost surely, for every h and every a,b € A,

(@350 @) = Qi(s,0) = AN(@nlsns )

47
_éh(shab))‘ S 6pr0x- ( )

lglea_,i( ‘@h(S}u a’) - QZ(S}“ a)’ S 5crit- (48)

Finally, suppose that dse1 1, is a nonnegative, integrable, Hy measurable random variable and that, almost surely,

max @h(sh,a) — E[Q\h(sh,ah) ‘ Hh] < 5sel,h- (49)
aEDh
Define
EH = Hlin{>\€ + 5pI‘OX7 Agax%
1 H
gsel,H =77 ZE[(Ssel,h]a
H h=1
k1
h=1

Taking K = | A| represents the case without a cap and gives Eg =0.

The information condition permits the critic and selector to depend on past observations. It excludes using the
current action’s realized response to define the target or execution set for that same action. The approximation
conditions then apply at the visited states, with critic error measured relative to unrestricted @ rather than
the current policy value. Thus the theorem explains how these errors affect performance; it does not establish
that an arbitrary learning update makes them small.

C.7 Greedy Preservation and Conditional Policy Recovery

The previous results allow arbitrary supported selectors. For a selector greedy with respect to the scoring
critic, however, a simpler boundary case applies: the critic gap score always gives a minimum score to a critic
maximizer. To describe its consequences, fix finite critics @, thresholds 7, and caps K; > 1. Construct Dy(s)
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by thresholding the critic gap, keeping at most K; actions with the smallest scores, and applying the minimum
score fallback when needed. Use the same fixed action order for all ties.

The remaining performance error can then be expressed using the critic’s pairwise error and the selector’s gap
within the retained set. For a stationary policy 7; supported on D;, define

&i(s,a) = @t(&a) —Q*(s,a),
By = g}iﬁ&(&@ —&i(s,0)],
0¢(s) = max @t(s,a) — Z m(a | s)@t(s,a),

a€D:(s) a€Dy(s)
o = ESNd"t [Ut (S)]
If any strictly suboptimal state—action pair exists, let

Apin = min V*(s) — Q*(s,a)] > 0.
s,a:Q*(s,a)<V*(s)[ ( ) Q ( )]

If all actions are optimal, set A, = +00.

Proposition C.13 (Greedy preservation and conditional recovery). Every operational set Di(s) contains the

first global mazimizer of Q+(s,-). Hence a greedy selector with the same tie-breaking rule returns the same action
with or without filtering. Moreover,

ot + Bt
11—~

If By < Apin, every global critic mazimizer is truly optimal. A policy greedy within Dy is then optimal. Conse-

quently, By + ¢ — 0 implies value convergence; for exact greedy selection, By — 0 implies eventual optimality in
a finite MDP. These are conditional implications, not convergence guarantees for the learning updates.

V*(po) — V™ (o) < B < 2@t — Q| co-

This result does not replace the calibration analysis. It identifies a case in which filtering leaves the chosen action
unchanged, so any benefit from controlling the available alternatives must arise through a different downstream
selection mechanism. The recovery implications remain conditional on critic and selector errors.

D COMPLETE PROOFS

The proofs follow the dependencies in the main analysis. Bellman identities first establish the reference values.
Restricted control and occupancy arguments then justify the population benchmark. The calibration proof
controls the miss sequence, while the value proofs convert misses and selection errors into reward loss. Finally,
the greedy preservation argument identifies the boundary case in which filtering does not change the selected
action.

D.1 Bellman Identities and Value Bounds

The following identities connect the trajectory definitions of value to the Bellman operators used in the later
proofs. The bounded reward assumption then supplies the largest possible action and policy gaps.

Lemma D.1 (Bellman identities). For every stationary policy ,

Q" (s,a) =r(s,a) + ’yz P(s' | s,a)V™(s'),

V7™(s) = Zﬂ'(a | $)Q™ (s,a).

a

The optimal values satisfy
Q*(s,a) =r(s,a) + ’}/ZP(S/ | s,a)V*(s),
s (51)
V*(s) = méxXQ*(s,a).

Any stationary policy supported on arg max, Q*(s,a) at every state is optimal.
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Proof. We prove the policy identities first. Fix a stationary policy 7, a state s, and an action a. By the
forced-action definition,

o0
Ry + ZWth

t=1

Qﬂ(s7a‘) — Egbﬂ'

The controlled reward model gives
E™[Ro] = r(s, a).

For the remaining terms, condition on the next state and shift the time index:

Z’Yth
t=1

abm
Es

= '}/ZP(S/ | s,a)EL, Zijj
s j=0
=Y P(s | s,a)V7(s),

The first equality uses (1) and the fact that the policy follows 7 from time one onward. Hence

Q"(s,a) =r(s,a) +7Y_ P(s'| 5,0)V7(s).

Under 7, the time-zero action has distribution 7 (- | s). The trajectory law is therefore the corresponding mixture
of the forced-action laws:

VT(s) = Zﬂ'(a | s)EZ®T

a

Z’Yth
t=0
= Zﬂ'(a | $)Q™(s,a).

a

This establishes (50).
We next establish the optimal identities. Define

(Tv)(s) = max [r(s,a) + va(s’ \ s,a)v(s')} .

For a stationary policy , also define its Bellman operator by

(T™)(s) = Zﬂ'(a | s) lr(s,a) + ’)/ZP(S/ | s,a)v(s')] .

a

For arbitrary bounded functions v, w,

[(Tv)(s) — (Tw)(s)| < max

¥ PG | s,a)u(s") — w(s)]

< '7”” - w”oo'

Taking the maximum over s gives
[Tv = Twloo < vllv— wlleo.

Thus 7T has a unique fixed point.
Let V denote the unique fixed point of 7. Set vg = 0 and vy = TH0. Contraction of T gives

vg — V in the sup norm.

The iterates also have the standard finite-horizon interpretation: by induction, vy (s) is the largest expected
discounted reward collected during the first H decision stages.
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We now identify V with the value V* defined as the maximum over stationary policies, without assuming in
advance that a stationary optimal policy exists. Fix any stationary policy 7. For every function v,

Tro<Twv

componentwise because an average over actions cannot exceed their maximum. Both operators are monotone,
so induction from the zero function gives

(T 0 <THO=wvy  for every H.
The policy operator 7™ is a contraction, so its iterates converge to V™. Letting H — oo yields

VTF

IN
=

Since this holds for every stationary policy,
V*

IA
<

For the reverse inequality, choose a stationary deterministic policy 7 satisfying

7(s) € argmax |r(s,a) Jr'yZP(s’ | s,a)V(s")
acA ’

S
at every state. Such a choice exists because A is finite. Since V = TV, the greedy construction gives
TV=TV =7,

The operator 77 has the unique fixed point V7, and therefore

Because 7 is stationary,

Combining both inequalities proves -
Vi=V=TV"
This argument simultaneously proves existence of a stationary deterministic optimal policy.

Define
Q(s,a) =r(s,a) +7 Y _P(s' | 5,a)V*(s").

It remains to connect this Bellman action value to the trajectory definition Q*(s,a) = max, Q™(s,a). We

establish the two inequalities separately. For every stationary policy m, the policy value satisfies V™ < V*
componentwise. Therefore

Q" (s,a) =r(s,a) + fyz P(s' | s,a)V™(s")
<r(s,a)+ WZ P(s' | s,a)V*(s")

= Q(s,a).

Taking the maximum over 7 gives

Q*(s,a) < Q(s,a).

For the reverse inequality, choose a stationary policy 7* whose support at every state is contained in

arg max |7(s,b) —I—”yZP(s’ | s,0)V*(s')| .
b S/
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Such a policy exists because the action set is finite. Its policy Bellman operator satisfies
T V=TV =V
Since 7™ is a contraction with unique fixed point V™ | we have
VT =V
Consequently,
Q™ (s,a) = r(s,a) + va(s’ | s,a)V*(s') = Q(s,a).
"
Because Q* is the maximum over policies,
Q*(s,a) > Q™ (s,a) = Q(s, a).

Combining the two inequalities gives

Q*(s,a) =r(s,a) + 'yZP(s' | s,a)V*(s).

S/
Substituting this identity into the fixed-point equation for V* yields

V*(s) = max Q*(s,a).

Finally, any stationary policy whose support is contained in arg max, Q*(s, a) satisfies
TV =V*.
The unique fixed point of 7™ is V™, so V™ = V*. Such a policy is therefore optimal. O

Lemma D.2 (Value bounds). For every 7 € I1, state s, and action a,

0<V(s), Q7 (5.0). V*(5), Q" (s.0) < ﬁ

Consequently, 0 < Apax < (1 —7)7L.

Proof. For every sample path,
oo oo 1
0< 'Ry < b ——.
< ;7 t > ;’Y 1—~

Taking expectations under the corresponding controlled trajectory laws preserves both inequalities, proving
the bounds for V™ and Q7. Taking maxima over policies gives the same bounds for V* and Q*. Finally,
V*(s) = max, Q*(s,b) > Q*(s, a), so each difference in (30) is nonnegative and at most (1 — )~ L. O

D.2 Proofs for the Bilevel Formulation

We first establish a supported optimal policy and its occupancy representation. The occupancy formulation then
provides a deterministic choice among optimal responses, so that the outer objective has a definite value for
every threshold.

Proof of Theorem C.1. Fix a set map D satisfying D(s) # 0 for every state. We will prove that control over this
set is equivalent to maximizing reward over supported discounted occupancies. For reference, define

max Z p(s,a)r(s,a), (52)

peD(D)
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where
DD)={p>0: Y p(s,a) = (1 —)uo(s)

+ 7 Z P(s|s',a)p(s',a’), Vs, (53)
p(s,a) =0 for a ¢ D(s)}.

The flow constraints record discounted state visitation and rule out actions outside D. The corresponding dual
places an upper bound on reward plus continuation value for every retained action:

min (1-%)3 po(s)o(s)
s
subject to  v(s) > r(s,a) + va(s’ | s,a)v(s), (54)
s Vs, a € D(s).
For each state s and action a € D(s), define

he(v) =r(s,a) + ’YZP(S/ | s,a)v(s’).

For any two finite families of real numbers {z,} and {y,},

max r, — maxy,| < max|r, — Yol-
a a a

Applying this inequality with 2, = h,(v) and y, = h,(w) gives

|Tpv(s) — Tpw(s)| < max
a€D(s)

WZPS |'s,a)[v(s") —w(s")]

<~ max P(s' | s,a)|v(s’) —w(s")|
a€D(s)

< — P(s
<1l w\looaglgé)%: (s' | 5,0)

=7lv — wl|se-
Taking the maximum over s proves
[Tov = Towllee < Allv — ]l
Because v < 1, the Banach fixed-point theorem gives a unique fixed point, denoted V3.

For each state s, the set D(s) is finite and nonempty, so there exists

ap(s )Ea(fg;[r)r(la)x |j"(3 a +’yZP (s | s,a) V(s

s/

Let 7}, select a},(s) with probability one. Define the policy Bellman operator

(T™)(s) = Zw(a | 5) [r(s,a) +’yZP(s’ | s,a)v(s’)] )

a

By the choice of a},(s),
TV =TV = Vi,

The operator 77D is a 4 contraction by the same calculation as above, and its unique fixed point is V™>. Hence

VT = V.
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Now fix any 7 € II(D). For every v and every state,

(T™o)(s) = > w(a|s)|r(s,a)+7) P(s| 57a)v(8')]
a€D(s) s’
< max [msm ISP s,a>v<s’>]
= (Tpv)(s).

Both operators are monotone. Starting from the zero function and applying the preceding inequality inductively
yields
(TTH™0 < TH0  for every n.

The left side converges to V™ and the right side converges to V}; because both operators are contractions.

Therefore
VT <Vp

componentwise. This proves that 7}, is optimal over II(D).

For m € II(D), define
pT(s,a)=(1—7) nyt Pr(s; =s,ar = a| s ~ o).
t=0

Every component is nonnegative. If a ¢ D(s), then 7(a | s) = 0, and hence Pr"(s; = s,a; = a) = 0 for every t;
therefore p™(s,a) = 0.

Let
a"(s) = 3" p"(s,a).

Using the law of total probability and the Markov property,

= (1 —=7)po(s)

oo
F21= )37 Y Bilsy = oy = d)P(s | 8.
j=0

s’,a’

= (L= uo(s) +7 ) Pls|s,a)p"(s',d).

Thus p™ € D(D).
Let p € D(D) and define
d(s) = 3 pls.a).

If d(s) > 0, set

_ pls,a)
mpa|s) = as)

If d(s) = 0, let m,(- | s) place probability one on the first action in D(s) under the fixed global action order.
This action exists because D(s) # (). The confinement constraints imply that m,(a | s) = 0 for every a ¢ D(s),
so m, € II(D).
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Define
P (s | s) = pra| (s' | s,a).

We claim that the flow constraints for p can be written as
d= (1 =)o +~(P™)"d.

Indeed, if d(s") > 0, then d(s")m,(a | s') = p(s',a). If d(s') = 0, nonnegativity and ) _ p(s’,a) = 0 imply
p(s’,a) =0 =d(s")my(a | s) for every action. Consequently,

ZP(s|s’,a')p(s',a'):Zd pra | s YP(s]| s, a")
=Y P7(s|s)d(s),

which proves the vector equation.

Because P™ is row stochastic, ||(P™)"z||; < ||z||; for every vector . Hence
Iy (P™) Tl <7 < 1,

and the Neumann series

[I—~(P™)" Z’y [(P™)T

converges. Thus the state-flow equation has the unique solution

Z 7t Pﬂ-p NO?
t=0

which is exactly the normalized discounted state occupancy of 7,. Multiplying this state occupancy by m,(a | s)
shows that the state-action occupancy of 7, is

d()myla | 5) = pls.a)
at every state and action. Therefore every point in D(D) is generated by a policy in II(D).
For any 7 € II(D),

Zp’r(s,a)r(s a Z’y ZPr st = s,a; = a)r(s,a)
=) Z’ytE”[r(st,at)]
t=0

—> A'ET[R]
t=0
= (1 =7)V™(po)-

The third equality uses E[R; | s¢, a¢] = r(s¢,a;) and the tower property. Steps 3 and 4 give a correspondence
between supported policies and feasible occupancies, so maximizing the LP is equivalent to maximizing V™ (p)
over II(D). Its optimal value is therefore (1 — )V} (o).

Summing the flow constraints over all states yields

S pl00) = (1-9) 3 ol
—I—'yz s’ a ZPS|S a')

s’ a’
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=(1=7y)+v)_pls,a).

s’,a’

Zp(s, a) =1.

The set D(D) is defined by finitely many linear equalities, linear zero constraints, and nonnegativity constraints,
so it is closed. The preceding identity and nonnegativity make it bounded. It is nonempty because any deter-
ministic policy supported on D has a feasible occupancy. Hence D(D) is compact, and the continuous linear
objective attains its maximum.

Therefore

It is enough to regard p(s,a) for a € D(s) as the primal variables. Associate an unrestricted dual variable v(s)
with each flow equality. The coefficient of a primal variable p(x, a) in the equality indexed by s is

1{s=z} —~P(s|z,a).

The corresponding dual inequality is

Y v(s)[Hs =} —P(s| 2,a)] = r(z,a),

S

which is equivalent to

v(z) > r(z,a) —l—’yZP(s | z,a)v(s).

This gives the dual in (54). The primal is feasible and bounded. The dual is feasible: the constant vector

satisfies, for every admissible action,

1
r(s,a) +WZP($/ | s,a)v(s’) <1+ % = = = v(s).
S
The finite-dimensional linear-programming strong-duality theorem therefore gives equality of the primal and
dual optimal values.

Let Op be the set of primal optimizers. It is a nonempty closed subset of the compact set D(D) and is therefore
compact. Order the n = |S||A| coordinates as 1,...,n. Set Og) = Op. For j=1,...,n, define

. j —1
mj = min p; 0 ={pe 0™ p; =m;}.
peOp

Each minimum is attained because ngl) is nonempty and compact, so each @g) is again nonempty and

compact. At the last step all coordinates are fixed, so Og) contains exactly one vector. This vector is the

lexicographically smallest optimal occupancy and is denoted pcx.

Finally, reconstruct a policy from plf)x, using the first action in D(s) at every state with zero occupancy. The

reconstructed policy has occupancy pIBX and attains the restricted optimal value. This supplies the unique

response convention needed to evaluate the outer objective. O

Proof of Proposition C.2. Fix 6. Because S and A are finite, the collection of score values
{g0(s,a) : s € S,a € A}

is finite. As 7 varies, a raw set changes only when 7 crosses one of these values. The fallback action is also fixed
by 6 and the tie-breaking order. Hence only finitely many complete raw—operational designs G = (Cy -, Dg ;)
can be induced by thresholds.
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For any induced design, the lower occupancy LP depends only on D. The lexicographic construction in Theo-
rem C.1 therefore fixes one optimal occupancy and makes both the objective and coverage constraint functions
of G alone. The feasible induced designs form a finite set, so the objective attains its minimum whenever this
set is nonempty.

It remains to prove nonemptiness. Since every score is finite, choose
Tanl = Max go(s, ).
;

Then Co,r,,(s) = D -, (s) = A for every state. The oracle target is nonempty, so the retention probability
equals one. Thus 7, is feasible, and a minimizing threshold exists. O

D.3 Proof of the Quantile Characterization

The argument has two parts. The margin equivalence identifies the feasible thresholds, and nesting of the
execution sets establishes size minimality under the same fixed occupancy.

Proof of Proposition C.3. Fix 6 and . For every state s,

Co(s)NAZL(s) #0
<= there exists a € AZ(s) with gg(s,a) <7

<= mi S <
aEAl’E*I%s) gg( ,a) =7

< mp(s) <.
The minimum is well-defined because A%(s) is finite and nonempty. Taking probability under s ~ d™ gives
Pr(Co(s) 1 AZ(s) # 0) = Fox(7).
Thus 7 satisfies the coverage requirement if and only if
For(1)>1—a.
Let
q= ngi(l —a)=inf{z: Fp.(z) >1-a}.

Because S is finite, the random variable mg(s) has finite support under d". Hence its CDF is a right-continuous
step function and the set
{z:Fyr(z)>1—a}

has a smallest element. That element is ¢, so Fy r(¢) > 1 — a. If 7 < ¢, then by the definition of the infimum
and the fact that g is the smallest feasible support point,

Fg’ﬂ(T) <l-a.
If 7 > ¢, monotonicity of the CDF gives
FQ,W(T) Z FO,‘n’(q) Z 1—o.

Therefore the feasible thresholds are exactly the interval [g,00), and the smallest feasible threshold is ¢ =
Tmin (6, 7).

It remains to prove the set-size minimality under the same fixed policy. Let 71 < 75. The raw sets are nested:
Co.r(s) € Cory(s) for every s.

We now verify that the operational sets are also nested.

If Cy 7, (s) # 0, then both operational sets equal their raw sets and

69,7'1 (s) = 09,7'1(5) CCyr, (s) = 69,7'2 (s)-
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min

If Cy -, (s) =0 and Cp -, (s) = 0, then both operational sets equal the same singleton {aj""(s)}. Finally, suppose
Co.r (s) =0 but Cp -, (s) # 0. Nonemptiness of the latter implies

Ty 2> mCLiDQG(Saa) = gG(Saae (5))’

so ap'n(s) € Cy r,(s). Hence B . -
Cor (s) = {ag™ (s)} € Cory(8) = Co.ry(5)-
Thus
[Co,r, () < [Co,r, (5)]

for every state. Averaging with respect to the fixed distribution d™ preserves the inequality. Since every coverage-
valid threshold is at least 7iin (6, 7), that threshold minimizes the expected operational-set size among all thresh-
olds evaluated under the same fixed policy. O

D.4 Proof of Pathwise Calibration
The update cannot move arbitrarily far beyond the realized margin range: outside that range, its direction points

back toward it. We first formalize this interval bound and then express the cumulative calibration error in terms
of threshold increments.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Fix an arbitrary horizon T' > 1 and define

mp = min{7,my,...,mr},
mr = max{r;,my,...,mr}.
Then Wr = mr — mp. Define
Tp = mp —an, 4 =mr + (1 - a)n.
We first prove by induction that
7 € [17, 7] for every 1 <t <T +1. (55)

The base case holds because 71 € [mg,Tr]. Assume the claim holds for some ¢ < T'. Since 7 < 7, there are
three cases.

If » < myp, then my > mqp > 74, 50 e, = 1 and
Tt+1 = Tt + (1 — Oz)’f]t.
The update is nonnegative, so 7411 > 7 > 7. Also,

Tt+1 < my + (1 — OZ)’I’]t

If mp <7 <r, then e; € {0,1} and
T —an <1y <7+ (1 —a)ng.

Using 7; < 71 and the bounds on 7 yields 7, < 741 < T; .

If 7 > mp, then m; < mr < 7, so e, = 0 and
Tt+1 = Tt — ant.
The update is nonpositive, so 7441 < 7 < T;«_ . Moreover,

Tt4+1 > mT — O[nt

> Mmp — o = Tp .
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This completes the induction. The invariant interval has width

T =70 = (Mr —my) +m

(56)
= WT + 7]1.
The interval bound now controls the accumulated misses. Rearranging (12) gives
Ter1 — T
e — o = Al T 0t
Mt
Let ¢; = 1/n:. Because 7 is positive and nonincreasing, ¢; is positive and nondecreasing. Therefore
T
St = Z(et —a)
t=1
T
= th(Tt-H - Tt)
t=1
T
= crtryr — e — Y (¢ — 1)
t=2
Define
c Cct — Cp_
wy = — wp=—"1 (2<t<T)
cr CcT
Each w; > 0, and
T
3 1t Dl — 1)
;= =
t=1 er
Hence
T
ST = Cr <TT+1 — Ztht> .
t=1
The weighted sum is a convex combination of 71,...,7r. By (55), both this convex combination and 7r; lie in
[77,74]. Thus, using (56),
_ Wr +m
S| < er(rf —77) = B
T

Dividing by T proves (14). Since the argument used only the update and the realized margin interval, the bound
holds for an arbitrary adaptive sequence. The convergence condition and the constant step consequence follow
directly from its right hand side. O

D.5 Proofs for the Value Results
We begin with the counterexample separating retention from selection, then derive the exact value identity. The

subsequent proofs bound its filtering and selection terms in turn, before combining them along an adaptive finite
session.

Proof of Proposition C.4. Consider one state s, two actions ag, aj, deterministic self-transitions, and rewards
r(s,aq) =1, r(s,ap) = 0.

The optimal policy always chooses ag, S0
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The optimal action values are
Q*(Svag) =14+9V*(s) = ——,
* — V* — .
Q(s,ap) =V7(s) = T—— —
Therefore Aj(s) = {aq}. Let D(s) = {aq,ap}, so the set contains an optimal action with probability one. Let
mp always choose ap. This policy belongs to II(D) and receives zero reward at every time, hence V™ (s) = 0. Its
value gap is
1
V*(s) = VT (s) = —.
(5) = V™(s) = =
Lemma D.2 shows that no value gap can be larger, so the gap is maximal. O

Proof of Theorem 3.2. We first verify that both terms are losses, then express their sum as the optimal Bellman
residual of the supported policy. Since D(s) is nonempty and V*(s) = max,ea Q*(s,a),

* b < V* b
arél3§>Q (s,a) < V*(s)

so Ap(s) > 0. Also, an average cannot exceed the maximum of the averaged numbers:

Y wlals)Q"(s,a) < max Q(s,a),

aeD(s) a€D(s)
s0 Cr,p(s) > 0.

Define the policy-averaged reward and transition kernel

r(s) = Zw(a | s)r(s,a),

a

P(s'|s) =) m(a|s)P(s'| s,a).

a

For any function f on S, let

(PTf)(s) = D PT(s" [ )f (5.
To relate these local gaps to the total value loss, define the optimal Bellman residual of 7 by

be(s) =V*(s) = > _m(a] s)Q*(s,a).

a

Using (51),
Zﬂ(a | $)Q*(s,a)
= Zﬂ(a | s)r(s,a)

—l—'yz Zw(a | s)P(s" | s,a)| V*(s')
s’ a
=7r"(s) +y(PTV)(s).
Lemma D.1 gives V™ = r™ + vP™V™. Subtracting this identity from V* yields, state by state,

V*_VTI':V*_rﬂ'_,yPT(VTF
_ [V* T fwav*] + ,)/Pﬂ'(v* o Vﬂ')
= by + P (V* = V7).
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Iterating this equality N times gives

N-1
V*— VT = Z ’Yt(Pﬂ)thr
t=0
+ NPTV (V- V™).
A Markov operator is nonexpansive in the sup norm. Lemma D.2 therefore gives
AN

H,YN(PW)N(V* _ VW)HOO < ﬁ — 0.

Consequently,

s3]
V¥ VT = Z,yt(P‘rr)tbﬂ_.
t=0

Average both sides over sg ~ po. The definition (3) implies

V(o) = V™ (1o) = Y 7Y'E" [br(sy)]
t=0

Because 7 € II(D),

br(s) =V*(s)— Y_ w(a|s)Q"(s.a)

a€D(s)
— V* _ *
(s) aglg(};)Q (s, a)
—i—arengé)Q (s,a) — Z m(a | s)Q*(s,a)

a€D(s)
= Ap(s)+ (rp(s).

Substitution proves (18). The decomposition is exact because it splits the same Bellman residual, rather than
bounding filtering and selection through separate trajectory comparisons. O

Proof of Corollary C.5. Define the hit set
H={s:C(s)NA:(s) # 0}
and its miss probability under the policy occupancy:

ar, = Pr (s¢ H).

s~d™

Assumption (31) gives
ar < a.

Fix a state s € H. By definition of H, there exists at least one action
u(s) € C(s)NAZ(s).

Since C(s) C D(s), (s) € D(s)
ag(s) € D(s).

Therefore

max Q*(s,a) > Q*(s,am(s))

a€D(s)
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>V*(s) —e,
where the second inequality follows from ap(s) € A*(s). Rearranging gives

Ap(s) =V*(s) — max Q*(s,a) <e.
a€D(s)

By definition of Ay, every nonempty set D(s) also satisfies
0< AD(S) < Apax-

Hence, on the hit set,
Ap(s) < min{e, Apax} = €0,
while on the miss set,
AD(S) S Amax-
Split the occupancy expectation over H and its complement:
Es~ar[Ap(s)] =E[Ap(s)1{s € H}]
+E[Ap(s)1{s ¢ H}]
<egoPr(s € H) + Anax Pr(s ¢ H)
= (1 - 0477)50 + awAmax
=¢0 + ar(Amax — €0)-

Since Apax — €0 > 0 and a; < a,

E4~ [AD(S)] < e+ Q(Amax - 50)
= (1 — 01)60 + OéAmax-

The exact decomposition in Theorem 3.2 gives

Eq~[Ap(s)] + Zﬂ',D.

V(o) = V7™ (ko) = T

Substituting the preceding bound proves (32). O

Proof of Corollary C.6. Feasibility of (8, 7) in Problem (11) gives

Pr (Co-(s)NAL(s) #0) >1—a.

s~d 0.7

By construction,
Co,7(s) € Do (s)

and Dy -(s) is nonempty for every state. The lower-level policy satisfies
7y - € (Do ).
Thus every assumption of Corollary C.5 holds after setting

*
0209,7'7 D:D9,7'7 71':7'('9

77—'
The stated bound follows directly. O
The occupancy bound concerns retention averaged under a specified policy. Under the stronger condition that

every state retains a target action, we can instead compare the restricted and unrestricted optimal values at
every initial state.
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Corollary D.3 (Pointwise retention). If D(s) N A%(s) # 0 for every state, then

€0
1—v

0< V*(s) — Vi(s) < Vs. (57)

Proof of Corollary D.3. For every state s, choose

ag(s) € argmax Q*(s,a)
a€D(s)

using a fixed tie-breaking rule, and let g be the deterministic policy that selects ag(s). Because ag(s) € D(s),

TQ € H(D)

The pointwise retention assumption gives an action ag(s) € D(s) N .A%(s) at every state. Therefore

max Q*(s,a) > Q*(s,am(s))

a€D(s)
>V*(s) —e.

Together with Ap(s) < Apax, this yields

Ap(s) =V*(s) — mDagc) Q*(s,a) < e for every s.
acD(s

For the policy mg, the optimal Bellman residual is
brg(s) = V*(s) = Y _mqla| $)Q*(s,a)

=V"(s) = Q"(s,aq(s))
= AD(S)
< €0-

The residual identity derived in the proof of Theorem 3.2 gives
VY _VTQ = bﬂQ + ,YPWQ(V* _ VWQ)-

Taking sup norms, using ||b,rQ lloo < €0, and using that a Markov operator is nonexpansive in the sup norm, we
obtain
[VF =V <0+ V" = V7| .

Rearranging gives
€0

1—’}/'

V= VTlo <

By Theorem C.1, the restricted optimal value dominates every supported policy componentwise:
Vi > VvTe.

Also V}; < V* because the restricted policy class is a subset of the unrestricted class. Hence, for every state,

€0
1—7'

0< V*(s) = Vis(s) < V*(s) — V72(s) <
This proves (57). O

We now replace oracle retention by proxy retention. The key step is to compare any proxy target action with
an oracle maximizer through the pairwise fidelity condition.
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Proof of Proposition C.8. Fix a state s, an action a € .,Ale(s), and a*(s) € argmax, Q*(s,b). Proxy near-
optimality implies

Qls,a*(s)) — Qs, @) < max Q(s,b) — Qs,a)

<e.
Apply Assumption C.7 to the pair (a*(s),a):
V*(s) = Q"(s,a) = Q"(s,a"(s)) — Q" (s,a)

< AQ(s,a%(5)) = Q(s,@)] + Fprox
S Ae + 6prox-

Thus a € A5, 5 (s), proving (35). If a set C(s) intersects the proxy target, an action in that intersection also
belongs to the enlarged oracle target. This proves the stated hit-event implication under any state distribution.
O

Proof of Proposition C.9. The optimal Bellman identity gives, for every state and action pair,

Q*(Sa CL) - Q*(Sa b) - [T(Sa a) - ’)"(S, b)]
=S IP(! | s,0) = P(s' | 5, )]V (s)).

Taking absolute values and then the maximum proves the pairwise condition with A =1 and 6pr0x = ddyn-

For a learned response proxy p, add and subtract the immediate-reward difference:

|Q%(s,a) — Q%(s,b) — [p(s,a) — (s, )]|
<1Q%(s,a) = Q(s,0) — [r(s,a) — (s, )]|
+|r(s,a) = p(s, a)| + [r(s,b) — b(s, b)|
< dayn + 20resp-

This proves the stated extension.

By Lemma D.2, the range of V* is at most (1 —)~!. For any two probability distributions P;, P» and any
function f with range at most B,

|Ep, f — Ep, f| < B TV(P1, P).
Apply this inequality with f = V* and B = (1 — 4)~!, then maximize over (s,a,b) and multiply by ~ to
obtain (37). O

Proxy fidelity controls the filtering term. The next consequence controls the selection term by transferring an
approximate critic maximization guarantee to the true optimal action values.

Corollary D.4 (Approximate within-set selection). Assume D(s) # 0 for every state and let w € TI(D). Suppose
1Q — Q*|loo < berit and the within-set condition (39) holds. Define 6so) = Eggr[0se1(s)]. Then

Cﬂ',D(S) < 25crit + 6sel(5)- (58)

If (31) also holds, then B
(1 - 04)50 + aAmax + 250rit + 6sel

— (59)

V*(po) = V7™ (po) <

Proof of Corollary D.J. Fix a state s and abbreviate Dy = D(s). The uniform critic error implies, for every a,

Q*(Sa CL) S Q\(Sa a) + 6crit

and

Q*(Sa a) Z @(s,a) - 5crit-
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Taking a maximum in the first inequality gives

max Q*(s,a) < Iax Q(s,a) + erit.-

Averaging the second inequality under 7 (- | s) gives

> wlal] )@ (s,0) = Y w(a| 9)[Q(s, a) — G

a€Dg a€Dg

= Z m(a | $)Q(s,a) — Sexit,

a€Dg

because ) .p 7(a|s) = 1. Subtracting the second bound from the first yields

Cr.p(s) = max Q%(s, a) — Y wla]$)Q"(s,a)

a€Dg
< 0 — 0 250ri
< e Qove) = 3 | 9Q60) + 26

< 6se1(3) + 26crit-
This proves (58).
Average the statewise inequality under d™:
ZW,D = ]Esrvd’T [CT!',D (S)]

< 20¢rit + Egogrn [(Ssel(s)}
= 20rit + Esel-

Substituting this bound into Corollary C.5 proves (59). O

The combined bound now follows by applying these two transfers in sequence: proxy hits give an enlarged oracle
target, and critic and selector errors bound the remaining selection loss.

Proof of Corollary C.10. Proposition C.8 gives, for every state,
Ae(5) © Axct sy (5)-

Therefore the proxy coverage assumption (38) implies

Pr (C()N Ay, (5) #0) = 1.

s~d™

Apply Corollary C.5 with the tolerance
e = Xe + Sprox-

The truncated hit-state loss in that corollary is
min{e’, Apax } = €rec-

Thus _
(1 - a)grec + aAmax + grr,D

VZ (ko) = V7 (ko) < T

Corollary D.4 gives B 3
<7r,D S 25crit + §sel~

Substitution proves (41). O

For patience, we use the same retention and selection distinction at a single interaction. The collection response
is controlled by event inclusion, whereas the response of a selected item also includes the choice error.
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Proof of Proposition C.11. Let
H, = {s: D(s) contains an action a with p(s,a) > p*(s) —¢}.
Let o, = Prsp(s ¢ Hy) < au

For every action a € D(s), the event {Y, = 1} is contained in the union defining p3*(s). Hence

set >
Pp (s) = aglgé)p(s,@

without any independence assumption. On H,, this gives
P*(s) = P (s) < &p
Outside H,, the same difference is at most one. Therefore
E,[1 - p5'(s)] = Eu[1 = p*(s)] + By [p"(s) — 035 ()]
E,[1=p ()] + (1 —op)ep +
E,[1=p"(s)] + (1 —a)ep +a,
where the last inequality uses ¢, < 1.

For the pre-response item selector,

P (s) ~ PIS(S) = ' (s) — mac pls.a) + 0%(s)

The first term is at most €, on H, and at most one outside H,. Taking expectations gives
E,[p*(s) = P (9)] < (1 — a)ep + a + G,
which proves (43).

For either mechanism, denote its positive-response probability by pmecn(s). Its expected patience decrease is

C-'rpmech(S) +c- [1 - prnech('s)] =cy + (C_ - C+)[1 - pmech(s)]-
The best single item replaces pmech(s) by p*(s). Subtracting and applying the corresponding no-response bound
proves (44) and (45). O

Proof of Theorem 3.3. The proof combines a finite horizon performance identity with separate bounds for filter-
ing and selection. Unlike the stationary argument, it conditions on the information available at each stage, so
the policy and critic may change during the session.

By the finite-horizon Bellman equation and the controlled Markov property,
Qn(sn,an) = r(sn, an) + E[Viy 1 (sne1) | Hasan]
E[Rp | Hh,an] = rr(sh, an).
The tower property therefore gives
E[V) (sn) — Qh(sn, an)] = E[Vy (sn) — R — Vi1 (sns)] -
Summing from h =1 to H, using s1 ~ pg and V7, ; = 0, yields

H

Vi (po) — V1RLCP(H0) = Z]E[Vﬁk(sh) — Qp,(snyan)] . (60)
h=1

For each stage, split the optimal action gap into the loss from the execution set and the loss from the selected
action:

Ay = Vi (sp) — max Qh (s, a),
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Cp = max Qj (sk,a) — Qf (sh, an).
aEDh
Because Dy, is nonempty and aj € D), almost surely, both gaps are nonnegative, A, < AE**, and

Vi (sn) — Qp (s, an) = Ap + (e

Suppose first that e/ = 0. Choose by, € C/< N A, 1,(sp) and af € arg max, ¢ 4 @} (Sn,a). Membership of by, in the
proxy target implies _ _ _ _
Qn(sn,ap) — Qn(sn, br) < I;leaj\(Qh(Sh, a) — Qn(sn,bn) < ¢
Applying (47) to (aj,,bp) gives
Vi (sn) — Qi(sn,bn) = Qi (sn, ap) — Qx(sn, bn)
< A(Qh(shv (LZ) - Qh(sh7 bh)) + 5prox
< Ae + §prox-
Since by, € CF C Dy, this proves Ay, < ey on {eX = 0}. On {eX = 1}, the universal bound Aj; < AR applies.

Hence, pathwise,
A <eg+ (Agax — €H)€hK. (61)

By definition, a capped miss is either a raw miss or a raw hit removed by the cap, and these events are disjoint.
Thus

ehK =ep + hi(.
The recursion (46) has exactly the form required by Theorem 3.1. Since the step sizes are positive and nonin-
creasing and WH < W, that theorem gives, almost surely,

W +m
—Zeh<a+ - .

Consequently,

H
Y <ar AL LS
h=1

Average (61) over stages and then take expectations. This yields
—ZE [An] < (1 —a)eg + aAF
W+m -k
Amax _ h X
+ (AR —em) ( - + H)

The remaining term is the gap between the best retained action and the action actually selected. Since D), and
Q1 are Hjp measurable, the critic condition implies

(62)

max Q; (sp,a) < max Qn(sh,a) + derit,

E[Q}, (sn,an) | Ha] > E[@h(sh,ah) | Hi| — Ocrit-
Subtracting the second inequality from the first and using (49) gives
E[¢h | Hi] < 20crit + Osel,n-

The assumed integrability permits taking expectations. Averaging over stages gives

H
1 _
2 D ElGh] < 2besie + Ber - (63)
h=1
Finally, the filtering and selection bounds control the two components of each gap in (60). Substituting (62)
and (63), using A + (p, and multiplying by H gives (19). No step requires the policy, critic, or threshold to
converge; the argument uses their stated stagewise information and error conditions. 0
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D.6 Proof of Greedy Preservation and Conditional Recovery

We first show that thresholding, capping, and fallback all preserve the same critic maximizer. We then use that
preservation to express policy loss through pairwise critic error and the remaining selection gap.

Proof of Proposition C.13. Fix t and s, and let a;(s) be the first maximizer of @t(s, -) under the fixed action
order. Every score g;(s,a) is nonnegative, and g;(s,a;(s)) = 0. If 7, < 0, the raw set is empty and the minimum
score fallback is exactly a;(s). If 7 > 0, the raw set contains every critic maximizer. Its first action in increasing
score order is @(s), so every cap with K; > 1 retains this action. In both cases,

a(s) € Dy(s), max Quls.a) = maxQy(s.a).

Thus the execution set preserves the global critic maximizer selected by the fixed action order. A greedy selector
using that order consequently returns the same item with or without filtering.

Choose any a*(s) € arg max, Q*(s,a). Substituting Q* = @t — &, into the optimal Bellman residual gives

br,(5) = Q*(s,0%()) — Y. mla | Q" (5,0)
= Qus.a*(s) — Yo mila| 9)Qi(s,a)
+ 3 mlal 9)[E(s.a) - &(s,a7(5))]-

For the first difference, replace @t(s, a*(s)) by its maximum over all actions, which equals its maximum over
D, (s) by the preceding argument. This upper bounds that difference by o¢(s). Every bracket in the final sum is
at most (¢, and the policy weights are nonnegative and sum to one. Consequently,

0 S bﬂ—t(S) S O't(S) + Bt.

The residual identity in the proof of Theorem 3.2 now gives

* T 1
V¥ (po) = V7™ (po) = ﬁEmd”t [br, (s)]
o+ B

1—v "

For every state and action pair, the triangle inequality gives
[§e(s,a) = &5, ) < [€e(s,a)| + &5, )] < 2[|Q¢ — Q7|oo-

Maximizing shows that 8; < 2[|Qs — Q*[|ec.

Suppose a strictly suboptimal state and action pair exists. Finiteness makes the minimum of its positive gaps
strictly positive, so Ay > 0 is well defined. Let @ € arg max, Q+(s,a). Then

V() = Q"(5,) = Qu(5,0°(5)) = Qu(5,)
+&(5,0) — &(5,07(5))

Sﬂta

because the first difference is nonpositive. If @ were suboptimal and 8; < Apin, this would imply
Amin S V*(S) - Q*(S,a) S 5t < Aminv

a contradiction. This proves ranking consistency for every state. Since D;(s) contains a global critic maximizer,
every critic maximizer within D;(s) is also a global critic maximizer. A policy supported on these actions is
therefore supported on the true optimal actions. Lemma D.1 proves its optimality. If no strictly suboptimal pair
exists, every policy is supported on optimal actions, and the same lemma applies directly.
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Finally, the quantitative value convergence statement follows by taking limits in the value bound above. For
exact greedy selection, 8; — 0 implies 8; < A, at every sufficiently large index when a positive gap exists.
At those indices the policy is optimal. A unique optimal action at each state forces the action distribution to
be the same point mass at all such indices. If several actions are optimal, support on those actions imposes no
requirement that the distribution converge. None of these steps uses convergence of a parameter vector or of the
threshold. O

E EXPERIMENT DETAILS

This appendix describes the comparison methods and the reported metrics. The metric definitions distinguish
utility, catalog exposure, and retained set size so that the numerical comparisons can be interpreted separately
from the calibration guarantee.

E.1 Baseline Details

e A2C: an advantage actor—critic method that updates the policy using advantage-weighted policy gradients
and trains the critic to estimate the state-value function (Mnih et al., 2016).

e DDPG: an off-policy deterministic actor—critic algorithm designed for continuous action spaces, which is
applied to continuous action representations for slate recommendation (Lillicrap et al., 2016).

e TD3: an extension of DDPG that mitigates value overestimation and improves training stability through
clipped double Q-learning, delayed policy updates, and target policy smoothing (Fujimoto et al., 2018).

e HAC: a hyper-actor—critic method that represents recommendation slates in a latent action space and
decomposes slate generation into hyper-action inference and effect-action selection (Liu et al., 2023).

E.2 Evaluation Metrics

The metrics below describe complete simulated sessions. Let N be the number of evaluated sessions, T;, the length
of session n, and R, ; its reward at request ¢. Let L, ; denote the item collection used by the evaluation code at
that request. A baseline with fixed slate size has |L,, ;| = M, while the reported RLCP set size uses its retained
execution collection. Catalog diversity and ILD require the evaluated collection to be defined consistently across
methods.

Depth. We first measure how long the interaction continues. Depth is the mean number of recommendation
steps before departure:
N

Depth = % Z T,.

n=1

A larger value means that the simulated sessions contain more interactions; it does not specify how much reward
those interactions produce.

Average Reward. To measure the reward per interaction while giving equal weight to each session, we first
average within sessions and then across sessions:

1L 1 &
AvgReward = N ,; T t_zl R ..

Total Reward. In contrast, total reward records the cumulative reward of a session before averaging across
sessions:

N T

1 n
TotalR dz—E E Ryt
otalRewar N 22 +
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Diversity. To measure exposure across users, catalog diversity counts distinct items in the B active requests
of an evaluation batch and averages this count over Hey, evaluation steps, following KuaiSim:

Heval

U Ljn

h=1 |j=1

Diversity =

eval

The tables call this metric Diversity. It counts exposed items and is distinct from the proxy retention probability
controlled by calibration.

Intra List Diversity. Catalog diversity does not describe how similar the items within a request are. ILD
measures that separate property through mean pairwise dissimilarity within each evaluated collection. Write
M, = |Ly.| and let e, be the embedding of item a. Then

N T,

—1
n=1-"N" n=1t=1 n,t n,t )

X d(e(Ln,t)]’e(Ln,t)k) :
1<j<k<Mn

Here d(-,-) is the item dissimilarity function and M, ; is the number of items in the evaluated collection at
request t of session n. For M,, ; = 1, the corresponding diversity term is defined as zero.

Admissible Set Size. Finally, the average admissible set size records how many items remain after filtering,

averaged over evaluation requests:
SetSize = Z Z Z |Ly,

nlnnltl

A smaller value indicates that fewer alternatives are retained. It is not a measure of total computation, since it
excludes scoring the candidate pool and obtaining the proxy label.

F FULL RESULTS

The following tables report the complete measurements underlying Section 5. Each configuration fixes the
dataset, reward signal, patience parameters, and baseline slate size M, with the matched cap K = M for RLCP.
Comparisons therefore concern the same maximum set size within a configuration. Boldface identifies the highest
depth and catalog diversity and the lowest mean set size, including ties. These markings compare point estimates
and do not imply statistical significance.



Wenwen Si, Honghao Wei

Table 2: KuaiRand-Pure results under patience setting (p,q) = (1,2) with is_click as the reward signal for
displayed slate sizes M € {3,4,5}. The final seven columns report behavior rates; set size is reported for RLCP
variants when available.

Avg.  Total Set Long
Method Depth reward reward Diversity ILD size Click Comment Follow Forward Hate Like view
Slate size M =3
DDPG 18.80 0.62 13.46 25.00 0.99 3.00 0.62 0.61 0.54 0.54 0.55 0.58 0.64
TD3 19.20 0.65 13.24 54.50 0.99 3.00 0.65 0.62 0.52 0.54 0.52 0.58 0.63
A2C 19.60 0.66 13.32 3.00 0.99 3.00 0.66 0.61 0.58 0.56 0.54 0.60 0.62
HAC 19.10 0.67 13.47 4.70 0.98 3.00 0.67 0.62 0.57 0.55 0.54 0.56 0.68
RLCP-Single 19.30 0.64 13.20 92.40 0.99 2.91 0.64 0.57 0.55 0.55 0.52 0.59 0.65
RLCP 19.40 0.61 12.77 28.50 1.00 3.00 0.61 0.58 0.56 0.55 0.54 0.57 0.59
Slate size M =4
DDPG 19.60 0.66 13.55 19.50 0.99 4.00 0.66 0.61 0.58 0.58 0.52 0.58 0.65
TD3 19.70  0.61 13.49 84.40 0.99 4.00 0.61 0.61 0.55 0.52 0.54 0.56 0.61
A2C 19.90 0.67 13.35 15.50 0.99 4.00 0.67 0.65 0.59 0.57 0.55 0.63 0.66
HAC 19.60 0.67 13.62 6.60 0.99 4.00 0.67 0.59 0.58 0.54 0.50 0.61 0.65
RLCP-Single 19.90 0.64 13.52 126.40 0.99 4.00 0.64 0.61 0.59 0.55 0.54 0.60 0.64
RLCP 19.90 0.59 13.10 50.50 1.00 4.00 0.59 0.58 0.52 0.51 0.52 0.56 0.59
Slate size M =5
DDPG 19.90 0.68 13.67 17.50 0.99 5.00 0.68 0.60 0.56 0.56 0.54 0.57 0.65
TD3 19.90 0.64 13.67 47.20 0.99 5.00 0.64 0.58 0.54 0.53 0.52 0.58 0.63
A2C 20.00 0.65 13.35 24.80 0.99 5.00 0.65 0.61 0.58 0.54 0.53 0.60 0.63
HAC 20.00 0.66 13.99 10.00 0.99 5.00 0.66 0.60 0.58 0.55 0.53 0.59 0.65
RLCP-Single 20.00 0.66 13.93 154.100.99 4.91 0.66 0.56 0.53 0.53 0.55 0.55 0.64
RLCP 20.00 0.63 13.03 36.40 1.00 5.00 0.63 0.56 0.56 0.53 0.54 0.56 0.63

Table 3: KuaiRand-Pure results under patience setting (p,q) = (0.4,2) with is_click as the reward signal for
displayed slate sizes M € {4,5}. The final seven columns report behavior rates; set size is reported for RLCP
variants when available.

Avg.  Total Set Long
Method Depth reward reward Diversity ILD size Click Comment Follow Forward Hate Like view
Slate size M =4
DDPG 46.80 0.70 32.83 14.40 0.99 4.00 0.70 0.62 0.59 0.57 0.52 0.60 0.68
TD3 48.00 0.69 33.46 25.90 0.99 4.00 0.69 0.64 0.59 0.60 0.53 0.61 0.70
A2C 46.00 0.64 31.35 4.10 0.98 4.00 0.64 0.60 0.57 0.54 0.55 0.57 0.63
HAC 48.00 0.68 32.95 7.10 0.99 4.00 0.68 0.64 0.58 0.57 0.53 0.61 0.69
RLCP-Single 47.60 0.68 32.92 118.10 0.99 3.84 0.68 0.62 0.57 0.54 0.55 0.60 0.65
RLCP 4720 0.62 31.91 41.60 1.00 3.91 0.63 0.57 0.58 0.55 0.54 0.59 0.62
Slate size M =5
DDPG 48.00 0.68 33.63 20.00 0.98 5.00 0.68 0.62 0.60 0.58 0.52 0.61 0.66
TD3 48.00 0.68 33.74 37.90 0.99 5.00 0.68 0.64 0.58 0.57 0.54 0.60 0.69
A2C 48.00 0.63 32.49 5.00 0.98 5.00 0.63 0.57 0.57 0.54 0.53 0.58 0.64
HAC 48.00 0.59 31.45 5.40 0.98 5.00 0.59 0.57 0.55 0.51 0.53 0.57 0.60
RLCP-Single 48.00 0.69 33.51 149.90 0.99 4.94 0.69 0.64 0.58 0.58 0.56 0.60 0.69

RLCP 48.00 0.61 31.35 77.00 1.00 5.00 0.61 0.60 0.55 0.55 0.54 0.60 0.58
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Table 4: KuaiRand-Pure results under patience setting (p,q) = (1,2) with is_like as the reward signal for
displayed slate sizes M € {4,5,6}. The final seven columns report behavior rates; set size is reported for RLCP
variants when available.

Avg.  Total Set Long
Method Depth reward reward Diversity ILD size Click Comment Follow Forward Hate Like view
Slate size M =4
DDPG 19.80 0.61 12.79 24.00 0.99 4.00 0.66 0.60 0.58 0.55 0.54 0.61 0.65
TD3 19.80  0.60 12.69 51.80 0.99 4.00 0.62 0.60  0.59 0.57 0.56 0.60 0.62
A2C 19.70  0.60 12.83 4.00 0.98 4.00 0.62 0.60 0.59 0.55 0.53 0.60 0.59
HAC 20.00 0.58 12.84 8.60 0.99 4.00 0.64 0.59 0.56 0.57 0.53 0.58 0.66
RLCP-Single 19.80 0.61 12.85 119.70 0.99 3.91 0.63 0.59 0.57 0.57 0.54 0.61 0.63
RLCP 19.70  0.59 12.27 58.60 1.00 4.00 0.64 0.59 0.58 0.54 0.54 0.59 0.64
Slate size M =5
DDPG 20.00 0.58 12.88 21.80 0.99 5.00 0.62 0.57 0.56 0.54 0.54 0.58 0.58
TD3 19.90 0.58 13.18 72.30 0.99 5.00 0.61 0.59 0.54 0.55 0.52 0.58 0.63
A2C 19.80  0.59 12.87 5.00 0.98 5.00 0.62 0.60 0.57 0.54 0.55 0.59 0.62
HAC 20.00 0.57 13.06 10.20 0.99 5.00 0.65 0.59 0.58 0.56 0.54 0.57 0.63
RLCP-Single 20.00 0.58 12.83 149.60 0.99 4.78 0.64 0.60 0.57 0.53 0.52 0.58 0.65
RLCP 20.00 0.56 11.98 64.40 1.00 5.00 0.62 0.57 0.57 0.53 0.54 0.56 0.62
Slate size M =6
DDPG 20.00 0.57 12.62 25.50 0.99 6.00 0.59 0.59 0.55 0.55 0.53 0.57 0.57
TD3 20.00 0.59 1251 60.70 0.99 6.00 0.65 0.61 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.59 0.63
A2C 20.00 0.62 12.74 6.00 0.99 6.00 0.66 0.62 0.58 0.54 0.53 0.62 0.64
HAC 20.00 0.62 12.76 9.10 0.99 6.00 0.63 0.59 0.57 0.56 0.55 0.62 0.61
RLCP-Single 19.90 0.60 12.83 155.80 0.99 4.47 0.66 0.61 0.57 0.55 0.54 0.60 0.64
RLCP 20.00 0.58 11.46 100.20 1.00 6.00 0.60 0.56  0.55 0.53 0.51 0.58 0.59

Table 5: KuaiRand-Pure results under patience setting (p,q) = (0.4,2) with is_like as the reward signal for
displayed slate sizes M € {5,6}. The final seven columns report behavior rates; set size is reported for RLCP
variants when available.

Avg.  Total Set Long
Method Depth reward reward Diversity ILD size Click Comment Follow Forward Hate Like view
Slate size M =5
DDPG 47.60  0.57 31.62 35.20 0.99 5.00 0.65 0.60 0.57 0.55 0.57 0.57 0.67
TD3 48.00 0.60 31.93 53.90 0.99 5.00 0.69 0.64 0.57 0.58 0.56 0.60 0.71
A2C 45.60  0.60 30.79 5.00 0.98 5.00 0.64 0.62 0.58 0.56 0.55 0.60 0.66
HAC 4720 0.61 29.78 5.10 0.98 5.00 0.63 0.59 0.59 0.52 0.54 0.61 0.63
RLCP-Single 48.00 0.62 31.09 151.70 0.99 4.84 0.70 0.63 0.61 0.57 0.55 0.62 0.70
RLCP 4770  0.56 29.20 72.20 1.00 4.97 0.60 0.58 0.56 0.53 0.53 0.57 0.58
Slate size M =6
DDPG 48.00 0.61 30.86 58.30 0.99 6.00 0.67 0.62 0.59 0.56 0.52 0.61 0.67
TD3 46.80  0.60 31.75 124.70 0.99 6.00 0.71 0.64 0.60 0.58 0.52 0.60 0.70
A2C 48.00 0.63 30.11 6.00 0.98 6.00 0.70 0.63 0.59 0.58 0.56 0.63 0.69
HAC 4790 0.59 30.54 7.50 0.98 6.00 0.65 0.60 0.58 0.53 0.52 0.59 0.64
RLCP-Single 48.00 0.62 31.22 184.20 0.99 5.72 0.70 0.65 0.61 0.58 0.53 0.62 0.69

RLCP 48.00 0.59 28.52 85.50 1.00 6.00 0.61 0.55 0.55 0.54 0.53 0.60 0.57
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Table 6: ML-1M results under patience setting (p,q) = (1,2) with is_click as the reward signal for displayed
slate sizes M € {4,5}. The final three columns report behavior rates; set size is reported for RLCP variants
when available.

Avg.  Total Set

Method Depth reward reward Diversity ILD size Click Like Star
Slate size M =4

DDPG 19.90 0.69 13.95 23.90 0.99 4.00 0.69 0.69 0.70
TD3 19.90 0.73 14.90 15.90 0.99 4.00 0.73 0.72 0.70
A2C 19.20 0.58 11.97 46.30 0.99 4.00 0.58 0.61 0.62
HAC 20.00 0.68 14.30 4.80 0.99 4.00 0.68 0.66 0.66
RLCP-Single  19.80 0.58 11.85 119.40 0.99 4.00 0.58 0.58 0.58
RLCP 20.00 0.61 12.85 41.80 1.00 4.00 0.61 0.57 0.55
Slate size M =5

DDPG 19.90 0.69 13.82 35.20 0.99 5.00 0.69 0.68 0.69
TD3 20.00 0.73 14.87 16.30 0.99 5.00 0.73 0.72 0.75
A2C 19.90 0.58 11.86 49.50 0.99 5.00 0.58 0.61 0.61
HAC 20.00 0.63 12.80 6.70 0.99 5.00 0.63 0.61 0.63
RLCP-Single 20.00 0.57 12.41 17.30 0.99 5.00 0.57 0.61 0.62
RLCP 19.80 0.60 13.71 54.90 1.00 4.53 0.64 0.59 0.57

Table 7: ML-1M results under patience setting (p, q) = (0.4,2) with is_click as the reward signal for displayed
slate sizes M € {4,5}. The final three columns report behavior rates; set size is reported for RLCP variants
when available.

Avg.  Total Set

Method Depth reward reward Diversity ILD size Click Like Star
Slate size M =4

DDPG 46.80 0.69 33.76 12.90 0.99 4.00 0.69 0.71 0.73
TD3 46.80 0.71 35.13 14.30 0.99 4.00 0.71 0.71 0.73
A2C 44.00 0.59 26.76 31.20 0.99 4.00 0.59 0.64 0.64
HAC 45.20 0.61 29.02 9.70 0.99 4.00 0.61 0.64 0.65
RLCP-Single  45.60 0.57 26.56 119.30 0.99 3.97 0.57 0.59 0.63
RLCP 46.80 0.57 27.95 62.00 1.00 3.78 0.59 0.60 0.60
Slate size M =5

DDPG 47.20 0.69 34.00 15.80 0.99 5.00 0.69 0.69 0.72
TD3 48.00 0.72  34.98 18.20 0.99 5.00 0.72 0.71 0.71
A2C 48.00 0.59 28.88 7.80 0.99 5.00 0.59 0.66 0.68
HAC 48.00 0.65 32.25 5.30 0.99 5.00 0.65 0.67 0.70

RLCP-Single  47.60 0.59 28.12 94.80 0.99 4.97 0.59 0.62 0.63
RLCP 48.00 0.63 30.64 45.10 1.00 4.97 0.63 0.63 0.62
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Table 8: ML-1M results under patience setting (p,q) = (1,2) with is_like as the reward signal for displayed
slate sizes M € {4,5,6}. The final three columns report behavior rates; set size is reported for RLCP variants
when available.

Ave.  Total Set

Method Depth reward reward Diversity ILD size Click Like Star
Slate size M =4

DDPG 19.80 0.65 13.21 32.80 0.99 4.00 0.63 0.65 0.67
TD3 19.80 0.66 13.71 20.80 0.99 4.00 0.65 0.66 0.66
A2C 19.60 0.60 12.83 4.10 0.99 4.00 0.57 0.60 0.60
HAC 19.90 0.64 13.31 13.90 0.99 4.00 0.67 0.64 0.63
RLCP-Single  19.80 0.63 12.75 7.70 0.99 4.00 0.58 0.63 0.62
RLCP 19.90 0.61 12.49 74.10 1.00 4.00 0.62 0.61 0.60
Slate size M =5

DDPG 19.90 0.62 13.09 52.00 0.99 5.00 0.64 0.62 0.63
TD3 20.00 0.67 14.06 24.50 0.99 5.00 0.67 0.67 0.67
A2C 19.80 0.67 13.05 5.70 0.99 5.00 0.60 0.67 0.65
HAC 19.90 0.67 13.41 11.40 0.99 5.00 0.63 0.67 0.66
RLCP-Single 20.00 0.63 13.03 11.50 0.99 5.00 0.60 0.63 0.62
RLCP 20.00 0.62 12.34 64.60 1.00 5.00 0.63 0.62 0.60
Slate size M =6

DDPG 20.00 0.66 13.46 59.10 0.99 6.00 0.63 0.66 0.67
TD3 20.00 0.69 13.73 26.20 0.99 6.00 0.65 0.69 0.70
A2C 19.80 0.65 13.19 9.60 0.99 6.00 0.62 0.65 0.69
HAC 20.00 0.63 13.34 28.60 0.99 6.00 0.61 0.63 0.64
RLCP-Single 20.00 0.61 12.67 173.70 0.99 5.94 0.56 0.61 0.61
RLCP 20.00 0.58 12.00 69.20 1.00 6.00 0.61 0.58 0.56

Table 9: ML-1M results under patience setting (p,q) = (0.4,2) with is_1like as the reward signal for displayed
slate sizes M € {4,5}. The final three columns report behavior rates; set size is reported for RLCP variants
when available.

Avg.  Total Set

Method Depth reward reward Diversity ILD size Click Like Star
Slate size M =4

DDPG 47.20 0.73 33.86 20.10 0.99 4.00 0.68 0.73 0.70
TD3 47.20 0.70  34.57 20.60 0.99 4.00 0.69 0.70 0.70
A2C 41.20 0.64 29.45 22.30 0.99 4.00 0.60 0.64 0.63
HAC 44.20 0.71 31.59 6.80 0.99 4.00 0.68 0.71 0.69
RLCP-Single  46.80 0.63 29.46 12.40 0.99 4.00 0.61 0.63 0.63
RLCP 45.60 0.57 28.28 70.60 1.00 3.84 0.58 0.58 0.60
Slate size M =5

DDPG 48.00 0.70 34.83 22.40 0.99 5.00 0.71 0.70 0.70
TD3 48.00 0.73 34.48 11.60 0.99 5.00 0.71 0.73 0.72
A2C 47.70 0.64 31.75 7.40 0.99 5.00 0.62 0.64 0.65
HAC 47.20 0.65 32.45 25.10 0.99 5.00 0.65 0.65 0.68
RLCP-Single 48.00 0.62 31.27 8.50 0.99 5.00 0.63 0.62 0.62

RLCP 48.00 0.57  27.90 82.10 1.00 5.00 0.58 0.57 0.59
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