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Abstract

Ensuring that refugees and asylum seekers thrive (e.g., find employment) in their host coun-
tries is a profound humanitarian goal, and a primary driver of employment is the geographic
location within a host country to which the refugee or asylum seeker is assigned. Recent re-
search has proposed and implemented algorithms that assign refugees and asylum seekers to
geographic locations in a manner that maximizes the average employment across all arriving
refugees. While these algorithms can have substantial overall positive impact, using data from
two industry collaborators we show that the impact of these algorithms can vary widely across
key subgroups based on country of origin, age, or educational background. Thus motivated,
we develop a simple and interpretable framework for incorporating group fairness into the dy-
namic refugee assignment problem. In particular, the framework can flexibly incorporate many
existing and future definitions of group fairness from the literature (e.g., maxmin, randomized,
and proportionally-optimized within-group). Equipped with our framework, we propose two
bid-price algorithms that maximize overall employment while simultaneously yielding provable
group fairness guarantees. Through extensive numerical experiments using various definitions
of group fairness and real-world data from the U.S. and the Netherlands, we show that our algo-
rithms can yield substantial improvements in group fairness compared to an offline benchmark
fairness constraints, with only small relative decreases (=~ 1%-5%) in global performance.
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1 Introduction

Over two million new refugees and asylum seekers are projected to require resettlement in 2023
to escape violence and persecution in their origin countries [UNH22], and ensuring the successful
integration of these displaced people is a profound humanitarian and policy goal. Successful inte-
gration (typically measured by gainful employment after resettlementﬂ) is crucial both to enhance
the quality of life of refugees and asylum seekers and to invigorate the local economy of host coun-
tries. The challenge of facilitating the integration of refugees and asylum seekers into society is
typically the purview of non-profit and governmental resettlement agencies such as the Swiss State
Secretariat of Migration (SEM) in Switzerland, the Central Agency for the Reception of Asylum
Seekers (COA) in the Netherlands, and the Lutheran Immigration and Refugee Service (LIRS) in
the United States.

A primary driver for successful integration is the geographic location in a host country to which
a refugee or asylum seeker is assigned. Traditionally, case officers within resettlement agencies have
made assignments based on local quotas and their own judgment. In the past few years, however,
innovations in analytics have given rise to machine learning (ML) models that predict integration
outcomes using personal characteristics [BFH™18]. The advent of ML in this context opens up new
possibilities for using analytics to improve resettlement decisions.

Equipped with ML models, the dynamic refugee assignment problem faced by resettlement
agencies can be formulated as follows. Over the course of an extended period of time (e.g., a fiscal
year), the resettlement agency sequentially receives new cases t = 1,...,T, where each case consists
of a family or individual refugee/asylum seeker. The agency uses ML to compute an estimate of
the probability wy; that case ¢t would successfully find employment in each geographic location j.
Each location j has a capacity s; on the number of refugees or asylum seekers that it is expected
to resettle over that period. For some cases, the assignment is pre-determined by existing family
ties or other constraints such as medical or educational considerations. For the free cases—those
that can be resettled to any location—the resettlement agency makes an irrevocable decision of
which location to assign the case. This decision must not violate the capacity constraints at any
geographic location, and the objective of the resettlement agency in this problem is to maximize
the average employment rate across all cases.

Several recent works have tackled the dynamic refugee assignment problem via optimization.
The first papers to propose the use of optimization and ML in this context ([BFHT18| and later
[AAM™21]) study a static variant in which all refugees arrive simultaneously and develop exact
algorithms based on network flows and integer programming. Subsequent works |[AGP™ 21} [BP22]
formulate a dynamic version of the problem where refugees arrive sequentially from a probability
distribution and design efficient heuristics to overcome computational intractability. These algo-
rithms yield significant predicted gains (up to 50% increases) in average employment rate when
compared to assignment decisions under current practice.

Although these algorithms represent a significant leap in the use of analytics to drive societal
impact, one may worry that global optimization may consistently disadvantage a particular sub-
group of refugees, e.g., subgroups defined by country of origin, age, or educational background.
For example, consider the setting of Figure [I] where members of groups A and B each achieve
higher employment in Location 1. In this example, global optimization (i.e., optimizing for average
employment across all cases) yields outcomes that are clearly unfair for any reasonable definition of

!For example, in the US, the Refugee Act of 1980 mandates annual audits of proxies for this metric.
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Figure 1: There are two groups {A, B} with 50 refugees each and two locations {1, 2} with capacities
of 50. Each case of Group A finds employment with probability 0.9 when assigned to Location 1
and 0.7 when assigned to Location 2. For cases of Group B the probabilities are 0.2 and 0.1.

group fairness, as all members of Group B are assigned to their least preferred location (Location 2)
while all members of Group A are assigned to their most preferred location (Location I)EI

Why might group fairness be of central importance in the setting of dynamic refugee assignment?
First, the use of a refugee assignment algorithm can be jeopardized from a legal standpoint if
it has disparate impacts on refugees from different origin countries (see Recital 71 of the EU
GDPR [Vol22]). Second, fairness of employment outcomes across key subgroups has been identified
by decision-makers as an important goal when designing algorithms. This sentiment is captured
by Sjef van Grinsven, Director of Projects at COA:

“Because of the ever growing impact of Al on society, the topic of fairness is becoming
increasingly important. For an organization such as COA, a semi-governmental
organization working with a vulnerable target group, implementing fairness is not
what you would call desirable: it’s an absolute necessity. The challenge is to translate
an abstract concept like fairness into concrete programmable choices.”

Achieving the goal of incorporating group fairness into an algorithm for the dynamic refugee
assignment problem is often not a straightforward task. First, there is a large and ever-growing
number of ways that a policy maker may describe the fairness (or lack thereof) of an assignment
of refugees to locations (see Section [1.2)). Second, it is not clear how to extend fairness rules that
are specified for static assignments to settings where refugees arrive and are assigned sequentially.
To be practically useful to policy makers, any framework to measure group fairness in dynamic
refugee resettlement must be flexible (seamlessly adapting to different fairness rules) and simple
(not requiring the policy maker to reason about the intricacies of the dynamic arrivals of refugees);
see discussion in Section

1.1 Owur contributions

In this paper, we introduce such a framework for incorporating group fairness into the dynamic
refugee assignment problem (Section [2.2). Our framework does not require policy makers to define
a notion of fairness that explicitly accounts for the stochastic arrival process of refugees. Instead,
our framework only requires policy makers to specify an ex-post feasible fairness rule that, in

2 Another example of the potential unfairness of a pure optimization approach is the following product model.
Suppose a group g has an employability 6, each location j has a desirability d;. and the score for a refugee ¢ of group
g in location j is wy,; = 04d;. Then simply optimizing assigns less employable groups to less desirable locations.



turn, generates a minimum requirement on the average employment probability for each group.
By only requiring the fairness rule to be defined when all refugee arrivals are known upfront,
our framework is easy to understand by practitioners and thus desirable from an adoptability
standpoint. At the same time, the minimum requirement can be generated using a variety of simple
and interpretable definitions of group fairness from the literature, e.g., MaxMin, Randomized,
Proportionally Optimized within group. All together, our framework provides policy makers with
a concrete way to evaluate whether a particular deployed algorithm achieves the specified fairness
criteria (Section ; see further discussion regarding practical implications in Section

Equipped with our framework for reasoning about group fairness in the dynamic refugee reset-
tlement setting, we perform a numerical analysis of how well existing approaches fare with respect
to different fairness criteria (Section . We analyze data from two partner organizations in the
US and the Netherlands and show that a natural Bid Price Control (BP), similar to [AGP™21],
can create frequent unfair group outcomes, when considering various fairness criteria considered in
the literature. We also show that this is not simply a result of BP, but also occurs with a clair-
voyant control that has advance knowledge of arrivals and assigns them optimally. Additionally,
we show that a random assignment algorithm (a proxy for status quo procedures in the absence
of optimization [BFHT18]) yields outcomes that are inefficient in terms of total employment and
routinely fails to achieve group fairness according to the rules considered.

Motivated by the finding that existing approaches can lead to unfair assignments on real data,
we develop two algorithms with provable guarantees that hold for any ex-post feasible fairness rule.

e First, we propose a modification of BP (Section that includes dual variables for each group.
These dual variables amplify employment probabilities at the group level to help direct the
most valuable locations towards the groups that need them the most in order to meet their
minimum requirements. We refer to this algorithm as AMPLIFIED BID PRICE CONTROL
(ABP). ABP has strong performance guarantees at the population level (Theorem [1)) when
compared to an offline solution that meets the minimum requirement of every group. More-
over, in our data-driven numerical study, it incurs only a minimal loss (= 0 — 1%) in total
employment when compared to BP and the offline problem without fairness constraints (see
Table |2| in Section . This suggests that, in practice, incorporating group fairness consid-
erations need not be costly in terms of total employment. On the theoretical side, ABP also
provides strong performance guarantees at the group level for groups with reasonably large
sizes (Theorem , such as age or educational level (see Table [1]in Section @ However, for
groups with small sizes, such as many based on country of origin in the US, the algorithm has
no meaningful performance guarantees and can exhibit unfair outcomes in numerical studies

(Section [6.3).

e Our second algorithm, dubbed CONSERVATIVE BID PRICE CONTROL (CBP), combines ele-
ments from ABP with reserve capacity at each location and occasional greedy decisions to
overcome the poor performance of ABP with respect to small groups. Greedy steps sacrifice
global efficiency to help boost the employment of groups that need it, and reserving capac-
ity at each location helps ensure that regular assignments do not deplete the capacity of a
location before a greedy decision can make use of it. With these changes, CBP has both
population level performance guarantees (Theorem |3]), and adds a guarantee that all groups,
regardless of their size, will approximately meet their minimum requirements (Theorem .
In our numerical results, we find that CBP incurs a small loss (= 0 — 1%) in total employ-
ment when compared to ABP while approximately meeting the minimum requirements of all



groups in all instances.

1.2 Related work

Refugee resettlement. In the context of refugee resettlement, recent work introduces data
analytics and market design to improve operational efficiency. Our work is closest to the afore-
mentioned works [BEHT18, [AAM™21, [BP22, IAGP'21| that optimize the assignment of refugees
to locations, either in static or in dynamic settings, where the objective function is the average
employment rate. [BP22, IAGP™21] use resolving techniques, backtest on historical data, and find
that their online algorithms incur little loss relative to the optimal objective in hindsight. [BP22]
incorporates an additional queuing/load balancing component in their objective to ensure that
the resources at each location are evenly utilized throughout the year. The methods proposed by
[BP22, IAGPT21] are currently being used in Switzerland and the US, respectively. [GP19] studies
a variation wherein the employment score at a location is a submodular function of the assigned
refugees. In terms of fairness, [AEMIS| considers envy-freeness between locations. To the best
of our knowledge, our work is the first to design algorithms that promote fairness for refugees.
Closely connected to our motivation is [BM21], which identifies similar concerns to ours (Sec-
tion when studying a static refugee resettlement problem, but does so with a more restricted
lens of group fairness and does not provide algorithmic solutions to overcome these concerns. Other
works in refugee resettlement design mechanisms to satisfy preferences of refugees and locations
[AE16, MR14, NNT21. [TT18, [ACGSI§|, or allow decision-makers to trade-off between refugees’
preferences and employment maximization [ABH22, [DKT23| [0S22].

Methodological connections to online packing. Our formulation and algorithms are similar
to those studied in online packing problems, including canonical quantity-based network revenue
management [MVR99] and the AdWord problem [MSVV07]. These are sequential decision-making
problems, in which a stream of T requests occurs, and a decision is made for each request: for
network revenue management the decision is to accept/reject, for AdWords it is where to accept a
request. In both problems accepting a request yields a reward (in AdWords, the reward depends
on where), but also consumes a set of resources. The objective is to maximize the accumulated
rewards and is often measured by regret, defined by the difference in accumulated rewards compared
to the offline optimal solution, while satisfying capacity constraints [TVRVR04]. Classical bid price
control [Wil92] and randomized LP approaches [TVR99] have long been known to achieve the fluid
optimal O(v/T) regret [TVRIS| for these problems, though these approaches have been improved
through resolving techniques, that eventually led to O(1) regret guarantees [RWO0S, [JK12, BW20),
VB21l, VBG21, BF19]. All of these approaches require resolving some LP from time to time. In
this paper’s context, which includes fairness constraints, using resolving can lead to infeasibility
issues along the horizon (see Appendix . Moreover, our methods, which do not resolve, yield
results close to the hindsight-optimal solution on real-world data sets (Section @ Thus, we do not
focus on expanding resolving methods to this setting, and leave this as a future area of work.

An orthogonal set of approaches to online packing problems arises in online convex optimization
[Haz16| [AD15]. These approaches do not rely on resolving, but cannot easily adapt to the presence
of sub-linear size groups, as we find in our work. Applying previous results, from either stream,
leads to vacuous guarantees for small groups (see discussion after Theorem, forcing us to develop
new algorithmic and analytical ideas to warrant good performance for all groups (Theorem .



Fairness considerations. Beyond refugee resettlement, fairness has been studied in many other
operational settings such as kidney exchange [BFT13|, food banks [SJTBY22], online advertising
[FHK ™10, BLM21, BCCM22], and pricing [CEL22]; see also [DAFST22] for a wider review of
applications of algorithmic fairness in operations. We now expand on the connection to works
that are closer to ours. The trade-off between optimizing a global objective and incorporating
fairness considerations is often captured in the literature via the price of fairness [BET11, BFT12].
Quantifying fairness considerations via a requirement for each group resembles a setting from the
literature where one aims to minimize wait time in a queuing system subject to a requirement on
the idle time of each server [AW10]. A major difference to these works is that our setting involves
dynamic decisions occurring over a finite number of rounds; the uncertainty in arrivals introduces
complexities, especially with respect to groups with small arrival probability. In contrast, the former
line of works assumes a static optimization while the latter focuses on a steady-state behavior of
the system.

The fairness rules that we consider in our work are closely related to two dynamic decision-
making lines of work from the literature. The Proportionally Optimized fairness rule (Example
aims to mitigate the negative effect that the existence of a group may cause to members of another
group by positing that the group should have performance at least as good as what it would have
in 1solation. This was initially studied in a stochastic online learning setting with disjoint groups
[RSWW18] and has been subsequently extended in a non-stationary setting with overlapping groups
[BL20]E| A key difference of our application is that individual cases are organically coupled via
resource constraints; as a result, it is not clear how to define in isolation. To incorporate this aspect,
we extend the rule by asserting that the average employment probability of each group is no less
than what it would have been if the group optimized its assignments over hypothetical capacities
proportional to its size (without considering other groups). The Maxmin fairness rule (Example |3)
aims to optimize the performance of the group with the lowest average employment outcome; this is
a classical fairness criterion [KS75, Raw04, KRT99L[AS07, BFT11]. In a dynamic setting, there has
been a sequence of recent works studying how to optimize this quantity [LIS14, MNR22, MXX22|
MXX21]. A key difference in our setting is that we aim to optimize the global objective subject
to a requirement on the lowest group’s outcome, rather than maximizing the latter quantity only
with no regard to global efficiency..

Finally, fairness has been widely studied in the context of supervised machine learning with
multiple different definitions mostly aiming to equalize a fairness metric across different groups
starting from [HPS16l [Chol7, KMRIT7, [CG18|. The challenge in that line of literature is statistical:
how can one try to use an inaccurate machine learning model? In contrast, we assume that the
machine learning model is completely accurate (with respect to employment probabilities) and the
challenge arises from the uncertainty in the arrival process.

2 Model

In this section, we define the dynamic refugee assignment problem (Section [2.1]), introduce a frame-
work that incorporates group fairness (Section [2.2)), and formalize our objectives (Section [2.3)).

3Since the groups can be overlapping, the latter work jointly optimizes the global objective as well as group
objectives by positing that the whole population constitutes a group.



2.1 The Dynamic Refugee Assignment Problem

A refugee resettlement agency or decision maker (DM) is faced with the task of assigning T refugee
cases with labels {1,...,7} to a set M of resettlement locations in a host country; we denote
by M the number of locations. For simplicity, we assume that each refugee case consists of one
individualﬁ Each location j € M has a capacity s;, i.e., it can have at most s; cases assigned
to it. We assume there is sufficient capacity such that Zje m S = T. We denote by §; = s;/T
the fraction of cases that can be assigned to each location j. We refer to 5; as the fractional
capacity of location j and denote the minimum fractional capacity by Smin = minjeaq ;. The
sequence of refugee cases is denoted by the stochastic process w = (61,...,07), where 8, € ©
denotes the random feature vector associated with refugee case t. The feature vectors 6, are drawn
independently from known probability distributions P; over © and they include information that
is known about the refugee such as their country of origin, gender, education level, etc. We denote
the set of all possible realizations of this stochastic process by Q = 7.

The feature vector 0; lets us extract the following relevant information about refugee case t.
First, we let wy ; = w;(6;) € [0,1] denote the estimated probability that a refugee with features 6,
finds employment at each location j € M within a specified time frame of interestﬁ The function
w : O — [0,1]M is estimated by a supervised machine learning model and is available to the DM.
We assume that for a case ¢, P; is such that w is drawn from a continuous cumulative distribution
function over [0, 1]M , and often refer to w; ; as the score of case ¢t at location j. Second, we let
g(t) = g(0;) € G denote the (unique) group of case ¢, where the set of all groups G has cardinality G.
Group definitions are outside the purview of the DM and are decided by an external policy maker;
for example, groups may be defined by level of education or country of originﬁ

We now specify our assumptions regarding the non-stationarity of the arrival process P;. Letting
Pq(t) be the probability that a case from group g € G arrives in period ¢, we define the average arrival
probability of group g across the time horizon as pg = %Zte[T] pg(t) and the non-stationarity
parameter U = min{u > 1: py(t)/py € [1/u,ul, Vg € G,t € [T]}ﬁ Although we allow pg4(t) to
evolve over time, we assume that the score w;; is drawn identically across time condition on a
group. This is formalized in the following assumption which we posit throughout the paper.

Assumption 1. For g € G,t,t' € [T], condition on g(t) = g(t') = g, (wt;)jem 4 (wy j)jem.

Refugee cases arrive in ascending order of their labels and, at each period t = 1,...,T, the
DM observes the feature vector 6, associated with refugee case t and needs to decide a location
for the case. This decision needs to be non-anticipative and irrevocable: the DM needs to commit
on the location for refugee case t prior to seeing the information of cases ¢ > t. Formally, we
denote the DM’s decision for refugee case ¢ by the assignment vector z; = z;(01,...,0;) € {0, 1},
where 61, ...,0; is the information that has been revealed to the DM after the arrival of case t,

40ur results extend to cases that consist of multiple refugees if all members of each case belong to the same group.
As we discuss in Section [7] handling intersectional groups is an interesting open direction.

°In the US, employment after 90 days of arrivals is the only integration outcome that is systematically tracked
and reported. Many other host countries, for example the Netherlands and Switzerland, also track employment after
arrival as one of the key integration metrics, although the time-frame of interest varies by country.

5We emphasize the distinction between DM and policy maker to clarify what is in the purview of the algorithm
and its designers. In particular, the definitions of groups and group fairness are exogenous to the algorithm.

"In this paper, we adopt the view that the size of a group, pgT, can be sublinear or even independent of T' (so Py
can be o(1)). This allows us to naturally model the presence of “large” and “small” groups for our data in Section

8The parameter U is at most 7.5 for our data except for small groups without any arrivals in a given quarter (see

Appendix [A.5)).



and where the equality z;; = 1 holds if and only if refugee case ¢ is assigned to location j € M.
We say that a sequence of assignments is feasible if and only if each case is assigned to a single
location in a way that does not violate any location’s capacity; that is, a sequence of assignments
z1,...,z7 € {0,1}M is feasible if (z1,...,z7) is an element of the fractional assignment polytope
formally defined as

T
2:{(21,...,ZT)€R§SM: Zimzl vte{l,...., T} and Zit,jgsj VjEM'}
JEM t=1

We denote the restriction of Z to the integers by Z = Z N {0,1}7*M,

In the absence of group fairness considerations, the DM aims to select a feasible sequence of inte-
ger assignments that achieves high average employment probability across refugee cases. Formally,
a sequence of assignments z1,...,zp € Z induces a global objective value of % Zthl ZjeM Wi 2t 5,
where we recall that wy; and z ; are shorthand for w;(6;) and z ;(61,...,6¢). To incorporate
group objectives, we denote the set of cases that belong to group g, among the first ¢ arrivals
of realization w, by A(g,t) = A(g,t,w) £ {7 <t:g(0,) =g} and the cardinality of this set by
N(g,t) = N(g,t,w) = |A(g,t,w)|. A group is called non-empty for realization w if N(g,T,w) > 0.
This lets us define, for each group g € G, the average employment probability of that group asﬂ

1
O[g((.d) - N(g, T, w) vV 1 wtvjztvj'

teA(g,T) jEM

2.2 Our Framework for Group Fairness

Our goal is not to impose a definition of group fairness; rather, it is to provide flexible and expansive
frameworks that allow policy makers to specify the group fairness desiderata they wish to attain.
With this in mind, our framework allows external policy makers to specify a minimum requirement
for every group and every realization of the dynamic refugee assignment problem. Formally, the
policy maker selects a fairness rule 7 which provides a mapping Oy 7 :  — [0, 1] for each group
g € G, where the quantity Oy 7(w) represents the minimum requirement on the average employment
score of members of group g. Of course, not all requirements are achievable even when one is granted
the benefit of hindsight. Hence, our framework necessitates that the provided requirements satisfy
a notion of ex-post feasibility for a fractional version of the assignment problem.

Definition 1. A fairness rule F is ex-post feasible if, for every sample path w € Q, there exist
fractional ex-post decisions z j(w) € [0,1] for each case t € [T] and location j € M such that

N - = 1 -
(Zl, N ZI‘) ez and W Z Z Wt jZt,5 2 097.7-'((4)) Vg S g
’ teA(g,T) jEM

Note that the constraints imply Oy 7(w) =0 for an empty group g, which we assume throughout.

As long as the specified fairness rule F satisfies ex-post feasibility, our algorithms will achieve
favorable group performance guarantees despite not having the benefit of hindsight; see Sections
and [4. Of course, for this group fairness framework to be meaningful, it needs to capture existing
fairness notions as special cases. To demonstrate the versatility of our framework, we provide three
examples of ex-post feasible fairness rules. We note that for the first two examples to fulfill ex-post
feasibility, it is necessary that Definition [I| allows for fractional assignments z.

9V defines the maximum of two numbers, i.e., a Vb = max{a, b}, which defines the average as 0 for empty groups.



Example 1 (Random Fairness Rule). In many host countries, the status quo of refugee resettlement
assignments is effectively random [BEH' 18]. The random fairness rule protects groups from being
worse off than this status quo benchmark, thus fulfilling the mazim of “primum non nocere” (“do no
harm”). To mimic a random assignment, for each realization w € Q and non-empty group g € G,

S5 .. .
we consider the fractional assignment zrandom = 2 and set the minimum requirement as
i'em )
9] (w) ~random
g,random Wt 52t :
9. T teA(g,T) JEM

Example 2 (Proportionally Optimized Fairness Rule). The random fairness rule fulfills “primum
non nocere” but does not use synergies between different arrivals of one group. The proportionally
optimized fairness rule posits that, for every realization w € 0, a non-empty group g € G receives
a capacity sj, = N(g,T)s;, proportional to the group size, for all locations j € M. It then
optimizes their assignment over the fractional assignment polytope restricted to group g, i.e., ZNg =
{2 € [0, 1]A@T)xM . Djemity S LV € A, T); Yoiear i < Sjg Vi € M}. The resulting

minimum requirement captures the mazximum value a group would receive in isolation:

Oy pro(w) = max ————_-= E E Wy, 2,5

N
zez, N(g, T tGA(g T) jeEM

This reflects the principle that a group should not be worse off due to the presence of other groups,
which has been studied in sequential group fairness without resource constraints (see Section .

Example 3 (MaxMin Fairness Rule). As neither of the above examples guarantees a high minimum
requirement for the most vulnerable (least employable) group, the well-studied MaxMin fairness rule
is a natural alternative. The corresponding minimum requirement for realization w € ) is the same
across all non-empty groups g € G and mazimizes the minimum average value across all groups:

1
Og maxmin (w) = max min 7) Z Z’wt,gzt,g

/ N(g',T
zeZ ¢'€G: N(¢'.1)>0 N (¢, 1Ay T) JeM

Note that, although fairness rules are formally defined as a mapping from all possible realiza-
tions to minimum requirements, the examples above illustrate that fairness rules can be succinctly
specified in an interpretable way.

Our work assumes that a policy maker has provided minimum requirements corresponding to
an ex-post feasible fairness rule and we often drop the notational dependence on F. In Section [0]
we investigate the differences between the three rules we presented here. Finally, some of our
results require the fairness rule F to satisfy a lower bound on a notion of slackness, defined as
e, F = Eg [maxjep w;j(0) | g(0) = g] — Eu,[Og 7(w)], which is the expected difference between the
maximum score conditional on a group g and its corresponding requirement. This quantity is non-
negative by ex-post feasibility and captures the difficulty to achieve the minimum requirements.

Definition 2. A fairness rule F has slackness € if e 7 > € > 0 for every group g.

Note that the only rule giving ¢, 7 = 0 must assign every case of group g to the location
maximizing the employment score. In that sense, it is natural to assume that ¢, 7 be greater than
0, though some of our results require it to be bounded away from 0.



2.3 Objectives for our Setting

The minimum requirements serve as an algorithmic benchmark: for a realization w € 2, we want
an algorithm to achieve average employment probability for every group that is lower bounded by
Og,7(w). This gives the definition of ex-post g—regret: for a realization w € €, if an algorithm
induces average employment probability a4(w) for a group g € G, then its ex-post g-regret is

oF (W) =0y 7(w) — ay(w).

Though our algorithms have strong guarantees on ex-post-g-regret for fairness rules that fulfill a
certain “sensitivity” condition (see Section, such guarantees are not possible for arbitrary fairness
rules (see end of this section), which we focus on for most of the paper. For these we consider the
following weaker benchmark that consists of the minimum of Oy r(w) and its expectation over
w' ~ Py x --- x Pp. Formally, the g-regret of a group g € G is defined by

Rg”}'(w) é min {ng(w), Ew/ [Og’]-‘(w/)]} — ozg(w).

We now focus on our global objective, i.e., to maximize the average employment probability
for all refugee cases independent of group, subject to the group-level minimum requirements. To
evaluate how well an algorithm performs, we compare against the best sequence of fractional as-
signments for the realization w. We note that, as before, we need to use fractional assignments to
allow for general ex-post feasible fairness rules. Formally,

1 T

O%(w) 2 rpag—z S wggst Vg > Y wiFy > N(g,T) Ogr(w). (OFFLINEf)
z€ t=1 jeM teA(g,T) jEM

An algorithm aims to make sequential irrevocable integral decisions z; € {0,1}* that minimize,
with high probability, the global regret

T
N 1
RF(w) £ Ey[O%x(w)] - T SN wijug,
=1 jeM

while also achieving favorable g-regret guarantees for all groups g € G. In particular, we say that
an algorithm has favorable regret guarantees if Rr(w) and Ry r(w) (or Ry'x(w) in the case of
“sensitive” fairness rules) are upper bounded by a quantity that vanishes to zero as the number of
cases 1" tends to infinity with high probability, for all groups g € G.

We now briefly motivate our choice of benchmarks by describing several impossibility results.

e Meaningful bounds for arbitrary fairness rules require us to weaken the ex-post requirement:
there exist ex-post feasible fairness rules (Appendix|C.1)) that do not admit high—probabilitym
vanishing ex-post g-regret or a high multiplicative analogue thereof, ay(w)/Og r(w).

e This cannot be fixed by using the expected minimum requirement E,,[O4 r(w')] as a bench-
mark: there exist ex-post feasible fairness rules (Appendix that do not admit constant
multiplicative approximation of E,,[Og r(w’)] with high probability. Together with the pre-
vious point, this motivates g-regret as our benchmark.

10A high-probability guarantee is desirable in our context as the setting is just run once and therefore we care
about the realized sample path and cannot hope that things will eventually average out.
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e Meaningful ex-post bounds are also unattainable for global regret: we construct (Appendix
an ex-post feasible fairness rule such that no algorithm can achieve both vanishing g-regret
and an average employment probability with vanishing difference to the sample-path opti-
mum O*(w). This motivates us to use the the expected optimum E,, [O*(w')] as a benchmark.

e Although the above results rely on unusual fairness rules, we also show (Appendix |C.4]) that
even for the MaxMin fairness rule (Example, no algorithm can obtain, with high probability,
both vanishing ex-post g-regret and vanishing global regretE

Finally, for our regret to be well-defined, we require measurability of O% and O, 7 for every
group g € G. We show in Appendix that all fairness rules described in Section [2.2] satisfy this.

3 Amplified Bid Price Control

Our approach builds on the classical BID PRICE CONTROL that minimizes global regret (without
fairness considerations) and was initially developed in the context of network revenue management
[TVRIS], which is an admission control problem with only accept/reject decisions. We show that a
simple modification of this algorithm yields global regret that vanishes in 7" at a rate of 1/ VT and
g-regret that scales as 1/,/pg - T. In the next section, we extend our algorithm to attain g-regret
that scales as 1/ VT.

BiD PricE CONTROL or BP as a shorthand aims to maximize the global objective subject to
capacity constraints, i.e., find an assignment z € Z that maximizes Zthl > JemM Wej2tj- Myopi-
cally assigning each case to the location that maximizes its score may seem like a natural candidate
algorithm to achieve this objective; yet, this quickly depletes the capacities at locations with uni-
versally good refugee employment prospects. As a result, optimally assigning a case needs to take
into account not only the present case-location score but also the opportunity cost of a slot at
location j, i.e., the potential decrease in future assignment scores due to depleted capacity at j.
BIiD PriCcE CONTROL quantifies the opportunity cost of each assignment and additively adjusts
the employment probabilities by this amount. Effectively, this penalizes the selection of locations
that are valuable in the future. That said, this adjustment of scores does not take into account
group-fairness concerns and may severely violate minimum requirements (see Figure [4]of Section@.

Our modification (Algorithm [I)), which we term AMPLIFIED BID PRICE CONTROL or ABP
as a shorthand, explicitly captures these fairness concerns by introducing group-dependent score
amplifiers. In particular, the scores of each case are first scaled by their group’s amplifier and are
then additively adjusted by the opportunity cost of each potential assignment. These amplifiers
help direct resources towards groups that need them the most in order to satisfy their minimum
requirements. For example, a group that is likely to have a loose fairness constraint in [OFFLINE £]
would have a small amplifier and be assigned based on the tradeoff between w; ; and the locations’
opportunity cost. To formalize the above intuition, we denote by x5 and A} the opportunity cost
of location j € M and the amplifier of group g € G, respectively. These quantities are initially
instantiated (see line [1] in Algorithm ; we elaborate on this instantiation below. ABP wants to
assign case t to the location

JWAB (1) £ arg qurelz}\:;l((l + g W — 15

"Tndeed, our impossibility result for the MaxMin fairness rule is stronger: in general, no algorithm can obtain,
with high probability, both a constant approximation ratio for one benchmark and vanishing regret for the other.
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breaking ties in favor of the smallest indexf—_gl That said, if this location has no capacity, the final
assignment JABP(t) is a location with the most remaining capacity.

Algorithm 1: AMPLIFIED BiD PRICE CONTROL
input : Capacity s; for j € M; Time horizon T'; Fairness rule F inducing scores Og4(w)
1 Set (u*, A*) < arg minueRf,AeRf E[L(p, A)] where L(p, ) is defined in (LAGR)
2 for caset =1,...,T of group g(t) € G with scores wy; for j € M do
3 JABP (1) « JWAB(3) where JWAB(t) «— arg max;jeaq (1 + )\Z(t))wm — K

4 if JWAB(1) has no capacity then JABP(t) < a location with most remaining capacity

We now expand on the instantiation of u*, A*. The problem without fairness constraints aims to
find an assignment z € Z that maximizes Zte[T] Zje/vl wy 21, 5. The classical BID PRICE CONTROL
computes opportunity costs pu* by solving its Lagrangian relaxation over the fractional assignments
without capacity constraints, i.e., the polytope Z £ {Z € [0,1]7*M Zje/vl Z; = 1Vt}:

Lp) = rAn Z Z wy,jZ5 + Z Hj | S5 — Z Zt,j )
ze

t=1 jeM JEM te[T]

where p; > 0 is the Lagrange multiplier associated with the capacity constraint for location j. For
any vector g > 0, L(p) upper bounds the original objectiveH BP selects Lagrange multipliers
ur € arg minueRf E[L(p)] that give the tightest upper bound in expectation. For each case t, the
optimal Z in the inner maximization of L(p*) chooses the location j that maximizes wy ; — uj*-. This
matches the intuition that the multiplier 7 is the opportunity cost associated with location j.

We follow a similar approach while also incorporating group fairness constraints. In particular,
denoting the Lagrange multiplier associated with the constraint for group g by A4, the Lagrangian
relaxation L(p, A) of our offline maximization program (OFFLINE£)) is written as:

TE10 90 EUETED o) O SEN ED WV U olib SERETEL RTES
t=1jeM JjeEM 9€g teA(g,T) jEM
Rearranging terms, we find that z; ; appears as a coefficient for (wy; — p; + Agpwej) = (1 +

Ag(t))Wt,j — prj. Similar to BP, the maximizing assignment z € Z now sets, for each case t, Zyj =1
for the location j that maximizes (1 + Ag))wtj — pj. Hence, the Lagrangian relaxation is

T
1
L(p,A) = 7 Z?g\f((l + Ag)Weg — 1)+ Y pisi— > AOgN(g,T) | . (LAGR)
t=1 JEM geg

ABP picks opportunity costs p* and amplifiers A* that minimize E,[L(p, A)] subject to non-
negativity. As alluded to above, the scores of an arrival are amplified by A, before they are additively
adjusted by opportunity cost p;. Further, by the same reasoning as for BP, L(p, A) > O* for any
@, A > 0. In particular, L(p*, A*) > O* and thus E,[L(p*, X*¥)] is an upper bound for E,, [O*]. With
Ew[L(p, A)] being an expectation over convex functions (the maximum across linear functions), it
is a convex function of p, A enabling the efficient instantiation of p*, A* (line 1 of Algorithm [1]).

In the following theorems, we establish global and g-regret guarantees for ABP.

12Note, however, that under our assumption of continuous scores, tie-breaking almost surely does not occur.
13T~his is because every z € Z is also an element of Z as Z relaxes the capacity constraints; hence, when evaluating
z € Z for the optimization problem in L(u), this only adds a non-negative component to the original objective.
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Theorem 1. Fiz an ex-post feasible fairness rule F. For any 6 > 0, AMPLIFIED BID PRICE
CONTROL has global regret RAIBP <4/ W : (& + 1) with probability at least 1 — 4.

Theorem 2. Fiz an ex-post feasible fairness rule F. For any § > 0 and g € G, AMPLIFIED BID
PRrRICE CONTROL has g-regret RQ];P < w . (U—2 + 4/ %) with probability at least 1 — 6.

3min

We make two observations about the practicality of these bounds. First, the capacity of each
location typically scales with the number of cases TE which means that 5,,;, can be treated as a
constant with respect to T'. Therefore, the upper bound on global regret in Theorem [I| vanishes
at a rate of O(1/+/T) as T grows large with high probability, e.g., when setting § = 1/7". Second,
the upper bound on g-regret in Theorem [2| vanishes when a group’s expected number of arrivals,
pg - T, is large (e.g., groups defined by age or education level; see Table . Specifically, the bound
converges to zero at a rate of O(1/+/T) when Dy is independent of T, i.e., when the expected size
of group g is linear in 7. We show in Appendix [D.1| that this convergence rate of O(1/v/T) is
unimprovable for both global regret and g—regred and thus AMPLIFIED BiD PRrRICE CONTROL
obtains near-optimal global efficiency and is group-fair for groups whose size increases linearly with
T. That said, this scaling property may not hold for all groups, especially very small groupﬂ the
g—regret bound (Theorem may thus be vacuous. In Section we design an algorithm to address
this problem.

Our starting point towards proving the theorems is to analyze the global and group objectives
when case t is always assigned to location JWAB(t) irrespective of capacities. The objectives
resulting from such an assignment have strong guarantees as we show in Lemma and using
KKT conditions on p*, A* and concentration arguments (see Appendix for full proofs).

Lemma 3.1. We have Zte[T] E [thWAB(t)] > TE[O7].
Lemma 3.2. For anyt and g: E |:U)t7JWAB(t) ‘g(t) = g} > E[O4] — ,/@%T.

Of course, ignoring capacities is unlikely to yield a feasible solution since we have hard capacity
constraints. However, until some location runs out of capacity, ABP follows exactly these assign-
ments. As a result, we want to bound the first time when a location’s capacity is depleted; we
denote this time by Temp. The following lemma shows that, with high probability, this event occurs
Uy/ 3T In( 2412

® ~ periods. When U = 1, i.e., when arrivals are i.i.d., the proof

in the last AWAB .— T
uses that, in expectation, JWVAB assigns at most s; cases to each location j. Hence, by concentration
arguments, ABP uses at most §;t + O(y/t1In(1/s)) capacity in a location j up to case t, and the
algorithm does not deplete capacity in any location until assigning about T'— O(y/7T In(1/s)) cases

(see Appendix for a full proof).

Lemma 3.3. For any § > 0 with probability at least 1 — MLJEZ: Tomp > T — AWAB,

The proofs of Theorems [1] and [2] follow from combining Lemma [3.3] with Lemmas and
respectively and are provided in Appendix [D.2] and [D.3]

1 E.g., in Switzerland, this is government policy as assignments are made proportionally across regions [BFH™18].

'5Some recent literature focuses on when stronger convergence rates cannot be obtained [BKK22, [JMZ22], with
a focus on particular types of indiscrete distributions; in contrast, our lower bound reflects ones in [BEFI9] with
particular groups having o(7) arrivals with high probability.

8E.g., in the U.S., out of 1,175 cases, 12 out of 26 groups defined by country of origin have a handful of cases
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4 Conservative Bid Price Control

The poor performance in Theorem [2| of ABP for small groups (i.e., groups whose total arrival
number does not scale linearly in T') occurs due to two issues. First, ABP is designed to guarantee
that the expected score of an arrival of a group is no less than the minimum requirement of that
group. Roughly speaking, by central limit theorem, the average employment probability of a group
concentrates near the expected score of one arrival of that group. That said, the rate at which this
concentration occurs is inversely dependent on the size of the group. Second, consider an arrival
t after Temp, and suppose all the capacity at location J WAB(t) is depleted. The expected score of
this arrival may be below the group’s minimum requirement. For a group with few arrivals, this
may have a significant effect on the group’s average score.

Our second algorithm (Algorithm , termed CONSERVATIVE BID PriCcE CONTROL, or CBP
for short, is designed to address both of these issues by modifying ABP in two ways. First,
CBP proactively offers high-score assignments to groups which are predicted to not meet their
requirement otherwise. Second, CBP reserves capacity at locations so that late arrivals can still
have favorable assignments. With these modifications, CBP approximately maintains the global
guarantee of ABP while also obtaining strong guarantees for all groups (Theorem .

We first explain an intuition for how CBP predicts whether an arrival should receive a high-
score assignment. Suppose for a group g a clairvoyant knew its future arrivals and could assign
each arrival greedily to the score-maximizing location. If assigning ¢ to JWAB(t) and all subsequent
arrivals of group g¢(t) greedily is insufficient for g(¢) to meet its requirement, then our clairvoyant
would assign arrival ¢ to the greedy location, denoted by JER(t). In contrast, if it is sufficient, our
clairvoyant would assign arrival ¢ to JWAB(t). To formalize this intuition, let JBF (1) denote the
assignment that CBP made at time 7. Then, our clairvoyant condition is

Z Wy JCBP (1) + Wy JWAB(p) + Z Wy JGR () = N(g,T)Og(w).
reA(g,t—1) T€A(9,T)\A(g,t)

The terms on the left-hand side denote (i) the scores of already-assigned arrivals, (ii) the score of
the current arrival ¢t under JWAB, and (iii) the cumulative scores of assigning the remaining arrivals
of group g greedily. Since there are exactly N(g,T) summands on the left, this can be rewritten as

Z (/LUT’JCBP(T) — Og(w)) + wt’JWAB(t) - Og(w) + Z (U}T’JGR(T) - Og(w)) > 0.
TEA(g,t—1) T€A(g,T)\A(g,t)

As we are not a clairvoyant, we cannot implement the above condition; we thus derive two
proxies: one for Oy4(w) and one for the last summation. These proxies are substituted in for
the two terms that require knowledge of future arrivals. Specifically, we first replace O4(w) by
E [Og4(w)], which is a reasonable target for a low g-regret. To achieve a strong guarantee on
ex-post g—regret, in Section [b] we also add a confidence bound 7, > 0 to E[O4(w)] for each
group g, which accounts for the gap between Oy(w) and E [O4(w)]. Let 5 > 0 be a hyperparameter
to capture how conservative the DM wants to be, which we later describe how to set. For a
group ¢ and a case t, we set W(g,t,3) so that, with high probability determined by 3, ¥(g,t, ) <

Do reA(g T\ Ag,t) (w7.7JGR(7.) —E[O4] - fyg>. Though ¥(g,t, 3) gives a valid lower bound on the sum,

that sum itself may be an overestimate on the effect of future greedy assignments, since capacity
at some locations will be entirely depleted towards the end of the horizon. To compensate for this,
we add a buffer Buf(8) to the right-hand side. Dropping the score w; jwas; from the condition
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for simplicity and letting Vgt — 1] = >_ ¢ A(g+-1) (wT’JCBP(T) — Eu[Og(w)] — 7g> we can write
Vot — 1] = Eu[Ogy) (w)] — 74 + ¥(g(2),t, B) = Buf(B). (predict-to-meet)

As we alluded to above, CBP wants to assign case t to JWAB(t) if this condition holds and to
JOR(t) otherwise; we denote this wanted assignment by JWCB(t) (see line 3 of Algorithm .
However, like in ABP where exceptions are made for capacity depletion (line 4| in Algorithm ,
CBP must make several exceptions for different types of capacity. To address the second issue
—unfavorable assignments for cases that arrive late in the horizon— CBP reserves a small portion
of capacity, Res(f) at each location j. This splits the capacity at location j into two components:
free-to-use capacity f; and reserved capacity r;. CBP prioritizes free-to-use capacity; reserves can
only be used for greedy selections. Intuitively, this allows CBP to execute greedy assignments for
late cases without the risk that non-greedy assignments have already exhausted the corresponding
capacity. However, this does not preclude the case where capacity has been depleted due to greedy
assignments. To mitigate this concern, we limit the number of reserves that a group g can access
to at most Cap(f3); we denote by e, the remaining reserves that may be accessed by group g. This
helps ensure that reserves remain in the system for very late cases which allows CBP to execute
greedy assignments for groups to meet their requirement. In our analysis we use f(¢), r(¢), and
e(t) to denote the values of f, r, and e before the arrival of case t.

Given these different types of capacities, we now describe how CBP assigns case t to location
JOBP(1). If JWEB(t) has free-to-use capacity, i.e., fywes(t) > 0, then JOBP(t) = JWCB(t) and
CBP consumes one unit of that capacity. This is also the assignment when the following three
conditions hold: (i) group g(t) has not exhausted its allocation of reserves, i.e., e4y > 0, (ii)
there are remaining reserves at JWCB(t), i.e., rywesy(t) > 0, and (iii) CBP wants to make a
greedy assignment, i.e., the (predict-to-meet]) condition does not hold. Then, J°BF () = JWCB(¢)
and CBP consumes one unit of the reserve. If neither of the previous conditions hold, CBP sets
JCBP(t) as a location with the most free-to-use capacity remaining. Finally, when all free-to-use
capacities are depleted CBP gives up on reserves and relabels all capacities as free-to-use.

Algorithm 2: CONSERVATIVE BID PRICE CONTROL
input : Capacities s;; Time horizon T'; Fairness rule F; Conservative hyperparameter 3;
Confidence bounds v = {v4}geg With v, € [0,1 — E [Oy]]
Set (u*, X*) < argmin E [L(p, A)] where L(p, A) is defined in
Set {\I’(ga t, ﬁ)}geg,tG[T]a Buf(ﬂ)? Cap(ﬁ)a RGS(B) by
eg = Cap(f),7j = Res(B); fj = s; —Res(8),Vg € G,j e M
fort=1...T of group g(t) € G with scores wy; for j € M do
if (predict-to-meet]) then JWOB(t) « JWVAB(1) else JWOB(t) « JOR(t)
if (fJWCB(t) > 1) then JCBP(t) — JWCB(t); fJCBP(t) — fJCBP(t) -1
elif (min{e,), 7 wes} > 0) and (not predict-to-meet)) then
JCBP (t) — JWCB (t); T JOBP () — T JOBP () — 1; € JOBP (t) — €JCBP () — 1
else JOPBP(t) « argmaxjen f; fj  fj — 1
if Zje/\/lfj =0 then f; < r;=0,VjeM

© 000 N O A~ W N =

-
o

To finalize the presentation of the algorithm, we need to set its parameters (line |3| of Algo-
rithm . In practice, these will be set in a data-driven way via Monte Carlo methods or parameter
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tuning (see Section |§| for further discussion). For our analysis, we instantiate parameters as:

Buf(8) = 61n(1/8); Cap(8) = [61n(1/8)]; Res() = GCap(8B);
Vg€ G, te[T], U(g,tpB) = {—1n(1/6)/6g, if v, < £4/2; (PAR)

=T, o.w.

This requires that the fairness rule has positive slackness (Deﬁnition. A smaller value of 3 yields
larger values for Buf(f), which makes it more difficult to satisfy (predict-to-meet|) and results in
higher reserves, leading the algorithm to be more conservative by assigning more cases greedﬂym

In the following theorems, we establish global and g—regret guarantees for CBP.

Theorem 3. Fiz an ex-post feasible fairness rule F with slackness €. For any § > 0 and T >

1/4
3, CONSERVATIVE BID PRICE CONTROL with § = (W) and v = 0 has global regret

RCBP < w\f with probability at least 1 — §.

smlns
Theorem 4. Fiz an ex-post feasible fairness rule F with slackness €. For any 6 > 0 and g € G,

1/4
there exists 11 s.t. Y1 > T7, CONSERVATIVE BID PRICE CONTROL with 8 = (m) and

v = 0 has g-regret Rg?gp < W@ with probability at least 1 — 4.

CBP addresses the main shortcoming of ABP: Theorem [ proves vanishing g-regret with no
dependence on p,. This comes at a cost: the bound of global regret in Theorem (3] I is weaker than
that in Theorem [1]in its dependence on G. This occurs due to the roughly /p,T /e greedy steps
that CBP may execute for each group g, each of which trades off a benefit in group outcomes for a
loss in global objective. A weakness of the g-regret guarantee in Theorem [4]is that it only holds for
large T E That said, our numerical results show CBP (with v = 0) performing well in practice,
for both global objective and group fairness, including in settings where T is not large.

We now provide a proof outline for Theorems [3] and [d] Our results are stated for any input ~
such that 74 € [0,1 — E [Og4]]. The proofs of theorems follow by setting suitable ~.

Global regret. A vital quantity in the analysis of CBP is the first time a location runs out of
free capacity. In a slight abuse of notation, we denote this quantity by Tem, as it plays the same
role as in the analysis of ABP. The key difference in lower bounding 74y, for CBP arises from the
greedy selections before Teyp. Because the number of greedy steps is small, we can bound Temp
similarly to Lemma for ABP. For any input ~, define

12 _ _
CM ==Y wpT+6 > 5T
g: 19<eg/2 g: Yg>¢9/2

to capture the extra greedy steps that are necessary because of . Denoting

=
Smin

wes_ U (20¢GT€IH(1/B)+58G1;12(1/6)+C(7)>7we how:

17This does not hold formally as a larger 3 need not always increase the number of greedy assignments.
'8 This in part due to T} relying on §, which is unavoidable for any algorithm as there are instances for which, for
any 6 >0, if T' < 0.15/4, with probability § the g-regret of a group is bounded below by a constant (Appendix [E.2).
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Lemma 4.1. With probability at least 1 — (2T + 1)(M + G)B*, we have Toyp > T — AWCB,

Proof sketch. We introduce a fictitious system in which each location has unlimited free-to-use
capacity. In this fictitious system, the clause in line [f] is always triggered, so CBP assigns every
case to JWOB(t). In the real system, for every ¢ < Tuyp, CBP, also assigns to JBP (1) = JWCB();
hence CBP makes the same assignments in the fictitious and the real system when ¢ < Tepp.

We then show that the total number of greedy steps in both the fictitious system and the real
system are upper bounded by O(@) with high probability (Lemma . The intuition is as
follows: By Lemma the difference between the requirement and the realized total score of a
group g is around /pgT"+v4p4T. Therefore, to achieve condition |predict—to—meetL there is a deficit
of \/PgT + v4pgT to be filled by greedy steps. By the slackness property (Definition , a greedy
step (in expectation) fills at least € of the gap toward the minimum requirement. Therefore, a group
g takes around (\/pgT +74pyT") /€ greedy steps to cover the deficit. The Cauchy-Schwarz inequality
then gives a bound on the total number of greedy steps of all groups. The formal proof relies on
a concentration bound motivated by work on conservative bandits [WSLS16] and is provided in

Appendix O

The following lemma bounds the global regret of CBP for any confidence bound - (proof in
Appendix [E.4). The bound of global regret in Theorem [3| follows directly by plugging in v = OE

Lemma 4.2. Fiz an ex-post feasible fairness rule F with slackness €. For any 6 > 0, let Ty =

1/4
12(]\54;@‘ Then YT > Ty, CBP with 8 = (m) and confidence bound ~ has RgBP <

M\/g + %SYT) with probability at least 1 — .

Smin€

Proof of Theorem[3. Applying Lemma with v = 0 shows the desired result for T > Ty =
w. Moreover, if 3 < T < Ty, then %_Tg/é)\/g > 1 since Spin < ﬁ by the assumption that

2

> jemSj =1and T'/6 > e. Thus, in that case the bound holds vacuously since REBP < 1. O

g—regret. The crux of proving Theorem {4|is to connect the performance of a group ay(w) with
the condition (predict-to-meet)). We want to show that, with high probability, if a group meets
condition (jpredict-to-meet)) in any period, then its outcome score oy will end up near E [Og] + 4.
To formalize this, we define an event Sgp such that conditioned on it, the following are true:
(i) Temp > T — AWCB and (ii) if a group g fulfills (predict-to-meet]) in some period ¢, where

g = g(t), then g > E[Og] + 74 — w. In the following Lemma we show that Spp occurs
with high probability. Conditioned on this event, bounding group regret then reduces to showing
the following: (a) for any group that meets condition (predict-to-meet|) in some period, the result
guarantees a good outcome; (b) a group with many arrivals and a small confidence bound is unlikely
to never meet condition (predict-to-meet|) in any period, and (c¢) a group with few arrivals, or a large
confidence bound, under CBP has its cases assigned almost exclusively to their greedy location.

Lemma 4.3. Suppose that T > 36UAVCB. Then P[Sgp] > 1 — (3T + 3)(M + G)p*.

Proof sketch. Lemma bounds the probability of Temp > T'— AWCB_ To prove the lemma we need
to show, with high probability, that if a group g(¢) fulfills condition (jpredict-to-meet|) in some period

19The flexibility that - offers enables improved guarantees for fairness rules with low sensitivity (Section .
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t, then it ends up with ay > E[O,] ‘H’g_w at the end of the horizon. Consider the last period
t in which group ¢(t) fulfills condition (predict-to-meet)). In every future period 7 in which there is an

arrival of group g(t), the condition does not hold true. Thus, in those periods, JWVCB(1) = JGR(7).
Moreover, we defined ¥(g,t, 3) isee paragraph above (predict-to-meet])) to be a valid lower bound

with high probability (Lemma , s0 W(g,t,8) < X re 1)\ Alg.t) (wT,JGR(T) —-E[Oy] - 'yg>. In
particular, we then have . c 4, 7) Wy ywos() = N(g, T)(E [Og] + 74) 4+ Buf(B). For every case T
before Temp, we have JOBY (1) = JWCEB(7). Therefore,

Z Wz JCBP () > N(g7T)(E [Og] + 79) + BUf(ﬁ) - (N(gaT) - N(gaTemp)) .
T€A(g,T)

Dividing both sides by N(g,T') gives ag > E[Og] + 74 + Buf(ﬁ)*(N](\?g)T—)N(g,Temp))

large groups, we can show that Nig ’Tgv_(;v;g)’:re"‘p) is of the order of % with high probability. For

small groups, the choice of Buf(p) ensures that Buf(8) > N(9,T) — N(9, Temp)- Therefore, ay is

roughly lower bounded by E [O,] + v, — % The full proof is provided in Appendix O

. For sufficiently

We bound group regret by using Lemma for groups of sufficiently large size (expecta-
tion greater than a constant), and bounding separately for ones of sizes less than the constant.
Lemma combines the slackness property and concentration bounds to bound group regret for
groups g with large enough p,. In particular, it shows that the total greedy scores of cases in group
g that arrive before Ty, is large compared to the minimum requirement of group g. Therefore,
condition (predict-to-meet|) is met for at least one case (with high probability), allowing us to apply
Lemma The formal proof is in Appendix

Lemma 4.4. Suppose that T > 36UAVCB and B < e~ '. For a group g, if Vg < €4/2 and
Dg > %&}/’B), then ag > E[Og] + 74 — w with probability at least 1 — (5T + 5)(M + G)B*.
g

Now, consider a group g with small p,. If condition (predict-to-meet) is satisfied for one of its
cases, Lemma [£.3] holds and its average score is guaranteed to nearly exceed its expected minimum
requirement with high probability. If, on the other hand, the predict-to-meet condition is not met
for its cases before T'—Tymp, then they all receive greedy assignments. We then show that with high
probability, its cases after T'— Tiy,p, but before free-to-use-capacities are exhausted (see Line [10]in
CBP), all receive greedy assignments from reserved capacity. The average score is thus the highest
possible and is at least the minimum requirement by ex-post feasibility of the fairness rule. These
discussions show that for a small group g, its average score is at least close to min(Oy, E [Oy] + v4)
with high probability. We summarize the result below (with a formal proof given in Appendix .

1441n(1 )
753%/’3), with

probability at least 1 — (5T +5)(M +G)B* —TMGIn(1/8)py: oy > min (E [Og] + 74, Og) — w.

Lemma 4.5. Suppose that T > 36UAVCB. For a group g with Yg > €g/2 or pg <

The bound on group regret in Theorem [ follows from combining Lemmas and and
plugging in v = 0 (see Appendix for the full proof).

5 Ex-Post Group Fairness Guarantees

Although our group fairness guarantees have focused on g-regret so far, we now refine our results
to be ex-post group fairness guarantees when the fairness rule has small sensitivity. Roughly
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speaking, sensitivity quantifies how the minimum requirement of a particular group fluctuates
between similar sample paths. A low sensitivity allows us to establish a law of large number
(LLN)-type behavior where Oy r(w) < Ew[Ogr(w')] and thus RYz(w) < Ry r(w). Formally,
letting Qg 7(w) = N(9,T,w)O4 r(w) be the minimum requirement of the total scores for group g¢’s
arrivals in the sample path w, we define the sensitivity of a fairness rule as follows.

Definition 3. A fairness rule F has sensitivity x4 7 over an event B C Q for a group g € G, if for
any pair of w € B,w € Q that differ in at most one arrival, we have |Qq r(w) — Qq.7(@)| < xq,7-
Moreover, F is x-sensitive if B=Q and x4 < x,Vg € G.

Our first result shows that the Random fairness rule (Example [1) and the Proportionally Op-
timized fairness rule (Example [2|) are 1-sensitive and 2-sensitive respectively. The proof relies on a
careful coupling between the LP objective values under two sample paths that differ in one case,
and can be found in Appendix

Proposition 1. Random is 1—sensitive and Proportionally Optimized is 2—sensitive.

We now connect Oy r(w) to the sensitivity of the fairness rule. The proof (Appendix [F.2))
applies McDiarmid’s Inequality [McD98, Theorem 3.7] to show concentration of Qg 7.

Proposition 2. If F has sensitivity x 4,7 over an event B C Q for g € G, then for B € (0,e™1), with
probability at least 1—2*—~P(B°), we have O, r(w) < Ey» [097]:(w’)]+% (]P’{BC} + 14/ 21nTl/B>

By Proposition [2| guarantees on g—regret for ABP and CBP in Theorems [2] {4 immediately
imply upper bounds on ex-post g—regret for y—sensitive fairness rules, as we derive in the following
corollaries (proofs in Appendix [F.3)).

Corollary 1. Fiz a x-sensitive ex-post feasible fairness rule F with x > 1. For any § > 0 and

g € G, ABP has ex-post g—regret Rz)f’fABP < WTM/@ (% + %) with probability at least 1—4.

Corollary 2. Fix a x-sensitive ex-post feasible fairness rule F with x > 1 and slackness €. For

1/4
any § > 0 and g € G, there exists Ty s.t. VI' > Ty, CBP with g = (12(1\/1%) and v = 0 has

RZXJ’:CBP < 101In(T/9) % (M + 4) with probability at least 1 — 24.

Smin€ DPg

The ex-post g—regret guarantee in these corollaries scales as O(1/ (pg\/T )), which is vacuous
when p, < O(1/ VT). In Appendix we show that if the fairness rule satisfies an additional
group-independence condition, which holds for both Random and Proportionally Optimized fairness
rules, we can improve the ex-post guarantee to O(1/, /PgT) (Corollaries |§| in Appendix ,
which matches the g—regret bound for ABP in Theorem [2] Nevertheless, this guarantee still has
a dependence on pg.

As in Section {4] ideally we want a vanishing ex-post g—regret guarantee with no dependence
on py. To do so, we next consider CBP with a suitably chosen confidence bound « based on
Proposition [2l Specifically, for a hyper-parameter /3, we set v, = min (1 —E[Og4], 1}?—;‘\/ W)
The following two theorems, with similar scaling as Theorems [3] and [} show that by setting a
suitable v, CBP not only achieves a favorable global regret, but also enjoys a vanishing ex-post
g—regret with no dependence on p,.
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Theorem 5. Fiz a xy—sensitive ex-post feasible fairness rule F with x > 1 and slackness €. For

1/4
any 6 >0 and T > 3, CBP with § = (W) and 4 = min <1 —-E[O4], %\/W) has

R%BP < w\/; with probability at least 1 — §

Smin€
Theorem 6. Fiz a xy—sensitive ex-post feasible fairness rule F with x > 1 and slackness €. For

1/4
any & > 0 and g € G, there exists Ty s.t. YT > Ty, CBP with f = (m) and g =

min (1 —~E[0,], X W) has R;’}CBF < w\/; with probability at least 1 — 4.

Pg gminE

The proofs of Theorems [5] and [f] can be found in Appendix and use Lemmas
with the confidence bound ~.

MaxMin fairness rule Our results so far apply to fairness rules with constant x, e.g., Random
and Proportionally Optimized. We next establish ex-post group fairness guarantees for MaxMin
fairness rule (Example [3)). MaxMin has a worse concentration bound than the former two fairness
rules. Indeed, our best bound on the sensitivity of MaxMin depends on the ratio between group
g’s size and the minimum group size and only holds over a high probability subset (Lemma
in Appendix ; moreover, our result in Appendix implies that a constant bound is not
attainable. This is also reflected in the following lemma in which we use the minimum group size
to bound the concentration rate MaxMin (the proof is in Appendix . Let pmin = ming py be
the minimum arrival probability of groups.

Proposition 3. For any 8 € (0,e™') and g € G, with probability at least 1 — 2(G + 1)3%,

Og,maxmin(w) < Ew’ [Og,maxmin(w/)] + % <2G/84 + \/ 21n(T1/6)> .

Combining this concentration bound with Theorem [2| shows that ABP enjoys a vanishing ex-
post g—regret for MaxMin when the minimum group size is @(v/T) (proved in Appendix [F.6)).

Corollary 3. For MaxzMin fairness rule and any § > 0 and g € G, ABP has ex-post g—regret
REABP w (Lz + &> with probability at least 1 — .

g,maxmin — Smin Pmin

A stronger result for ex-post g—regret, with no dependence on pnin, is not attainable under the
MaxMin fairness rule. As we show in Appendix [C.4] no algorithm can have, with high probability,
both vanishing global and vanishing ex-post g—regret under the MaxMin fairness rule.

6 Numerical Experiments and Practical Implications

In this section we construct instances based on real-world data from the US and the Netherlands.
We compare the minimum requirements under different fairness rules, show the limitations of
status-quo approaches in achieving them, and study the empirical performance of our algorithms.

Data and instances. We use (de-identified) data from 2016 that cover free cases among (i) adult
refugees that were resettled by one of the largest US resettlement agencies (' = 1,175), and
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(ii) asylum seekers that were resettled in the Netherland@ (T' = 1,543). In both countries, the
outcome of interest is whether or not the refugee/asylum seeker found employment within a given
time period (90 days in the US, 2 years in the Netherlands)@ For each case t we apply the ML
model of Bansak et al. [BFHT18| to infer the employment probability wy ; at each location j @
More details on the prediction method and properties of resulting predictions are described in
Appendix Moreover, we set each capacity s; as the number of cases that were assigned to
location 5 in 2016.

We define three scenarios: NL-AGE and NL-EDU where groups in the Netherlands are defined
by either age or education level, and US-C0O where groups in the US are defined by country of
origin. In the NL-AGE scenario, age is segmented into 10 brackets, whereas cases in the NL-
EDU scenario fall into one of seven groups based on educational attainment and degrees earned.
When referring to the groups, we index them in increasing order of their size for US-C0O, and in
increasing order of their age and education level for NL-AGE and NL-EDU, respectively. As some
cases consist of multiple individuals, we use the age/education level of the primary applicant to
categorize each case into a group. These group definitions were chosen for both illustrative purposes
and based on their importance to our partner organizations, though our approaches apply beyond
these specific ones. Table [I| provides summary statistics on the arrivals and locations.

T M G Smallest group size Largest group size

US-CoO 1,175 27 26 1 331
NL-Ace 1,543 35 10 38 230
NL-Epu 1,543 35 7 30 428

Table 1: Summary statistics

Our numerical results are displayed over 50 bootstrapped samples w1, ...,wso drawn i.i.d. from
the empirical distribution of 2016 arrivals. However, to illustrate the performance of our methods
on real-world, non-stationary data, we also backtest them on 2016 arrivals in the order in which
they occurred, with our algorithms only using information that was available at the start of 2016
(Appendix . Implementation details of all online algorithms can be found in Appendix

6.1 Minimum requirements

We start by discussing the minimum requirements prescribed by the Random, Proportionally Opti-
mized and MaxMin fairness rules (Examples in Section [2)) for our three scenarios (see Figure .
The minimum requirement under the Random fairness rule (orange) is always below that of the
Proportionally Optimized fairness rule (green). This holds by construction: each group receives the
same (fractional) capacity at each location under both rules but the latter rule optimizes assign-
ments for each group. Interestingly, due to higher employment rates among younger populations, in

2TIn the Netherlands, we specifically focus on the population of status holders who are granted residence permits
and are assigned to a municipality through the regular housing procedure. We exclude some subsets of status holders
who fall outside the scope of the objectives or for whom data are unreliable. First, we exclude status holders who
fell under the 2019 Children’s Pardon. Second, we exclude resettlers / relocants / asylum seekers covered by the
EU-Turkey deal due to ambiguity in the data recorded on their registration.

21The period lengths and group definitions we consider stem from private communication with respective agencies.

22When cases consist of multiple individuals, we aggregate them by calculating the probability of at least one
member of each case finding employment.
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the NL-AGE scenario (Figure ) the minimum requirements under both the Random and Propor-
tionally Optimized fairness rule decrease as age increases. Furthermore, the gap between these two
requirements decreases with the group’s age. This suggests that there is more “room to optimize” —
or more synergies between people and places—among younger populations. Conversely, for small
groups in the US-CoO scenario with little room to optimize, the requirements under Proportion-
ally Optimized and Random are often equal. For groups with larger index in Figure 2, the gap
between the two rules is more pronounced. For the MaxMin fairness rule (grey), the requirements
are equal across groups and have no clear relationship to the requirements of the other fairness
rules. For example, for groups 1-5 of the NL-AGE scenario, the MaxMin requirement is the least
constraining whereas for groups 9 and 10 it is the most constraining.

The monotonic relationship between the minimum requirements of Random and Prorportional
Optimized has a clear implication for the group fairness and total employment we can expect: for
any benchmark that does not take into account the fairness rule when making decisions, the out-
comes will appear fairer under Random than under Proportionally Optimized; and for algorithms
like ABP and CBP that try to meet group fairness constraints, the global objective will be higher
under Random than under Proportionally Optimized. Because MaxMin does not have a monotonic
relationship with the other fairness rules, we cannot predict the outcomes under this fairness rule.

NL-Age NL-Edu US-CoO

0.6

0.4

Og

0.2

R EREENE AR EREEREE AR EREEISISIN TN RN R Ry A RPN i
a b C
(a) (b) Group # (©

Fairness rule MaxMin Prop. Opt Random

Figure 2: Minimum requirements for each group and scenario over bootstrapped arrival sequences.

6.2 Group fairness limitations of status quo approaches

We now discuss the group fairness of two algorithms that closely mimic status quo procedures:
RAND and BP. RAND assigns each case randomly to a location with available capacity; this closely
resembles status quo operations in the absence of optimization. BP (see Section |3) is similar to
deployed algorithms (see [BP22, IAGP™21]) and closely approximates the employment-maximizing
(without fairness constraints) hindsight-optimal assignment, referred to as OPT. Although we
discuss results in this section with respect to BP, similar insights arise for OPT (see Appendix.

To measure group fairness, for a group g and a sample path w, we define the fairness ratio as

a og(w)
FRy(w) O r (@)’
This is related to, but not the same as, ex-post g—regret, and allows for a more interpretable
comparison across contexts. A fairness ratio of 0.5 means that a group’s average employment score
is half of its minimum requirement prescribed by F, and a fairness ratio greater than one implies
that employment levels are higher than the requirement. To aggregate across groups, we define the
minimum fairness ratio FR(w) £ ming FRy(w) and its sample average FR = & S0 FR(wh).
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We first examine the performance of RAND under our three fairness rules (see top of Figure 3)).
Recall that, for case ¢, their minimum requirement under the Random fairness rule is equivalent
to their expected outcome under RAND. RAND, however, must choose a single location for each
case. Thus, the fairness ratios are generally centered around one, but FRy(w) for a single sample
path can be large, especially for the small groups in the US-C0O scenario. Results follow similar
patterns under the Proportionally Optimized fairness rule but are more unfair. This arises because
the minimum requirement obtained under the Proportionally Optimized fairness rule is larger than
that obtained under the Random fairness rule (see Figure , especially for large groups.

We then consider the MaxMin fairness rule (see again top of Figure. In the NL-AGE scenario,
RAND is usually fair for groups 1-3, but not for 4-10 (FR4(w) of up to 0.8). The observation that
fairness decreases with age is again a consequence of the higher overall employment rates among
younger populations. To build intuition, consider a stylized example where younger groups are
highly employable at any location, but older groups have only one location with high employment
scores. In order to achieve their MaxMin requirement, a disproportionate number (relative to
group size) of older cases would need to be assigned to that location. Since, under RAND, their
expected allotment in each location is exactly proportional to their size, they do not meet their
minimum requirement. In the NL-EDU and US-Co0O scenarios, results under the MaxMin fairness
rule reflect those obtained under proportionally optimized fairness.

Finally, we discuss the fairness ratio of BP (bottom of Figure [3). For most groups (with the
exception of certain small groups in the US-C0O scenario) BP is fair under the Random fairness
rule. However, BP may be unfair for certain groups under both the MaxMin and Proportionally
Optimized fairness rules. The fairness ratio is particularly low under MaxMin fairness for groups
9 and 10 in the NL-AGE scenario, group 3 in the NL-EDU scenario, and various groups in the
US-CoO scenario. Therefore, although BP appears to be fairer than RAND for most groups, BP
can be unfair, sometimes extremely so, for some groups.
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Figure 3: FRy(w) of RAND and BP with respect to the three fairness rules in each scenario.

23



6.3 Group and global objectives of our algorithms

We now compare the fairness ratio and total employment score achieved by our algorithms (ABP
and CBP) with the above status-quo approaches (RAND and BP) and the optimal offline bench-
marks, and OPT. We note that the latter rely on knowledge of the sample path w and
thus are not implementable in practice but are useful as upper bounds for the total employment
with and without fairness constraints, respectively.

Group fairness. Our analysis finds that each of our benchmarkﬁ exhibits a FR less than 0.5
in multiple instances (see Figure [4). In comparison, ABP and/or CBP improve upon FR in all
instances, often dramatically, with the exception of the NL-EDU scenario under the Proportionally
Optimized fairness rule. In this instance, OPT already has very large FR and therefore BP, ABP,
and CBP perform similarly, and are all less fair than OPT due to the efficiency loss from making
decisions online. Focusing on the scenarios from the Netherlands (which have only large groups,
see Table , ABP has a minimum FR of 91%; in the US-CoO scenario that does contain small
groups, CBP has a minimum FR of 92%. More generally, in line with our expectations from
Theorems 2] and [4], ABP and CBP perform similarly well on FR when all groups are large, and it
is only in the US-C0O scenario that CBP does significantly better.

The existence of small groups in the US-C0O scenario warrants a more detailed investigation
of each algorithm’s FR. Focusing on small (less than 10 arrivals) and large groups (more than 100),
we find that CBP dramatically reduces the proportion of sample paths with FR4(w) < 1 for small
groups. Among large groups, CBP results in a larger proportion of sample paths with FR,(w) < 1
than ABP, though the magnitude is small in these cases (see Table [3| in Appendix for more
details). This demonstrates a trade-off: ABP guarantees group-fairness for large groups, whereas
CBP introduces inefficiencies to help all groups meet their minimum requirement.

MaxMin Prop. Opt Random
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Figure 4: Average fairness ratio under the three fairness rules for each scenario, aggregated across
50 bootstrapped sample paths. We note that, unlike ABP and CBP, the Random, OPT, and BP
algorithms are independent of the chosen fairness rule.

Global objective. The last goal of our data-driven exploration is to compare the global objective
of the approaches and benchmarks (see Table [2). By comparing [OFFLINEZ| to OPT we can
characterize the loss in total employment necessary to accommodate group fairness. With just one

23This is with the exception of [OFFLINE z| that has a fairness ratio greater than one by definition.
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exception, always obtains at least 99% of OPT, showing that group fairness may come
at a low cost. In some cases, this occurs because the minimum requirements are met “for free”, i.e.,
the fairness constraints are naturally fulfilled when maximizing total employment (see Figure . A
second and more nuanced reason relates to patterns in the employment score vectors. When these
are highly correlated, yet slightly offset, swapping the assignment of two cases in different groups
may yield small changes in total employment but large changes in average group employmentPE]

All of the online methods (BP, ABP, and CBP) average at least 95% of the total employment
level under OPT. The ordering between these three is unsurprising since BP optimizes solely for
total employment while ABP and CBP introduce inefficiencies with the goal of increasing degrees
of fairness. However, ABP loses no more than 2% efficiency compared to BP, and CBP loses
no more than 1% efficiency compared to ABP. In the NL-EDU scenario under the Proportionally
Optimized fairness rule, where OPT results in high FR, ABP and CBP not only result in the same
FR as BP (discussed above), but also produce the same total employment (Table [2)). Therefore, as
desired, when fairness is not a concern our algorithms revert back to maximizing total employment.
In other scenarios, these small losses in efficiency should be considered alongside the improvement
in fairness that they achieve. Indeed, for US-C0OO under the Random fairness rule, CBP and ABP
are as efficient as BP while significantly improving fairness ratios.

NL-Age NL-Edu US-CoO
Rule: MaxMin PrOpt Random MaxMin PrOpt Random MaxMin PrOpt Random
RAND 0.46 0.46  0.46 0.46 0.46  0.46 0.67 0.67  0.67
CBP 0.95 0.97  0.98 0.97 0.97 098 0.97 0.98 0.99
ABP 0.96 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 098 0.98 0.99 099
BP 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.99 0.99 0.99
OFFLINEx 0.97 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00

Table 2: Average ratio of total employment achieved under each algorithm compared to OPT.

6.4 Practical Implications

Our work aims to contribute to the algorithmic toolbox of GeoMatch, a decision support tool
developed by the Immigration Policy Lab (IPL) at Stanford University. GeoMatch builds on
methods first proposed in [BEHT18]. Currently deployed or in development in multiple countries,
the GeoMatch tool is tailored to each country context and provides location recommendations to
human case workers who make the final geographic placement decision. In what follows we discuss
the practical requirements that guided the development of our approach.

Partner organizations would interact with the algorithms proposed in the paper in two ways:
1) the partner provides the definition for the groups and the fairness rule and 2) case workers
at the partner organization receive location recommendations. Thus, both interactions should
be relatively simple and explainable. The methods in this paper do not change interaction (2)
relative to the status quo (although we note that the explanation for the recommendations may
need to be slightly modified for these algorithms compared to the currently deployed algorithm
of [BP22]; however, the main complexity in explaining recommendations stems from the core idea
of opportunity costs in online resource allocation more generally. The added complexity of ABP

24For example, suppose there are just two locations, and members of Groups A and B have employment score
vectors of [.7,.4] and [.68, .39] respectively. Then, swapping assignments of members of Group A and B changes total
employment score by .01, but may improve FR by much more.
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and BP is thus marginal within the space of online algorithms). We have made interaction (1) as
straightforward as possible by introducing a simple framework for fairness rules, and algorithms
that can be adapted to a large set of fairness rules.

7 Conclusions

In this paper, we introduced the first formal approach to incorporating group fairness into the
dynamic refugee assignment problem. Our approach explicitly addresses the practical needs of
refugee resettlement stakeholders by offering flexibility to policy makers when specifying the notions
of group fairness desiderata they wish to attain. Moreover, we developed new assignment algorithms
that are guaranteed to achieve strong global and group-level performance guarantees for any feasible
definition of group fairness chosen by the policy maker. Finally, through extensive numerical
experiments on multiple real-world data, we showed that our online algorithms can achieve desired
group-level fairness outcomes with very small changes in global performance.

Both our theoretical and empirical results demonstrate the performance of our two proposed
algorithms, ABP and CBP. While BP achieves a higher overall average employment rate than our
proposed methods, this results in unfair outcomes for certain groups under various fairness rules.
In some settings, BP gets “lucky” and achieves group fairness, for example when the minimum
requirements are quite loose as in the NL-EDU scenario under the Random fairness rule. ABP
improves upon BP in terms of fairness, working well when all groups are relatively large and
obtaining an overall average employment score within 2% of BP on real-world data. CBP sacrifices
some efficiency (~ 1%) relative to ABP in order to achieve fairer outcomes for all groups regardless
of size. Therefore, it is a natural choice in settings with small groups.

Our work opens up a number of promising directions for future research:

e In this paper, we make the assumption that each individual belongs in a unique group; this
makes sense when the group definition is based on a single attribute (country of origin, age,
educational level, gender) and is important for our algorithms to know how to assign reserves.
That said, in practice, refugees and asylum seekers have multiple attributes and their profile
is defined as an intersection of the respective subgroups. Designing algorithms that account
for such intersectional groups is a fundamental direction for future work.

e In this paper, we assume that a case consists of a single individual and our results can easily
extend to the case where cases have multiple individuals who all belong to the same group.
That said, many families consist of members of different gender, educational level, age, etc.
Since families must be assigned to the same location, our methods do not readily apply to
settings with within-case group-heterogeneity and this is an important extension.

e Although our framework is flexible enough to incorporate various fairness rules, these rules
need to be defined as a minimum requirement on the average performance on the group.
This precludes fairness rules that aim to optimize, say, for the performance achieved by the
10th-percentile of the group, which may be a meaningful statistic as it disallows a few good
outcomes to outweigh the experience of the majority of the group members. Providing results
that account for more general fairness rules can thus be a useful direction for future work.

Finally, we hope that future work may extend our algorithmic techniques for achieving group
fairness that is specified by an ex-post minimum requirement (Section [2.2)) to various other public
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policy settings in which individuals must be assigned dynamically (e.g., in health care and housing).
More broadly, this work is a concrete example of how Al can be used to achieve complex and socially
beneficial policy goals—an area with significant opportunity for future research.
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A Supplementary material for numerical results (Section @

A.1 Estimation

The outcomes, wy; for case ¢ at location j, are estimated according to the methodology proposed
in [BFH"18|. Thus, we refer the reader to [BFHT18| for more details, but highlight the key
information in what follows.

First, separate machine learning (ML) models are trained for each location j using historical
administrative data for refugees that were previously assigned to location j. The covariates used in
the ML models consist of individual-level features such as country of origin, age, language skills, ed-
ucation, family size, sex, etc. When a new case ¢ arrives, the predicted outcome vector (w1, ..., war)
is generated by first applying each of the M machine learning models to every individual within
case t. Then, the individual-level predictions are aggregated to a case-level prediction for every
location by applying a particular mapping. For example, w;; may be the average predicted outcome
among all individuals in case t. Alternatively, when the outcomes are binary (such as whether an
individual has found employment), w;; could be the probability of at least one individual in case ¢
achieving a positive outcome. This paper uses the latter mapping.
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In what follows, we provide structural properties of the estimates wy; in both the US and
Netherlands contexts, as these properties can help provide context for the numerical results shown
in Section [6l

For the US data, for fixed ¢, the average span—i.e., the difference between the maximum and
minimum values—of wy; is 0.67 with standard deviation 0.12, and for fixed j the average span
of wy; is 0.56 with standard deviation 0.2. The span of average probability of employment across
locations is 0.6. For the NL data, for fixed ¢, the average span of wy; is 0.43 with standard deviation
0.22, and for fixed j the average span of wy; is 0.72 with standard deviation 0.18. Across locations,
the span of the average probability of employment is 0.3.

There is also correlation between the predicted outcomes for cases within the same group. This
is because all of the group definitions in the paper (country of original, age, and education) are
covariates used to in the ML models. For the US data (where groups are defined by country of
origin), the average correlation within a group is 0.82, compared to the average correlation across the
entire dataset of 0.76. For the NL data with groups defined by age, the average correlation within
a group is 0.52 (with standard deviation .03 across groups) compared to 0.46 overall. When groups
are defined by education, the average correlation within groups is 0.51 with standard deviation 0.04
across groups.

A.2 Algorithmic set-up

We now describe the details of the implementations of all online methods—BP, ABP, and CBP—
used in Section [6l

ABP and CBP. As described in Section [3, the parameters A* and p* used in ABP and CBP
(Algorithms 1] and [2) are found by solving minxso >0 E[L(p, X)] where

T

L(p,A) = ZH&%(U F A weg — pi) + Y pisi — > AgOgN(g,T).
=17 JEM g€g

Let the superscript k£ index a sample path of arrivals. The minimization problem is approxi-
mated by solving the following sample-average approximation across K sample paths:

K T
: k k a1k
min E :Zt + E HiSj — § :)\QOgN (gaT)
AZ0p>00—0 \ i3 jEM 9€G (1)

stz > (L4 Agey)wf; — ) Vi €M, t€{1,..,T}

where O’; and N*¥(g,T) can be pre-computed offline for each sample path of arrivals and then
treated as constants in Problem |, Using the auxiliary variables zf, Problem [1|is a linear program
and thus computationally tractable.

After calculating A* and p*, Algorithm (1] can be implemented as described in Section (3| For
Algorithm [2) we similarly compute A* and p* and set Cap(f) = oo and Res(8) = 1. Therefore,
each group can use an unlimited amount of reserved capacity in theory, however each location only
has one reserved unit of capacity.
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For Algorithm [2| the value of W(g,t, ) is set in the following data-driven way: First, we find
a confidence interval [ly, uy] for the number of remaining arrivals of each group g; this uses the
fact that the number of remaining arrivals of each group g follows a Binomial distribution with
mean (T — t)py. Specifically, we set l; = (T' — t)pg — Z4(0.9) and uy = (T' — t)pg + Z4(0.9) where
Zg4(x) denotes the inverse CDF of the group-specific Binomial distribution. Intuitively, for each
n € [lg, ug], we want to know: If there are n remaining arrivals in group g and they are all assigned
to their highest-score (greedy) location, what is the chance this group will not meet its minimum
requirement? For each n € [l;,uy], we independently sample n group ¢ arrivals K times. For
each of the K length-n vectors, {wlﬁ(g)}T:L,,m, we calculate s’; =y " (max; wfﬁ-g) — E[Og]) for
k=1,..., K. Finally, we calculate the 10% quantile of [s;, ey 35] and use this value, ¢(n, g), to set
U(g,t, B) = mingep, u,] 4(n, g). This effectively lower bounds - ¢ 4¢5 1)\ a(g.0) (Max; wr; — E[Og))
as desired.

n
T=1

gt
BP. To determine the parameters p* used in BP, we compute a sample average of the optimal

dual values of the continuous relaxation of OPT. This is also equivalent to the approach described
above for ABP without a fairness constraint (e.g. achieved by setting Oy = 0 for all groups g).

A.3 Additional figures for Section [6.2

Figure [5| shows FRy(w) for each group under OPT using our three fairness rules. This can be
compared to Figure [3| which shows FR,(w) for RAND and BP.

NL-Age NL-Edu US-CoO
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Figure 5: FRy(w) achieved by OPT with respect to the three fairness targets for each scenario.

A.4 Additional figures and tables for Section (6.3

Figure [6] shows group-level results for the ABP and CBP algorithms, analogous to Figure [3] that
was shown for RAND and BP.

A.5 Evaluation beyond i.i.d. based on a single historical trace (Section [6.3)

In this section we demonstrate the performance of our algorithms in a setting that most closely
resembles the real world. In reality, non-stationarities arise due to changing arrival patterns of
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Figure 6: FRy(w) achieved by ABP and CBP with under our three fairness rules.

refugees with certain characteristics (e.g., one country of origin might have a spike of arrivals in a
given month), and due to changing economic conditions in the host country. To get a sense for the
level of non-stationarity, we estimated U for each scenario by splitting 2015 and 2016 into quarters
and empirically estimating the value of U. In the Netherlands, we found that U < 1.7 in both
years with one exception: with groups defined by Education, there is one group in one quarter of
2016 that causes U to be equal to 7.5. For the US, there are many small groups that may have no
arrivals in a given quarter and thus U cannot not be estimated. Among the groups where it could
be estimated, we find that U < 4.5 both years.

We treat the 2016 arrivals—in the order that they actually arrived—as the test cohort. There-
fore, the arrival sequence no longer satisfies an i.i.d. assumption. All parameters used in the
algorithms (e.g., A", p*, and E[Og4]) are determined using the 2015 cohort of arrivals. When run-
ning the algorithms, the only knowledge that the algorithm has about the 2016 arrivals is the total
number of 2016 arrivals and the capacity vector for 2016. These assumptions reflect the information
known in reality.

There is one subtle complexity. Suppose there are certain groups which are present in the 2016
arrival cohort that were not present in the 2015 arrival cohort. This means that we cannot estimate
Ay for a group g in this situation. This is not an issue in the NL-EDU or NL-AGE scenarios, but
is an issue in the US-Co0O scenario. We propose handling the issue in the following way. If there
is a large group g that arrives in 2016 and not in 2015, it is likely that the policymaker will have
prior knowledge about this group. For example, there may have been a policy that prohibited this
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% positive regret Avg fairness ratio
Group Size BP ABP CBP BP ABP CBP

1 small 1.00 091 0.00 0.59 0.65 0.00
2 small 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
3 small 041 039 0.02 0.76 0.76 0.99
4 small 0.02 002 0.02 090 0.60 0.91
) small 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
6 small 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
7 small 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
8 small 0.41 043 0.00 0.82 080 0.00
9 small 0.54 035 0.06 082 0.85 0.98
10 small 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.87 0.93
11 small 0.00 0.15 0.04 0.00 098 0.93
12 small 0.00 0.28 0.02 0.00 088 1.00
13 small 0.26 028 0.10 094 094 097
14 medium 0.14 0.12 0.18 098 0.96 0.97
15 medium 0.00 0.14 0.02 0.00 097 0.98
16 medium 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
17 medium 0.00 0.10 0.04 0.00 095 0.96
18 medium 0.04 048 0.16 0.97 094 0.96
19 medium 1.00 054 034 083 0.93 097
20 medium 0.02 036 0.18 098 096 0.98
21 medium 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
22 medium 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.99
23 large 034 0.66 0.74 0.98 0.98 0.98
24 large 1.00 0.56 0.82 0.82 098 0.98
25 large 0.06 0.74 0.78 0.99 0.98 0.98
26 large 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Table 3: Percentage of instances (out of 50) with positive regret, and average fairness ratio condi-
tional on having positive regret. “Small” groups are those with fewer than 10 arrivals. “Medium”
groups are those with between 10-100 arrivals, and “large” groups have over 100 arrivals. Note:
This table is based on US data using the Proportional Optimized fairness rule.

group from arriving in 2015, but policy changes allow for their arrival in 2016. With this prior
knowledge, we could use data-driven approaches to estimate Ay for this group. For example, we
could generate employment probability predictions for simulated arrivals from this group and add
them to the 2015 arrival cohort before computing the parameters of the algorithms.

Now consider a second situation in which refugees from a group ¢ arrive in 2016, but had no
arrivals in 2015, and the policymakers did not have prior knowledge about this change. In this case,
it is likely that the group is quite small. For example, if a particular group has, on average, only a
handful of arrivals, it is likely there are certain years where the group will have zero arrivals, and
policymakers might not pay special attention to this. In this situation, we propose either a) using
older data that includes arrivals from this group when determining the parameters of the algorithm
or b) assigning arrivals to this group to their greedy locations. Because these groups are likely to
be quite small, this will not greatly impact the performance of the algorithm. For the numerical
results of this section, we take this approach, and assign any arrivals from a group that did not
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appear in 2015 to their greedy location (among those with remaining capacity).
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Figure 7: Minimum requirements for the 2016 arrival cohort.

NL-Edu NL-Age US-CoO
Rule: MaxMin PrOpt Random MaxMin PrOpt Random MaxMin PrOpt Random
RAND 0.46 0.46 0.46 0.46 0.46 0.46 0.67 0.67  0.67
CBP 0.94 0.95 0.96 0.93 0.94 096 0.89 0.91 0.92
ABP 0.94 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.91 0.92 0.92
BP 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96  0.96 0.92 0.92 0.92
OFFLINEr 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00

Table 4: Efficiency of methods in the “real-world” scenario.
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Figure 8: Fairness ratio (aggregated by min) obtained in the “real-world” scenario. Note: Unlike
ABP and CBP, the Random, OPT, and BP algorithms are independent of the chosen fairness rule.
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B Infeasibility of Resolving Methods (Section [1.2))

It is natural to wonder whether resolving techniques from the literature on online resource allocation
are immediately applicable to our setting with group fairness constraints. In this appendix, we
demonstrate through an example that vanilla applications of these techniques may fail if they
require solving infeasible optimization problems. We consider the BAYES SELECTOR algorithm
[VB21l algorithm 1]. The MINDISCORD algorithm of [BP22], which was developed in the context of
refugee assignment, follows a similar idea to assign refugees but without group fairness constraints.

Upon the arrival of case ¢, the DM observes the first ¢ arrivals 91, . ,9t and has assigned the
initial t—1 arrivals whose assignment vectors are given by 21,..., 2;_1. Then the DM samples a list
of K future sample paths {w} = (Gfﬂ, cey 0%)}%[1(] with K being a hyper-parameter. The sam-
pling is independent across paths and each feature vector OIT“ is sampled from the known probability
distribution P, for 7 > t. For each concatenated sample path &F = (01,..., 8, 0r..,...,0%), the
DM computes the optimal fractional assignment Z* to the offline problem O%(&¥F) in ,
with an additional constraint that assignments of the first ¢ — 1 cases are consistent, i.e., 27 = 2,
for 7 < t. Case t is assigned to the location with the highest probability among these optimal
assignments, that is, location J(t) € argmaxjem D pe(x] Zf“;j.

Since the group fairness constraints depend on sample paths, the offline problem og(wf) may
be infeasible because conducted assignment decisions are induced by other sample paths and no
future assignment decisions can satisfy the group fairness constraints for this sample path. This
is not an issue when there are only capacity constraints as these constraints do not vary across
sample paths. The following proposition formalizes this intuition.

Proposition 4. For any even T > 1000, there exists a setting such that with probability at least
0.0261, for the second arrival, BAYES SELECTOR with any hyper-parameter K > 1 must solve an
infeasible offline problem during its run-time.

Proof. Suppose T is an even number at least 1000. Consider the following setting with 2 locations
{1,2}, and three groups {A, B,C}. Locations have capacity s; = T/2,s9 = T'/2. Group arrival
probabilities are py = 0.4,pp = 0.6 —1/T,pc = 1/T. Scores of arrivals to locations are determined
by their groups such that wy 1 = 1, w2 = 0.5 if ¢ is in group A; w1 = 0.5, w2 = 0 if ¢ is in group
B; and wy = wy o = 0 if ¢ is in group C. The fairness rule is MaxMin (Example [3)).

Fix the hyper-parameter K > 1. Let us simulate the algorithm from case 1. With probability
pa > 0.4, the first case is from group A; denote its feature by 0,. Consider the algorithm for
case 1. Denote the set of paths sampled by the DM by Q; = {wF = (65,.. ~79?)}ke[K]- Define
S1 as a set of sample paths from case 2 to case T' such that there is a group C arrival and the
number of group A arrivals is at most 0.57 — 1, that is, S; = {(82,...,07): Y1 1 (g(0;) = C) >
1,5, 1(g(6:) = A) < 0.5 — 1}. For any wh € Sy, consider the concatenated sample path
b = (él, wk). We know there is a group C arrival and the number of group A arrivals is at most
T /2. Since the fairness rule is MaxMin, having a group C' arrival removes fairness constraints for
all groups as cases from group C' always have score zero. The optimal fractional assignment z* of

* (@F) then assigns all group A arrivals to location 1 to maximize the total score. Therefore,

maxmin
if wk € Sy, we must have 2, = 1 since the first case is of group A.

Let & be the event that more than half of the sample paths in 2; are in §;. If & holds, we
have Zle 2> 05> Zszl 2’1“’]- for j = 2,3 and thus the algorithm will assign the first case to

location 1. To lower bound the probability of &1, we first upper bound the probability that wlf Z &
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for any k by

T
P{wh ¢ £} < P{g(ef) £ OVt > 2} 4P {Z 1 (g(ef) - A) > O.ST}
t=2

—2(0.17)?

<(1 —pC)T*1 + exp ( T

> < 0.4+ exp(—20) < 0.41

which uses Hoeffding Inequality (Fact [3)) and the fact that pc = 1/T and T > 1000. As a result,
]P’{wéC € §1} > 0.59. Since sample paths are generated independently and any one sample path is
more likely than not in &1, we can lower bound the probability that more than half of sample paths
of ©; are in &; by at least 0.25 (the worst case is K = 2).

Consider the second arrival, i.e., one with feature 0,. Condition on & and the event that the
second arrival is not from group C. We know P{g(01) = A, &1, g(0) # C} = pa(1 — po)P{Q1} >
0.09 since they are independent. Let Qo = {wé}ke[K} be the paths sampled by the algorithm.
Define S, to be the set of sample paths from case 3 to case T' such that there is no group C' arrival
and the number of group B arrivals is at least T/2, i.e., So = {(03,...,07): th3 1(g(0:) =C) =
0, Z?:g 1(g(8;) = B) > 0.5T}. Suppose that for some k, wk € Sy. Since there is no group C arrival,
the MaxMin fairness rule requires assigning as many group-B arrivals as possible to location 1 to
increase the average score of group B, which is always no greater than that of group A. As a
result, since the number of group B arrivals is at least 7'/2 for sample paths in Sa, any feasible
assignment to the offline problem Or*naxmin(cbé) must assign all location 1 to group B arrivals to
satisfy its fairness constraint. However, as the first case of group A is assigned to location 1 and

this decision is irrevocable, the offline problem O%_ . (&%) must be infeasible when wh € So.

We next lower bound the probability that wi € Sy by

Plw) € S} > P{g(6}) £ C, vt >3} —P {Z 1 (g(ef) - B) < 0.5T}

t=3
—2(0.087)2

> (1 —pc)t —exp ( T ) > 0.3 — exp(—10) > 0.29.

As a result, condition on the event that {g(8;) = AYNE N{g(02) # CYN{wl € Sy}, which happens
with probability at least 0.09 % 0.29 = 0.0261 because of independence, Bayes Selector with any
hyper-parameter K > 1 must solve an infeasible optimization problem. O

C Group Fairness Rules: Objectives and Assumptions (Section 2.3

C.1 Impossibility of sample-path guarantees on ex-post g-regret

Let ®(z) be the standard normal distribution. We need the following statement of Berry-Esseen
Theorem adopted from Theorem 3.4.17 of [Durl9].

Fact 1. Let X1, X, ... be i.i.d. with E[X;] = 0,E [X?] =02 and E [|X;[)] = p < 00. If Fu() is
the distribution of (X1 + -+ + X,,)/o\/n then for every x, |F,(x) — ®(x)| < 3p/(a3/n).

The following proposition shows that one cannot hope for vanishing ex-post g-regret (or com-
petitive ratio) for arbitrary fairness rules. This motivates our weakening of the ex-post requirement.
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Proposition 5. There exists a constant C' > 0 such that, for any T = 100K with sufficiently large
integer K, we can construct a problem setting and a fairness rule F with the property that for any
non-anticipatory algorithm, with probability at least C, we must have

e high ex-post group regret: maxgeg (Og,r(w) — ag(w)) > 0.235;

e low ex-post multiplicative approzimation: mingeg o, (()) < 0.53.

Proof. Fix T = 100K for K > ( )2 and let C = w > 0. Consider a setting with

M = 2 locations each with capacity 5. There are two groups, each with equal arrival probabilities
p1 = p2 = 0.5. For every case t, the employment scores are given by w;; = 1,w;2 = 0. The
fairness rule F is defined as follows. For a sample path w, the DM observes the number of arrivals
of each group and assigns as many arrivals as possible of the larger group to the good location
to set the required score. That is, if group 1 has more or equal arrivals than group 2, then
O1,7(w) = 2N(1 77 O2 Fl(w) = 0; otherwise, O1 r(w) = 0,02 r(w) = %

Fix a non-anticipatory algorithm. The algorithm could be randomized whose randomness is
independent of the case arrival process. We assume the probability space is extended to include the
randomness of the algorithm. Define R(w) to be max (O r(w) — a1(w), O, r(w) — a2(w)) and let

the multiplicative approximation (fairness ratio) be FR(w) = maxgeg %@a;’(w). We next show
9,

that with probability at least C, we have R(w) > 0.235 and FR(w) < 0.53.

Recall that N(g,t) is the number of arrivals of group g up to round t. Let Q = 0.977 = 97K.
By Hoeffding’s Inequality (Fact [3), we have P{|N(1,Q) — ] > 20VK} < 2exp (TgopE) < 2e7 4
Similarly, we have P{|N(2,Q) — | > 20V/K} < 2% Deﬁne

5—{\N(LQ)_ZJ\gQOﬂ?}m{\N(z,Q)—%gzoﬁ}. (2)

Then by union bound we have P{S} > 1 — 4e~%. In addition, under S we have |N(1,Q) —
N(2,Q)| < 40v/K. Define X by the difference between numbers of arrivals of the two groups in
rounds @ + 1 to T". That is, X = N(1,7) — N(1,Q) — (N(2,T) — N(2,Q)). We know X is the
sum of T'— @ = 3K Rademacher random variables. Then by Berry-Esseen Theorem (Fact ,

we have |P{F a} — ®(a)| < 4/ for any real value a. Taking a = —25 leads to P{X <
—41VK} > ®(—25) — /2 > 1®(—25) since K > ﬁ. By the symmetry of X, we have
P{X > 41VK} = IP{X < —41VK} > $0(-25).

Now define A; by the number of cases in group 1 that are assigned to location 1 by round Q.
Note that both A; and S are independent of X since they are in the filtration of rounds up to @
and are independent of arrivals in rounds @ + 1 to T'. Condition on S defined in . Consider two
scenarios:

e A1 > 0.235T,. X < —41VK. 1In this scenario, we know there are more arrivals of group 2
since N(2,T) — N(1,T) > 41vVK — 40v/K > 0. By the definition of the fairness rule F, we
have Oy 7(W)N(2,T) = 0.57. However, since Ay > 0.235T", at least 0.2357" capacity from
location 1 are assigned to group 1. We must have as(w)N(2,T) < £ —0.2357 = 0.265T, so
R(w) > §7y (O2(w)N(2,T) — az(w)N(2,T)) > 35T = 0.235. In addition,

az(W)N(2,T) _ 0.265T

< = 0.53.
Os(@)N2,T) = 05T 0P

FR(w) <
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e A; <0.235T, X > 41v/K. Similar to the above scenario, we have that N(1,T) — N(2,T) > 0
and thus O; 7(w)N(1,T) = 0.57. But since only A; cases from group 1 are assigned to
location 1 up to round ) and there are at most T'— Q = 3K cases after round @, the
total score of group 1 is at most 0.2357 + 0.037" = 0.2657". Therefore, under this scenario,
R(w) > ﬁ (O1,7(W)N(1,T) — a1 (w)N(1,T)) > & (0.5T — 0.265T") = 0.235. In addition,

ar(W)N(LT) _ 0.265T
O1(w)N(1,T) = 05T

FR(w) < = 0.53.

Summarizing the above two scenarios, we obtain that
P {fz(w) > 0.235, FR(w) < 0.53}

> P{SIP {fe(w) > 0.235, FR(w) < 0.53 ‘ 5}
9 P{S} (]P’ {A1 > 0.235T, X < —41@(8} +IP’{A1 < 0.235T, X > 41VEK ’ 3})

Y prsy (P{A1 = 02357 |S}P{X < ~41VK | +P {4 < 02357 |S}P{X > 41VK })

(-~ 25)

©ps1 22 (pra, > 02357 | S} + P{A; < 0.2357 | S})

O(— 25) (1 — 4e=4)®(—25)

- 2
where (a) is by the law of total probability and the fact that the two events have no intersection;
(b) is by the independence between X and the filtration up to round Q; (c) is by the result we
obtained before that | X| > 41v/K happens with probability at least 2 25) ; (d) is because the two
events are complement. We thus finish the proof. O

2 p{s}

C.2 Impossibility of sample-path approximation of E,, [0, r(w’)]

We next show that the above issue cannot be solved by reverting to the expected minimum require-
ment E., [Oy r(w')] as a benchmark. In particular, there is an instance where no algorithm can
obtain a constant fraction of this benchmark with high probability due to the presence of a small
group. This motivates our definition of g-regret.

Proposition 6. For any T > 1, we can construct a problem setting and a fairness rule F with the
property that for any algorithm and constant ¢ € (0,1), with probability at least <%, we must have
ag(w) < By [Og 7(W')] for some group g.

18

Proof. Fix T > 1 and the constant ¢ € (0,1). Consider T" arrivals from two groups, group 1 and 2,
with py = 1/T,ps =1 — 1/T. There is one location with capacity 7. The score w; of an arrival to
the location is uniformly at random in [0 1]. On the one hand, we have

Tpi(1—p)T1

E[01] 2 E[O1, N ZE w, g(t) = 1, N(1,T) =1] = .

>

=

where the last inequality is because (1—1/x)%! is a decreasing function over z > 1 and limy oo (1 —
1/x)*~! = e=!. On the other hand, define T events &, ...,Er where under &, we have g(t) =
1,N(g9,T) =1, and wy < §&. Then P(&) > £p1(1 —p1)T . Let € = U;&;. Note that since &’s have
no intersection, we have P{€} > £Tp1(1 — p)T—t > 13- However, conditioning on &, we must have

a1 < § = cE[01], which completes the proof. O
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C.3 Impossibility of joint sample-path optimality and low group regret

Moving to global regret, we now show that having an ex-post sample-path benchmark O%(w) is
conflicting with group fairness. In particular, achieving the optimal score while maintaining low
group regret is impossible.

Proposition 7. There exists a constant C > 0 such that, for any T = 100K with sufficiently large
integer K, we can construct a problem setting and a fairness rule F with the property that for any
non-anticipatory algorithm, with probability at least C', we must have

T

1
max magXRgf(w),O}(w)—TE E wy 2z | > 0.02.
S :
t=1 jeM

Proof. The proof follows a similar structure as the one of Proposition [5} Let us fix T' = 100K for
K > ( )2 and let C' = w > 0. We have M = 2 locations with capacity % and two
groups of equal arrival probability. The fairness rule F is the same as above: the DM assigns all
location 1 capacity to the group with the most arrivals. The difference is in arrival’s scores: For
every case t, if this case is of group 1, then the employment scores are given by w; 1 = 0.57, w2 = 0;
otherwise, the scores are given by w;1 = 1,w;2 = 0. Then if group 1 has more or equal arrivals

than group 2, O r(w) = & (857; Oz, 7(w) = 0; otherwise, O1 r(w) = 0,02 r(w) = % Note
that we have Eo[O1 7(w')] > E [22511 (N(1,T) > £)] = 0.285P{N(1,T) > T} = 227,

Define R(w) = max (maxgeg Ryr(w), O%(w) — 7 23:1 > ieM wt,jzt,j) . We show that R(w)
is greater than 0.02 with probability at least C'. Let Q = 0.977T = 97K. Recall the definition of
S in and the result that P{S} > 1 — 4e~*. Define X by the difference between numbers of
arrivals of the two groups in rounds @ + 1 to 7. As shown in the proof of Proposition [5] we have
P{X > 41VK} = P{X < —41VK} > $®(—25). Let A; be the number of cases in group 1 that
are assigned to location 1 by round ). Condition on §. We have two cases:

e A > 0.07T,X < —41VK, so group 2 is the larger group. We know that O%(w) =
But since A; > 0.077, the average global score the algorithm can obtain is at most
7 (0.57 x 0.07T + (0.57" — 0.07T")) = 0.4699. As a result, T:’,(w) > 0.5 —0.4699 > 0.03.

,_‘l\’m—l

e Ay < 0.07T,X > 41v/K. Similar to the above scenario, we have that N(1,T) — N(2,T) > 0
and thus O 7(w)N(1,T) = 0.287. But since only A; cases from group 1 are assigned to
location 1 up to round ) and there are at most T — Q = 3K cases after round (), the total
score of group 1 is at most 0.57(0.077 4 0.037") = 0.0577". Therefore, group 1 regret is
Ri,7(w) = min (B [O1 7(w)], O1 F(w)) — a1 (w) > 0.14 — ay (w) > 227 — S0TT > 0,02, As

R T/2
a result, R(w) > 0.02.
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The proof is concluded by following the same derivation steps as in the proof of Proposition [}
P {ﬁ(w) > 0.02}
> P{S}P {R(w) > 0.02 ‘ S}
> P{S} ({41 > 0.07T, X < —41\/?)8} +P {4y <0077, X > 41VE ‘ s})

=P{S} (P {41 > 0.077 | S}P{X < ~41VK | +P{4; <0077 |S}P{X > 41VE })

_pisy %) 25) (P{A, > 0.07T |8} + P{A; < 0.07T | S})
(- 25) (1 —4e~4)®(—25)

= P{S} 5

C.4 Impossibility of ex-post gaurantees for the MaxMin Fairness Rule

Although the above results rely on unusual fairness rules, we next show that they extend to the
MaxMin fairness rule. In particular, we demonstrate the difficulty of a strong ex-post g—regret
guarantee for MaxMin when there is a small group. This impossibility can be circumvented if the
fairness rule has low sensitivity (as we show in Section .

Proposition 8. Fix an integer ¢ > 2 and a non-anticipatory algorithm. There exists a setting with
MaxMin faimess rule, such that for any T = 6¢ck > 169 In(32¢) with an integer k, with probability

— In(16¢)

ln( c)
at least —=— min (O 3 6 e ;1 —e™ 6 ) > 0, either of the following two events holds:

512

o There is a group g with E[N(g,T)] > T/2,04(w) > 36C but az((w) <1

> 2 iem Wizt /T .
. mff([él,[éffif)}t,é*t(i;)) < 1— g but min(Ey [0%(w")], 0 (w)) > ;.

Proof. Fix ¢ and the non-anticipatory algorithm. Let T = 6kc for some integer k such that
T > 1691n(32¢). Consider the following setting with two locations, 1 and 2, and three groups
A, B,C, such that s1 =T/3,s9 = 2T/3 and py = pp = % — ln(;ﬁc),pc = M. Cases of the same
group have same scores across locations Let wg ; denote the corresponding scores. Then we set
WA, = Lo = ﬁ, wWp1 = 12C,w32 = 0 and Wc1 = Wep = 0. Observe that if N(C,T) > 1,
then the MaxMin rule assigns Oy = 0 for all groups, and O* > min(1/3, N(A,T)/T'). In addition,

if N(CaT) = OaN(B;T) > O, then OB = %

By Hoeffding’s Inequality (Fact [3)),

P{N(A,T) < T/3} = P{N(A,T) < E[N(A,T)] — (T/6 — In(16¢)/2)} < exp(—2T/7) < 1/(16¢)

where the last two inequalities use 7 > 1301n(16¢). Since P{N(C,T) = 0} = (1 — In(16¢)/T)"
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e~ 0(16¢) = 1/(16¢), we have

E. [0*(w')] > Eu [0*(w')1 (N(C,T) > 1)] > Eu [mln (; N(?,T)> 1(N(C,T)>1)

> B, [mln (?1) N(;{ T)ﬂ - fIP’{N(C T)=0} >+ (IP’{N(A T) > T/3} — P{N(C,T) = 0})

1
> 2(1-1/(8¢). (3)
Consider the first Q = k(6¢— 1) cases. By Hoeffding’s Inequality and the fact that 7' > 169 In(32¢),

T — 51n(16¢)
12

—_

IP’{N(A, Q) < g} = P{N(A, Q) <E[N(AQ)] - = 1024¢2°

b <ep(-2m/08) <
Similarly, we have P{N (B, Q) < T/3} < 1024 i In addition, P{N(C, Q) = 0} = (1—1n(16¢)/T)? >
(1 —In(16¢)/T)T > 0.31(16¢) > =21n(16¢) — 25602 where we use the fact that (1 —1/y)Y > 0.3 for
y > 5 and T/In(16¢) > 5. Deﬁne event S = {N(A,Q) > T/3,N(B,Q) > T/3,N(C,Q) = 0}.
Then by union bound, P{S} >

512c2

Condition on §. Let Z; be the number of group A cases assigned to location 1 in the first )
periods. Consider two scenarios:

o 71 >(1—1/¢)s1 = (1 —1/¢)T/3. Define event Sp = {N(C,T) — N(C,Q) = 0}. Then under
S and Sp, since there is no group C arrival and N(B,T) > N(B,Q) > T/3, the MaxMin rule

sets Op(w) = % > o However, since at least Z; > (1 — 1/c)s1 capacity of location

1 is assigned to group A arrivals, the average score of group B, ap(w), is strictly less than
51/(12¢2N(B,T)). Therefore, gi((:)) < 1 under the event SN{Z; > (1 —1/c)s1} N Sp.

o 71 < (1—1/¢)sy. Define event Sq4 = {N(C,T) — N(C,Q) > 1}. Then under S and Sy,

since there is a group C arrival and N(A,T) > N(A,Q) > T/3, the optimal solution to
[OFFLINE#)) has O*(w) > min(1/3, N(A,T)/T) = 1/3 and thus min (E. [w'], O*(w)) >
% > 1 by (). But since Z; < (1 —1/c)s1, we have

ZtE[T] ZjEM Wt,j%t,5 < (Zl + N(Av T) - N(A7 Q))wA,l + N(A7 Q)wA,Q + N(Bv T)wB,l

T - T
(1—1/c)(T/3) +T/6c+T/12¢c _1—1/(4c)
< T < 3
< min (E [o'] ,0*(w)) 1‘1%‘3 < min (B [o] ,0*(w)) (1 — 1/80).

Define
E= (Sﬂ {Z1 > (1 - 1/6)31} ﬂSB) U (Sﬂ {Zl < (1 — 1/6)81} ﬂSA).

Conditioning on &, either of the two events in the proposition holds since they correspond to the
above two scenarios. We next lower bound the probability of £ by

P{€} =P{SN{Z1 >(1-1/c)s1} NS} +P{SN{Z1 < (1—-1/¢)s1} NSa}
= P{S N {Zl > (1 — 1/0)81}}]?{83} —i—P{S N {Zl < (1 — 1/0)81}}[@{8,4}
min(P{Sp},P{Sa})
512¢2

> P{S} min(P{Sp},P{Sa}) >
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where the first equality is because the two events have no intersection; the second equality is due
to independence between arrivals in [1, Q] and [Q + 1,7T]. Note that

P{SB} _ (1 _ pC)T—Q _ (1 _ ln(16c)/T)T/6c _ (1 - ln(16c)/T)(T/ln(ch))X(ln(ch)/6c) > 0.31n(160)/60

where the last inequality is because T'/In(16¢) > 169 and (1 — 1/y)Y > 0.3 for any y > 6. In
addition,

P{Sa} =1—(1—pc)""% =1— (1 —1In(16¢)/T)7/6¢ = 1 — (1 — In(16¢) /T) T/ (160))x(In(16¢) /6e)

>1— e—ln(ch)/Gc

where the last inequality is because (1 — 1/y)Y < e~ ! for y > 1. As a result,

min(P{Sp},P{S4}) S min(0.3(16¢)/6¢ 1 _ ¢=In(16¢c)/6c)

>
Pig} > 512¢2 - 512¢2 ’

which completes the proof. O

C.5 Measurability of fairness rule examples

For a fairness rule F, our result requires verification of measurability of both the requirement
Ogy,7(w) and the associated optimal score O%(w). In the sample space, a sample path w consists
of a discrete sequence gr(w) = (g9(t,w)) € [G]T and a real vector sequence w(w) = (w;(w)) €
[0,1]7*M " Since there are finitely many group arrival sequences, establishing measurability only
requires verifying measurability of Oy r(w) and O%(w) when the group arrival sequence gr(w) is
fixed. As a result, let us consider the sample space Qg where the group arrival sequence gr(w) is
fixed to gr. In this scenario, both the required score for a fixed group g, Oy 7(w), and the optimal
score O%(w) become functions of the score sequence w and thus are functions over the T' x M
Euclidean space. For ease of notations, let O7'z(w) = Oy 7((gr, w)), 027" (w) = O%((gr, w)) and
denote D = (0,1)T>M,

It remains to show that Ogrf(w) and 029" (w) are Lebesgue measurable functions over D for

the fairness rules under consideration. Note that although the original domain is [0, 1]7*™ but
not D, we are fine to only consider measurability over D since [0,1]7*M \ D is of measure 0. To

establish the measurability, we utilize the following result which is a direct application of Theorem
1.1 in [Mar75].

Fact 2. For w € D, consider the linear program M (w) = max,crrxum ¢ (w)x subject to A(w)x <
b(w) and x > 0. Assume that for every w € D, 1) c(w), A(w),b(w) are continuous; 2) M(w)
exists and is finite 3) the set of optimal solutions is bounded. Then we have M(w) is upper
semicontinuous at every w. If the set of optimal solutions for the dual is also bounded, then M (w)
18 continuous.

Based on Fact 2 the following lemma shows that 029" (w) is measurable as long as 09"z (w) is
continuous over D.

Lemma C.1. For any group arrival sequence gr, suppose O;";_-('w) is continuous for every group
€ G and induces feasible Fl) over w € D. en 027" (w) s measurable over D.
g € G and ind ible (OFFLINE £ D. Th O;_-gr ) bl D
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Proof. Fix w € D. Recall that 079" (w) is defined by (OFFLINEZ). In the form of Fact [2] it is
equivalent to view ¢(w) = w as a vector and « as the vectorized assignment decision variables z in
. Let ny be the number of cases for group g under the sequence gr. For constraints,
b(w) is a (M + G + T)-dimensional vector with b(w); = s; for j € M, b(w)y, = —ngOF (w)
for g € G and b(w); = 1 for ¢t € [T]. Accordingly, (OFFLINE £]) naturally induces the coefficient
matrix A(w) which is linear in w. The objective function M (w) is exactly TOZ9" (w). We next
verify the conditions in Fact [2 First, ¢(w), A(w) are both linear in w and thus continuous. In
addition, b(w) is continuous since by assumption O‘g];—('w) is continuous for every g € G. Second,
by assumption is feasible and thus M (w) = TOZ" (w) exists. Since the total score
is non-negative and at most T, it is also finite. Finally, the set of optimal solutions is bounded since
the set of feasible solutions is bounded. Therefore, we have M (w) and also O%%"(w) are upper
semicontinuous at w by Fact [2| Now, since O;gr (w) is upper semicontinuous at every point of D,
it is also measurable over D. O

It remains to show that Og’;an dom (W), OF o (w), Og;naxmm(w) are all measurable. We show this
in the following lemma.

Lemma C.2. Fiz a group arrival sequence gr and a group g. We have that Og " ndom (W), Of bro (W),

(s
03 axmin (W) are continuous over D.

Proof. By definition, Og " adom (W) = m 2 e A(gT) 2ojeM % where A(g, T is a fixed set

since gr is fixed. Therefore, 07 w) is a linear function of w and thus is continuous.

g, random(

Recall that Z, = {z € [0, 1]A@T)*xM, djem ity < LVt € A(g,T); ZteA(%T) 215 < 85g,Vj €
M} for OF o (w). When the group arrival sequence is fixed, Z, is a fixed polytope. Let &, be the
finite set of extreme points of Z,. We have OFpro(w) = mmaxzezg ZtGA(g,T) Zje/vl Wy 2t =
ﬁmaxzeg Yt A(g.T) > jem Wejztj. Since the last one is the maximum of finitely many linear

function of w, we conclude that OFpro(w) is continuous.

Finally, let us consider Og asxmin(W). For ease of notations, define G’ as the set of non-empty
groups in the fixed group arrival sequence gr. Then by definition, Og T axmin (W) 1 given by
max,ecz Mingcgr ,T ZteA (¢'.T) ZJ L Wi %z . 1t can be equivalently stated by the following
program:

maXzeRTx]M Ry P
st. o< N( Z Z Wy %t 5, Vg e g
T teA (g/.T) jEM (4)
M
Z ztj < 8, Vjie M, sz <1, WVte [T]
te[T) j=1

The first three conditions in Fact |2 hold naturally. To show that Og’;naxmm(w) is continuous, it
remains to prove that the dual of (4] has a bounded set of optimal solutions for a fixed w. Let

{ug},{z;},{y+} denote the corresponding dual variables for constraints in (). Its dual is given by

minuele/‘,mf,yI Z ZL'JSJ + Z Z/t
JEM te[T) (5)
s.t. U > 1, ——t%O >0, Vi [T],jeM
2 s NG, 1) T

g'eg’
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Denote ¢* by the optimal value to which exists and is finite. Let (u*,x*,y*) be any optimal

solution to the dual (5)). Recall that w € D and thus w; > 0 for every t € [T],j € M. We
9T } G’ |+M+T

) minge(T), jem Wt

definition. Second, since it is an optimal solution, we have Zje M x;sj + Zte[T] yr = ¢*. As a

result, z%,y; < ¢* for any j € M,t € [T]. Now take any group g’ € G'. Since it is non-empty,

there exists a case ¢’ such that g(¢') = ¢’. Take any location j* € M. By the constraint for 7 and

location j/ in (B]), we have _]V(TT?)/ + % +yi > 0. Since 2%, y5 < ¢ and 1 < N(¢',T) < T, we

i}T‘p*. Extending the result to every group in G’ shows that the set of optimal solutions
t/,j/

for the dual program is bounded. Using Fact [2| concludes the proof by proving Og;naxmm('w) is

continuous over D. O

next show that (u*,x*,y*) € [0 . First, its elements are non-negative by

wtlyj/u

have u;, <

Combining Lemmas and gives the desired measurability result.

Proposition 9. The Random, Proportionally Optimized, and MaxMin fairness rules give measur-
able required score Oy F and optimal score O%.

Proof. Let F be any of the three fairness rules. By definition of the rule, is always
feasible. Fix a group arrival sequence gr. Lemma shows that ngf is continuous over D for
every group g € G. Lemma then gives the measurability of O*9" over D. Now since there is
only finitely many group arrival sequences (from [G]T), we have O%(w),{O, 7(w)} are measurable
over [G]T x D. We then finish the proof by noting that they are also measurable over the original
sample space (with Borel o—algebra) since [0, 1]7*M \ D is of measure 0. O

D Supplementary material for Amplified Bid Price (Section |3)

D.1 Lower bound of global regret and g—regret (Tightness of Theorems [1H2))

We show that the O(1/v/T) guarantees of ABP for global regret and g—regret for groups of linear
sizes are optimal up to logarithmic factors. Specifically, there exists a constant C' > 0 such that
there is a setting where for any large enough 1" and any non-anticipatory algorithm, with probability
at least C, the global regret and the maximum g—regret across large groups is at least 1/ (4\/?)
To obtain such a result, we first need the following lemma regarding the absolute value of the sum
of T independent Rademacher random variables, i.e., random variables that evaluate to either —1
or 1 with equal probability.

Lemma D.1. Let X be the sum of T independent Rademacher random variables. Then E[|X|] < VT.

Proof. The proof follows standard random walk analysis. Suppose X = X; + - - - + X7 where each
X; is a Rademacher random variable. Then E [X?] = 37, B [X?] +2) ., ;cp E[XiX;] = T.
We then have E[|X|] < /E[|[X|?] = VE[X?] = VT. O

Proposition 10. Fiz an even T > (192®(—16))? where ®(x) is the cumulative distribution function
of the standard normal distribution. There exists a setting with MaxMin fairness rule, such that

for any non-anticipatory algorithm, with probability at least w, the following both hold:

*Indeed, we show this result when measuring regret relative to min (O} axmin(@), Ew [Ofaxmin(@')] ), which is a
weaker benchmark than Ey, [0} cmin ()], i-e., the one global regret uses.
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e min ( :naxmin(w)v]Ew' [ ;axmin(w,)]) - %Zf:l Zje/\/l Wt,j2t,5 > 1/(4\/T)
® MaX,cq: BN (g,7)]>0.4T Rgmaxmin(w) > 1/(4V/T).

Proof. Fix an even T > (192®(—16))2. Consider a setting with two locations, 1 and 2, each
with capacity T/2. There are three groups, A, B,C, with arrival probabilities p4 = pp = 0.5 —
1/VT,pc = 2/V/T. For any case t, if it is in group A, then w1 = 1w = 05 if in group B,
w1 = 0,wg2 = 1; and if in group C, w1 = w2 = 1. That is, group A favors location 1; group
B favors location 2 and group C' is indifferent between them. We use the MaxMin fairness rule

. . oy
(Example [3). For ease of notation, we omit the dependence on maxmin in O}, .+ and Og maxmin-

We first make some observations about O*(w) and Oy4(w). The MaxMin fairness rule assigns

as many group A and B arrivals as possible to their preferred locations, and then assigns group C

arrivals to any remaining capacities. Thus, for any g, Oy(w) = min (1, (N (A zgg)TN(BTw))

max(N(A,T,w),N(B,T\w))
T .

and O*(w) = min (1, 1.5 — To analyze their expectations, we construct
an extended sample path @ from w, such that in this new path, each group C' arrival is inde-
pendently assigned to either group A or group B with probability 1/2. Denote the resulting
number of group A arrivals by X4(@) and that of group B by Xp(w). Note that Xa(@&) >
N(A,T,w),Xp(w) > N(B,T,w). In addition, the random variables X 4, Xp are each a Binomial
random variable Bin(7',0.5) with X4 + Xp =T. Let Xi=X4— T/2 and we have 2X 4 to be the

sum of T independent Rademacher random variables. Then for any g,

Eur [Og(w)] = B {min (1’ maX(N(A,T,OcﬁiN (B,T, w’))ﬂ = [m}

:E[O-ST]ZE[ Xl [ VT

_ >E|[1- X2
0.57 + | X 4| 0.5T T

=1-1/VT,

where the second to last inequality is by Lemma Similarly,

E., [0*(w')] = min (1’ e max(N(A,T,w),N(B,T,w))) 15— max(X 4, Xp)

T T

B 0.5T + | X 4] > 1
— 7 =

=15 —1/(2VT).

To show the desired lower bound, let @) = 7'/2. Define event S as
5 = {min(¥(4, Q). N (B.Q) - EN(4.Q) 2 VT N(C.Q) - 2L = —ari

Applying Hoeffding Inequality (Fact|3) to N(A4, @), N(B, Q) and the Chernoff bound (Fact |G.2)) to
N(C, Q) gives P{S} > 1—3e 8. Let 2,,(t) be the number of group g arrivals assigned to location
j among the first ¢ cases.

Let Yy = N(A,T)-N(A,Q),Ys = N(B,T)—N(B, Q) be the number of group A and B arrivals
after case (). We know Y4, Yp are independent of S and are each a Binomial random variable

Bin(Q,0.5 — 1/+/T). Define Y4 = %. One can verify that E [YA} = 0 and var(Y4) = 1.

% (1 = -3
By Berry-Esseen theorem (Fact , for any y, ’]P’{YA >yt —(1 @(y))’ < W=V < NG

96
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As a result,

AT
(1/4 - 1/T)Q

} > P{Y, > 16} > ®(—16) — 36? > ®(—16)/2

since T' > (192®(—16))? by assumption. By symmetry, P{Yp > E[Vp] +4VT} > &(—16)/2.

Let S =SN{%c1(Q) > \/T/Q — 2T1/4} and S; = S\ S1. Denote the average score across all

arrivals by a = % ZtT:1 > jem Wtjzt; and recall that aq is the average score of group g. Consider
two cases:

P{Ys > E[Ya] +4VT} =P {Y/A >

(6)

e S; holds and Y4 > E[Y4] +4VT. Then N(A,T) = N(A,Q) + Y4 > E[N(A4,Q)] — 2VT +
T/2

E[Ya] +4VT 2 0.5T + VT. Since N(A,T) > 0.5T > N (B, T), we must have O = xri7y <
T/Zﬁ/f <1-1/VT <E[04]. In addition, since vT/2 — 2T"/* > \/T /4 capacity of location
1 is assigned to group C, the average score of group A is at most %\?)/4_ Therefore,
min (E[04],04) —ag =04 —ay > % > 1/(4\/T) In addition, we know O* = 1.5 —
N(AT)

—F=<1-1/ VT < E[O*]. But since group C takes at least v/T /4 capacity from location
1, the average score of all cases, «, is at most (T/2)_\/T/4T+T_N(A’T) =15— M —1/(4VT).
Therefore, min(E [0*],0*) —a = O* —a > 1/(4VT).

e S holds and Y > E[Yg] + 4V/T. Under S, we have 2¢1(Q) + 2¢2(Q) = N(C,Q) > VT —
ATY4. Since 2¢,1(Q) < VT/2—2T"* under Sy, we have 2c9(Q) > T /2 — 2T"/*. Following
the same analysis above, we have min (E[Op],0p) — ap > 1/(4V/T) and min (E [0*], 0*) —
a>1/(4VT).

Based on these two cases,

P {min(E [0*],0%) —a > 1/(4VT) (min(E[0,],0,) — ay) > 1 /(4\/T)}

’ geG: E[N(9.1)]204T
> P{(Sin{Ya 2 Eal+4VT}) U (SN {Y5 2 E[YE] + 4VT}) |

SETP(S N {Ya > E[Ya] + 4VT}} + P{S; N (Y5 > E[Yp] + 4VT}}

SUYAS LS pr s vPLY, > B[VA] + 4VT} + P{S}P{Yy > E V] + 4VT)
@ P{S;}®(—16)/2 + P{S2}®(—16)/2

(1—3e 8)®(-16)

= (P{S1} + P{S:})®(—16)/2 = P{S}®(-16)/2 > 5

Recalling that o = 1 ST > jem Wizt Rgmaxmin = min(E[Og], Og) — ay completes the proof.
O

D.2 Guarantee of global regret for Amplified Bid Price Control (Theorem

Proof of Theorem[1. Since the algorithm selects location J WAB(t) for every case t < Tepp, we have

the average employment score Zte[T] > jem Wi jzt; is lower bounded by %ZtT:fp Wy JWAB(f) =
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Temp

% Z?zl Wy JWAB () — . Due to the independence assumption on the arrival of the cases, by

Hoeffding’s Inequality (Fact , with probability at least 1 — MLJ,-Q’ we have Zthl Wy gWAB(p) =

E [Zthl thWAB(t)] - %Tln (—Mg”) which is lower bounded by TE[O*] — \/%Tln (—M;'Q) by
Lemmaﬂ Lemmashows that with probability at least 1— MLJEQ, Temp > T—AWAB | As aresult
AWAB L (ME2
of union bound, with probability at least 1—4, 7 Dote[r] 2jem Wizt = E[O*]— b2 (%)
AR (52
and thus R8P = E[0*] — 1 Dotelr] 2ojem Wejrty < - . Note that if M =1, the

regret is always zero and thus we can assume M > 2 under which @ < (%)2 for 6 < 1 (the
theorem automatically holds when § > 1). As a result, plugging in the value of AWAB, we have

RéBP < In(M/3) (ﬁ + 1) with probability at least 1 — §. O

T
D.3 Guarantee of g-regret for Amplified Bid Price Control (Theorem [2))

1/4
Proof of Theorem[2. For ease of notation, we set 3 = (MLH) in the following analysis. Fix a
ABP

group g € G. To bound Ryx consider the event §; where Top,p, > T — AWAB_ Condition on Sy, we
_AWAB

have [A(g, T)|ag > Y17 wy ywas (1 (g(t) = g). Let X¢ = w, ywany) 1 (g(t) = g) for t € [T7.

Note that {X;},c[r] are independent non-negative random variables with E [X?] < p,(t). We can

apply a variant of Bernstein’s Inequality (see Lemma |G.1) to get that with probability at least
1 — %, it holds

T—AWAB T—AWAB
Yo Xy ZE| Y Xi| —2y/2p,TIn(Yp).
t=1 t=1

Denote the above event by Ss. Note that
E[X:] =E [wt,JWAB(t)]l (9(t) = 9)} =E [wt,JWAB(t) ‘ g(t) = 9] P{g(t) = g}.

Lemma shows that E [wt’JWAB(t) ‘g(t) = g} > E[O,] — %%. Therefore, we have E[X;] >
Pg(t) (E [Og] — 1/ %%) As a result of linearity of expectation, under S; N Ss, the total score of
group ¢ is lower bounded by

T_AWAB ]
|A(g, T)|ag > tzl Py(t) (E [Og] — \/ pgT> —24/2p4T In(1/8)

T
> (T~ UAYP)E[0,] 3 py(0), |~ —2/20,Tn(1/5)
t=1 9

= (T —UAWAB)GE[0,] — 31/25,T In(1/5)

where the second inequality is by the assumption that p,(t) < Up, for any ¢. By an implication of
Chernoff bound (see Lemma , with probability at least 1 — 3%, the number of group ¢ cases
is at most |A(g,T)| < pyT + & where £ = 5y/max (p,T,1n(1/3)) In(1/3). Denote this event by Ss.
Then under &1 NSy N Sz, we have

o > (T — UAVAB)BE [O4] — 31/2p,T In(1/5) S (T — UAVAB) 5 E (O] _ 3 2111(1/5)‘
v = pgT + & B gl +¢ pgT
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Now note that

T — UAWAB\5 | AWAB;
(T = UAWAB)p, [Og]:<1_Upg+5>E[og]2E[og]— =
PeT +¢ Pl +¢ roont

AWAB 5

and = 5 <5 (l/ﬁ) + ;(/ ) Asa result, under S§; N S2 N 83, a4 is lower bounded by

E[0,] AWAB In(1/8) 5ln 1/5 21In(1 AWABim In(1/s) 51n(1/p)
’ b T pg T pgT ﬁgT

As a result, RABP <E[Og] —ay <4/ 2In 1/5 smm \/W—F 51n(1//8 . Note that R!’;]B:P is always
upper bounded by 1. Therefore

RABP 2111(1/5)

gF S

LG (10 n(1/5) 5111(1/5)’1)

Smln T

[21n( 1/ﬂ o0, [ 1/5 [21n( 1/5( . [20 o)
Smln Smln

f 511}155717{5) > 10 (1/6)

where the second inequality is due to the fact that i , we would have

10\/111]%96) > 20 and thus the minimum term is equal to 1. Note that P{Sl} > 1— MpB* by

Lemma and P{S2},P{S3} > 1 — p* By the union bound, we have P{S; N Sy N S3} >

1 — (M +2)p* As a result, for any 8 > 0, with probability at least 1 — (M + 2)3*, we have
21In(1

R9§P < ( /B) <Smm + M)

Py

Since B = (/(M + 2))*/* and we can safely assume M > 2,8 < 1 (otherwise the theorem

automatically holds), we have \/M < \/M and 1 — (M +2)p* =1—4. As a result, with

probability at least 1 — 4, RABP <4/ IH(M/‘S) (Smm + %). O

D.4 Guarantee for ABP without capacity constraints (Lemmas 3.2)

The proofs rely on KKT conditions of solving the convex optimization problem for p*, A\* with
similar ideas from [TVRO§|. Recall the minimization problem in line [I|in AMPLIFIED BID PRICE
CONTROL that solves p*, A\*. We can write out its Lagrangian defined by

L(p, A, ut, u?) ZEet [Héax((l + Aga,))w;(0) — ] Z [is; — Z)\ E[OygN(g,T)]
t=1 ! JEM 9€g (7)
= D mguy = Y Agu,
JEM geg

where u! € R% Ju? € Rf are associated Lagrange multipliers. Note that L(u, X, u',u?) is con-
tinuously differentiable because the number of groups is finite and condition on a group, the score
distribution is continuous. By the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions, a necessary condition
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oL 0L

for p*, \* to be optimal is that the partial derivatives, 9 ax are both zero. We then have for

every j € M,g € G,

— D PR = s —uf =07 > pylt [wt,JWAB(t) ’9(75) = 9} ~E[0gN(g,T)] — ug = 0.
te[T] telT]

Proof of Lemma[3.3 Since u? > 0 and E [wt JWAB (1) ‘g(t) = g} are the same across ¢ (Assump-
tion , we have E {wt JWAB () )g(t) = g] > ﬁE [OgN(g,T)] for any t by . Furthermore, by
Lemma E[0N(9,T)] > B[O, — /5 and thus B [w, pwasgy | 9(8) = 9] > E[0,] - /77
for any t. O

Proof of Lemma[3.1]. Recall the Lagrangian relaxation in (LAGR). By definition of L(p*, X*), we
have

E[L(p, X)) Exgx1+A“Mw—uﬁ+§:@%—§:%%N@J3
JEM S

= ZE {(1 + )\;(t))thWAB(t) — ,UISWAB(t)] + Z ,UJ;Sj - Z /\;E [OgN(9,T)]
t=1

jEM geg
= 3 B wgwn| + D0 55— Y PU = VB0
te[T] JEM te(T]
=X [ EION (. 7)) = > py(0)E [, pwasgy | 9(t) = ] | - (9)
geg te(T)

where the second equality uses linearity of expectation; the third equality uses linearity of expecta-
tion again and the i.i.d. assumption of arrivals. Recall that (p*, A*) is an optimal solution to the
constrained optimization of minE [L(u, A)]. We now apply the complementary slackness in KKT
conditions on the Lagrangian multipliers . For every location j € M and group g € G, we have

that ,u* =0, \*u2 = 0. Combining this fact with (g]), we have that Vj € M,g € G,t € [T],
J gy

* 85 — Z ]P){] — JWAB(t)}) = 0, )\; [O N g, Z pg |:wt,JWAB(t) ‘g(t) = gi| =0.
te[T] te[T]

Putting it back to (9) gives us that Zte[T] E [thWAB(T)} = E[L(p*, X\")]. Since the Lagrangian
satisfies L(pu*, X*) > T'O* for all sample paths, we also have E [L(p*, X*)] > E [T'O*], which finishes
the proof. ]

D.5 Lower bound 7., under Amplified Bid Price Control (Lemma [3.3))

We first give the following lemma on the probability that a case is sent to a particular location
under JWAB_ Tt is proved using the KKT condition.

Lemma D.2. For every j € M and t € [T], we have S_5_, P{IWVAB(t) = j} < §;(T — (T —t)/U).
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Proof. Since scores of cases of the same group are i.i.d by Assumption || I, we can define ¢4(j) =

P{JWVAB(#) = jlg(t) = g} which is the same for any ¢. Since ujl > 0, we immediately have

thl deg Pg(t)gqe(s) < s; by . Therefore, deg q9(7) Zle pg(t) < s;, which implies deg q9(J)Dg <
§;j. Then for any fixed t € [T'], we have

SR =) = X ai) Yom(r) < X anti) (T - BT 1)) < 5507 - (7 - 00
T=1

geg =1 geg

where the first inequality is because py(7) > py/U for any 7 by Assumption O

Proof of Lemma[3.3 Recall that a;(t) is the consumed capacity in location j in the first ¢ periods.
Then Temp = min{3j € M, a;(t) = s;(t)}. Fix a location j € M. Let us set b;(t) = 1 if
JWAB(1) = j. Since AMPLIFIED BID PRrICE CONTROL follows JWAB in the first Toyp periods, we
have for all t < Temp, a;(t) = S.L_, bj(7). Notice that {b;(),7 € [T]} are independent Bernoulli

T=1

random variables with E [b;(7)] = P{J WAB (t) = j}. Using Fact 3 l for a fixed case t, we have

P{ij ZP{JWAB J}—i-\/;tln (M(;r2>} < Mi2' (10)

1Tln (M +2) Applying ., Lemma [D.2|and the union bound over

Consider time 17 =

all j € M, with probability at least for every 5 € M, we have

M+2’
T
1 M+ 2 1 M +2 1 M +2
Sty < 8T = (=T 4[5 (M) < [ (52 [ (M)
= 2 0 2 0 2 0
:Sj?
As a result, with probability at least 1 — M+25 we have Tomp > T = T—ﬁ %Tln (—M;2). O

E Supplementary material for Conservative bid Price (Section {4))

E.1 Guarantee of g—regret for Conservative Bid Price Control (Theorem 4))

For Theorem [, we set
(1404U(M + G))?

23 352
smme 1)

U (20@m(1/5) 58G 1n2(1/5)>
&

Sn’un

(11)

1=

. We next provide a

Since v = 0 in Theorem we have AWCB —

lemma concerning the comparison between a logarithm and a polynomial.

Lemma E.1. For z > e, we have In*(z) < z. For x > 10°, we have In(x) < /6,

Proof. We first prove the first result. Let h(z) = z — In?(2) with domain z € (0,40c). Then
WMx)=1- QIHT(QC) and b (z) = % We observe that h”(z) > 0 for 2 > e and thus h'(x)

increases in (e, +0c0). Now note that h'(e) > 0; as a result, h'(z) > 0 for any = > e. Therefore, h(z)
increases in (e, 4+00). Since h(e) > 0, we know z > In?(z) for any z > e.
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For the second result, let ¢(z) = 2'/6 — In(z). Then ¢/(z) = %x_5/6 — 1 and ¢/(z) > 0 for any
x > 6% = 46656. Therefore q(z) increases in (46656, +00). Since ¢(10) > 0, we know z'/6 > In(x)
for any = > 10°. O

The next lemma shows quantitative properties of different variables under the setting of Theo-
rem [l

Lemma E.2. If T > T} then T > 36UAWCE qnd WSMEI1/5) < 67 () 4 )B4,

Proof. To prove T > 361/ AWCB it suffices to show T > 32;mn GVTn(1/B3) as VT > % Since

1/4
p= (1‘2(Mic)f) ; we have In(1/5) < 0.5In(T) since . Therefore,
it suffices to show ev/T > M Note that by assumption, 7' > 10%; as a result of Lemma

InT < TY6. Tt remains to see Tl/ 3> 1404 G , which holds true because T' > T7.

We next show the second part of the result. Note that it is sufficient to show 72 > %W
1/4 1/4
since MG < $(M+G)?. Since 8 = (W) , we have % = (%) > (12-10%)Y/4 >

By Lemma E we have In?(1/8) < L and thus to prove the desired result, it is sufficient to show
T2 > BAMHG) , which is implied by T’ > 10VMAEG  Plygging in the choice of 3, it suffices to guarantee

265 62 5
4 2.5 4.5 3
T > AWMFG V"'GQOM and it is implied by T > 10 (12)545(2%+G) . By assumption, T" > %,
(12T(]M+G)> min
which satisfies the requirement. We thus complete the proof. O

Proof of Theorem [ We only need to consider ¢ < 1. By Lemmal[E.2] since T' > T by assumption,
. 1/4 _

we have T Z SGUAWCB In addltlon, B = (m) S W S (& 1. As a result,

Lemmas [£.4] hold. Summarizing the two lemmas, for any group g, we have with probability

at least C; = 1 — (5T + 5)(M + G)p* — %W that oy > min(E [O4],04) — w.

Lemma shows that %W <6T(M+G)p* s0oCy >1— (5T +5+6T)(M + G)p* >
AWCB

1—12T7(M + G)B* =1 — 4. As a result, with probability at least 1 — §, we have RCBP < 208
The argument in shows AV;CB < 20U In(T/ 6)” for the same setting of 8 and any T" > Tj.

Sm1n€

Therefore, for a fixed group g € G, with probability at least 1 — 4, RCBP < 240U° In(T/5) \/7 Wthh

sn\1n€

completes the proof.

E.2 Lower bound on 7T for high-probability g-regret (Assumption of Theorem |4)

Recall that in Theorem {4l we require T > T; where T} needs to scale with 1/9 (see (11))). We next
show that it is necessary by providing a lower bound of T to obtain high probability low g-regret
result.

Proposition 11. For any 6 > 0 and any even T < %, there exists an instance such that for any
non-anticipatory algorithm, with probability at least §, the g-regret of a fized group is at least 0.15.

Proof. Fix d and an even T < 406 Consider a setting with M = 2,G = 2,51 = %,pl = %,pg =1-7
and we use the proportionally optimized fairness rule. For a case ¢ from group 1, its score is given
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as follows: with probability %, w1 = L,wgp = 0 and otherwise w1 = 0,w;2 = 1. Then with
probability T'(1 — 1/T)T_l% > 0.3, there is exactly one case of group 1 and we have O; = 0.5. It
also implies E [O,4] > 0.3 x 0.5 = 0.15. Now define event S by the event that there is only one
case of group 1; this case is the last arrival; and the case has zero score for the only location
J1 with remaining capacity. Then P{S} = 232:1 P{N(1,T - 1) =0,J;1 = j}P{g9(T) = 1,wr,; =
0} = O—TE‘P{N(LT —-1) =0} > %. In this scenario, oy = 0 for any non-anticipatory algorithm.
Therefore, with probability at least %15 > §, it must incur oy = 0 < min (E[Oy],0y) — 0.15. O

E.3 Lower bound 7., under Conservative Bid Price Control (Lemma {4.1))

Recall the definition of Tty as the index of the first case after whose assignment a location runs
out of free capacity. That is, Temp = min{t: 35 € M, f;(t + 1) = 0}. Note that for the first
Temp cases, each arrival only uses free capacity (see Line in Algorithm . Let a;(t) be the
amount of consumed capacity at location j after the assignment of case t. We can equivalently
write Tomp = min{t: 35 € M, a;(t) = f;j(1) = s;—Res(8)}. The intuition of the proof is to separate
a;(t) into two parts: capacity used by assignment J WAB and that used by greedy assignment. The
first part is bounded using ideas similar to the proof of Lemma for AMPLIFIED BID PRICE
CONTROL. The second part is bounded by Lemma

To formalize the argument, let us define {b;(t),t € [T],j € M} which concerns assignment
JWAB TFor an arrival t, let b;(t) = 1 if JWAB(¢) = j; otherwise b;(t) = 0. To avoid the impact of
capacity constraints, we consider a new system which has the same arrival process as the original
one but constraints can be violated at no cost. Formally, define .J WCB(¢) as the assignment for case ¢
in the new system. Note that for the first Topp cases, we have JEBP (£) = JWOB () = JWOB(t) since
the original system still has free capacity in every location. Based on jWCB(t), we also similarly
define Vg[t] by the total fairness excess score in the new system, given by > Alg, t)(wr, JWeB(r) ~

E [Og4] — 74). Note that condition (predict-to-meet|) for JWEB(1) is evaluated on Vg[t — 1]. Now
let us define ¢4(t) € {0,1} such that c4(t) = 1 if and only if case t is of group ¢ and in the
new system Algorithm 2| takes a greedy step, i.e., condition (predict-to-meet|) is violated. Define
a;j(t) =3t (bj(r) + ¢g(r)(7)), which is an upper bound on the capacity usage in the new system.
Also define T{EHTP = min{t: 35 € M,a;(t) > f;(1)}. The next lemma shows that Z{em\p is a lower
bound of Temp.-

—

Lemma E.3. For every sample path, we have Temp > Temp-

Proof. Fix a case t’ such that a;(t' — 1) < f;(1) for every j € M. That is, before the assignment
of case t/, every location has free capacity. As a result, for arrivals 1,...,¢, CONSERVATIVE BID
PriCE CONTROL assigns cases following JWCB(#), and thus JOBP (/) = JWCB(¢/) = JWCB(¢/), We
then upper bound a;(t’) for a location j € M by
t/ t/ t/
ay() = 1 (I = ) = 321 (VB =) < 30,0 4 () = a(E), (12)

T=1 T=1 T=1

where the inequality is due to the fact that as long as JWCB (1) = 7, either it is chosen because of
an assignment JWAP or a greedy assignment, i.e., b;(1) = 1 or cg(r)(T) = 1. Notice that for every
j € M, we have a;(Temp — 1) < f;(1) by the definition of Tymp. As a result, taking ¢ = Timp, in
gives aj(Temp) < @j(Temp) for every location j and thus aj (Temp) > fj7(1) for some location

j'. By the non-decreasing nature of a; (t) in ¢, we conclude that Temp > Temp- O
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As a result of Lemma it suffices to show that with high probability I{Gm\p >T — AWVCB to
prove Lemma u Recall that Temp is the first period t that a;(t) exceeds f;(1) for some j € M.
It thus requires us to upper bound a;(t) = S>L_, bi(1) + >4, Cg(r)(T). The first term on the right
hand side corresponds to the number of assignments JVAB. The second term is the number of
greedy assignments. We upper bound these two terms separately in Lemma [E.4] and Lemma

Lemma E.4. With probability at least 1 — MTB*, we have Y.'._, bj(t) < 8T — (T — t)/U +

V/2tIn(1/g) for every t € [T],j € M.

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Lemma We include it here for completeness. Fix t €
[T, € M. Note that b;(1),...,b;(t) are independent Bernoulli random variables. By Lemma [D.2]
we have > P{b;j(1) = 1} = > _, P{JWAB(7) = j} < 4;(T — (T — t)/U). As a result, using
Hoeffding’s Inequality from Fact [3| gives P {Zizl bi(t) > 5;(T — (T —t)/U)+ /2t ln(l/ﬁ)} < ph
Using a union bound over all ¢t € [T] and j € M gives the desired result. O
Now let us upper bound the number of greedy steps. Instead of considering all groups, we

count on a group level and show that for each group there are a limited number of greedy as-

signments during the entire horizon. Suppose the labels of group g cases are t{,... tg N(g.T)"

Condition on N(g,T) = n where 1 < n < T. Define ,uGR =E |:’U)17JGR(1) ‘g(l) = g} ,u}NAB =

E [wl, JWAB(1) ‘ g(1) = g} as the expected score of a group ¢ arrival for a greedy and an assignment

JWAB respectively (note that these expectations are the same across all cases condition on belong

to a fixed group by Assumption . In addition, let n?R(t) =Y, ¢y(7) be the number of greedy
assignments for group g in the first ¢t periods. The following lemma shows a lower bound on Vg [t7]

forany 1 <k <n.

Lemma E.5. For a fized group g with v4 < %9, there exists an event Siore with probability at least
1—2TB* such that condition on N(g,T) = n withn € [1,T] and Siore, for any 1 < k < n, we have

V[tg]z(;g)—k<” lT—l—'yg)—Q kln(1/8).

Proof. Consider the sequence of scores for arrivals receiving greedy assignments WEE. Define
ﬂg? as the average of the first ¢ values in this sequence. Note that the assignment rule JWCB
is independent of the score between case t and any location. As a result, elements in WER are
ii.d. and have the same distribution as max;w; ; condition on g(1) = g. Recall that ,uSR =
E [max; w ; |g(1) = g]. Then by Hoeffding’s Inequality (Fact , for any fixed ¢ < T, we have
P { ,ugZR < u M < % We can similarly define the sequence of scores for arrivals

WWAB

receiving assignment JWAB by and let ug WAB he the average of the first i values. Also, recall

that MWAB = E |w; jwas() ‘g(l) = g]. Similar to the scenario of greedy scores, by Hoeffding’s

Inequality (Fact , for any fixed 1 <4 < T, we have P {ugleB < MXVAB 1/ 2ln(1/ g } < f3*. Define

21In(1 21In(1
Ssgcore:{Vz<T ,uGRZ,uGR ng/m}ﬂ{Vz<T MWABZMWAB ng/ﬁ)}
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We know P {S%ore} > 1 — 27 3% by union bound. Let us now condition on N(g,T) = n. Fix k such
that 1 < k < n and consider the kth arrival of group g. For ease of notation, let nCR = nSR(ti)
and nWAB =  —nGR be the number of greedy assignments and assignments JWAB for group ¢ cases
in the first tZ periods. To prove the desired result, note that n“® < n and nWAB < n. Therefore,

under S%ore, We have /IS‘CE{R > ,ug"'R 21n( / #) and MWA\E‘AB > MWAB %. By definition,

G WAB
v, [tg] dic SGR +> SXVAB —k(E [O | +g) = NsscanGR + M;}Y,,IAV]\?ABnWAB — k(E [Og] +79)-
Then under S8%.orc we have

Vylt) = BSTenn ™ + NP — K(E(0,] +74)

g,n
GR nGR —1/2nSR In(1/5) —l—,uXVAB WAB _\ JopWAB In( 1/5 O4) + 74)
ZnGR (g™ —E[O0g] ) + (k = n) (g™ —E[Og] =) — kln(l/a)

nCR. 1 nGR(tg)z-: 1
> Ik — —2kIn(1 = Lk g —2/kIn(1
2 — T + 7 n(1/s) 5 poT + g n('/s)

where the first inequality uses the definition of S%ore; the second inequality uses nGR 4 pWAB _ 1

and v/a + Vb < /2 (a + b) for any non-negative a, b; the last inequality uses the slackness property
(Definition 2 ' ) that MSR > E[O4] + €4, the assumption that v, < €4/2, and Lemma that

1P 2 B (05— /57 -

We can then upper bound the total number of greedy steps. Recall that

Co =2 Y TH6 S AT

g: Yg<eg/2 gt Yg>c9/2

Lemma E.6. We have P{deg Zle cg(1) < 18\/G77;1n(1/ﬁ) + 51G$(l/ﬂ) +C’(7)} > 1— (2T +
)G

Proof of Lemma[E 0 Fix a group g with v, < £,/2. We want to bound the number of greedy
assignments. Condition on the number of group g arrivals by n, i.e., condition on N(g,T) = n € [T].
Take k € [0,n — 1] such that the (k+ 1)th arrival is the last case that receives a greedy assignment
in group ¢. If there is no such arrival, we know erzl cg(t) = 0. By definition of k, we have
ST ey(t) = GR(tg ) + 1. Therefore, it suffices to upper bound nGR(tg) Recall S%ore the event
in Lemma We know P{S%ore} > 1 — 2T3%. In addition, under Sscore, we have

TZGR g nGR g
Vlt]] > g(;k)gg—k (\/ lT +vg) kn(1/s) > ggk)gg—k (1/ lT +79> n1n(1/g).

(13)
Note that since arrival k + 1 receives a greedy assignment, by the definition of JWEB (Line |5| of
Algorithm [2) and the setting of parameters in (PAR)), we have Vy[t{] < Buf(8) + ¥(g,t,8) + 1 =

nGR &g
61n(1/g) + h](l/ﬁ) +1< Sln;;/ﬁ). Combining this with implies %@g — n( @,% +79> -
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nlin(1l/p) < %;/B). As a result, condition on N(g,T) = n and S%ore, we have
T
2n 1 4+/nlIn(1 16In(1
ch(T):n?R(ti)—FlSE( p+vg)+ 6(/ﬁ)+ gg/ﬂ)ﬂ
g

g
2 1 4\/nln 1
an ( —i—vg) /B

g DgT’

<

=1

(14)
/ )eg

Define i = pyT +5 (1/DgT + In(1/8)) and 8%, = {N(g,T) < n}. Using Lemma we know that

P{ 51ze} > 1—4*. Condition on both Sflze and SZ.ore. If pgT < 1, then Zthl cg(t) < n < 6+51In(1/p).
Otherwise, using . gives

d 20 4y/nn(l/s)  171n(1/s8) 2@y,

Tz:;cg(T) < 5.Te, + :, + &2 + €gg

25,T + 10 (/P T (/) + In(1/5)) 4\/ (gT + 5 (\/DgT n(1/8) + In(V/5))) In(1/5)
/DPgTeqy + Eg

+171In(1/8) /€2 2<p9T+5\/1?+1n(1/5))'yg

0.25
= — D 31 _
_2VAT 0w AT | 2BTE) 0wy (12,7 + 2wm(1/8),

= 2
Eg Eg Eg Eg &5

€g

18+/pT In(1 511n(1 Dyl
< PgT"In(1/5) n né /8) 4 JoPg (15)
Eg &4 Eg
where the second to last inequality uses the assumption that p,7" > 1, v, < 1, and the fact that
Va+b < a+ \[ b for any a,b > 0. Combining the two scenarios (whether p,7" < 1 or not), for

every g with vy, < =, we have ZT 1¢q(1) < 18 ﬁgiln(l/ﬂ) + 5112(1/5) + 12769ng
£ g

For a group g with v, > 52 , we also define the event 8% = {N(g,T) <@ = p,T + 5(,/pyT +

slze
n %)} By Lemma we again have with probability at least 1 — 8%, N(g,T) < i < 6(p,T +
In %) In addition, we have a trivial upper bound of 23:1 cq(T) < N(g,T), which is bounded by
6(pgT + In é) conditioned on S

size”®

Finally, let us define & = Nyeg (Sg ﬂSSgcore). Then by union bound, we have P{S} > 1 —

slze
dogeg(l = P{ST,} + 1 = P{S&ore}) > 1 — G(2T + 1)3%. In addition, condition on S, the total
number of greedy assignments is upper bounded by

T — _
e ¥ (BATS, S ) 5 (oo
g g

geg 7=1 g: vg<E K K fvg>
18y/pgT In(Y/5) ~ 511In(1/p) 12v,p,T _
< + + —ToPo” 4 65,7
<3 (0 )y el
9€9 9: 9S4 g: v9>4

18«/GT1n (/5) , 51GIn(}/p) O

e2
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The first inequality is shown in ; the second inequality follows from ¢ = minge, < 1; the

third inequality is by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality geg VPg <4/G (Zg G pg) =G. O

Proof of Lemma[].1. Recall the definition of J{em\p as the first period ¢ that a;(t) is at least the
initial free capacity. That is, fl{em\p = min{t: 35 € M, a;(t) > f;(1)}. By definition and (PAR]J), we
have fj(1) = s;—GCap(B) > s; —7G In(1/s). Using union bound over the events in Lemma[E.4]and
Lemma [E.6] there is an event S with P{S} > 1 - MTp* — (2T +1)GB* > 1 — (2T + 1)(M + G) 5%,
such that under S, we have > g ST ey(r) < 18\/?7;111(1/5) + 51G1;;(1/5) + C(v) and that for every
g €G,t€[T), wehave S0 b;(1) < 5,7 — (T —1)/U + /2t In(1/8). As a result, under S, for every
te[T],jeM,

t t T
aj(t) <D (bi(1) + gy (1)) < D bi(1) + YD eylr)

T=1 T=1 geg =1

18V GT In(1/5) N 51G In(1/p) e
13

< 8,T — (T —t)/U + /2t In(1/5) + >

()

Smin

Recall AWCB = _U_ (20\/G7T€1n(1/ﬁ) + SSGIETQ(W) + C('y)) > 0. We have Vj € M,

\/ 1 1
65 (T — AVCB) < 3,7 — 5, AWOB T 4 /AT n(1/3) + = GTEIH( /o) 51G$( %) 4 o)
20VGTIn(1/s)  58GIn(1 20VGTIn(1/s)  51G (1
< oy VT | G | ¢ WVCTIY) | SIOWO) o
7Gn(1/s)
=T T2

where the second inequality uses /27 In(1/5) < w and the definition of AWCB. Therefore,
for every location j, we have a;(T — AVE) < s; — %Q(I/ﬁ) < fj(1). This implies that ir:p >
T — AWCB under S. We then complete the proof by using Lemma that Temp > im\p and that
P{S} >1- (2T +1)(M + G)B". O

E.4 Upper bound on global regret for general confidence bounds (Lemma |4.2)

Proof of Lemmal[{.9 The global average score can be bounded by the score obtained by Temp, i.€.,
x Ethl Wy joBP (1) > %Z;‘Fi’f" wy yop(yy. For the first Temp cases, with JCBP(t) = JWCB(1), CBP
assigns either to JWAB(#) or to the greedy assignment JOR(t). As a result,

Wy, JOBP (3) > min (’lUt’JWAB(t), thGR(t)) = Wy yWAB (t).
Then, the global objective of CBP is at least % Z;‘F:i’p Wy JWAB(p) = % ZtT:1 wy ywas(y) — (T—Temp)/T
where the last inequality comes from wy ; € [0,1]. With independent cases, by Hoeffding inequality

(Fact [3)):

T
P ZwthWAB(t) < Z E |:'U)t7JWAB(t):| — 2T ln(l/ﬁ) < ,34.
t=1 te[T)
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By Lemma we have Zte[T} E [wt, JWAB(t):| > E[TO*]. As a result, with probability at least

1— B4, we have 1 ST wy ywan gy > E[O*] =/ M Lemma shows that Tomp > T — AWCB
with probability at least 1— (274 1)(M +G)3%. By union bound, the probability that the previous
two events both occur is at least 1 — (27 + 1)(M + G)B* — B4 > 1 — (5T + 3)(M + G +1)*. Under
these two events, we can lower bound the global average score

2In(1/8) AWCP

T T

T
1 (T — Tem

T > " wy gwa(p) — Tp) > E[0"] -
t=1

To get the desired result, focus on § < 1 (the result holds trivially for § > 1) and recall that

1/4 o
Ty = % As g = (m) and T > Ty, we have 3 < e~ *5 which implies /21n(1/3) <
2In(1/B3). As a result, with probability at least 1 — (57 + 5)(M + G)B*, we have REPF <
AV;CB + 2B Noreover, for this 8 and T > Ty, we have 20 In(1/8) < 6ln(12(M + G)T'/6) <

VT
101n(7'/6). Since 211’1%}/6) + A“}CB < 20[2:1&18/5) \/g (1 + i@) + giip, with probability at least
1-— 6% >1— 9, CBP has global regret
REEP < 20({111(1/5)\/6 (1 . 3%@) LUCH), 10({1n(T/5)\/5 (1 . 3\/6) L UCH),
Smin€ T eT SminT Smin€ T eNT SminT
(16)
Noting that % < 1, this completes the proof. ]

E.5 Predict-to-meet condition ensures low g-regret (Lemma 4.3))

We first show that under the setting of parameters in (PAR]), ¥(g,t, 5) is a valid lower bound (with
high probability) on future fairness score surplus for group g assuming all remaining arrivals after
case t obtain greedy selections.

Lemma E.7. There exists an event Sy with probability at least 1 — 3GT* such that: Vg € G, t €
[T], we have W(g,t,8) < > c a7\ Alg,t) (wT,JGR(T) —E[O,4] - Vg>~

Proof. Fix a group g. If 74 > ¢,/2, we immediately have

‘If(g’ t, 5) =-T< Z (wT,JGR(T) —-E [09] - 7!])
TeA(g,T)\A(g:t)

since E [O4] + 74 < 1 by assumptions on v,. We thus focus on groups with 7, < £4/2. Since the
number of cases T is known, greedy scores of arrivals from group g counting backward from the end
of the horizon can be viewed as a sequence of i.i.d. random variables. By Hoeffding’s Inequality
(Fact [3) and union bound over 1,...,T, we have with probability at least 1 — T'3* that for every
0 < n < T, the sum of greedy scores for the last n arrivals from group ¢ is lower bounded by

nk [wLJGR(l) ‘ g(1) = g] — /2n1n(1/). Denote this event by Sf . Note that for every ¢t € [T7], the
number of group ¢ arrivals between ¢ + 1 and T is at most T. For ease of notation, let us write
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N'(g,t) = N(g,T) — N(g,t) for the number of ”future” cases of group g after case t. Then under
S? . for every t € [T], we have

low?

T
7 1(9(r) = g) wr oy = N (9,08 [wy jomy | 9(1) = o] = /2N (g.) (/). (17)
T=t+1

Note that by definition E [wl, JoR() ‘ g(1) = g} —E[0,]+e, > E[O,] +7,+¢,/2. Under S,

implies

T NY(g,t)e,
S° 1(9(r) = 9) (wrgemir) ~BIO)] = 55) = 222 —\aNI (g, ) n(Yp).  (18)

T=t+1

We next lower bound the right hand side. Let f(n) = “3%¢ —+/2n1n(1/s). We know f(0) = 0. Taking

derivative of f(n) gives f'(n) = €4/2 — ln(;n/B ) Setting the derivative to zero gives the unique

stationary point n* = ln(g#. We then know that Vn > 0, f(n) > —@. Since Nf(g,t) > 0,

9 g
we have Zf:tﬂ 1(g(1)=y9) <’LU7_’JGR(7_) —E[O4] - 79) > —% = U(g,t,3). We then finish the
proof by using the union bound over all groups and observing that the event S, defined by
{NgegSi .} occurs with probability at least 1 — GTp*. O

We next finish the proof of Lemma |4.3

Proof of Lemma[4.3 For a group g, let us define an event S, under which the number of group g ar-
rivals in [1, T is close to its expectation (from below) and that in [1, 7—AW®B] is close to its expecta-

tion from above. In particular, Sy is the intersection of the event that N(g,T) > p,T —3,/pgT ln(%)

and the event that N(g,T) — N(g,T — AW®B) < Up,AWVCE 4 5\/max (UpgAWCB, ln(%)> ln(%).
Then by concentration bound (Lemma |G.2)), we have P{S,} > 1 — 23%. Let us define Sgp by

Sep = {Temp > T — AVOE} 1 Sioy N (NgegSy) (19)

where S is defined in Lemma By Lemma and Lemma we have P{Tepp > T —
AWVCBY > 1 — (2T + 1)(M + G)B* and P{Siow} > 1 — GT*. Using union bound gives P{Sgp} >
1-BT+1)(M+G)p*—2GB* > 1— (3T +3)(M + G)B*. We next show that condition on Sgp, we
have the desired properties in Lemma We first have Temp > T — AWCB gince Spp C {Temp >
T — AWCB}.

Let us then fix a group ¢ € G. Suppose that condition [predict-to-meet| is satisfied for case
t and the case is of group ¢g. If there are multiple such cases, we take t to be the label of the
last one. Our goal is to show that condition on Sgp and assuming the existence of ¢, we have
ag > E[O,]— IQA;VCB. By condition |predict—t0—meet|, we have Vy[t—1]-E[O4]+¥(g,t, 3) > Buf(p).
Then by the definition of V[t — 1], the fact that Sgp C Siow, Lemma and , we have

T

Z (wr,JCBP(T) —E [Og] - ’Yg) —E [Og]_'Yg"" Z (wr,JGR (1) - E [Og} - ’Yg> > 61n(1/s),
TeA(g,t—1) T=t+1,9(17)=g ( )
20
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which by reorganizing terms implies

T
Z wT,JCBP(T) + Z 1 (g(T) = g) wT,JGR(T> - 61n(1/5) > N(Q? T) (E [OQ] + 79) :
TEA(g,t) T=t+1

Recall that oy = W Do A(g,T) Wr,7¢BP (7). Using the definition of oy and gives

T
ag 2 E[Og] + 7 — N(;’T) ( > 1(g(r) =g) (wT,JGR(T) - wT,JCBPm) - 6111@/6)) Y

T=t+1

Note that we have N(g,T) > 1 due to the existence of t. It remains to show that the second term on
the right hand side can be upper bounded by M Notice that Tomp > T — AWCB and ¢ is the
last case of group g for whom condition (predict- to meet|) is satisfied. We next consider two scenar-
ios. On the one hand, if t > T—AWE | we must have Zf:tﬂ 1(g(7) =9) ('Z,U,r’JGR(,r) - wﬂJCBP(T)) <
N(g,T)—N(g, T—AWCB) since scores are in [0, 1]. On the other hand, suppose that ¢t < T —AWCB,
Under Sgp, we have Toyp > T — AWCE and thus JOBY (1) = JWCB(7) for every 7 € [t, T — AWCB].
In addition, since t is the last case of group g such that condition (predict-to-meet)) is satisfied, we
have JOBP (1) = JWCB(7) = JOR(7) for every 7 € [t + 1,T — AVCP] with g(7) = g. As a result,
under the scenario that t < T'— AWCB we again have

T T
Z 1 (g(T) = g) (wT,JGR(T) - wT,JCBP(T)) = Z 1 (9(7-) = g) (wT,JGR(T) - wT,JCBP(T))

T=t+1 T=T—-AWCB]
< N(gaT) - N(gaT - AWCB)‘

Summarizing the two scenarios and with , we have ag > E [Og]+7,4— N(gvT)_N(g’%ng;‘)ICB)_G1n(1/B) .

Recall the definition of S; and the fact that Sgp C S, by . We have that N(g,T) > p,T —
3v/DgT In(1/) and that N (g,T)—N (g, T—AVB) < Up,AWCBL5, /max (Up,AWCB In(1/5)) In(1/3).
Consider two scenarios on the size of group g. First, if Up,AVCE < In(1/8), we have that
N(g,T) — N(g,T — AWCB) < In(1/8) + 5In(1/8) < 61In(1/3). Therefore, for a group g with
UpgAVCE <1n(1/s),

N(g,T) — N(g9,T — AVCB) —61n(1/5)
N(g,T)

61n(1/8) — 61n(1/3)
N(g,T)

ag > E[Oy]+7,— > E[Og]+v,— = E [Og4]+74-

Otherwise, suppose that UﬁgAWCB > In(1/g). We then have N(g,T) — N(g,T — AVCB) <
6U]39AWCB. In addition,

_ - _ _ _ _ 1 1_
N(g,T) = pgT — 34/pyT In(1/5) = pgT — 3\/pgT (UpgAWVCE) > pgT — 34 | pgT <36pgT> = 3P

where the last inequality is by assumption that 7' > 36UAWCB. As a result, when Upy AWCB >
N(g,T)=N(g,T-AWB) _ 6Up,AWE _ 19pAWCB

In(1/8), we have oy > E[Oy] + v4 — Ng.T) > ot = 77— Summarizing
the above two scenarios shows that condition on Sgp, for every group g, if there is an arrival satis-
WCB
fying condition (predict-to-meet|), we have that a, > min (E [Og] + 79, E[Og] + 74 — %) =
12UAWCE
E[Og] +7g — =7—- =
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E.6 Guarantee of g-regret for large groups (Lemma {4.4))

811n(1/)
e2T

we show that there are sufficiently many arrivals of group g before T — AWCB: 2) we show that
under this event, the total greedy score is so high that CONSERVATIVE BID PRICE CONTROL must
assign at least one arrival of group g before case T — AWCB to JWAB. 3) we apply Lemma for
the final result.

Proof. Fix a group g with p, > and v, < £4/2. Our proof involves the following steps: 1)

We first show there are sufficient arrivals of group g before T— AWCB_ Let n* = %&1/5). Define

g9
S = {N(g, T — AV®B) > p* 4 1}. Note that by assumption, T' > 36UAWCE and thus we know
that E [N (g, T — AVCE)] = p,T — Up,AWCE > 355 T > In(1/s). Using the first probability bound
of Lemma with probability at least 1 — 8%, we have N(g,T — AVCB) > 5 T — Up,AWCB —
3v/PgT In(1/8). Since pyT" > 811n(1/8) > 81, we have 3,/pyT In(1/8) < 3(Ps7)*/81 = p,T. Therefore,
with probability at least 1 — 8%, N(g, T — AWCB) is lower bounded by

i i - 35 1 34 1_ 11 321n(1/3)
WCB _
DgT—UpyA —34/pgT In(Y/p) > 36pgT—§pgT > 36pgT—§pgT—i—1 = 18pgT—|—1 > 2 +1

Therefore, P{S;} > 1 — g4

We next define S as the event that the total greedy score of the first n* arrivals of group g is at
least n*E [wLJGR(l) ‘g(l) = g} — v/2n*In(1/g). Since scores of arrivals are i.i.d., using Hoeffding’s

inequality (Fact [3) gives P{S2} > 1 — 3%. Recall event Sgp in Lemma Under Spp, we have
Tomp > T—AWCB and that if a group g receives an assignment JVAB during [1, Temp), we have oy >
E [Og]474— IQA;VCB . Condition on §NS2NSpp. It remains to show that there exists a case t < Temp,
such that g(t) = g and condition (predict-to-meet)) holds (so group g receives an assignment JWVAB))
Note that conditioned on Sgp, we have Toyp > T — AWVCB 11 addition, by &1, the number of group
g arrivals in the first T — AWCB periods is at least n* + 1. Consider two scenarios. First, assume
that for the first n* group g arrivals, condition (predict-to-meet|) holds at least once. Then we
know there must exist ¢/ < T — AWCB < T, with g(#') = g satisfying condition (predict-to-meet]).
Otherwise, the first n* group ¢ cases all receive their greedy assignments. Let ¢ be the label of
the n* + 1th cases of group g. We next show condition (predict-to-meet)) holds for case t'. We
first have ¢! < T — AVCB since N(g, 7 — AWCB) > n* + 1. The definition of V,[t' — 1] gives
Volt' = 1] =3 v, g(r)=g(Wr senr (1) — E[Og] — 74). We then have

Vit 1= 3w, eng) = n*(E[0,] + )
TEA(g,t'—1)

> n'E [wy yenqy | 9(1) = 9] = V20 n(1f5) = n* (E[Og] + ) = "5 = /205 In(1/3),

where the first equality is because the first n* cases of group ¢ receive greedy assignments; the

second inequality is by event Sa; the third inequality is by the slackness property (Definition [2|) and

the assumption that v, < e,/2. By the definition of n* = %ﬁ/‘*), under the parameter setting in

g9
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[PAR), we have

Volt' = 1] = E[Og] — 74 + ¥(g,t', 8) — Buf(8) > Vy[t' — 1] — (1 + ln(;/ﬂ) + 6ln(1/ﬁ))
9
> 10M0C/B) _ gy(1/p) — B/8) _ In(/B) +1
T gy €g g

In(1
> n(g/ﬁ) (16-6-8-2)>0
where for the third inequality we use the assumption that 8 < e~'. Therefore, for case ¢/, con-
dition (predict-to-meet)) holds. Condition on &; N Sz N Spp, we have that group g receives an
: WAB : 12UAWCB :
assignment J during [1, Temp) and oy > E[O4] 4 vy — 25— by Lemma E We then finish
the proof using P{Sgp} > 1 — (5T + 1)(M + G)B* and noticing that

P{S1NSNSpp} >1— (BT +1)(M+G+1)p*—28* > 1~ (5T +3)(M + G +1)8*.

E.7 Guarantee of g-regret for small groups (Lemma (4.5

Proof. Recall event Spp defined in Lemma which happens with probability at least 1 — (57 +
3)(M + G+ 1)B%. Let us define Toy, by T — MRes(B8) = T — TMGIn(1/3). Later we will show
that this is a lower bound on the time when CONSERVATIVE BID PRICE CONTROL exhausts all
free capacity. Define event 81 by {N(g,T) — N(g,Texn) = 0}. That is, there is no group ¢ arrival
among the last 7TMGIn(1/g) arrivals. Then by union bound P{S;} > 1 — TMGp,In(Y/5). In
addition, let us define event S, (the same as in the proof of Lemma by the intersection of
the event that N(g,T) > p,T — 31/P,T In(1/) and the event that N(g,T) — N(g,T — AVCB) <
UpyAWCE + 5, /max (Up,AWCB In(1/8)) In(1/5). Using Lemma and union bound, we have
P{S,} > 1—2p%. Therefore, P{SppNS1NS,} > 1— (5T +3)(M +G+1)3*—281—6MGp,In(1/8) >
1— (5T + 5)(M + G)B* — 6MGpy1n(1/8). Condition on Sgp NS; N'S,. It remains to show that
ag > min(E [O4] + v4,04) — w. If a case of group g in the first T, periods receives an

assignment JWAB by Lemma we have ag > E [Og] + 4 — w, proving the desired result.

We thus only need to consider the scenario that all cases of group ¢ in the first Ten,, periods
receive their greedy assignments. Without loss of generality, let us assume N(g,7) > 1 since
otherwise oy = O4 = 0. Note that by the ex-post feasibility of the fairness rule (see Deﬁnition, we
must have that Oy is upper bounded by the average greedy score given by m > ot A(g,T) Wt,JCR (1)
Given the condition that all arrivals of group g in the first Tepp periods receive greedy assignments
under CONSERVATIVE BID PRICE CONTROL, we have

D oteA(gT) We IR (1) — Dote A(gT) Wi, IOBP (1)

O, —a, <
g N(g,T)

. cq . Diea A o) (Wi 7GR 4y~ W, ;CBP
The right hand side is indeed equal to === {9 Texh)\A(9:To ]\‘;()g(Tt)’J © 57 (t)> because all cases of

group ¢ in the first Temp periods receive their greedy assignments and there is no arrival of group
g after period Ty, conditioned on S;. Note that under Sgp, we know T, > 1" — AWCB and thus

Z <wt’JGR(t) - wt7JCBP(t)> S Z <wt’JGR(t) - wt’JCBP(t)> .
t€A(G, Texn) \A(g,Temp) tEA(g,Toxn) \A(g,T—AWCB)

64



For ease of notation, let us define A; = A(g, Texn) \ A(g, T — AWCB) by the set of arrivals of group

e . Z A\ W jGR(4) W, jCBP
g arriving between T — AWCB and Ti.,. It remains to upper bound == 1( t’JN(;tr}) i (t)> .

Consider two scenarios. First, if U ﬁgAWCB > In(1/s), we have p,T" > 36Uﬁ9AWCB since T >
36UAWCB by assumption. It also implies DT > 61/DgT In(1/s). By the definition of S;, we know
N(g,T) > psT —3+/DgT In(1/8) > pgT — %pgT = %pgT. In addition, the second event in &, together
with Up,AVCB > 1n(1/8) gives N(g,T) — N(g, T — AVCB) < Up,AVCB + 5,/Up,AVCB In(1/5) <
6U ﬁgAWCB. Therefore, assuming that U ﬁgAWCB > In(1/s), we have

Dte Ay (wt,JGR(t) - wnJCBP(t)) . N, T)-N(g, T - AWEB) - 6Up,AVCE 12U AWCB

Oy—ay <
9% = N(g,T) = N(g,T) = 0.5p,T T

A more difficult scenario is UpgAWCB < In(1/g). That is, the group is a small group. We claim
that under Sgp NS1 NSy, all group g arrivals receive assignments J WECB and never face the scenario
of no capacity: i.e.,

Conditioned on Sgp NS1 NS,, JOBF(t) = JVB(¢) vt € A(g,T). (22)

Under this claim, we have that either all arrivals of group ¢ receive greedy assignment; or for
at least one arrival ¢, condition (predict-to-meet]) holds and JWCB(t) = JWAB(#). In the latter

scenario, using Lemma gives ag > E[Og] + 74 — w. For the first scenario, we have
g = m 2 teA(g,) We,gor(r) = Og. Summarizing the above, we then have for a group g with

Upy,AWCB < 1n(1/8), we always have oy, > min (IE [Og] +~ — w, Og).

It remains to prove ([22). By Sy, we have N(g,T) — N(g,T — AVCB) < In(1/3) + 51n(1/s) =
61n(1/8). Since Temp > T — AVCB under Sgp, we also have N(g,T) — N(g, Temp) < 61n(1/3).
Therefore, the number of group ¢ arrivals is at most 61n(1/s) after the time one location runs out
of free capacity. Recall that there is no group ¢ arrivals during [Texn + 1,77]. Denote by n the
number of group g cases during [Temp + 1,7 and their labels by Temp < 61 < ... < ty < Toxh.
We next show that for all these arrivals, there is remaining reserved capacity. That is, 74 ;(t5) > 1
for every j € M,k € [n]. To show this, by CONSERVATIVE BID PRICE CONTROL, we only use
reserves after Temp since the algorithm first consumes free capacity. In addition, the algorithm
does not recollect reserved capacity until there is no free capacity for any location (see Line [10]in
Algorithm. We know the amount of free capacity at the beginning is > g fi(1) = 32 e (85 —
7GIn(1/s)) = T — TMGIn(1/g) and each case decreases the capacity by at most one. Therefore,
for t < Texn = T — TMGIn(Y/s), we must have » ..\ fj(t) > 1. It then implies that for k € [n],
cg(ty) > Cap(B) — (k—1) > 61In(Y/s) — (n — 1) > 1, where the second inequality is by the selection
of reserve cap in . In addition, by the setting of reserve Res(/3) in a location in , the
number of reserves is enough for every group to meet their cap. As a result, a group g arrival never
sees the lack of reserve in a location and the limit of the reserve cap, i.e., Line [7]in Algorithm 2] is
invoked throughout for every greedy steps of group g. We then have that if case ¢ is of group g,
CONSERVATIVE BID PRICE CONTROL assigns J°BY (t) = JWOB (1) for t € A(g, T).

Putting together the proof, we know that condition on Sgp N S1 N Sy, for a group g, there
are three scenarios. First, an arrival before Tem, receives an assignment JWAB and then g >

E [Og]+74— w. Second, all arrivals before Tt receive greedy assignments and U pgAWCB >

In(1/8). Under this scenario, we show ay > O4 — mA;VCB. Finally, if Up,AV“E < In(1/3),

we show a, > min <E [Og] + 4 — w,Og) As a result, for a group g, we have oy >
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min (E [Oy] + 74, 0,) — 2UAY with probability lower bounded by P{Sgp NS1 NS,} > 1 — (5T +
5)(M + G)p* — TMGpy In(1/8). O

F Supplementary material for ex-post group fairness (Section [5))

F.1 Sensitivity of fairness rule examples (Proposition 1

We first prove the result for Random.
Lemma F.1. For any group g € G, we have Xg random < 1 over B = (1.

Proof. Fix a group g € G and a sample path w = (0;)cr) € 2. By definition of the Ran-

dom fairness rule (Example 1 , we have the total requirement for group g to be Qg random(w) =
M 9(01)=g Z]GM w;(0t)s;

. Now suppose another sample path © = (Ht)te[T] such that 6, = 6; for all
te [T except for t = 7. We have that

1(9(07) = 9) S jennws(6:)s; = 1 (9(87) = 9) jenq w3 (6:)s4]

‘Qg,random( ) Qg,random(‘:’”

T
_ Sjeasi [19(67) = 9)wi(6-) 1 (9(0r) = ) w; @)
- T
< ZjeM 55 _ 1
ST )
which completes the proof by invoking Definition O

We next show the property for the Proportionally Optimized fairness rule.
Lemma F.2. For any group g € G, we have Xg pro < 2 over B = ().

Proof. Fix g € G and a sample path w = (0;)c[7). Following the definition of the fairness rule in Ex-
ample [2| recall Ezg(w) = {2z € [0, 1] Tw)xM . Zje/vl Zj < 1,Vt e A(g, T, w); ZteA(%T’w) Zij <

559, Vj € M} is the set of feasible assignments for group g and sample path w. For any z € Z4(w),
define OBJ(2,w) = 3_1c 4(g.7w) 2ujesm Wi(0)2t,; be the total scores of group g under this assign-
ment. By definition of the proporitionally optimized rule, we have Qg pro(w) = max, Zy(w) OBJ(z,w).
Consider another sample path w = (ét)te[T] such that 8; = 0, except for t = 7. Let 2* € Z g(w)
be the optimal solution of OBJ(z,w) and let 2* € arg max, .z (z) OBJ(z,w) be that under sample

path @. We know Qg pro(w) = OBJ(2*,w) and Qg pro(w) = OBJ(z ,@). It remains to show that
|OBJ(z*,w) — OBJ(z*,@)| < 2. We consider four cases.

e 9(0;) # g,9(0,) # g. Then OBJ(2*,w) = OBJ(2*,®) since the feasible sets and the objective
functions are the same under w and & for group g;

e g(6;) = g(éT) = ¢g. Then z* and z* are both feasible assignments for group g under w and
w. As a result,

Qg.pro(W) — Qg pro(@) = OBJ(2*,w) — OBJ(2*,w) < OBJ(z", w) — OBJ(z*,@)
= Z (w;(8,) — w;(0 )z <1,

JEM
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where the first inequality is because z* is the optimal solution for sample path @. Similarly,
we can show Qg pro(w) — Qg pro(w) > —1 by swapping the two sample paths in the above
argument. Therefore, for this case, |OBJ(z*,w) — OBJ(2*,@)| < 1.

° g(6-) =y, 9( ) # g. 1t implies that A(g, T\ w) € A(g,T,w),N(g,T,@) = N(g,T,w) — 1
and thus 2* € Z,(@) C Z,(w) is a feasible assignment for sample path w. In addition, since
cases of group ¢ in sample path @ keep the same scores in w, we have

OBJ(2*,@) = OBJ(3*,w) < OBJ(2*,w).

It remains to show OBJ(z*,w) — OBJ(2*,@) < 2. Let n = N(g,T,w) and 2z’ = 21z~

- n
Moreover, let z’m. =0 for all j € M. Then we have 2’ € Z,(@) is a feasible assignment for

sample path @. As a result,

OBJ(z*,w) — OBJ(2*,@) < OBJ(z", w) — OBJ(#/, GJ)

=Y w0+ > 1(g 9) > wi0) (24 — #4;)

JEM t;éT JEM
= 3 w007, + - S 1900 = 9) Y w00,
JEM t#T JEM

)

where the first inequality is because 2* is the optimal solution under w; the first equality is
by the assumption that g(8;) = g, 9(6,) # g and the property that w only differs with & for
case T; the second equality is by the definition of 2’ and the last inequality is because the
score of each case is at most 1. We thus show 0 < OBJ(z*,w) — OBJ(z2*,®) < 2 for this case;

e 9(0;) # g,9(8;) = g. This is symmetric with the last case. Following the same logic gives
-2 < OBJ(z*,w) — OBJ(z*,@) < 0.

Summarizing the above four cases shows |OBJ(z*,w) — OBJ(2*,@)| < 2 and thus |Qg pro(w) —
Qg,pro(@)| < 2, which completes the proof. O

Proof of Proposition[]. We prove the result by combining Lemmas and O
F.2 Concentration of fairness rules based on Sensitivity (Proposition [2))

Fix a fairness rule F; the following result helps connect E [Qq 7] = E [O4 7N (g, T)] with E [Oy, 7].

Lemma F.3. For g € G, we have E[O, 7] — /=2 < =K [0, #N(g9,T)] < E[O, 7] +

Proof. By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

[E[0g7N(9,T)] = E[Oy 7] E[N(g,T)]| < \/VM(Og,f)Var(N(g?T)) < Vvar(N(g,T)) < \/pgT

Dividing both sides by p,T" gives the desired result. O

The following lemma connects the concentration of Q4 r(w) to the concentration of Oy r(w).
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Lemma F.4. For any B € (0,e71), ¢ > 0 and a group g € G, with probability at least
11— /84 - P{Qg,f(w) > Ew/ [Qg”}-(w/)] + q}’
we have Oy r(w) < Ey [Og, 7 (w N+ 6 21n1/5 -2

Proof. Fix a group g. Suppose that p,T" > 4, /2§ngn% and equivalently p,7" > 32 ln%. If this
2In1/8
5T

is not the case, 6 > 1 and the result trivially holds. Define event S = {w: N(g,T,w) >

Pl — 24 /215ng11%} N{Qyr(w) < E [Qqr(w')] + ¢}. By Lemma |G.2| and union bound, we
have P{S} > 1 — 8% — P{Q, r(w) > Eu [Qyr(w')] + ¢}. Condition on w € S. We first have
N(g,T,w) > pgT — 2, /2ﬁngn% > % > 0 and thus N(g,T,w) > 1 since it is an integer. By the

definition of Q4 r(w), the total requirement, we have

Qg7 (w) < Eo [Qq7(w)] + ¢

Og,7r(w) = < (since conditioning on S)
Nlg.T.w) = p1 2, /2p,TIn
E. [O NpeT + /DPeT +
< [Og,7(w")] By - \1//1?9 q (By Lemma [F3)
BT (1-/2224)
1 1 q
| ! T
1 B 817111/5 ( 03] [Og,f(w )] + ﬁgT Z_)gT>
pgT
2In1/p , [ 1 q 1
<|1+4+4 — Ey |[Og 7))+ ]| — + — — <14+2zfor0<zxz<1/2
< pgT ) ( W [ 9, ( )] pgT pgT (1 / )
2In1/p 1 2q _
<E. [0, (&' 4 2| — + — (P, T >32Int and E [0, r(w)] <1
[ g,J"( )] pyT b, T p,T ( g B [ g,J-'( )l )
2Inl/g  2¢q
< Eo [0y 7(W)] 4+ 64— + — Inl/g>1
W [ 9, ( )] pgT pgT ( / )
which finishes the proof. O

We next prove Proposition [2| by the Hoeffding-type McDiarmid’s Inequality (Fact .

Proof of Proposition[d. Fix a group g and 8 € (0,e71). Consider Q, r(w) = Q,7(01,...,07)
where 6;’s are independent random variables. We next apply Fact |5/ to function 4 7. By the defi-

nition of sensitivity, we know Qg 7 is x4, 7—bounded over B. Applying Fact|5|for d = , /QTXg ~In %,

P{ Q) ~ Bur [Qur() o € B] 2 \ 2T 5 4 BBITx 2 ) < PBY + 5% (29

Note that

Q.7 ()] = Bur [Qy.7(w) } P{B} +Eu [Qg F(W) | € B P{B}
=Eu [Qqr(w') | € B] 4+ (B [Qqr(w') |’ € BY] — Eu [Qqr(w') | € B])P{B}
> Eo [Qqr(w') | € B] — TP{B}
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where the last inequality is because Qg 7 is always bounded by T'. Therefore, E, [Qq 7(w') |w' € B] <
Eo [Qq,7(w')] + TP{B°}. Combining it with gives

P {@g,f<w> > Bur [Quur(w)] + /271 5 + BB O + 1>} < BB} + B*

Applying Lemma with ¢ = /2T ln% + P{B°}T (x4,7 + 1) gives that with probability at least
1 —28* — P{B°}, we have

2nlfs 2\/2Tn § + 2P{B}T(xg,7 + 1)

Og.7(w) < Eur [Og 7(w') o
g

1
2xqg,F +8 2In 3
== | P{B°} + ,

By {B°} T

< Ey [Ogr(w)] +
which completes the proof. O

F.3 Ex-post g—regret guarantees of ABP and CBP (Corollaries

Proof of Corollary[ll Fixé € (0,1),g € G. Applying Theorem 2|for §/2, we have with probability at
least 1 —§/2 that RQ];’_-P(QJ) < w (% + 4 /%). By Proposition since F is y —sensitive,

taking 8 = e~1(6/4)"/* in the proposition gives that with probability at least 1 — §/2, we have

04 () < By [0y )] + 22X, [ UMD, (24)
Dy

Then by union bound, with probability 1 — &, we have

RSP (w) = 0y 7 (w) — ag(w) < min (By [0y 7(w))] , Oy 7(w)) + =4 =2 = ag(w)

10x [In(e3M/$)
Py T

In(2M/5) ( U? . 200> L lox \/1n(e3M/5) . \/1n(e3M/5) ( v, 2{)x>'

=R (w) +

- T Smin g Dy T T Smin Pg

O]

Proof of Corollary[4 Fix § € (0,1),g9 € G. Let T} be given in Eq. [11]in Appendix Theorem

4
shows that for T'> 77, CBP with 8 = (W) and v = 0 has RgI}P(w) < W %

with probability 1 — . Using Proposition [2{ with 3’ = e~1(6/2)'/4 gives that with probability at
least 1 — 6,

1?7)( In(e3/4) < Eur [0y 5 ()] + 15)7)( In(7'/9) (25)

< E. !
Og,]—'(w) = Ew [Og,]:(w )] + Dy T Dy T
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since T' > T7. Using union bound, with probability at least 1 — 2J, we have

10x [In(T/9)

RoE " () = 0gr(w) = ag(w) < min (Bur [0g. 7], 0y r(@)) + —2/ =7 = ag(w)
9
10xIn(T/6) [1 G (24U2
< ROBP A T R AS AN NS — .

F.4 Group-independence condition for faster concentration (Proposition [2))

We establish a better concentration bound (Proposition than Proposition 2| if in addition to
low sensitivity, the fairness rule also satisfies the following group-independence condition.

Definition 4. A fairness rule F is group-independent if for any group g € G and any pair of
sample paths w = (0¢)eir], @ = (01)eir) € Q that only differ for some case T with g(0-) # g and

g(é’r) 7é g, we have Qg,]"(w) = Qg,}'(‘—b)-

Random and Proportionally Optimized fairness rules clearly satisfy this condition. We have the
following large deviation result for group-independent fairness rules, which is shown by a refined
Bernstein-type McDiarmid’s Inequality [McD98, Theorem 3.8].

Proposition 12. If F is group-independent and x-sensitive with x > 1, then for any 8 € (0,e™ 1),

with probability at least 1 — 28%, we have Oy r(w) < Ey [Og 7(w')] + 20x 2;;;/5.

Proof of Proposition[14 Fix a group g € G. We first show the concentration of Q4 r(w) using
Fact [} To match the notations, let f(w) = Qg r(w) where w = (61,...,07). Recall the defi-
nition of function h in Appendix where for any 1 <t < T,z = (x1,...,27) € Q, we define
hi(z1,...,2) =By [f(w)|0; = xiyi < t] —Ey, [f(w)]|0; = zi,i <t —1].

To apply Fact |§|, we first show that the value of maxdev™, defined by sup,cq maxg by (21, ..., t),
is upper bounded by x4 7. To see this, for any & € Q,t € [T], we have

ht(xl, N ,1',5) = Egt“_,’gT [Q%]:(.%'l, ey L1, Tt, 0t+1; . ,GT) — ng}'<$1, ey LE—1, Bt, 9t+17 ceey 9T>]

<Ee,,..0r [Xg9.7] = Xg,7:

where the inequality is because the two sequences in the expectation differ for at most one case
and thus the assumed sensitivity bound (Definition [3)) holds.

We next need to bound the variance of h;. Recall from Appendix that for ¢ < T and the
sequence ;1 = (Z1,...,2T4—1), varg(x;—1) is defined by the variance of h((x¢—1, X;)) where X; is
a independent random variable with the same distribution of ;. Note that Ex, [h¢(z¢—1, X¢)] = 0.
By the rewrite of h; in , we then have

vary(xi—1) = Ex, [ht(wtflth)Q]
= EXz |:(E9t,...,9T [Qg,]‘—(mt717 Xta 0t+15 RN OT) - Qg,]:(mtfla eta 0t+17 s 70T)])2 . (27)
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Denote the set of features corresponding to group g by ©, = {6 € ©: g(8) = g}. Due to
the group independence assumption (Definition , it Xy ¢ ©4 and 6; ¢ ©,4, we must have
Qo r(Ti—1,Xt,0141,...,07) — Qg F(1—1,0¢,0:41,...,07) = 0. Otherwise, it is upper bounded
by x4,7. Using and conditioning on either X; € ©4 or X; € O, gives
varg(zi—1) < P{X; € QQ}X?;,]-' +P{X: € Oy} (P{0: Oy} x 0+ P{0; € @g}Xg,J-')2
= pg()x5. 7 + (1= pg(0)p5 ()5 7 < pg(H) (1 + pg(1))x5 7 < 204(1)X 7-

Therefore, & = supgeq V(®) = SuPgeq D sepr) Var(Ti—1) < 2> pg(t)X;]_- = 2]39sz7f.

Applying Fact H to Qg r(w) with d = 5Xg,]:\/max (2]39T, 1n%> ln% and using maxdev’ <

Xg, 7,0 < 2ﬁgTX;f gives

d2
P{Qq7(w) 2 Eur [Qgr(w')] +d} < exp <_2(ﬁ + maxdev+d/3)>
_25)(3’]_- max <2ﬁgT, In %) In %
< exp
4]39Tng + 4xg7f\/max <2ﬁgT, In %) In %
925 max (%T, In l)
< exp 22 < pt (28)

6 max (217gT, In %)

where the second-to-last inequality is because \/max(a, b)b < max(a,b) for any a,b > 0.

We next use Lemma If group g satisfies 2p, 7" > In %, then combining Lemma and
shows that, with probability at least 1 — 234,

/ 2} 10xg.71/2psT I 3 / 2In 4
Oy 7(w) < Eur [Og 7(w)] +61/ —+ - < Eur [0 7(w)] +10(xg 7 +1)
pg pgT

pgT’

2In L
which shows the desired result. Finally, if g has 2p,T" < ln%, then % > 1, and the bound
trivially holds. We thus finish the proof by recalling that x, 7 < x for any g € G. O

Combining Proposition with Proposition [I] immediately shows an LLN result for Random
and Proportionally Optimized fairness rules.

Corollary 4. For a group g € G, for any 8 € (0,e™1), we have with probability at least 1 — 234,

b Og,random(w) < Ew/ [Og7random(wl)] + 20 2;;:;;46 5

2In1
L Og,pro(w) < Ew’ [Og,pm(w/)] +40 1{;7{/3 :

Finally, with Proposition we show in the following two corollaries that for a y—sensitive

group-independent fairness rule, both ABP and CBP with v = 0 enjoy a vanishing ex-post
g—regret that scales as O(1/4/pyT"), which improve Corollaries and respectively.
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Corollary 5. Fiz a x—sensitive, group-independent and ex-post feasible fairness rule F with x > 1.
For any 6 > 0 and g € G, AMPLIFIED BID PRICE CONTROL has ex-post g—regret RECABE <

gv]: -
w (% + %) with probability at least 1 — §.
Proof. The proof follows the same calculation of that of Corollary [1| in Appendix by replac-
ing Eq. with the following bound implied by Proposition Oy 7r(w) < Eu [Og 7(w')] +
20x+/In(e3M/6)pyT. The remaining proof is identical and is thus omitted. O

Corollary 6. Fiz a x—sensitive, group-independent and ex-post feasible fairness rule F with x > 1
and slackness €. For any § > 0 and g € G, there exists Ty s.t. YT > Ty, CBP with § =

1/4
(W) and v = 0 has Rz)f]’gBP < 201n(T/5)\/§ <slff,[,25 + %) with probability at least
1—26.

Proof. Following the same proof of Corollary [2| but replacing Eq. with this bound implied by
Proposition Oy 7(w) < Eu [Og 7(w')] 4 20x+/In(T/0)pyT, gives the desired result. O

F.5 Regret of CBP for fairness rules with low sensitivity (Theorems [5| and [6])
In this section, we assume § < 1 since otherwise the two theorems vacuously hold. Define

(20000Ux)? (M + G)*0
53 445 '

min

. 5 1/4 . 21n(1/B)
By assumption, § = (W) and v, = min (1 —E[Oy4],20x 1797T>' We first have the
following bound on C(~) and AWCE,

Lemma F.5. If T > 12(M + G), then C(v) < AUNGIT/OVT g AWCB < 260UXGIn(T/SVT

e Smin€

Proof. We first upper bound C(v). For a group g with v, > £4/2, we have %X M > L

20x+/21In(1/8)T
€

which implies p,T" < . As a result,

C(’Y):g Z YgPgT +6 Z pgT

g: ygg%g g: 79>679

< % > " 10xv/2In(1/8)T + PG iln(l/ﬁ)T (By definition of )
geg

< 240xG1n€(T/5)\/f (v/2In(1/8) < 2In(1/8) < In(T/8) it T > 12(M + G))
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As a result,

awes _ U

Smin € g2

20VGTIn(1/8) | 58GIn(1/5) 0(7))

Smin € € €

) (2In(1/8) < In(T/d))

U

Smin

€ € Smin€

U (101n(T/5)\/cTT (1 L3 G/T) | 2H0XGIn(T/5)VT

201n(T/8)VGT | 240xG m(T/a)ﬁ) 260UXG In(T/6)V/T

(I'>12(M 4+ G) and x > 1)

O

The next lemma is similar to Lemma and concerns the scaling of different parameters.

Lemma F.6. If T > Ty, then T > 36UAVCB and %}(1/5) < 6T(M + G)pB*.

Proof. We first show the first bound. Fix T > T5. By Lemma we have AWCB < 200UxGIn(T/ VT

Smlne

It thus suffices to show /T > w Note that 7> 1/§ and In(T) < T/ by Lemma

n€

Thus, it suffices to have T3 > w which holds by the definition of T5.
1/4
For the second bound, recall that § = (m) , which is less than 1/e since T' > T3. By
Lemma we have In?(1/3) < 1/8. Since MG < M, it then suffices to show 715 > 22 1G)x

ep
2.25
which is implied by T%/4 > 560(1‘{;{# Since T' > T5, the latter inequality holds, which completes

the proof. O

We first show the global regret result.

Proof of Theorem[J. Suppose that T' > ( +G) . By Lemma [4.2 with probability at least 1 — ¢,

20U In(T/6 UC(y
RFF < MW 3 (T) (T > Ty implies T > 129
2 In(T/6
< 260UXG IEI( /9. ATT. (Apply Lemma [F.5)
Smin

Moreover, if T' < 12(M + G) /&2, we have

260UxGln(T/6)\/1/—T S 260UxMG £
§min€ o € ].2(M + G) o

Where the first inequality is because In(7'/d) > 1 since T' > 3, and the second inequality is because
G/(M + G) > 1. Since we always have the global regret upper bounded by 1, the bound

RCBP < w\/l/T trivially holds for T < 12(M + G)/e2. We thus complete the proof of

Smin€

the global regret bound. O

We next consider the ex-post group g—regret.
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Proof of Theorem[6. Fix a group g € G. Since T > Ty, we have 3 < e~ . Consider two cases:

e v, < g4/2 and p,; > 14(1/8) 1y this case, by Lemma and the bound on AWCB in

e2T
3120U2xG In(T/8)/1/T

Smin€

Lemma the average score of group ¢ is at least oy > E [Oy] + 74 —
with probability at least 1 — (57 4 5)(M + G)3%;

o vy > g4/2 0r pg < %(Tl/ﬁ). Recall that v, = min(1 —E[Og],%xww). If v > €4/2,

we must have p, < 40xIn(1/5) Since 144In(1/B) 40X;f/(%/5) when T > T5, in this case we

evT el —=
must have p, < %\/(%/ﬂ). Let C = %\/W. By Lemmaﬁ with probability at least

1— (5T +5)(M + G)B* — C, ay > min(E [O,] + v4,0,) — 3120U2i‘ﬂi1€n(T/5 +. Moreover,
Lemma shows that C' < 6T(M + G)p*.

Summarizing the above two cases, we then have with probability at least 1 — (117 +5)(M + G)j3%,
2
ag > min(E [O4] 474, Og) — 3120U%xG In(T/3) F

Srnlns

Since the fairness rule is y—sensitive and 5 < 1/e,

Proposition [2 shows that with probability 1 —23%, O, <E[Oy] + %X\/ M Since Oy is always
upper bounded by 1, we then have with probability 1 — 23%, Oy < E[O4] + 4. Therefore, for a
fixed group ¢g € G, by union bound, with probability at least 1 — (117 + 7)3* > 1 — §, we have

120U2xG In(T/5)\/1/T
RGXCBP_O _0‘9<Og_(min(E[Og]‘*‘Vg,Og)—g WG IT/O) 1/ )

g,F §min5
3120U%xG In(T/6)+/1/T
<0, - 0, + + 22XV
_ 3120U2xGIn(T/6)/1/T
B §min€ ’
which finishes the proof. O

F.6 Concentration of MaxMin fairness rules (Proposition , Corollary (3))

We first bound the sensitivity of MaxMin.

Lemma F.7. For any 8 € (0,e71), if pminT > 32 ln%, then there exists B C Q with P{w € B} >
1 —2Gp* and Xg,maxmin < 12% for all g € G over B.

Proof. Define event B such that N(g,T) € [ﬁgT —24/2pyT In %,ﬁgT + 5,4 /ﬁngn% for all group
g € G. Applying Lemma and a union bound gives P{B} > 1 — 2GA3*. Fix a sample path

w = (0¢)ic[r) € B. By the assumption that pyinT > 321In %, we have for every group g € G,

N(g,T,w) > pgT —24/2p,T In — >

]
M\'—‘

p,T > 16,

and thus there is no empty group.
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Let @ = (ét)te[T} be another sample path such that 8; = 8; except for ¢ = 7. This sample path
does not have to be in B, but we must have N(g,T,®) > N(g,T,w)—1 > 15 for any group g. Recall
that the MaxMin rule (Example 3) solves the maximum ¢ such that 3, 1y 7.w) 22 jem Wi (01)2,; =
N(g,T,w)ep for all g € G for some feasible assignment z € Z. Denote the optimal value for sample
path w by maxmin(w) and that for @ by maxmin(w).

2
| < iy max(N (g T@) NG T@))

We next show that |maxmin(w) — maxmin(w) . Suppose that one

optimal assignment for @ is z. We have
. ZtEA(g,T,w) ZjeM wj(et)gt,j

maxmin(w) > min
(W)= Ng.T,w)

Take ¢’ to be a group that achieves the minimum value for the right hand side. Since N(g,T,@) > 1,

S w0 (B))5,
maxmin(@) < YAy 1) de/\:{ ;(04) b
N(gv T, w)

As a result,

Y reate @) gem Wil0)Z S ety rw) Dojent Wi(01)

maxmin(w) — maxmin(w) <

N(g,T,w) N(g,T,w)
(29)
< N(¢',T,w) ‘ZteA(Q’,T,GJ) D jem w;(64)Z1,5 — 2t Ay Tw) 2jeM wj(et)ét’j‘ (30)
- N(g,T,0)N(g',T,w)
i ’N(g/, T, w) - N(g,7 T, (.:))’ ZteA(g’,T,w) Zje/\/l wj(et)gtaj (31)

N(gl, T’ &)N(g/7 T7 w)

To bound , we upper bound

S ) wi@)E - Y D w6y (32)

teA(g'\ T\w) jeEM teA(g'\ Tw) jEM

by the following three scenarios:

o If A(¢,T,w)=A(¢',T,w) and 7 # A(g¢’, T,w), then cases of group g have the same scores
in w and @ and thus is zero;

o f A(¢,\T,w) = A(¢',T,w) and 7 € A(¢', T, w), then (32) <>, x4 Zr,j|w;(07) — w;i(0,] < 1;

o If A(¢/,T,w) # A(¢',T,®), then one is a subset of the another and has exactly one fewer
case. The scores of common cases are the same. As a result, we still have <1.

Summarizing the above three scenarios gives < 1 and thus < N(g,g(g)’ﬁ(‘; ,) Tow) < N(g,lT 5
In addition, for (31), we know [N (¢, T,w) — N(¢/,T,@)| <1 and D oteA(g Tw) 2ajem Wi(01) 25 <
N(¢',T,w). Therefore, we again have < W. This gives

2
maxmin(@) — maxmin(w) < + < N(¢,T,&)
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By symmetry in the right hand side of (29), we also have maxmin(w) — maxmin(w) < N(g,QT mh
Therefore, maxmin(w) — maxmin(w) <

2
— max
lowing the same argument but swapping w,w then gives

. . 2 —~. Fol-
(N(gl:va)vN(g,»Tzw)) - mlngeg maX(N(ngvw)vN(gvT’w)) ’

|maxmin(w) — maxmin(@)| <

2 2
< . (33
| ityeg (NG, To), N0, T, %)) ~ mingeg M@, Tow) )
Let g be the group with minimum N(g,T,w). Then for any group g € G, the difference in total

requirement for the two sample paths is upper bounded by
‘Qg,maxmin(w) - Qg,maxmin(‘:’)‘ = |maxmin(w)N(g,T,w) — maxmin(w)N (g, T, @)|

. 2@%7“+5,ﬁ%7Wn%)_%1
pyT —2,/2p5T In 5
(By the setting of B and the assumption that w € B)
125,T

ol < 2P
0.5p3T Pmin
which completes the proof.

< |maxmin(w) — maxmin(w)| N(g, T, w) + maxmin(@)|N(g,T,w) — N(g,T,®)|

(BT, gT > pinT > 321n )

O
The proof of Proposition |3| directly applies Proposition [2| and Lemma [F.7

Proof of Proposition @ We first consider the case where puyi, >

32111%

. By Lemma there exists
an event B such that P{B} > 1 — 2GA* and Xg,maxmin < %Vg under this event. Proposition
then gives for a group g € G, with probability at least 1 — 2(G + 1)384,

Og,maxmin(w) < Eur [Og,maxmin(w/)] +

1
2Xg maxmin T 8 n B
= | P{B} +\| ———
B {B°} T
, 58P 4 21n %
< Eur [Og,maxmin(w )] + — 2G,8 +\ —
PminPg

T

58 [21n L
= K [Og,maxmin(w/)] + 2G54 + g )
Pmin T

which is what we set out to show. Moreover, if ppin <

32In 1 2In i
< =2, we must have 2%
21n % oT . . .
max T | 2 1, showing that the bound is vacuous since we always have Og maxmin(w)
B

B
Pmin T

<
Eo [Ogmaxmm(w’ )] + 1. Combining the above two cases completes the proof.

O
We finally prove Corollary
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Proof of Corollary[3. The proof follows the same idea of the proof of Corollary [I]in Appendix
Fix 6 € (0,1) and a group g € G. Applying Theorem [2| for §/2 shows that with probability at least

1—6/2, RABE (i < \/@( 2y %) Let 8 = (6/(30(G 4 1)T))"/*, which is less than

Smin

e~!. By Proposition [3|, we have with probability at least 1 — §/2,

58 (5 N \/ln(30(G+ 1)T/5))

Og,maxmin(w) < Ew’ [Og,maxmin(w/)] + T T

Pmin

< Ew/ [Og,maxmin(w/)] +

116 \/1n(30(G +1)T/6)
T

Pmin

By union bound, with probability at least 1 — 6,

RZ),(I;liEIIIDlin = Og,maxmin (U)) — Oy (QJ)

i 116 /In(30(G + 1)T'/o

< min (Ew/ [Og,maxmin(w/)] JOg,maxmin(W)) + .~ \/ ( ( T ) / ) N ozg(w)
116 111(30(G + I)T/(S)

_ pABP )
- Rg,maxmm( ) + pmin\/ T

In(2M/5) < U2 200) 116 \/1n(30(G+ 1)T/3)
< = +f— |+

T Smin Dy Pmin T
\/ln<30<G + M)T/3) ( U2 131 )

< —— + .
B T Smin Pmin

G Concentration inequalities

G.1 Hoeffding’s and Bernstein’s Inequalities

In the proof, we frequently use Hoeffding’s Inequality simplified from [BLM13].

Fact 3 (Hoeffding’s Inequality). Given n independent random variables X; taking values in [0, 1]
almost surely. Let X = > " | X;. Then for any x > 0,

P{X <E[X] -z} < e 2/" P{X >E[X]+2} < e 2/, (34)

Another useful inequality is the Bernstein’s Inequality. The following version is by Corollary
2.11 from [BLM13].

Fact 4 (Bernstein’s Inequality). Given n independent random variables X; such that X; < b almost
surely and Y7 | E[X?] <v. Let X =31, X;. Then for all z > 0,

2
P{X >E[X]|+z} <exp (2(1/‘1'5)37/3)> .

An implication of the above result is the following lemma.
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Lemma G.1. Given n independent random variables X; such that X; > 0 almost surely and
S E[X2 <v. Let X =Y, X;. Then for all z >0,

P{X < E[X] - 2} < exp <‘2“’£2> .

Proof. TakeY; = —X;. Then ) " | E [Yf] < v and Y; <0 almost surely. By Fact |4, for any = > 0,
we have P{}"" | V; > E[>"" | Y;|+a} <exp (‘2—352) Rearranging terms give the desired result. [

We finally recall the Chernoff bound of Bernoulli random variables and an implied version of
it. We summarize the result as follows.

Lemma G.2. Let X be the sum of n independent Bernoulli random wvariables. Then, for any
x > 0, we have

1:2
P{X <E[X] -} < exp (—2%/(2E[X])) ; P{X > E[X] +a} <exp <_2(E[X]+w/3)) '

In particular, the second inequality implies that for any B > 0, we have

]P’{X >E[X]+ 5\/maX(IE [X] ,ln;)ln;} < ph

Proof. The first two probability bounds are implied by the Bernstein’s Inequality (Fact [4]) since X
is a sum of Bernoulli random variables. We prove the third bound here. By the second probability
bound, we have

<exp |- 2
9B [X] + 4\/max(IE [X].In 4)In
1

1
B
25 max(E [X],In %) In &
<exp|— (ELX] 6> B <exp<—41n1>:54.
6 max(E [X],In

G.2 McDiarmid’s Inequality

We use two versions of McDiarmid’s Inequality to show concentration of single-valued multivariate
functions. Our notations below follow those from [McD98, Section 3.2]. Consider n independent
random variables X = (X,...,X,) with X} € Aj; and a real-valued function f(z1,...,x,) defined
on [ [, Ax. For a subset B C [],.,, Ak, f has c—bounded difference if | f(x) — f(y)| < ¢; for any
i <n,x,y € B with xj =y;,Vj # i

We first have the following Hoeffding-type McDiarmid’s Inequality from [Com15, Proposition 2].
Note that the original statement takes Ay = R; the proof however goes through for general set Ay
since the proof only requires Hamming distance between two elements in [[, ., Ax and does not
need any special structure of Ajy. a
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Fact 5. Let X = (X1,...,X,) be a sequence of independent random variables with Xy € Ay and
f(x1,...,2y) is a bounded real-valued function over [ [ Ay. Suppose f is c—bounded over B C ], A
and let ¢ =", ¢;. Then for any d > 0,

o2
P{A(X) —E[f(X)| X € B] > d+ P{X ¢ B}¢} < P{X ¢ B} + exp (%)

We also have a more refined Bernstein-type McDiarmid’s Inequality if f has bounded differ-
ence over the entire sample space. To state the result, we need more definitions. For k < n,
define a function hy(xi,...,2;) = Ex [f(X)|Xi =2, < k| — Ex [f(X)|X; = x;,i <k —1]. We
can accordingly define the variance

Vark(xl, . 735k—1) = vary~x, (hk(ﬂfl, ey L1, Y)) .
Define the maximum positive deviation by maxdev’ = SUPgel], .., A, MaXk hg(z1, ...,z ). For any
x € [[, Ak, define the sum of variance by V(x) = >, . varg(z1,...,z5_1). The following result is

from [McD98, Theorem 3.8].

Fact 6. Let X = (X1,...,Xy) be a sequence of independent random wvariables with X € Ay
and f(z1,...,7,) is a bounded real-valued function over [[ Ag. Let b = maxdev’ and o =
SUPger], A, V (@), both of which are assumed to be finite. Then for any d > 0,

2
PO - EI(0] 2 d < exp (o)
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