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ABSTRACT
Stochastic learning to rank (LTR) is a recent branch in the LTR
field that concerns the optimization of probabilistic ranking models.
Their probabilistic behavior enables certain ranking qualities that
are impossible with deterministic models. For example, they can
increase the diversity of displayed documents, increase fairness
of exposure over documents, and better balance exploitation and
exploration through randomization. A core difficulty in LTR is gra-
dient estimation, for this reason, existing stochastic LTR methods
have been limited to differentiable ranking models (e.g., neural
networks). This is in stark contrast with the general field of LTR
where Gradient Boosted Decision Trees (GBDTs) have long been
considered the state-of-the-art.

In this work, we address this gap by introducing the first sto-
chastic LTR method for GBDTs. Our main contribution is a novel
estimator for the second-order derivatives, i.e., the Hessian matrix,
which is a requirement for effective GBDTs. To efficiently compute
both the first and second-order derivatives simultaneously, we incor-
porate our estimator into the existing PL-Rank framework, which
was originally designed for first-order derivatives only. Our experi-
mental results indicate that stochastic LTR without the Hessian has
extremely poor performance, whilst the performance is competitive
with the current state-of-the-art with our estimated Hessian. Thus,
through the contribution of our novel Hessian estimation method,
we have successfully introduced GBDTs to stochastic LTR.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Learning to rank (LTR) is a core problem in the information retrieval
(IR) field that concerns the optimization of rankingmodels [16]. Gen-
erally, ranking models use a scoring function that independently
assigns a score to each document to be ranked, and subsequently,
ranks them by ordering them based on their assigned scores. Tradi-
tionally, this ordering was done by deterministically sorting, i.e.,
the highest scored document is placed at the first rank, the sec-
ond highest at the second rank, etc. The aim of LTR techniques
is to optimize a ranking metric based on the produced rankings,
for instance, discounted cumulative gain (DCG), precision, or re-
call [13, 15]. The difficulty with this approach is that these metrics,
and the sorting process underlying the ranking, are not differen-
tiable [4, 16, 18]. Therefore, LTR has always relied on methods for
gradient estimation or approximation [19].

The existing families of LTR methods can be divided into three
categories according to their optimization objective: (i) heuristic ap-
proximations of ranking metrics [14, 23]; (ii) proven lower bounds
on ranking metrics [6, 26, 29, 30]; or (iii) the expected values of
ranking metrics under stochastic ranking models [2, 11, 18, 25].
The latter often choose to optimize Plackett-Luce (PL) ranking
models as their stochastic rankers [5, 17–19, 21, 27, 28]. The advan-
tage of optimizing the expected values of ranking metrics is that
they are fully differentiable, unlike their deterministic counterparts.
However, this stochastic LTR approach comes with two important
challenges: (i) If the goal is to produce a deterministic model then
it may not be perfectly aligned with the stochastic LTR objective;
and (ii) exact computation of an expected value requires iterating
over all possible rankings, i.e., every permutation of documents,
which is infeasible in practice [18].

Several methods have been designed for the latter issue. Early
listwise LTR work optimizes PL ranking models, and avoids the
permutation problem by only maximizing the probability of a single
optimal ranking [5, 28]. More recent stochastic LTR work uses sam-
pling to approximate the gradient instead. Bruch et al. [2] proposed
to sample rankings from PL models using the computationally effi-
cient Gumbel-Softmax trick [12]. Singh and Joachims [25] applied
a policy-gradient method to approximate the gradient based on
sampled rankings. Subsequently, Oosterhuis [18] proposed the PL-
Rank method that makes use of several mathematical properties
of ranking metrics and PL ranking models to perform gradient
estimation with high computational efficiency [19]. Stochastic LTR
with PL-Rank converges significantly quicker and at higher levels
of performance than standard policy-gradient approaches.

Besides these different high-level approaches, the current state
of stochastic LTR has another interesting difference with deter-
ministic LTR. To the best of our knowledge, all stochastic LTR
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𝜕2

𝜕𝑚(𝑑)2
𝑅(𝜋) = E𝑦

[(
1 −

rank(𝑑,𝑦)∑︁
𝑥=1

𝜋 (𝑑 | 𝑦1:𝑥−1)
) (

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=rank(𝑑,𝑦)+1

𝜃𝑘𝜌𝑦𝑘

)

+
rank(𝑑,𝑦)∑︁
𝑘=1

𝜋 (𝑑 | 𝑦1:𝑘−1)
(
𝜃𝑘𝜌𝑑 −

𝐾∑︁
𝑥=𝑘

𝜃𝑥𝜌𝑦𝑥

) (
1[𝑑 ∈ 𝑦] + 1 − 𝜋 (𝑑 | 𝑦1:𝑘−1) −

rank(𝑑,𝑦)∑︁
𝑥=1

𝜋 (𝑑 | 𝑦1:𝑥−1)
)]

Figure 1: The complete second-order derivative of the reward function 𝑅(𝜋) w.r.t. the scoring function𝑚(𝑑).

works optimize neural networks (NNs) [3, 17–19, 21],1 whilst in
deterministic LTR, Gradient Boosted Decision Trees (GBDTs) have
historically had the most prominent role [4, 8, 10, 24]. Accordingly,
it is surprising that despite their enormous importance to the LTR
field, GBDTs have been largely ignored for stochastic LTR.

This work aims to bridge this gap; We first point out that exist-
ing stochastic LTR work has been focused on estimating the first-
order derivatives of ranking objectives. But GBDTs also require the
second-order derivatives for their optimization, as a result, the ex-
isting methods are not applicable to GBDTs [17–19, 21]. We address
this issue by proposing a novel estimator for these second-order
derivatives, i.e., Hessian matrices, in a computationally efficient
manner. Our method integrates very well with PL-Rank [18, 19],
such that both first and second-order derivatives are computed
efficiently. Our experimental results show that stochastic LTR via
GBDTs without the Hessian leads to detrimental performance. Con-
versely, with our estimated Hessian, GBDTs are able to outperform
NNs on several LTR benchmarks by considerable margins. Further-
more, we observe that stochastic LTRwith NNs does not have stable
convergence, and thus requires early-stopping, but we do not ob-
serve such behavior for GBDTs with our estimated Hessians. Thus,
by contributing the first Hessian estimation method for stochastic
LTR, we have closed an important gap with deterministic LTR, that
enables substantial performance and stability improvements.

2 BACKGROUND: STOCHASTIC LTR
PL ranking models. Plackett-Luce ranking models provide a prob-
ability distribution over fixed-length permutations [17, 21]. Ac-
cordingly, they have often been deployed as models of stochastic
ranking models [5, 17–19, 21, 27, 28]. We use 𝑦 to denote a ranking
𝑦 = [𝑦1, 𝑦2, . . . , 𝑦𝐾 ] with a cutoff of 𝐾 , and 𝑦1:𝑘 = [𝑦1, 𝑦2, . . . , 𝑦𝑘 ]
the partial ranking up to rank 𝑘 . Let 𝜋 indicate a Plackett-Luce
ranking model, with𝑚(𝑑) representing the log score of document
𝑑 , then the probability that𝑑 is chosen to be the 𝑘-th item in ranking
𝑦 from the set of items 𝐷 is:

𝜋 (𝑑 | 𝑦1:𝑘−1, 𝐷) =
𝑒𝑚 (𝑑 )

1[𝑑 ∉ 𝑦1:𝑘−1]∑
𝑑 ′∈𝐷\𝑦1:𝑘−1 𝑒

𝑚 (𝑑 ′ ) . (1)

The probability of the overall ranking 𝑦 is the product of the place-
ment probabilities of each individual document:

𝜋 (𝑦) =
𝐾∏
𝑘=1

𝜋 (𝑦𝑘 | 𝑦1:𝑘−1, 𝐷) . (2)

Ranking metrics. Our objective is to optimize a ranking metric
that fits the form of a 𝐷𝐶𝐺@𝐾 metric [15]. This means that each
document 𝑑 has a relevance 𝜌𝑑 and each rank has a weight 𝜃𝑘 , e.g.,
1Technically, [27] is an exception to this observation.

for standard DCG: 𝜃𝑘 =
1[𝑘≤𝐾 ]
log2 (𝑘+1)

; the expected value of this metric
under 𝜋 is then:

𝑅(𝜋) =
∑︁
𝑦∈𝜋

𝜋 (𝑦)
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝜃𝑘𝜌𝑦𝑘 = E𝑦

[
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝜃𝑘𝜌𝑦𝑘

]
. (3)

PL-Rank. Oosterhuis [18] found that the gradient of 𝑅(𝜋) w.r.t.
the general scoring function𝑚(𝑑) can be expressed as:

𝜕

𝜕𝑚(𝑑)𝑅(𝜋) = E𝑦

[(
𝐾∑︁

𝑘=rank(𝑑,𝑦)+1
𝜃𝑘𝜌𝑦𝑘

)

+
rank(𝑑,𝑦)∑︁
𝑘=1

𝜋 (𝑑 | 𝑦1:𝑘−1)
(
𝜃𝑘𝜌𝑑 −

𝐾∑︁
𝑥=𝑘

𝜃𝑥𝜌𝑦𝑥

)]
.

(4)

Subsequently, Oosterhuis [19] introduced the PL-Rank algorithm
(specifically PL-Rank-3) to compute this gradient from a set of 𝑁
sampled rankings, with high computational efficiency and sam-
ple efficiency. For each sampled ranking 𝑦, PL-Rank starts by pre-
computing the following values (in linear time, O(𝐾)):

𝑃𝑅𝑦,𝑖 =

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=𝑖

𝜃𝑘𝜌𝑦𝑘 , 𝑃𝑅𝑦,𝑑 = 𝑃𝑅𝑦,rank(𝑑,𝑦)+1,

𝑅𝐼𝑦,𝑖 =

min(𝑖,𝐾 )∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑃𝑅𝑦,𝑘∑
𝑑 ′∈𝐷\𝑦1:𝑘−1 𝑒

𝑚 (𝑑 ′ ) , 𝑅𝐼𝑦,𝑑 = 𝑅𝐼𝑦,rank(𝑑,𝑦) ,

𝐷𝑅𝑦,𝑖 =

min(𝑖,𝐾 )∑︁
𝑘=1

𝜃𝑘∑
𝑑 ′∈𝐷\𝑦1:𝑘−1 𝑒

𝑚 (𝑑 ′ ) , 𝐷𝑅𝑦,𝑑 = 𝐷𝑅𝑦,rank(𝑑,𝑦) .

(5)

With these values pre-computed, gradient computation for a single
ranking can also be done in linear time since:

𝜕

𝜕𝑚(𝑑)𝑅(𝜋) = E𝑦

[
𝑃𝑅𝑦,𝑑 + 𝑒𝑚 (𝑑 )

(
𝜌𝑑𝐷𝑅𝑦,𝑑 − 𝑅𝐼𝑦,𝑑

)]
(6)

≈ 1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

[
𝑃𝑅𝑦 (𝑖 ) ,𝑑 + 𝑒𝑚 (𝑑 )

(
𝜌𝑑𝐷𝑅𝑦 (𝑖 ) ,𝑑 − 𝑅𝐼𝑦 (𝑖 ) ,𝑑

)]
,

where the second line shows the gradient estimator of PL-Rank.
Because this has to be done for each of the 𝑁 sampled rankings, and
each ranking is created through (top-𝐾 ) sorting, the complexity of
the entire algorithm is O(𝑁 · (𝐾 +𝐷)). Thereby, PL-Rank efficiently
approximates the first-order derivatives from sampled rankings.

3 METHOD: APPROXIMATING THE HESSIAN
The goal of this work is to make GBDTs work effectively for sto-
chastic LTR. As discussed earlier, GBDTs require both first- and
second-order derivatives, and to the best of our knowledge, the
stochastic LTR field is currently missing an algorithm for efficiently
estimating the second-order derivatives. Accordingly, as PL-Rank
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has done for the first-order derivatives, we contribute a novel al-
gorithm to computationally-efficiently estimate the second-order
derivatives of ranking metrics w.r.t. PL ranking models.

Our first step is to discover a formulation of the second-order
derivatives. Luckily, the first-order derivatives in Eq. 4 provides a
useful starting point for the derivation. Due to space limitations,
we omit the intermediate steps of the derivation and only display
the result in Figure 1. However, we believe that with the same
starting point (Eq. 4) and knowledge of the result (Figure 1), one
can reproduce a derivation with moderate effort.

The full formula in Figure 1 does not immediately reveal an effi-
cient manner of computing it. Inspired by the PL-Rank approach,
we aim to reformulate the second-order derivatives in terms that
can be computed with minimal computational complexity. Conve-
niently, we can reuse the pre-computed terms for PL-Rank in Eq. 5
for the second-order derivatives. In addition, we introduce three
more terms that can be pre-computed; the first is the cumulative
sum of all reciprocal scoring denominators:

𝐷𝑁 𝑦,𝑖 =

min(𝑖,𝐾 )∑︁
𝑘=1

1∑
𝑑 ′∈𝐷\𝑦1:𝑘−1 𝑒

𝑚 (𝑑 ′ ) , 𝐷𝑁 𝑦,𝑑 = 𝐷𝑁 𝑦,rank(𝑑,𝑦) . (7)

The other two terms are variations on 𝑅𝐼 and 𝐷𝑅 where the denom-
inators have been squared:

𝑅𝑆𝑦,𝑖 =

min(𝑖,𝐾 )∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑃𝑅𝑦,𝑘

(∑𝑑 ′∈𝐷\𝑦1:𝑘−1 𝑒
𝑚 (𝑑 ′ ) )2

, 𝑅𝑆𝑦,𝑑 =𝑅𝑆𝑦,rank(𝑑,𝑦) ,

𝐷𝑆𝑦,𝑖 =

min(𝑖,𝐾 )∑︁
𝑘=1

𝜃𝑘

(∑𝑑 ′∈𝐷\𝑦1:𝑘−1 𝑒
𝑚 (𝑑 ′ ) )2

, 𝐷𝑆𝑦,𝑑 =𝐷𝑆𝑦,rank(𝑑,𝑦) .

(8)

Importantly, these three terms can be computed with linear com-
plexity, O(𝐾), for a single ranking. Furthermore, we introduce two
functions, one that has to be multiplied with 𝑒𝑚 (𝑑 ) and the other
with 𝑒𝑚 (𝑑 )2 :

𝑋1 (𝑦,𝑑) =
(
1 + 1[𝑑 ∈ 𝑦]

) (
𝜌𝑑𝐷𝑅𝑦,𝑑 − 𝑅𝐼𝑦,𝑑

)
− 𝐷𝑁𝑦,𝑑𝑃𝑅𝑦,𝑑 ,

𝑋2 (𝑦,𝑑) =
(
𝑅𝑆𝑦,𝑑 − 𝜌𝑑𝐷𝑆𝑦,𝑑

)
− 𝐷𝑁𝑦,𝑑

(
𝜌𝑑𝐷𝑅𝑦,𝑑 − 𝑅𝐼𝑦,𝑑

)
,

(9)

where 1[𝑑 ∈ 𝑦] indicates whether 𝑑 is ranked in the top-𝐾 in
𝑦. Since the previous terms can be pre-computed and stored in
O(𝐾), subsequently, the computation of 𝑋1 and 𝑋2 is constant per
document, therefore, computing them for all documents gives a
complexity of O(𝐾 + 𝐷). Finally, the hessian can be expressed in
these terms and estimated from 𝑁 sampled rankings accordingly:

𝜕2

𝜕𝑚2 (𝑑)
𝑅(𝜋) = E𝑦

[
𝑃𝑅𝑦,𝑑 + 𝑒𝑚 (𝑑 )𝑋1 (𝑦,𝑑) + 𝑒𝑚 (𝑑 )2𝑋2 (𝑦,𝑑)

]
,

≈ 1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

[
𝑃𝑅𝑦 (𝑖 ),𝑑 + 𝑒𝑚 (𝑑 )𝑋1 (𝑦 (𝑖 ), 𝑑) + 𝑒𝑚 (𝑑 )2𝑋2 (𝑦 (𝑖 ), 𝑑)

]
. (10)

Again, we see that after pre-computing the terms, the operation
per document and ranking is constant. As a result, computing the
second-order derivative for every document, i.e., the Hessian, with
our algorithm has the same complexity as the underlying sorting
procedure used to sample rankings: O(𝑁 · (𝐾 + 𝐷)).

Our Hessian estimator integrates well with the existing PL-Rank
algorithm since it reuses all of its pre-computed terms. Similarly, the

Table 1: NDCG@𝐾 reached by three stochastic LTR methods
and LambdaMART. Results are means over five runs, with
standard deviations shown in brackets. Best performance by
a stochastic method shown in bold.

Method 𝐾 = 5 𝐾 = 10

Ya
ho

o!

Neural Network 0.7566 (0.0006) 0.7867 (0.0003)

GBDT w/. Hessian 0.7614 (0.0012) 0.7905 (0.0009)

GBDT w/o. Hessian 0.7233 (0.0004) 0.7620 (0.0012)

LambdaMART 0.7796 0.8035

M
SL

R

Neural Network 0.4810 (0.0023) 0.4895 (0.0017)

GBDT w/. Hessian 0.4844 (0.0072) 0.4941 (0.0054)

GBDT w/o. Hessian 0.4313 (0.0032) 0.4429 (0.0033)

LambdaMART 0.4889 (0.0014) 0.4955 (0.0033)

Is
te
lla

Neural Network 0.6117 (0.0016) 0.6533 (0.0011)

GBDT w/. Hessian 0.5942 (0.0023) 0.6376 (0.0019)

GBDT w/o. Hessian 0.5734 (0.0057) 0.5777 (0.0034)

LambdaMART 0.6554 0.7018

rankings sampled for estimating the first-order derivatives can also
be reused for estimating the Hessian. Therefore, we argue that it can
be seen as a natural extension of the PL-Rank that makes it relevant
to GBDTs. Accordingly, just as PL-Rank, our Hessian estimator can
also be used for optimizing the second-order derivatives of other
types of ranking metrics, i.e., exposure-fairness [18]. The remainder
of this paper evaluates whether our Hessian estimator improves
GBDTs optimization for relevance ranking metrics.

4 EXPERIMENTAL SETUP
Our experiments answer the following two research questions:
RQ1 Do our estimated Hessians provide an increase in NDCG

performance for stochastic LTR with GBDTs?
RQ2 Do GBDTs with our estimated Hessians reach higher levels

of NDCG performance than NNs for stochastic LTR?
Our experiments compare the follow three models: (i) NNs opti-
mized with PL-Rank [18, 19]; (ii) GBDTs optimized with gradients
from PL-Rank and Hessians from our novel estimator (Eq. 10); and
(iii) GBDTs optimized gradients from PL-Rank but without a Hes-
sian (set to a value of 1 for all documents). Finally, to investigate
the gap between stochastic and deterministic LTR, we also report
the performance of the XGBoost built-in LambdaMART.

Our experiments use three publicly-available LTR datasets: Ya-
hoo!Webscope-Set1 [7], MSLR-Web30K [22], and Istella [9].We con-
sider two ranking lengths 𝐾 = 5 and 𝐾 = 10 and optimize DCG@𝐾 ;
our evaluation metric is normalized DCG@𝐾 (NDCG@𝐾 ); each re-
ported result is themean of five independent runs. The NNswere op-
timized with a PyTorch [20] implementation of PL-Rank (Eq. 6), the
GBDTs were implemented with XGBoost [8]. For hyperparameter
tuning, we used Optuna [1]; for a fair comparison, each method was
given exactly 12 hours of hyperparameter tuning on the validation
set, per setting. Our experimental implementation is publicly avail-
able at https://github.com/jkang98/2024-SIGIR-XGBoost-PL-Rank.

5 RESULTS
5.1 Importance of Hessian estimation
We first considerRQ1: whether our estimated Hessians provide an in-
crease in NDCG performance for stochastic LTR with GBDTs. Table 1

https://github.com/jkang98/2024-SIGIR-XGBoost-PL-Rank
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Figure 2: Learning curves of stochastic LTR methods in terms of NDCG@𝐾 over a thousand epochs.
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Figure 3: Convergence analysis on the Yahoo! dataset.

displays the NDCG@5/10 reached by GBDTs with and without
an estimated Hessian. We see that, across all datasets and both
ranking lengths, GBDTs without a Hessian reach a considerably
lower NDCG than with our estimated Hessian. The differences in
performance range from 0.02 to 0.06, where the lower value of 0.02
is already a very large difference for the NDCGmetric. Additionally,
Figure 2 displays the learning curves of both methods. Very clearly,
GBDTs without Hessian consistently converge at suboptimal per-
formance, with the exception on Istella dataset, this convergence
takes place very quickly. In contrast, with our estimated Hessians,
GBDTs reach much higher performance and continue improving
over many more epochs.

We answer RQ1 accordingly: Our estimated Hessian enables
stochastic GBDT models to reach considerably higher NDCG than
without a Hessian. This demonstrates both the importance of Hes-
sians for stochastic LTR and the effectiveness of our novel estimator.

5.2 Comparison of GBDT and NN models
Next, we address RQ2: whether GBDTs with our estimated Hessian
reach higher levels of NDCG performance than NNs. Table 1 reveals
that this is clearly the case on Yahoo! and MSLR, but on Istella NNs
have higher performance. In Figure 2, we see the learning curves of
bothmethods. Surprisingly, NNs appear to learn in fewer epochs but
their performance degrades over time. In contrast, GBDTs require
more epochs but do not display such unstable convergence. To
further analyze convergence stability, we performed an additional
experiment over 4000 epochs, the results of which can be seen in
Figure 3. There, NN performance continues to degrade while the
GBDTs continue to learn. Thereby, our results suggest that GBDTs
provide far stabler optimization that can reach higher performance
on the Yahoo! and MSLR datasets. It is unclear why similar results

are not achieved on the Istella dataset; it is possible that more
epochs are required for GBDTs to reach NN levels of performance
there, but we could not confirm this.

Therefore, we answer RQ2 as follows: our estimated Hessian
enables GBDTs to reach performance comparable to NNs, on the
Yahoo! and MSLR datasets this lead to substantial improvements in
NDCG, whilst on Istella, NN performance was not reached. Addi-
tionally, we found that NNs do not converge stably and depend on
early stopping for good performance. Conversely, GBDTs have very
stable convergence and no performance decreases were observed.

Finally, to evaluate the gap between stochastic and deterministic
LTR, we also compare with the built-in LambdaMART implementa-
tion of XGBoost in Table 1. Unsurprisingly, built-in LambdaMART
still outperforms our stochastic methods; this implementation ben-
efits from almost a decade of implementation optimization. Further-
more, while the GBDTs are optimizing distributions over rankings,
the deterministic LambdaMART has a simpler task by focusing on
individual rankings. Nonetheless, on the Yahoo! and MSLR datasets,
GBDTs with estimated Hessian get much closer to LambdaMART
performance than the NNs. In particular, the differences on MSLR
between our GBDTs and LambdaMART are marginal. Thereby, we
believe our GBDTs provide an important step in bridging the gap
between stochastic LTR and state-of-the-art deterministic LTR.

6 CONCLUSION
In this work, we introduced the first stochastic LTR method for
effectively optimizing GBDTs. We proposed a novel estimator for
the second-order derivatives (i.e., the Hessian) of stochastic ranking
objectives w.r.t. PL ranking models, and showed how it can be com-
puted with minimal computational complexity. Our experimental
results reveal that GBDTs have extremely poor performance when
optimized without Hessian. Conversely, with our estimated Hessian,
GBDTs are able to provide substantial performance gains over NNs.
Furthermore, unlike NNs, GBDTs have very stable convergence
that enable the performance gains. Our work brings stochastic LTR
significantly closer to state-of-the-art deterministic LTR.
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