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ABSTRACT
Driven by sustainability and economic considerations, two-sided

recommendation platforms are required to satisfy the needs of both

users and providers. Previous studies often indicate that the two

sides’ needs differ in urgency: providers have relatively long-term

exposure requirements, while users desire short-term, accurate ser-

vices. However, our empirical study reveals that existing methods

for balancing fairness and accuracy often fail to ensure both long-

term fairness and short-term accuracy under fluctuating user traffic

in real applications. Notably, when user traffic is low, user experi-

ence tends to decline significantly. Then, we conducted a theoretical

analysis confirming that user traffic is a crucial factor in such a

trade-off problem. Ensuring accuracy and fairness under variable

user traffic remains a challenge. Inspired by the bankruptcy prob-

lem in economics, we propose a novel fairness-aware re-ranking

approach called BankFair. BankFair intuitively uses the Talmud rule

to leverage periods of high user traffic to compensate for periods

of low traffic, ensuring consistent user service while maintaining

long-term fairness. BankFair is composed of two modules: (1) utiliz-

ing the Talmud rule to determine the necessary degree of fairness

across varying user traffic periods, and (2) implementing an online

re-ranking algorithm based on the fairness degree established by

the Talmud rule. Experiments on one publicly available and one

real industrial dataset demonstrate that BankFair outperforms all

baselines in terms of both accuracy and provider fairness.
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1 INTRODUCTION
To create a more equitable and sustainable two-sided platform [13,

19, 45, 56] (e.g., Amazon [9] and Youtube [47]), recommendation

systems (RS) should ensure the needs of both the provider side and

the user side [40, 45, 56]. On the provider side, prior studies [40,

48, 58] have indicated that providers have a demand for ensuring

a minimum exposure over a period of time, which aligns with the

“minimum wage” policy [49, 57, 58]. On the user side, established

behavior economic theory [24, 29, 41] suggests that users tend to

experience increased frustration and dissatisfaction when receiving

poor-quality recommendations (i.e., the loss aversion effect [29,

31, 41]). Therefore, platforms should maintain a consistently high

standard of recommendation quality to mitigate these negative user

experiences [12, 22].

Although the needs of users and providers should be both satis-

fied, the urgency of the two sides’ needs differs. Providers typically

have relatively long-term exposure demands, which do not require

immediate fulfillment but rather over an extended period [54, 58, 61].

Conversely, on the user side, the need is more short-term and im-

mediate, because once users receive a poor recommendation, they

tend to remember and be impacted by that negative experience

for much longer [29, 41]. To balance the needs of both sides, some

heuristic methods [38, 40, 56] and online gradient descent meth-

ods [57, 58, 60] have been proposed to trade-off accuracy and fair-

ness.

However, the existing trade-off methods could fail in some real

applications where the user traffic inevitably fluctuates [5, 42]. For

example, we conduct a simulation study shown in Figure 1(a) to

observe the daily accuracy performances (black line) of a theoretical

oracle method under a real industrial dataset KuaiRand
1
, which

contains 175K user traffic (represented as the blue bars) within half

a month. The red line indicates the minimum daily average accuracy

level that the platform can tolerate, below which performance is

considered unacceptable. The oracle re-ranking method guarantees

1
https://kuairand.com/
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(a) Consistent Fairness Strategy (b) Talmud Fairness Strategy
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Figure 1: Illustrative experiments based on KuaiRand dataset.
(a) Lower user traffic leads tomore accuracy loss; (b) Applying
distinct fairness strategies based on different traffic levels.

that each provider receives a predefined minimum exposure within

each day while maximizing user accuracy. The result reported in

Figure 1 (a) shows that the short-term accuracy is more prone to

compromise to fulfill long-term fairness requirements, particularly

when there are fewer users within a day (red dots). Similar phe-

nomena have also been observed in most existing fairness-aware

models [40, 52, 56–58].

To investigate the fundamental reasons behind how user traffic

impacts the accuracy-fairness trade-off performances, we provide

a theoretical analysis from a constrained optimization problem,

as detailed in Section 4. Our analysis reveals that user traffic is

a key factor affecting the fairness-accuracy trade-off. Specifically,

lower user traffic will result in a more serious accuracy loss when

maintaining the same fairness degree (i.e., required minimum expo-

sure) across different periods. Since fluctuations in user traffic are

not rare in real industrial scenarios [5, 42], a two-sided re-ranking

algorithm adaptable to user traffic is needed to balance the needs

of both users and providers.

To well incorporate the user traffic into consideration, we uti-

lize the Talmud rule inspired by bankruptcy problem [14, 50] in

economics to allocate different fairness requirements across peri-

ods of different user traffic. Specifically, the Talmud rule utilizes

surplus fairness requirements during periods of high user traffic

to compensate for the deficit in fairness requirements during peri-

ods of low user traffic, thereby ensuring long-term fairness while

enhancing accuracy during periods of low user traffic. Figure 1(b)

shows an illustrative example, where we use the depth of color to

represent the fairness degree on that day (i.e., a deeper color of

the bar indicates that we will ensure a higher minimum exposure

to providers). Across different periods, we utilize the resource-

abundant phase (deep color) to compensate for the resource-scarce

phase (light color). For example, we ensure more minimum expo-

sures to each provider during user-abundant periods (April 26th

to April 30th), while reducing the minimum exposure guarantee

during user-scarce periods (April 24th, May 1st to May 04th). In

such a way, we can amortize the accuracy loss to each day and

keep high accuracy levels across all days (i.e., all above the red line),

ensuring the needs of both sides.

To implement the above idea, we propose an online re-ranking

model called BankFair which can ensure both long-term provider

fairness and short-term user accuracy under fluctuating traffic.

Specifically, BankFair consists of two modules: (1) Module 1: we for-

mulate the exposure allocation process as a sequential bankruptcy

problem and utilize the Talmud rule to decide the fairness degree

of each period; and (2) Module 2: we utilize the fairness degree

obtained from the Talmud rule to guide our online recommenda-

tion algorithm, which utilizes the dual method to efficiently solve

the fair re-ranking problem in an online style. By combining two

modules, we can achieve user-friendly and provider-fair re-ranking

effectively and efficiently.

Our main contributions can be summarized as follows:

(1) We emphasize the significance of guaranteeing both short-

term user accuracy and long-term provider fairness under fluctuat-

ing user traffic in two-sided platforms.

(2) We propose a two-sided re-ranking model named BankFair,

which formulates the exposure allocation process as a sequential

bankruptcy problem and utilizes the Talmud rule to solve it.

(3) The extensive experiments demonstrate that our approach

outperforms existing baselines on two datasets in terms of both

fairness and accuracy.

2 RELATEDWORK
Fairness-aware re-ranking in two-sided platforms. Recently,
fairness in re-ranking has become a hot topic in two-sided RS.

Fairness in two-sided platforms can be divided into: user fair-

ness [33, 34], provider fairness [43, 56, 57, 59], and two-sided fair-

ness [38, 40]. For clarity, it’s important to note that this paper

focuses on user experience and provider fairness, rather than two-

sided fairness. There are different provider fairness forms: (1) max-

min fairness [57, 60], which aims to ensure the interests of the

worst-off providers; (2) equity of attention [7, 37, 38, 56] which

lets the exposure received by providers be proportional to their

utility; (3) minimum exposure guarantee [6, 8, 35, 40, 48, 58, 61],

which tends to ensure that the exposure for providers over a pe-

riod exceeds a minimum threshold. Within the research line, some

heuristic methods [8, 40, 61] were proposed to ensure the minimum

exposure in several recommendation lists and amortize the accuracy

loss among each user (e.g., greedy round robin [8, 40]). Also, some

other works [35, 48, 58] formulated the re-ranking problem with ex-

posure constraint as Integer-Programming (IP) and adopted online

optimization methods (e.g., sub-gradient descent [18]) to solve it.

In most existing works [8, 40, 48, 61], the minimum exposure value

cannot be directly specified but is controlled by a hyperparameter,

which is hard to adjust and control. Thus, FairSync [58] considered

a more industrially practical setting, which guarantees an arbitrar-

ily specified minimum exposure, and we also consider this setting

in this paper. Nonetheless, all these works overlooked the accuracy

loss caused by the minimum exposure fairness under fluctuating

user traffic, making it impractical in real-world industrial scenarios.

Loss aversion in recommender systems. The “loss aversion”
effect was first found and proposed by Kahneman and Tversky

[29] in Prospect Theory and is widely used in finance [3], decision-

making under risk [30] and even in RS [24, 41]. Paudel et al. [41]

first applied the loss aversion theory and proposed an algorithm to

reduce the negative item number in the recommendation list. The

risk-aware framework proposed in [24] first incorporated users’

risk attitudes into recommendations and simulated the real-world

users’ decision-making. In this paper, we highlight the importance

of the users’ loss-aversion attitude toward recommendation quality
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Figure 2: Illustration of algorithm updates over time. The
shadow area represents the user traffic of each interval. The
minimum exposure needs to be guaranteed at the end of the
𝑁 -th interval.

in fairness-aware RS and aim to make users consistently achieve

satisfactory experiences.

Bankruptcy problem. In this paper, we formulate the minimum

exposure allocation process as a bankruptcy problem [50], which is

widely used with network traffic allocation [1] and scarce resource

allocation, such as water [16, 63],vaccines [28], etc. O’Neill [39]

first introduced this problem and proposed a rule-based approach

to allocate resources. Curiel et al. [14], Dagan and Volij [15] and

Thomson [51] modeled bankruptcy problem as coalition game, and

Curiel et al. [14] further proved that Talmud solution corresponds

to the core of coalition game, which is stable and impregnable.

Traditional bankruptcy problem is a one-time allocation process.

In order to adapt the time-varying nature of RS, we transformed

the bankruptcy problem into a sequential bankruptcy problem

involving multiple-time allocations.

3 FORMULATION
We first define some notations for the problem. For vector 𝒙 ∈ R𝑛 ,
𝒙𝑖 denote the 𝑖-th element of the vector. For matrix 𝑿 ∈ R𝑛×𝑚 , let

𝑿𝑖, 𝑗 denote the element of 𝑖-th row and 𝑗-th column. 𝑨𝑖 denote
the 𝑖-th column vector of 𝑨. 𝒙 ≥ 𝒚 denotes element 𝒙𝑖 should be

greater or equal to 𝒚𝑖 ,∀𝑖 . 𝑘𝒙 denotes that every element 𝒙𝑖 in 𝒙
will become 𝑘𝒙𝑖 . Next, we give a formal formulation of two-sided

re-ranking in RS.

3.1 Two-sided Re-ranking in Recommender
System under Fluctuating User Traffic

In RS, let U,I,P denote the set of users, items, and providers,

respectively. For a provider 𝑝 , there are multiple items in the set I𝑝
belonging to 𝑝 . When a user 𝑢𝑡 ∈ U arrives at time 𝑡 , RS will gener-

ate a ranking list 𝐿ori
𝐾

(𝑢𝑡 ) ∈ I𝐾 of size 𝐾 . Typically, the ranking list

can be generated utilizing a user-item relevance vector 𝒔𝑢𝑡 ∈ R | I |
,

where the relevance score s𝑢𝑡 ,𝑖 ∈ [0, 1] is estimated based on the

historical information, user profile, etc. The goal of two-sided re-

ranking is to compute a new list 𝐿𝐾 (𝑢𝑡 ) which well balances the

short-term user accuracy and long-term provider fairness. When an

item 𝑖 is recommended in 𝐿𝐾 (𝑢𝑡 ), then the corresponding provider

𝑝 with such an item (i.e., 𝑖 ∈ I𝑝 ) can have one exposure.

3.1.1 Two-sided re-ranking across multiple time intervals. In real

scenarios, different usersU𝑛 = {𝑢𝑡 |𝑡𝑛 ≤ 𝑡 < 𝑡𝑛+1, 𝑛 ∈ [1, 2, . . . , 𝑁 ]}

will arrive in RS within time interval 𝑛, where 𝑡𝑛 is the start time

of interval 𝑛. We use 𝒓𝑛 = |U𝑛 | to denote the user traffic (i.e., user

number) arriving within time interval 𝑛 (e.g. 𝑛 means 𝑛-th hour or

𝑛-th day during the recommendation process).

Let 𝑎(𝑛) be the average re-ranking accuracy within time inter-

val 𝑛. Following literature convention [7, 56, 57], the re-ranking

accuracy is referred to as the ratio between the sum of position-

based relevance scores in the re-ranked list 𝐿𝐾 (𝑢𝑡 ) and that in the

original ranking list 𝐿ori
𝐾

(𝑢𝑡 ), its detailed definition can be seen

at Section6.1.3. Let 𝑬 ∈ N | P |×𝑁
be the provider earned exposure

matrix, where the element 𝑬𝑝,𝑛 denotes the earned exposure for

provider 𝑝 at interval 𝑛. Formally, we formulate the two-sided re-

ranking task as the following problem:

𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) = max

𝑬

𝑁∑︁
𝑛=1

𝑎(𝑛; 𝑬) (1)

s.t. 𝑎(𝑛; 𝑬) ≥ 𝜙, ∀𝑛 ∈ [1, 2, . . . , 𝑁 ] (2)

𝑁∑︁
𝑛=1

𝑬𝑝,𝑛 ≥ 𝒎𝑝 , ∀𝑝 ∈ P, (3)

where 𝒎 ∈ R | P |
denote the required minimum exposure and

𝜙 ∈ [0, 1] is the required minimum accuracy. The model objec-

tive (1) aims to maximize the overall re-ranking accuracy among

all intervals. The two constraints represent the needs of users and

providers respectively:

• Short-term Accuracy Need: Constraint (2) requires the
accuracy 𝑎(𝑛) at each interval 𝑛 should be no less than the

required minimum accuracy 𝜙 .

• Long-term Exposure Need: Constraint (3) requires the
cumulative exposure

∑𝑁
𝑛=1

𝑬𝑝,𝑛 of provider 𝑝 within 𝑁 in-

tervals is no less than the required minimum exposure 𝒎𝑝 .

3.1.2 Re-ranking with Algorithm Updates. Under real industrial
settings as shown in Figure 2, re-ranking model 𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) updates
its parameters regularly [55, 62]. Under this condition, the ideal

re-ranking problem 𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) cannot be globally optimized for all

intervals. Hence, decomposed sub-problems within each interval

will be solved.

Let 𝑴𝑝,𝑛 be the required minimum exposure for provider 𝑝 at

interval 𝑛 (𝑴 ∈ R | P |×𝑁
), which will be updated at the beginning

of interval 𝑛, ∀𝑛 = 1, 2, · · · , 𝑁 . In the sub-problem, Constraint (3) is

decomposed into two constraint (𝑬𝑝,𝑛 ≥ 𝑴𝑝,𝑛,
∑𝑁
𝑛=1

𝑴𝑝,𝑛 ≥ 𝒎𝑝 ).
This requires the summation of the required exposure𝑴𝑝,𝑛 at each

interval should exceed the final required minimum exposure 𝒎𝑝 .
Hence, an optimal 𝑴𝑝,𝑛 should be determined to make 𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) is
maximized and the accuracy constraint (2) is satisfied.

3.2 Bankruptcy Problem for Exposure
Allocation

In this section, we will first introduce the definition and elements

of bankruptcy problem. Then we will formulate the exposure allo-

cation task as a bankruptcy problem.

3.2.1 Bankruptcy problem. Bankruptcy problem provides a re-

source allocation solution that is suitable for scenarios with fluctu-

ating resources and demands [1, 50, 63]. The input of a bankruptcy
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Table 1: Correspondence between elements in the bankruptcy
problem and two-sided re-ranking.

Bankruptcy problem Two-sided re-ranking

agent set A time intervals N
estate 𝐸 required minimum exposure 𝒎𝑝

claim vector 𝒅 demanded minimum exposure vector 𝑫𝑝
result vector 𝒙 predicted minimum exposure vector 𝑴𝑝

problem can be defined as a triplet: (A, 𝐸, 𝒅) and the output can be

defined as a result vector 𝒙 :
Agent Set A: the resource demanders which resources need to

be allocated to.

Estate 𝐸: the total resource waited to be allocated 𝐸 ∈ R.
Claim vector 𝒅: the demanded resource of agents 𝒅 ∈ R |A |

.

Result vector 𝒙: the allocation result 𝒙 ∈ R |A |
, where each

𝒙𝑎 denotes the allocated resource of agent 𝑎. The sum of allocated

resources should equal the total resource, i.e.,

∑
𝑎∈A 𝒙𝑎 = 𝐸.

To solve the bankruptcy problem, for each agent 𝑎 ∈ A, the

objective is to satisfy the fluctuating agent claims 𝒅 as much as

possible when the estate 𝐸 undergoes fluctuations. In economics,

several methods have been developed to solve the bankruptcy prob-

lem, including the proportional rule [20], Talmud rule [50], etc.

3.2.2 Minimum Exposure Allocation as Bankruptcy. We correspond

the elements of minimum exposure allocation with those in the

bankruptcy problem, as shown in Table 1. Specifically,

(1) Time interval 𝑛 ∈ N is regarded as the agent 𝑎 ∈ A in

bankruptcy problem. This is because N is the set of intervals we

want to allocate the required minimum exposures 𝒎 to.

(2) The minimum exposure for providers 𝒎𝑝 ∈ R can be re-

garded as the estate 𝐸 of the bankruptcy problem, which is the total

minimum exposure awaited to be allocated to intervals N .

(3) The demanded minimum exposure 𝑫𝑝 ∈ R |N |
can be re-

garded as the claim vector 𝒅 of the bankruptcy problem, which

stands for the demands of exposure in time intervals.

(4) The predicted minimum exposure vector 𝑴𝑝 ∈ R |N |
corre-

sponds to the result vector 𝒙 in the bankruptcy problem, where

𝑴𝑝,𝑛 denotes the actual minimum exposure provider 𝑝 should re-

ceive during time interval 𝑛.

Based on our analysis (Section 4), to maintain a high level of

accuracy at every interval, we need to set different demands𝑫𝑝 (i.e.,
the claim 𝒅) based on fluctuating user traffic in real applications [5,

42]. Meanwhile, the platform can continuously change its provider-

fair policy 𝒎𝑝 (i.e., the estate 𝐸) due to the development stage or

incentive policy [4]. Therefore, due to the beneficial characteristics

of dynamic resource allocation, we can formulate the exposure

allocation process as a bankruptcy problem.

4 ANALYSIS FOR ACCURACY-FAIRNESS
TRADE-OFF

In this section, we will analyze the accuracy loss to answer two

questions: RQ1: Why does provider fairness hurt accuracy? RQ2:
Why does the lower user traffic result in accuracy loss?

𝑬!,#

𝐸$,#𝑬$,# ≥ 4

𝑬$,# + 𝑬!,# = 15

𝑬!,#%$

𝑬$,#%$

（𝑬!,#$! + 𝑬%,#$! = 10)

accuracy solution

(a) Theorem 1

provider-fair solution

(b) Theorem 2
𝑬$,#%$ ≥ 4

73%60%

high user traffic

low user traffic

accuracy=1.5

Figure 3: A toy example with two providers to illustrate the
optimization process at interval 𝑖 of Equation (1). Provider 1
(x-axis) requires a minimum exposure guarantee of 𝑴1,𝑖 = 4

and provider 2 (y-axis) has no requirement (𝑴2,𝑖 = 0). The
green area is the feasible region constructed by the fairness
constraint. (a) Suppose 3 users arrive at interval 𝑖 and each is
recommended 5 items (3 × 5 = 15 total exposures). The grey
point denotes the accuracy solution (𝑬1,𝑖 , 𝑬2,𝑖 ) and the orange
point denotes the provider-fair solution (𝑬 fair

1,𝑖
, 𝑬 fair

2,𝑖
), verify-

ing Theorem 1; (b) Suppose the number of users reduced to
2 at interval 𝑖 + 1 (2 × 5 = 10 total exposures). The red point
denotes the provider-fair solution, verifying Theorem 2.

4.1 RQ1: Why Provider Fairness Hurts Accuracy?
From the optimization Problem (1), we can draw Theorem 1:

Theorem 1. Let ¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) be the maximum re-ranking accuracy
(i.e., accuracy solution) and 𝑬𝑝,𝑛 be the exposure of provider 𝑝 at inter-
val𝑛 without considering provider fairness. When considering fairness
in Equation (1), if 𝑬𝑝 do not satisfy the constraint, i.e.,

∑𝑁
𝑛=1

𝑬𝑝,𝑛 <

𝒎𝑝 , then 𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) < ¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎); otherwise, 𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) = ¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎).

Proof of Theorem 1 is given in Appendix A.1. In Theorem 1,

the accuracy loss brought from provider fairness is through the

fairness constraint (i.e., Constraints (3) from Equation 1). If the

accuracy-centric solution fails to meet the provider-fair constraint,

the compromise will lead to a solution within the feasible region

defined by the provider-fair constraint, where accuracy will be

compromised.

Figure 3 (a) presents an illustrative toy example to explain the

intuition of Theorem 1 geometrically. From Figure 3 (a), the ac-

curacy solution is not in the feasible region. Therefore, to satisfy

the fairness constraint, the accuracy solution (the grey point) will

move to the provider-fair solution (the orange point), resulting in

inevitable accuracy loss. Meanwhile, the moved distance of two

points reflects the degree of accuracy loss [10].

In summary, from the perspective of optimization, provider-fair

constraint brings the accuracy loss. When the accuracy-maximized

solution does not satisfy the fairness constraints, it will inevitably

result in a loss of accuracy.

4.2 RQ2: Why Lower Traffic Cause Accuracy Loss?
Then we will answer RQ2 through Theorem 2

Theorem 2. When the preferences of users arriving at different
times are typically random and independent [25], the expectation of
accuracy loss 𝐿 = ¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) − 𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) is negatively correlated to user
traffic 𝒓𝑛 at each interval 𝑛, i.e., E[𝐿] ∝ 1

𝒓𝑛
.
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Algorithm 1: Online learning of BankFair

Input: Initial dual variable 𝝁, step size 𝜂𝑡 , penalty vector 𝝀,
required minimum exposure 𝒎𝑝 , item-provider matrix 𝑨,
ranking score 𝒔𝑢,𝑖 ,∀𝑢, 𝑖 .

Output: The re-ranking decision variable {𝒙𝑡 , 𝑡 = 1, 2, ...,∞}.
1: for 𝑛 = 1 to 𝑁 do
2: // Module 1.
3: N = {𝑛, 𝑛 + 1, · · · , 𝑁 }.
4: 𝒓 (𝑛) = 𝑔 ( [𝒓1, 𝒓2, · · · , 𝒓𝑛−1]).
5: 𝑫𝑝 (𝑛) = 𝛼𝐾𝒓 (𝑛).
6: 𝒎̂𝑝 (𝑛) =

[
𝒎̂𝑝 (𝑛 − 1) −𝑴𝑝,𝑛−1 + 𝜷𝑝

]
+ ,∀𝑝 ∈ P.

7: 𝑴̂𝑝 (𝑛) = TAL(N , 𝒎̂𝑝 (𝑛),𝑫𝑝 (𝑛)),∀𝑝 ∈ P.

8: 𝑴⊤
𝑛 = 𝑴̂ (𝑛)1.

9: // Module 2.
10: Initialize dual variable 𝝁 = 0.

11: Update remaining unearned exposure 𝜷⊤
𝑛 = 𝑴⊤

𝑛 .

12: for 𝑡 = 1 to 𝒓𝑛 do
13: 𝒙𝑡 = arg max𝒙𝑡 ∈X

{
𝒔⊤𝑢𝑡 𝒙𝑡/𝒓𝑛 − 𝝁⊤𝑡 𝑨

⊤𝒙𝑡
}

14: 𝑬⊤
𝑛,𝑡 = arg max𝑬𝑛,𝑡⊤≤𝜸

{
𝑝∗
𝝀
(−𝝁𝑡 )

}
15: Update 𝜷⊤

𝑛 = 𝜷⊤
𝑛 −𝑨⊤

𝑡 𝒙𝑡 .
16: 𝒈̃𝑡 = −𝑨⊤

𝑡 𝒙𝑡 + 𝑬𝑡 .

17: 𝝁𝑡+1 = arg min𝝁∈D ⟨𝒈̃𝑡 , 𝝁⟩ + 1

2𝜂 ∥𝝁 − 𝝁𝑡 ∥2

𝑤 .

18: end for
19: end for

Proof of Theorem 1 is given in Appendix A.2. Theorem 2 states

that lower user traffic will lead to more accuracy loss by affecting

the feasible region of the constrained optimization problem.

To better explain Theorem 2, Figure 3 (b) presents the example

of holding the same fairness requirement across interval 𝑖 and 𝑖 + 1

(i.e., 𝑴1,𝑖 = 𝑴1,𝑖+1). If intervals 𝑖 and 𝑖 + 1 share the same fairness

constraints and the traffic at interval 𝑖 + 1 drops to two users, the

feasible region (green area) transits from Figure 3 (a) to Figure 3

(b). Consequently, the area of the feasible region reduces from 73%

to 60% of the area with no fairness constraints (the area formed by

the coordinate axes and the black diagonal line). As a result, the

provider-fair solution at interval 𝑖 (represented by the orange point)

with an accuracy of 𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) = 1.5 no longer complies with the

fairness constraint 𝑬1,𝑖+1 ≥ 4. To meet the constraint, the provider-

fair solution at interval 𝑖 + 1 must move to the red point, accepting

a lower accuracy compared to interval 𝑖 , as indicated in Theorem 1.

In summary, the re-ranking accuracy loss stems from the impact

of user traffic fluctuations under consistent fairness constraints. As

the user traffic varies and fairness constraints remain unchanged,

it becomes an important factor that affects the fairness feasible

region—lower user traffic narrows the region, while higher user

traffic enlarges it. Meanwhile, we also observe that the more narrow

the fairness feasible region becomes, the larger the accuracy loss

will be.

5 OUR APPROACH: BANKFAIR
In this section, we present our re-ranking algorithm BankFair to

guarantee both accuracy and fairness. Figure 4 depicts the overall

workflow of BankFair, and Algorithm 1 describes the overall proce-

dure. The algorithm consists of the following two modules: (1) Line
2-8: module 1, after a new time interval 𝑛 starts where we will get

the predicted minimum exposures 𝑴⊤
𝑛 as the result vectors of the

bankruptcy problem. (2) Line 9-18: module 2, we propose an online

learning algorithm to obtain the two-sided re-ranking list 𝐿𝐾 (𝑢𝑡 )
for every user 𝑢𝑡 according to the predicted minimum exposure

𝑴⊤
𝑛 at each interval 𝑛.

5.1 Module 1: Allocating Required Exposures
In this section, we will get the predicted minimum exposure 𝑴⊤

𝑛 at

each interval 𝑛 by transforming the traditional bankruptcy problem

into a sequential problem.

In the sequential bankruptcy problem of fair re-ranking, we

update the input triplet (upcoming time intervals N = {𝑛, · · · , 𝑁 },
required minimum exposure 𝒎̂𝑝 (𝑛), demanded minimum exposure

𝑫𝑝 (𝑛)) and get the result vector 𝑴̂ (𝑛) at each interval 𝑛.

In this module, we first predict 𝑫𝑝 (𝑛) in each interval 𝑛 to be

the demand vector using the historical dataH𝑛−1 := {𝒓𝑠 , 𝑬⊤
𝑠 }𝑛−1

𝑠=1
.

Then we will use historical data H𝑛−1 to update the remaining

required minimum exposure 𝒎̂𝑝 (𝑛) of the bankruptcy problem.

Finally, we use the input triplet to get the result vector 𝑴̂ (𝑛) and
output its first column as the predicted minimum exposure 𝑴⊤

𝑛 .

5.1.1 Demand vector prediction. According to Theorem 2, we know

that when the user traffic is low, adopting a larger minimum expo-

sure will result in a greater accuracy loss. Therefore, to guarantee

the accuracy level, we need to decrease the fairness degree (i.e., give

a low demand for providers) at lower user traffic levels to reduce the

accuracy loss. Otherwise, we need to increase the fairness degree

(i.e., give a high demand for providers) to compensate for the low

user traffic period, fulfilling the exposure requirements𝒎. Formally,

the demand vector 𝑫𝑝 (𝑛) ∈ R |N |
of each provider at interval 𝑛 can

be written as:

𝑫𝑝 (𝑛) = 𝛼𝐾𝒓 (𝑛) = 𝛼𝐾𝑔 ( [𝒓1, 𝒓2, · · · , 𝒓𝑛−1]) , (4)

where𝛼 > 0 is a proportional coefficient and 𝒓 (𝑛) = [𝒓𝑛, 𝒓𝑛+1, . . . , 𝒓𝑁 ]
is the predicted user traffic from interval 𝑛 to 𝑁 , which is pre-

dicted by the time series prediction model 𝑔(·) using historical

observed dataH𝑛−1 := {𝒓𝑠 , 𝑬⊤
𝑠 }𝑛−1

𝑠=1
. In our experiments, we utilize

the well-known time series prediction model Gated Recurrent Unit

(GRU) [11], which can be replaced with any time series prediction

model [17, 64].

5.1.2 Update remaining minimum exposure. Then, we need to up-

date the remaining required minimum exposure 𝒎̂𝑝 (𝑛) at each
interval 𝑛 as the estate for sequential bankruptcy problem. Specifi-

cally, at the beginning of each interval 𝑛, we collect the allocation

history H𝑛−1 := {𝒓𝑠 , 𝑬⊤
𝑠 }𝑛−1

𝑠=1
to calculate the remaining exposures

𝒎̂𝑝 (𝑛) ∈ R+ at interval 𝑛:

𝒎̂𝑝 (𝑛) =
[
𝒎̂𝑝 (𝑛 − 1) − 𝑬𝑝,𝑛−1

]
+ =

[
𝒎𝑝 −

𝑛−1∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑬𝑝,𝑖

]
+
,∀𝑝 ∈ P,

(5)

where [·]+ ≜ max{0, ·}.

5.1.3 Obtain output vector. After getting the input triplet, we will

utilize the Talmud rule [50] in bankruptcy problem to obtain the
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Figure 4: Workflow of the proposed BankFair model

output vector 𝑴⊤
𝑛 by getting the first column (i.e., present interval)

of the matrix 𝑴̂ (𝑛), i.e., 𝑴⊤
𝑛 = 𝑴̂1 (𝑛)⊤. 𝑴̂ (𝑛) ∈ R | P |× |N |

can be

viewed as the predicted future minimum exposure, which can be

calculated by the Talmud rule:

𝑴̂𝑝,𝑖 (𝑛) = TAL𝑖

(
N , 𝒎̂𝑝 (𝑛),𝑫𝑝 (𝑛)

)
=

{
min{𝑫𝑝,𝑖 (𝑛)

2
, 𝜃 } if 𝒎̂𝑝 (𝑛) ≤

1⊤𝑫𝑝 (𝑛)
2

max{𝑫𝑝,𝑖 (𝑛)
2

,𝑫𝑝,𝑖 (𝑛) − 𝜃 } if 𝒎̂𝑝 (𝑛) >
1⊤𝑫𝑝 (𝑛)

2

,

(6)

where 𝜃 is the parameter that makes the result vector 𝑴̂𝑝 (𝑛) satis-
fying

∑
𝑖∈N 𝑴̂𝑝,𝑖 (𝑛) = 𝒎̂𝑝 (𝑛).

Through the Talmud rule TAL(·), we can allocate the required

minimum exposure 𝒎̂𝑝 (𝑛) into each interval according to the bank-

ruptcy problem. The Talmud rule can be seen from two condi-

tions: (1) If the minimum exposure 𝒎̂𝑝 (𝑛) does not exceed half of

the total demands 1⊤𝑫𝑝 (𝑛)/2: 𝒎̂𝑝 (𝑛) will be distributed equally

among each time interval 𝑛 until 𝑴̂𝑝,𝑛 (𝑛) meets half of the demand

𝑫𝑝,𝑛 (𝑛)/2. (2) If the minimum exposure 𝒎̂𝑝 (𝑛) exceed the total

demands 1⊤𝑫𝑝 (𝑛)/2: 𝒎̂𝑝 (𝑛) will be allocated to equalize the dif-

ference between each allocation 𝑴̂𝑝,𝑛 (𝑛) and its demand 𝑫𝑝,𝑛 (𝑛).

5.2 Module 2: Online Recommendation
After getting the predicted minimum exposure 𝑴⊤

𝑛 as the provider

fairness constraint at each interval 𝑛, we need to get the recom-

mendation list 𝐿𝐾 (𝑢𝑡 ) for each user 𝑢𝑡 .

Following [48, 57], we first use an integer-programming (IP)-

based method to formulate the two-sided re-ranking problem in an

offline scenario. Then, we adapt the offline algorithm into an online

version to adapt the sequential arriving characteristic of users.

5.2.1 BankFair for offline scenario. At each interval𝑛, we formulate

the two-sided re-ranking task as a resource allocation problem [2]:

max

𝑥∈X
1

𝒓𝑛

∑︁
𝑢𝑡 ∈U𝑛

𝒔⊤𝑢𝑡 𝒙𝑡 s.t. 𝑬⊤
𝑛 =

∑︁
𝑡

𝑨⊤𝒙𝑡 ≥ 𝑴⊤
𝑛 , (7)

where 𝒙𝑡 ∈ X is the decision variable that decides whether item 𝑖

is recommended to user 𝑢𝑡 . Given ranking list length𝐾 , X = {𝒙𝑡 ∈
{0, 1} | I | |1⊤𝒙𝑡 = 𝐾}. Specifically, for each item 𝑖 , 𝒙𝑡,𝑖 = 1 if it is

added to the re-ranking list 𝐿𝐾 (𝑢𝑡 ) with size 𝐾 , otherwise 𝒙𝑡,𝑖 = 0.

𝑨 is the item-provider adjacent matrix, where 𝑨𝑖,𝑝 = 1 indicates

item 𝑖 ∈ I𝑝 , and 0 otherwise.

In Equation (7), the objective is to maximize the accuracy while

ensuring the fairness constraint. The accuracy 𝑎(𝑛; 𝒙) denotes the
sum of the ranking scores 𝒔𝑢𝑡 (see Section 3) for each re-ranking

list 𝐿𝐾 (𝑢𝑡 ) on average. The fairness constraint means that provider

𝑝 must receive at least 𝑴𝑝,𝑛 exposures of items corresponding to

𝑝 (the item-provider correspondence relation can be used 𝑨 to

represent) at interval 𝑛. Since we have obtain the traffic-adaptive

minimum exposure𝑴𝑛 in the previous section, we are not imposing

any minimum constraints on accuracy.

5.2.2 BankFair for online scenario. In real online recommendation

scenarios, users usually arrive one after the other sequentially (see

Figure 4) and we should give user 𝑢𝑡 recommendation list 𝐿𝐾 (𝑢𝑡 )
immediately. Hence, we develop an online version of the offline

algorithm at each interval 𝑛.

To efficiently solve Equation (7), we utilize Lagrangian relaxation,

transforming Equation (7) into a simpler regularized optimization

problem utilizing the following Theorem.

Theorem 3. The Equation (8) is a relaxed dual problem of Equa-
tion (7):

𝑊𝐷𝑢𝑎𝑙 = min

𝝁∈D

[
ℎ∗ (𝑨𝝁)

]
+ 𝑝∗𝝀 (−𝝁), (8)

where D =

{
𝝁 ∈ R | P | | 𝝁 ≥ −𝝀

}
is the feasible region of dual vari-

able 𝝁 and

ℎ∗ (𝑨𝝁) = max

𝒙𝑡 ∈X

𝒓𝑛∑︁
𝑡=1

[
𝒔⊤𝑢𝑡 𝒙𝑡/𝒓𝑛 − 𝝁⊤𝑨⊤𝒙𝑡

]
,

𝑝∗𝝀 (−𝝁) = max

𝑬𝑛⊤≤𝜸

−
| P |∑︁
𝑖=1

𝝀𝑖
[
𝑴⊤
𝑛,𝑖 − 𝑬⊤

𝑛,𝑖

]
+
+ 𝝁⊤𝑬⊤

𝑛

 .
Lemma 1. The conjugate function 𝑝∗

𝝀
(·) has a close form 𝑝∗

𝝀
(−𝝁) =

𝝁⊤𝑴⊤
𝑛 + ∑ | P |

𝑝=1

(
𝜸𝑝 −𝑴𝑝,𝑛

)
max

(
𝝁𝑝 , 0

)
, ∀𝝁 ∈ D. The optimal dual

variable is: 𝑬∗
𝑝,𝑛 (−𝝁) = 𝑴𝑝,𝑛 if 𝝁𝑝 ∈

[
−𝑴𝑝,𝑛, 0

)
and 𝑬∗

𝑝,𝑛 (−𝝁) = 𝜸𝑝
if 𝝁𝑝 ≥ 0.

Proof of Theorem 3 and Lemma 1 can be found in Appendix A.3

and Appendix A.4.

Within each time interval 𝑛, the algorithm computes the decision

variable 𝒙𝑡 based on ℎ∗ (𝑨𝝁) after a new user 𝑢𝑡 arrives. Then, the

algorithm updates the auxiliary variable 𝑬 . Then, we obtain the

stochastic subgradient of the dual function and use the weighted,

projected subgradient method to update the dual variable 𝝁𝑡 .
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(a) KuaiRand-1K

(b) Industrial

Figure 5: Pareto frontier of two different datasets with different top-𝐾 ranking. Y-axis shows ESP@K metric, while X-axis
shows NDCG@Kmetric and Vio@Kmetric. ↑means higher values are better and ↓ favors lower values. According to the size of
the dataset, for KuaiRand-1K, we set 𝒎𝑝 = 1000 and for industrial datasets, we set 𝒎𝑝 = 100. For both datasets, we set 𝜙 = 0.95.

6 EXPERIMENT
In this section, we conduct the experiment based on two real

datasets. The source code and experiments have been shared at

anonymous github
2
.

6.1 Experimental Settings
6.1.1 Datasets. To reflect the real user traffic, we conduct experi-

ments on two real-world recommendation datasets. The interaction

data within both datasets are randomly sampled from real user

traffic of industrial apps.

KuaiRand-1K3
[23]: a dataset collected from the video-sharing

mobile app, KuaiShou. The data are all derived from interaction

records from 8th April 2022 to 8th May 2022 from KuaiShou. We

use the standard part, which randomly sampled user traffic and

contains 302870 interaction records from 933 users on 6825 videos

with 174 providers.

Industrial dataset: It is randomly sampled from the user inter-

action records on a commercial short video platform from 2 Jan.

2024 to 8 Jan. 2024, spanning a week. It contains 19355 users, 5364

items, and 200 providers, totaling 118765 interactions.

For KuaiRand-1K, we use the interactions before 23rd April for

training and 23rd April to 8th May for testing. For the industrial

dataset, we use interactions before 5th Jan. for training and 6th Jan.

to 8th Jan. for testing.

6.1.2 Algorithm update setting. We divide the datasets into a train-

ing set and a testing set chronologically. The testing set is further

divided into 𝑁 update intervals. To simulate the algorithm update

process in real scenarios, we update the base model (e.g., Light-

GCN [26]) at the beginning of each interval using all the historical

interactions accumulated.

6.1.3 Evaluation. For accuracy metrics, following previous prac-

tices in [7, 56, 57], we use the normalized discounted cumulative

gain (NDCG) to measure the accuracy of recommendation, which

2
https://github.com/shawnye2000/BankFair

3
https://kuairand.com/

is defined as the discounted cumulative relevance score between

the re-ranking list 𝐿𝐾 (𝑢𝑡 ) and the user’s original recommendation

𝐿ori
𝐾

(𝑢𝑡 ). The average NDCG for all users can be defined as:

NDCG@K =
1∑𝑁

𝑗=1
|U𝑗 |

𝑁∑︁
𝑛=1

∑︁
𝑢𝑡 ∈U𝑛

NDCG𝑢𝑡@K, (9)

whereNDCG𝑢𝑡@K =

∑
𝑖∈𝐿𝐾 (𝑢𝑡 ) 𝒔𝑢𝑡 ,𝑖/log(rank𝑖 +1)∑
𝑖∈𝐿ori

𝐾
(𝑢𝑡 )

𝒔𝑢𝑡 ,𝑖/log

(
rank

ori

𝑖 +1

) , rank𝑖 and rankori𝑖
are the ranking positions of the item 𝑖 in 𝐿𝐾 (𝑢𝑡 ) and 𝐿ori𝐾 (𝑢𝑡 ).

To evaluate the extent to which a model sacrifices user experi-

ence to achieve fairness, we use the proportion of users receiving

accuracy below the minimum requirement 𝜙 , which is defined as

the accuracy violation (Vio):

Vio@K =
1∑𝑁

𝑗=1
|U𝑗 |

𝑁∑︁
𝑛=1

∑︁
𝑢𝑡 ∈U𝑛

I
(
NDCG𝑢𝑡@K < 𝜙

)
, (10)

where I(·) = 1 if the condition (·) is satisfied otherwise 0. If all

users satisfies the minimum accuracy requirement, then Vio@𝐾

becomes 0.

For fairness evaluation, we measure the provider group’s satis-

faction with their exposure over a period. Following [40, 53, 58],

we use the metric of enough satisfaction group (ESP):

ESP@K =
1

|P |
∑︁
𝑝∈P
I
©­«

𝑁∑︁
𝑛=1

∑︁
𝑢𝑡 ∈U𝑛

∑︁
𝑖∈𝐿𝐾 (𝑢𝑡 )

I
(
𝑖 ∈ I𝑝

) ≥ 𝒎𝑝
ª®¬ .
(11)

The value of ESP ranges between 0 and 1. When all the providers

get exposures no less than the minimum exposure guarantee 𝒎𝑝 ,
then ESP becomes 1.

6.1.4 Baselines. We comparewith the following two-sided fairness-

aware baselines: P-MMF [57]: An integer-programming (IP)-based

re-ranking method ensures the exposure of worst-off provider;

FairRec [40]: A method guarantees the minimum exposure for

providers and employs a greedy strategy to uphold user fairness;

https://github.com/shawnye2000/BankFair
https://kuairand.com/
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(a) Accuracy level (b) Accuracy violation

Figure 6: NDCG@10 and Vio@10 w.r.t. minimum exposure 𝒎𝑝 .

(b) Fluctuation degree 𝜏(a) Required accuracy 𝜙

Figure 7: (a) Vio@10 under different requiredminimum accu-
racy 𝜙 . (b) The effect of the fluctuation degree 𝜏 on Vio@10.

TFROM [56]: A two-sided re-ranking method which improves

provider exposure and amortizes the accuracy loss among users

to guarantee accuracy; PCT [52]: A max-margin-relevance-based

method to ensures a target item exposure distribution and reduce

accuracy loss for users.

We also consider two baselines that take a simple allocation rule

in Module 1 (See Section 5.1) while maintaining Module 2 as same

as ours. Naive: This algorithm sets 𝑴𝑝,𝑛 = 𝒎𝑝/2 if the predicted

user traffic 𝒓𝑛 exceeds threshold 𝑐 and 𝑴𝑝,𝑛 = 0 otherwise. In our

experiment, we set 𝑐 as the mean value of the upcoming predicted

user traffic 𝑐 = Mean({𝒓𝑖 }𝑁𝑖=𝑛); Prop: This algorithm determines

the minimum exposure 𝑴𝑝,𝑛 based on the proportion of predicted

traffic for the current interval 𝑛 to the overall upcoming predicted

traffic: 𝑴𝑝,𝑛 =
𝒓̂𝑛∑𝑁
𝑖=𝑛 𝒓̂𝑖

𝒎𝑝 .

6.1.5 Implementation details. For the BankFair models, the pro-

portionality coefficient 𝛼 was set to 𝛼 =
𝑘

∑|P |
𝑝=1

𝒎𝑝

| P | ∑𝑁𝑛=1
𝐾𝒓𝑛

and 𝑘 was

tuned among [1, 2]. Meanwhile, the bankruptcy problem has a re-

quirement: the demand resource should exceed the estate, therefore,∑𝑁
𝑛=1

𝛼𝐾𝒓𝑛 ≥ 𝒎𝑝 ,∀𝑝 ∈ P. For the violation penalty vector 𝝀, we

set 𝝀𝑝 = 𝛽
max𝑝 ( |I𝑝 | )

|I𝑝 | + 1−𝛽
| P | , where 𝛽 ∈ [0, 1] is a factor controlling

the importance on small providers (providers with lower |I𝑝 |). Fol-
lowing the practices in [56, 57], we set 𝜸 based on the number of

items provided by the providers: 𝜸𝑝 = 𝐾𝒓𝑛
��I𝑝 �� /|I|,∀𝑝 ∈ P.

6.2 Experimental Results
In this section, we conduct experiments to test the performance

of BankFair and baselines in terms of short-term accuracy and

long-term fairness, on KuaiRand-1K and industrial datasets. In

all the experiments, LightGCN [26] is chosen as the base model

to generate the relevance score 𝒔. We set the algorithm update

(a) Accuracy level (b) Fairness performance

Figure 8: NDCG@10 and ESP@10 w.r.t. gap time ℎ.

interval to 24 hours (1 day), which is the most commonly used

setting. Considering different dataset sizes, we set 𝒎𝑝 = 1000 on

KuaiRand-1K and 𝒎𝑝 = 100 on industrial datasets. We set 𝜙 = 0.95

for calculating the Vio@K metric for both datasets.

Figure 5 shows the Pareto frontiers [36] of ESP@K-NDCG@K

and ESP@K-Vio@K on two datasets with different ranking size

𝐾 . The Pareto frontiers are drawn by tuning different parameters

of the models and choosing the (NDCG@K, ESP@K) and (Vio@K,

ESP@K) points with the best performances. From the Pareto fron-

tiers, we find that BankFair Pareto dominates the baselines (i.e.,

the BankFair points are at the upper right corner), which means

BankFair achieves higher accuracy level (NDCG@K) and guarantee

lower short-term accuracy violation (Vio@K) under the same fair-

ness (ESP@K) level. Furthermore, we find the proposed BankFair

can satisfy the required minimum exposure for all providers (i.e.,

ESP=100%) and ensure the minimum accuracy for nearly all users

(i.e., Vio≈0%) on all datasets under all top-K settings.

Meanwhile, we notice that when ranking list size 𝐾 is small (e.g.,

𝐾 = 5), most baselines fail to meet the short-term accuracy require-

ment for the majority of users (i.e., maintaining a high Vio@K)

while achieving 100% ESP@K. However, BankFair guarantees the

minimum accuracy requirements for nearly all users (Vio@K≈0%)
and satisfies the required minimum exposure for all providers (i.e.,

ESP@K=100%) simultaneously.

All the experimental results verify that BankFair splendidly guar-

antees the short-term accuracy requirements and the long-term

required minimum exposure of all providers.

6.3 Experiment Analysis
We conducted experiments to analyze BankFair on KuaiRand-1K.

In this section, we only compare the best-performed baselines in

Section 6.2.

6.3.1 Influence of required minimum exposure 𝒎. In real

applications, the platforms often change the required minimum

exposure 𝒎 to fit different applications (e.g., development stage,

incentive policy) [4]. In this experiment, we investigate the per-

formance of BankFair as the required minimum exposure varies

𝒎𝑝 ∈ [100, 1000],∀𝑝 ∈ P. To make fair comparisons for all selected

models, we select the result with the best NDCG@K and Vio@K

performance with at least 95% ESP@K under different 𝒎𝑝 .
From Vio@10 and NDCG@10 curves in Figure 6, we can see that

the proposed BankFair achieves better accuracy (higher NDCG@10

and lower Vio@10) in comparison to the baselines under different

required minimum exposure 𝒎𝑝 levels. Moreover, the accuracy
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metric of most baselines (except TFROM, as there are no hyper-

parameters to adjust) worsens by a large margin (i.e., NDCG@K

decreases, Vio@K increases) when the fairness requirement be-

comes strict (i.e., 𝒎𝑝 increases). However, BankFair can maintain

relatively stable and high accuracy under different required mini-

mum exposure 𝒎𝑝 levels.

6.3.2 Influence of required minimum accuracy 𝜙 . We con-

duct experiments to validate the effectiveness of BankFair under

different required minimum accuracy 𝜙 . Sub-figure 7 (a) shows the

accuracy violation (Vio@K) performance of BankFair and the best-

performeed baselines under different required minimum accuracy

𝜙 ∈ [0.85, 0.99]. From Sub-figure 7 (a), we observe that BankFair

guarantees a very low Vio@K under any required accuracy level

and greatly outperforms all selected baselines. It is worth noting

that BankFair maintains low Vio levels even at higher values of 𝜙

(i.e., more strict accuracy requirement).

6.3.3 Influence of user traffic fluctuation degree 𝜏 . In real-

world scenarios, user traffic fluctuations can vary significantly,

ranging from intense to relatively steady [5, 42]. In this experi-

ment, we validate the effectiveness of our method under varying

degrees of traffic fluctuations. To realize different fluctuation de-

gree, we set a temperature coefficient 𝜏 with which we re-sample

the user traffic 𝒓𝑛 at interval 𝑛 with the probability 𝑝𝑛 , where

𝑝𝑛 = Softmax( [𝒓1, 𝒓2, · · · , 𝒓𝑛]/𝜏). Intuitively, the user traffic dis-

parities become substantial when 𝜏 → 0, and the user traffic tends

to become nearly uniform when 𝜏 → 1.

Sub-figure 7 (b) shows the Vio@10 under varying fluctuation

degree 𝜏 . The shaded area indicates the 95% confidence intervals

of 𝑡-distribution under 5 experiments with different random seeds.

From Sub-figure 7 (b), we observe that BankFair can achieve lower

Vio@K under different degrees of fluctuation, especially when the

fluctuation is intense (i.e., 𝜏 ∈ [0.0, 0.2]). Meanwhile, We can ob-

serve that as 𝜏 decreases (i.e., more intense fluctuations), Vio@K of

most baselines, especially Naive, increases greatly, which supports

our theoretical analysis in Section 4 that lower traffic strengthens

accuracy loss.

6.3.4 Influence of update gap time ℎ. In real industrial scenar-

ios, algorithm update frequency may vary with different factors

(company policies, industry standards, etc.) [32, 62]. In the analysis,

we explore the performances of BankFair and the best-performed

baselines under different gap time ℎ between two updates. We

conduct the experiments with a minimum exposure of 𝒎𝑝 = 1000.

Figure 8 shows the accuracy and fairness under different gap

time ℎ ∈ [6, 48]. First, we observe that BankFair achieved better

accuracy (higher NDCG@K) and fairness (higher ESP@K) across

different gap time. Moreover, we note that by increasing the gap

time ℎ, the accuracy (NDCG@10) also improved generally. This is

because, with larger time intervals, changes in user traffic become

more regular and predictable. But as the gap timeℎ increases, captur-

ing users’ short-term interests becomes more challenging [32, 62].

Therefore, an appropriate gap time is needed to balance accuracy

before and after re-ranking.

6.3.5 Ablation study on different base models. We conduct

experiments to test the performances of BankFair with the two

widely used ranking models of BPR [44] and NCF [27] as the base

Table 2: Performances of BankFair and baselines by using
BPR and NCF as the base models. The experimental settings
are identical to that reported in Section 6.2. ∗ means the
improvements over the baseline that achieve ESP=100% are
statistically significant (𝑡-tests and 𝑝-value < 0.05).

Base model BPR NCF

Method NDCG ↑ Vio ↓ ESP ↑ NDCG ↑ Vio ↓ ESP ↑

FairRec 0.9561 0.1746 0.8333 0.9429 0.2408 0.9598

PCT 0.7879 0.9957 0.9828 0.7773 0.9957 0.9828

TFROM 0.9158 0.7142 1.0000 0.9430 0.4589 1.0000

P-MMF 0.9403 0.5679 1.0000 0.9571 0.3009 1.0000

Naive 0.9377 0.6356 0.9310 0.9458 0.4926 0.9713

Prop 0.9654 0.1850 0.9540 0.9758 0.0590 1.0000

BankFair(ours) 0.9806 ∗ 0.1179∗ 1.0000 0.9957∗ 0.0024∗ 1.0000

Improv. 1.6% ↑ 36.3% ↓ 2.0%↑ 95.9%↓

rankingmodel to generate the relevance score 𝒔. We select the result

with the best NDCG@K and Vio@K performance with highest

ESP@K. As shown in Table 2, we observe that BankFair achieves

100% ESP@K, better accuracy, and lower accuracy violation than

baselines under different base models.

7 CONCLUSION
This paper emphasizes the significance of guaranteeing both short-

term accuracy and long-term fairness under fluctuating user traffic

in two-sided recommendation platforms. By formalizing the two-

sided re-ranking as a constrained optimization problem, we theoret-

ically analyze the root cause of accuracy loss under fluctuating user

traffic. Inspired by the analysis and the Talmud rule in the bank-

ruptcy problem as the exposure allocation principle, we propose a

new re-ranking model called BankFair to balance accuracy-fairness

well under fluctuating user traffic applications. Experiments on

both a public and a real industrial dataset show that BankFair can

outperform all baselines in terms of both accuracy and fairness.
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A APPENDIX
A.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. We first give the formal definition of
¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎), i.e.,

¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) = max

𝑁∑︁
𝑛=1

𝑎(𝑛; 𝑬) s.t. Constraint (2).

It’s important to note that Constraint (2) will be naturally satis-

fied without Constraint (3) in the problem
¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎). This is because,

according to the re-ranking accuracy definition (see Section 6.1.3),

the re-ranking accuracy 𝑎(𝑛; 𝑬) will be 1 without the fairness con-
straint, satisfying 𝜙 naturally.

We know that the objective of the optimization problem is to

maximize, and the difference between problem
¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) and prob-

lem 𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) is Constraint (3). Therefore, we can conclude that

¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) ≥ 𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) always holds, because the feasible region of

¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) contains the feasible region of 𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎).
We prove Theorem 1 in two condition:

(1) If
¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) satisfies Constraint (3), then it falls in the feasible

region of
¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎). Also, since it is the solution which maximize the

Objective (1),
¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) = ¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎);

(2) If
¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) does not satisfy Constraint (3),

¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) ≠ ¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎).
Since

¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) ≥ 𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎), then ¯𝑓 (𝒎) > 𝑓 (𝒎).
□

A.2 Proof of Theorem 2
Proof. Let 𝑆

fair
and 𝑆 denote the areas of feasible regions of

𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) and ¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎)), respectively. First, we can know that 𝑆 ≥ 𝑆
fair

since the feasible region without Constraint (3) indeed contains the

feasible region with Constraint (3). Then, we can compute 𝑆
fair

/𝑆 :

𝑆
fair

𝑆
=

𝒓𝑛𝐾 − 𝑴1,𝑛

𝒓𝑛𝐾
×

𝒓𝑛𝐾 − 𝑴1,𝑛 − 𝑴2,𝑛

𝒓𝑛𝐾 − 𝑴1,𝑛
× · · · ×

𝒓𝑛𝐾 − ∑|P |
𝑝=1

𝑴𝑝,𝑛

𝒓𝑛𝐾 − ∑|P |−1

𝑝=1
𝑴𝑝,𝑛

=
𝒓𝑛𝐾 − ∑|P |

𝑝=1
𝑴𝑝,𝑛

𝒓𝑛𝐾
= 1 −

∑|P |
𝑝=1

𝑴𝑝,𝑛

𝒓𝑛𝐾
.

According to Theorem 1, we know
¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) ≥ 𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) > 0

always holds. Let 𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) = 𝑘 ¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎), where 𝑘 ∈ (0, 1]. Due to the

randomness of the user’s preference, we can write the expectation

of accuracy loss E[𝐿]:
E[𝐿] =E[ ¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) − 𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎)] = E[(1 − 𝑘) ¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎)]

=𝑃 (𝑘 ≠ 1) E[(1 − 𝑘) ¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) |𝑘 ≠ 1]+
𝑃 (𝑘 = 1) E[(1 − 𝑘) ¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) |𝑘 = 1]

=𝑃 (𝑘 ≠ 1) E[(1 − 𝑘) ¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) |𝑘 ≠ 1]
=𝑃

(
¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) > 𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎)

)
E[(1 − 𝑘) ¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) |𝑘 ≠ 1] .

Here, we use the Monte Carlo method [46] to approximate

𝑃
(

¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) > 𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎)
)
≈ 1 − 𝑆fair

𝑆
. Then we can have:

E[𝐿] ≈
(
1 − 𝑆

fair

𝑆

)
E[(1 − 𝑘) ¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) |𝑘 ≠ 1],

where E[(1 − 𝑘) ¯𝑓 (𝜙,𝒎) |𝑘 ≠ 1] is irrelevant to the user traffic 𝒓𝑛 .
Its exact expression is out of the scope of this paper. Therefore, we

can conclude that the expectation of accuracy loss 𝐿 is proportional

to
1

𝒓𝑛
, i.e., E[𝐿] ∝ 1 − 𝑆fair

𝑆
∝ 1

𝒓𝑛
. □

A.3 Proof of Theorem 3
Proof. First, we write the original problem of Equation (7):

𝑌𝑂𝑃𝑇 = max

𝑥∈X
𝑎(𝑛; 𝒙) = 1

𝒓𝑛

𝒓𝑛∑︁
𝑡=1

𝒔⊤𝑢𝑡 𝒙𝑡

s.t. 𝑬⊤
𝑛 ≥ 𝑴⊤

𝑛 ,

𝑬⊤
𝑛 =

𝒓𝑛∑︁
𝑡=1

𝑨⊤𝒙𝑡 .

Then, we use the Lagrange multiplier 𝝀 ∈ R | P |
+ to move the first

constraint to the objective:

𝑌𝑂𝑃𝑇 =max

𝒙∈X
min

𝝀≥0

𝑎(𝑛; 𝒙) − 𝝀⊤ (𝑴⊤
𝑛 − 𝑬⊤

𝑛 )

≤ 𝑌𝐷𝑢𝑎𝑙 =min

𝝀≥0

max

𝒙∈X
𝑎(𝑛; 𝒙) − 𝝀⊤ (𝑴⊤

𝑛 − 𝑬⊤
𝑛 )

s.t. 𝑬⊤
𝑛 =

𝒓𝑛∑︁
𝑡=1

𝑨⊤𝒙𝑡 ,∀𝑝 ∈ P,

where 𝝀 ∈ R | P |
+ are the Lagrangian multiplier.

Since the Lagrangian multiplier 𝝀 is still hard to optimize since

Equation A.3 is a constrained non-linear optimization problem w.r.t.

𝝀. Therefore, we adopt an adaptive penalty function 𝑝𝝀 (𝑬⊤
𝑛 ), which

is commonly used in linear programming [2, 21]:

𝑊𝑂𝑃𝑇 = max

𝑥∈X
𝑎(𝑛; 𝒙) + 𝑝𝝀 (𝑬)

s.t. 𝑬⊤
𝑛 =

𝒓𝑛∑︁
𝑡=1

𝑨⊤𝒙𝑡 ,

where the penalty has the form:

𝑝𝝀 (𝑬⊤
𝑛 ) = −

| P |∑︁
𝑖=1

𝝀𝑖
[
𝑴⊤
𝑛,𝑖 − 𝑬⊤

𝑛,𝑖

]
+
,

where 𝝀 ∈ R | P |
is a violation penalty vector, and 𝝀𝑝 implies a

penalty on the providers 𝑝 for failing to meet the fairness constraint

𝑬⊤
𝑛 ≥ 𝑴⊤

𝑛 .

Then, for the optimization problem in Equation A.3, we move

the constraints to the objective using the Lagrange multipliers

𝝁 ∈ R | P |
:

𝑊𝑂𝑃𝑇 = max

𝑥𝑡 ∈X
min

𝜇∈D

[
𝑎 (𝑛;𝒙 ) + 𝑝𝝀 (𝑬⊤

𝑛 ) + 𝝁⊤
(
𝑬⊤
𝑛 −

𝒓𝑛∑︁
𝑡=1

A⊤𝒙𝑡

)]
≤𝑊𝐷𝑢𝑎𝑙 = min

𝝁∈D

[
max

𝒙𝑡 ∈X

[
𝑎 (𝑛;𝒙 ) − 𝝁⊤

𝒓𝑛∑︁
𝑡=1

𝑨⊤𝒙𝑡

]
+ max

𝑬⊤
𝑛 ≤𝜸

(
𝑝𝝀 (𝑬⊤

𝑛 ) + 𝝁⊤𝑬⊤
𝑛

) ]
= min

𝝁∈D

[
ℎ∗ (𝑨𝝁 )

]
+ 𝑝∗𝝀 (−𝝁 ),

where D = {𝝁 |𝑝∗
𝝀
(−𝝁) ≤ ∞} is the feasible region of dual variable

𝝁 for which the conjugate of the regularized is bounded. ℎ∗ (·) and
𝑝∗
𝝀
(·) are the conjugate functions:

ℎ∗ (𝑨𝝁) = max

𝒙𝑡 ∈X

[
𝑎(𝑛; 𝒙) − 𝝁⊤

𝒓𝑛∑︁
𝑡=1

𝑨⊤𝒙𝑡

]
= max

𝒙𝑡 ∈X

𝒓𝑛∑︁
𝑡=1

[
𝒔⊤𝑢𝑡 𝒙𝑡/𝒓𝑛 − 𝝁⊤𝑨⊤𝒙𝑡

]
;

𝑝∗𝝀 (−𝝁) = max

𝑬⊤
𝑛 ≤𝜸

(
𝑝𝝀 (𝑬⊤

𝑛 ) + 𝝁⊤𝑬⊤
𝑛

)
.
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Next, we specifically give the feasible region D of the dual vari-

able 𝝁, which is:

D =

{
𝝁 ∈ R | P | | 𝝁 ≥ −𝝀

}
,

where 𝝀 is the penalty vector. The proof of the feasible region of

D can be seen in Appendix A.4. □

A.4 Proof of Lemma 1
Proof. Notice that 𝑝𝝀 (𝑬⊤

𝑛 ) = −∑ | P |
𝑖=1

max{𝑴⊤
𝑛,𝑖

− 𝑬⊤
𝑛,𝑖
, 0}

We can write the conjugate as:

𝑝∗𝝀 (−𝝁) = sup

𝑬⊤
𝑛 ≤𝜸

(
𝑝𝝀 (𝑬⊤

𝑛 ) + 𝝁⊤𝑬⊤
𝑛

)
= sup

𝑬⊤
𝑛 ≤𝜸

{−𝝀⊤ max(𝑴⊤
𝑛 − 𝑬⊤

𝑛 , 0) + 𝝁⊤𝑬⊤
𝑛 }

= 𝝁⊤𝑴⊤
𝑛 + sup

𝒛≤𝜸−𝑴⊤
𝑛

{𝝀⊤ min(𝒛, 0) + 𝝁⊤𝒛}

= 𝝁⊤𝑴⊤
𝑛 + 𝑠 (𝝁),

where the second equation follows by performing the change of

variables 𝒛 = 𝑬⊤
𝑛 −𝑴⊤

𝑛 and the last from setting:

𝑠 (𝝁) := sup

𝒛≤𝜸−𝑴⊤
𝑛

{𝝀⊤ min(𝒛, 0) + 𝝁⊤𝒛}.

First, we proof that if 𝝁 ∉ D, the conjugate function 𝑝∗
𝝀
(−𝝁) =

∞. Suppose that 𝝁 ≤ −𝝀. For any 𝒛 ≤ 0, we have that 𝑠 (𝝁) ≥
(𝝁⊤ + 𝝀⊤)𝒛. Letting 𝒛 → −∞ yields that 𝑠 (𝝁) = ∞, which makes

𝑝∗
𝝀
(−𝝁) = ∞.

Second, consider 𝝁 ∈ [−𝝀, 0].Write 𝑠 (𝝁) := sup𝒛≤𝜸−𝑴⊤
𝑛

min((𝝀⊤+
𝝁⊤)𝒛, 𝝁⊤𝒛). The objective is decreasing for 𝒛 ≥ 0 and increasing

for 𝒛 ≤ 0. Therefore, the optimal solution is 𝒛 = 0, i.e., 𝑬⊤
𝑛 = 𝑴⊤

𝑛 ,

and 𝑠 (𝝁) = 0.

Third, for 𝝁 > 0 a similar argument shows that the objective

is increasing in 𝒛. Therefore, it is optimal to set 𝒛 = 𝜸 − 𝑴⊤
𝑛 , i.e.,

𝑬⊤
𝑛 = 𝛾 , which yields 𝑠 (𝝁) = (𝜸 −𝑴⊤

𝑛 )𝝁.
Thus, for 𝝁 ∈ D =

{
𝝁 ∈ R | P | | 𝝁 ≥ −𝝀

}
, we have the opti-

mal dual variable is: 𝑬∗
𝑝,𝑛 (−𝝁) = 𝑴𝑝,𝑛 if 𝝁𝑝 ∈

[
−𝑴𝑝,𝑛, 0

)
and

𝑬∗
𝑝,𝑛 (−𝝁) = 𝜸𝑝 if 𝝁𝑝 ≥ 0.

□
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