arXiv:2006.12756v1 [cs.AI] 23 Jun 2020

A Framework for Fairness in Two-Sided Marketplaces

Kinjal Basu, Cyrus DiCiccio, Heloise Logan, Noureddine El Karoui LinkedIn Corporation Mountain View, CA 94043 {kbasu, cdiciccio, hlogan, nkaroui } @linkedin.com

Abstract

Many interesting problems in the Internet industry can be framed as a two-sided marketplace problem. Examples include search applications and recommender systems showing people, jobs, movies, products, restaurants, etc. Incorporating fairness while building such systems is crucial and can have deep social and economic impact (applications include job recommendations, recruiters searching for candidates, etc.). In this paper, we propose a definition and develop an end-to-end framework for achieving fairness while building such machine learning systems at scale. We extend prior work [29] to develop an optimization framework that can tackle fairness constraints from both the source and destination sides of the marketplace, as well as dynamic aspects of the problem. The framework is flexible enough to adapt to different definitions of fairness and can be implemented in very large-scale settings. We perform simulations to show the efficacy of our approach.

1 Introduction

Most early work on fairness in machine learning has focused on classification tasks and has strived to achieve fairness as defined through notions such as demographic parity, equality of opportunity, and equalized odds on protected attributes [1, 18]. Increasingly, businesses are relying on AI to recommend goods and services, thereby creating a need to define and address the bias that may exist in large-scale ranking or recommender systems. The traditional definitions of fairness do not necessarily extend to ranking or recommender systems, and sensible definitions of fairness in such systems are inherently more challenging than the classification use case [29]. These challenges are magnified when people are both viewing recommendations from as well as being recommended by the ranking system [12, 26], presenting a need for fairness to members engaging with a recommender through multiple roles.

Depending on the application, recommender systems may be facilitating either a single-sided or multi-sided marketplace. A single-sided marketplace, in which users participate through a single role, usually consists of people who are either consumers or viewers, (for example members viewing items [23], products [28], jobs [22], movies, restaurants [27], etc.). A two-sided member-to-member marketplace, which arises when members can serve multiple functions, consists of the interplay between two parties such as consumers and producers, or viewers and viewees. While the terminology used to describe the two parties is often application dependent, for simplicity, we will refer to the consumer or viewer side as the source side and the producer or viewee side as the destination side. Common examples of two-sided marketplaces include feed ranking [2, 3], people or friend recommendations [13] and search systems [4] involving people on both sides such as recruiters searching for job candidates [10]. Moreover, recommender systems can be categorized according to whether they require explicit queries (for example people searching of items, restaurants, etc., recruiters

Preprint. Under review.

searching for candidates, and so on) or implicit queries (users visiting to a platform to look at feed posts, check friend or connection recommendations, etc.).

We are interested in guaranteeing fairness to groups of participants engaging in two-sided marketplace products. To ensure such a product is treating members fairly, especially with regards to protected attributes, we want to guarantee that the rankings are fair to the source members initiating the queries (either explicit or implicit), as well as the destination members who are being returned by the query.

In this paper, we first describe formal notions of fairness using member utility in a two-sided marketplace. The notions of utility we use in this paper are related to fairness in rankings [5, 8, 14, 29, 32]. Based on these definitions, we cast the problem of a fair two-sided marketplace as an optimization problem subject to appropriate fairness constraints. We extend the work of Singh and Joachims [29] that considers (in our terminology) the destination -side fairness on a per-session, per-query level, in the following ways:

• We define a multi-session utility and add fairness constraints for destination members across multiple sessions • Through a similar setup, we add fairness constraints for source members.

The extension to multi-session fairness requires a significant reformulation of the fairness criteria; however, we still manage to keep the optimization formulation linear even after adding the different kinds of fairness constraints described above. Under this new framework, we provide a re-ranker, which is fair to both source and destination members, while transitioning from a single-session to a multiple-session framework. We also provide a solution that can be deployed online (as opposed to a static solution) and scale for large-scale recommender systems by using a duality idea.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we define the notions of fairness and formally state the problem. Section 3 describes the fairness constraints, and the optimization framework for destination members. We extent the procedure to source members in Section 4. Simulation experiments are shown in Section 5 to show the efficacy of our approach, before concluding with a discussion in Section 6. We end this section with an overview of the related works in literature.

Related Work: In general, there are three approaches to debiasing in a recommendation system. The first approach is preprocessing which aims to remove bias that may exist in the training data [19, 24] prior to learning a model. Since features may be correlated with protected attributes, it may be difficult to tease out the biasing signal completely. The second approach is to incorporate debiasing into the learning algorithm itself [20, 7, 31, 33]. This approach is highly dependent on model architecture and typically cannot easily scale when the choice of modeling changes. The third approach is through postprocessing on the final ranking produced by the recommendation system [17, 29]. This approach is often favored as it is agnostic to the underlying model architecture. Our proposed methodology is a postprocessing approach which operates on the final ranking with fairness constraints, and is therefore very generally applicable.

Most of the work for a fair marketplace focuses on achieving fairness for the destination side. [17, 29]. In a talent search product through which a recruiter searches for qualifying candidates, the recommendation system strives to achieve fairness on the candidate side by guaranteeing a desired distribution of top ranked results with respect to gender [17]. Singh and Joachim’s work [29] introduces certain notions of fairness for destination members and focuses on maximizing utility with fairness constraints via a linear programming setup. Burke’s work [12] talked about multi-sided fairness which is described as consumer side and producer side fairness. The balanced neighborhoods approach ensures fairness from one side at a time. Mehrotra’s work [26] on music recommendation service is one of the few that considers both source and destination side fairness. They proposed several policies to tradeoff relevance and fairness, and have a counterfactual estimation framework to evaluate these policies offline.

However, a fully generic framework for fairness in a two-sided marketplace is missing in the literature, and in this paper, we try to fill that gap by extending the work from [29]. Fairness in a two-sided marketplace can be conceptually considered as a problem on an undirected graph, whereas previous work has implicitly been considering bipartite graph situations [17, 29]. This point of view does not seem to have received as much attention in the literature as the more classical question of fairness in classification, though see [12, 26].

2 Notions of Fairness in a Two-Sided Marketplace

In much of the fairness literature (e.g [18, 25]), fairness can be understood as a conditional independence requirement. Suppose that U(m) represents the utility that a user m has for a system (which is usually a univariate model score). Suppose that members belong to one of several groups, G_1, ..., G_K (for instance, group membership may be determined by a protected attribute such as gender or race). Fairness can be defined as an independence condition between the utilities received by members and group membership, potentially subject to conditions on member attributes. Formally, this requirement can be formulated as, if we write m ∈ G_k for membership to group G_k, Law (U(m)|m ∈ G_k, Z) = Law(U(m)|m ∈ G_k′ , Z) , ∀k, k^′ where Z is a random variable encompassing an additional layer of conditioning. Concretely, with equalized odds (resp. equality of opportunity) [18], Z is a label and one conditions on Z = 0 or Z = 1 (resp Z = 1). Many notions of fairness are derived from these equality in law requirements by using a summary statistic of the distribution such as the mean (e.g. [30]).

However, in a two-sided marketplace every participant in the market has fundamentally a 2- dimensional vector of utility: one aspect of it is the utility they get as an active participant (we call this the source utility, e.g. the utility derived from issuing a query) and the other is the utility they get as a passive participant (we call this the destination or simply dest utility, e.g. the utility derived from being recommended in a recommender system). Fairness notions, seen as conditional independence requirements, are therefore easily extended to this 2-sided marketplace setting by requiring equality of the joint distribution of these bivariate utilities. Practically, this condition can be relaxed by simply requiring equality of the marginal distributions of these utilities.

Definition 1. Fairness from the source and destination side in a 2-sided marketplace can be written as: for all k, k^′,

Law (U_{source}(m)|m ∈ G_k, Z) = Law(U_{source}(m)|m ∈ G_k′ , Z) and Law (U_{dest}(m)|m ∈ G_k, Z) = Law(U_{dest}(m)|m ∈ G_k′ , Z) .

In practice it might be convenient to get a single summary statistic for the total marketplace utility, which gives rise to other simplified notions of fairness. At the distributional level, one could consider equality of the conditional distributions of U_{source}(m) + λU_{dest}(m) for a pre-specified λ for instance. Another layer of simplification comes from moving from distributional requirements to further “projections” or summary statistics, such as moments; the mean is then very natural.

Throughout the remainder of the paper, we will consider fairness conditions which are momentbased approximations to the conditional distribution requirements, working off of Definition 1. These choices ensure that a suitable reranker both exists and can be implemented in large scale settings.

Formal problem statement: We will begin with some notational conventions before introducing the problem formally. Let s denote the source member initiating a query q and d denote a destination member being ranked as a result of the query. Let u^q_{s,d} denote the final ranking score for this pair, which reflects the utility that member s receives from being shown member d. Let P^q_s (d, r) denote the probability of showing the d-th destination member in the r-th slot for source s and query q. Finally, let v_r denote the exposure of the r-th slot. We are interested in providing a ranking of the top m destination members, where m < D_q, the total number of eligible destination members for query q. Thus, the ranking matrix P^q_s is of dimension D_q × m.

In this setting, the expected source side utility, for each (s, q) can be defined as

U^{source}_q (s) = ∑_{Dq} d=1 ∑_m r=1 u^q_{s,d}P^q_s (d, r)v_r = u^⊤_s P_sv (1)

where u_s, P_s, and v are the appropriate vectors and matrices.

Remark 1. Note that the position bias v does not usually depend on the query q. Moreover, for notational simplicity we remove the superscript q unless explicitly required.

Most recommender systems and marketplace problems [4] try to maximize this source side utility. Destination side utility is much harder to tackle, since it depends of different queries arising from different sources. The expected utility a destination member d receives from being shown to member s at rank r for a query q can be written as,

U^{dest}_q (s, d) = u^q_{s,d} ∑ r P^q_s (d, r) · v_r = u^q_{s,d}P^q_s (d, ·)v (2) Define for the destination member d, who has been shown to members s_{t1} , ..., s_{tN} from queries q_{t1} , ..., q_{tN} at times t_1, ..., t_N prior to time T , the utility up to time T as

U^{dest}(d)[T ] = ∑_N i=1 ρ^{T −ti} U^{dest}_{qti} (s_{ti} , d) (3)

where ρ is an appropriately chosen discount rate. Explicitly, this definition assumes that older sessions are less valuable than more recent sessions, unless ρ = 1 in which case all are equally valuable. We will show in Section 3.1 how this definition is used in our framework.

Remark 2. One important difference between the source and destination side utilities is the fact that for source-side utility for a member can be estimated at a single session-level, while destination side utility is across sessions. This difference stems from the objective of the optimization problem being defined to maximize the session-level source side utility. We will, however, see in Section 4 that source-side utility can also be handled across sessions and address how to account for multiple sessions.

By introducing an optimization-based framework [29] tackle the problem of maximizing source side utility while maintaining fairness constraints on the destination members. Naturally, the constraints are at a per-session level. We expand on their framework by tackling two challenging problems:

Problem 1: Adding fairness constraints for destination members at multiple sessions by considering the multi-session utility as given in (3).

Problem 2: Adding fairness constraints for source members.

We first focus on solving Problem 1. Extending the optimization based framework from [29], the overall problem of fairly ranking destination members can be written as maximizing the source side utility for member s and query q while keeping the allocation of the destination members fair:

Maximize u^⊤_s P_sv

Subject to 1^⊤P_s = 1, P_s1 ≤ 1, 0 ≤ P_s(d, r) ≤ 1, and P_s is fair. (4) The first constraint enforces the condition that in each slot r we must show a destination member, while the second constraint ensures that each destination member may or may not be shown (m < D_q). In the case when m = D_q, we get equality in the second constraint (P_s becomes constrained to be a doubly stochastic matrix) and the problem reduces to the exact framework of [29].

Several notions of fairness have been discussed in [29], all of which are applicable here. Moreover, we show that fairness constraints with respect to the multi-session destination utility (3) can also be incorporated in a very similar fashion, while still solving the single source member and single query optimization problem as given in (4). In general, if the fairness constraint or other constraints are linear, the problem remains a linear program in P_s which can be solved either offline or online. We will discuss the scalability aspects of this problem in Section 3.2. We primarily focus on solving Problem 1 in a scalable manner under fairness constraints. We briefly describe how we can also solve Problem 2 as an extension. The reason being that Problem 2 can be often at direct odds to what the marketplace or the recommender system is aiming to achieve. We discuss this in detail in Section 4.

3 Destination Side Fairness

Singh and Joachims [29] cover a wide range of notions of destination member fairness, all of which are applicable in our setting. Following a similar idea, we also consider fairness with respect to disjoint member groups G_1, . . . , G_k. For completeness, we briefly describe some of the notions here.

Demographic Parity: A cornerstone of fairness to the destination members being shown for a query is making certain that various groups receive fair exposure in the rankings. Mathematically, this can be expressed as 1 |G_k | ∑ d∈G_k ∑ r P^q_s (d, r)v_r = 1 |G_k′ | ∑ d∈G_k′ ∑ r P^q_s (d, r)v_r for all k, k^′. More compactly, these constraints can be written as f^⊤_{DP,k,k}′ P_sv = 0, where the d-th component of f_{DP,k,k}′ is^{1d∈Gk}_{|Gk |} −^{1d∈Gk′}_{|Gk′ |} . Disparate Treatment: This criteria requires that the ratio of exposure of the destination members being ranked to the utility that they provide be equal across groups: 1 |G_k|Ū_q (G_k) ∑ d∈G_k ∑ r P^q_s (d, r)v_r = 1 |G_k′ |Ū_q (G_k′ ) ∑ d∈G_k′ ∑ r P^q_s (d, r)v_r where Ū_q(G_k ) = ∑ d∈G_k u q s,d/|G_k|. Similar to above, the constraint reduces to f^⊤_{DT,k,k}′ P_sv = 0, where the d-th component of f_{DT,k,k}′ is^{1d∈Gk}_{|Gk |Ūq (Gk )} −^{1d∈Gk′}_{|Gk′ |Ūq (Gk′ )} . Disparate Impact: This criteria is similar to disparate treatment but explicitly uses the impact of the ranking based on the utility instead of the exposure on the numerator. Formally, 1 |G_k|Ū_q (G_k) ∑ d∈G_k u^q_{s,d} ∑ r P^q_s (d, r)v_r = 1 |G_k′ |Ū_q (G_k′ ) ∑ d∈G_k′ u^q_{s,d} ∑ r P^q_s (d, r)v_r which reduces to f^⊤_{DI,k,k}′ P_sv = 0, where the d-th component of f_{DI,k,k}′ is^{uqs,d1d∈Gk}_{|Gk |Ūq (Gk )} −^{uqs,d1d∈Gk′}_{|Gk′ |Ūq (Gk′ )} . 3.1 Dynamic and Multi-Session Fairness It is important to ensure that members are receiving utility fairly across multiple sessions. In some instances, we can measure a member’s utility over time, and ensure that groups are being treated fairly - dynamically (see also [16]). However, a significant conceptual challenge arises: dynamic fairness is fundamentally a multi-session problem, whereas our optimization problem is framed on a per-session basis. Using the destination member utility U^{dest}(d)[T ] as defined in (3) we describe how a multi-session fairness constraint can be defined and incorporated in the per-session optimization problem, for example, by requiring that the average cumulative utility be equal between two groups. Definition 2. The average cumulative utility for group G_k at time t is

μ_{Gk} [t] = 1 |G_k| ∑ d∈G_k U dest(d)[t].

If the next query occurs at time T , it easily follows from the (3) that,

U^{dest}(d)[T ] = U^{dest}_{qT} (s_T , d) + ρ^{T −t}U^{dest}(d)[t]. (5) Note that, maintaining the destination side utility with respect to time is computationally efficient due to the simple update equation as given in (5). Moreover, the incremental utility can be written as Δμ_{Gk} [T ] = μ_{Gk} [T ] − μ_{Gk} [t] = 1 |G_k | ∑ d∈G_k U dest q_T (sT , d) + (ρ T −t − 1)μ G_k [t] = 1 |G_k| ∑ d∈G_k ∑ r u^{qT}_{sT ,d}P^{qT}_{sT} (d, r)v_r + (ρ^{T −t} − 1)μ_{Gk} [t] Consequently, a fairness constraint requiring equality of average incremental utility across groups, Δμ_{Gk} [T ] = Δμ_{Gk′} [T ] for each k and k^′ can be written as ũ_sP_sw = c where ũ_s is a vector having entries u^q_{s,d} (_{1d∈Gk} |G_k | − 1_{d∈Gk′} |G_k′ | ) and c = (1 − ρ^{T −t})(μ_{Gk} [t] − μ_{Gk′} [t]). Maintaining the cumulative utility for each member over time allows the rankings obtained by solving a linear program per each individual session and query to account for fairness with respect to multi-session metrics.

3.2 Optimization Framework Based on the above discussion, for any member s, the overall (source-utility) optimization problem while considering fairness metrics from the destination side can we written as

Maximize u^⊤_s P_sv Subject to 1^⊤P_s = 1, P_s1 ≤ 1, 0 ≤ P_s(d, r) ≤ 1, f^⊤_{k,k}′ P_sw = 0 and ũ_sP_sw = c (6)

This is a linear program in P_s, considering fairness metrics between groups G_k and G_k′ . We consider only two groups for notational simplicity, but additional constraints can be trivially added to solve the problem for multiple groups. Moreover, we only consider a generic f_{k,k}′ , but can easily add multiple such constraints as discussed in Section 3.

The optimization problem (6) can be solved at a per-session level, whenever we want to serve recommendations or results to the member s for query q. This is preferred when the set of queries can be very diverse, for example, in search systems such as recruiters searching for candidates, people searching for member cohorts, etc. However, for many other recommender systems, such as news feed ranking, friend recommendations, movie recommendations, etc... there is no inherent notion of a query In such use cases, due to a large number of query-per-second (QPS), solving an optimization problem at an individual session level can be extremely challenging in industrial practice due to latency and storage considerations. Instead, we propose a mechanism to solve these at an aggregated session level (while still solving it for each member), thereby guaranteeing that the fairness constraint will hold across sessions as long as the score distribution of individual models does not differ drastically.

Let us assume we consider the last S sessions for each member s. Let M_s be the union of the set of all destination members that were shown in those sessions. Then, P_s is of dimension M_s × m where m is the total number of slots we have. Let u_{s,d} denote the average utility of (s, d) pair across the sessions. Then, the optimization problem is the same as (6) but across multiple sessions with the fairness constraints taken across the set of M_s members seen throughout the S sessions (rather than only the candidates for the current session). Note that, under this regime of multiple sessions or queries for source member s, the entities u_s and P_s are no longer dependent on the query. Analogous multi-session destination member utilities can be similarly defined.

Solving the Optimization Problem: Since we solve the problem for each member s, we drop the notation s for simplicity. Rewriting the optimization problem in a vectorized form, we have

Max p^⊤(u · v)

s.t. p^⊤(f_{k,k}′ · v) = 0, p^⊤(ũ · v) = c, [I_m : I_m : · · · : I_m]p = 1 and p_d ∈ T_m ∀ d ∈ M (7) Here, p = (p_1, . . . , p_d, . . . , p_M ) is the vectorized version of the matrix P of dimension M × m, (·) denotes element-wise vector multiplication. I_m is the identity matrix of size m × m and T_m is the simplex of dimension m, i.e. T_m = {(a_1, . . . , a_m)| ∑_m r=1 a_r ≤ 1, a_r ≥ 0}. We add a small regularizer to the objective function and solve the following optimization problem,

Maximize p^⊤(u · v) + γ 2 p^⊤p subject to Ap ≤ b and p_d ∈ T_m ∀ d ∈ M (8)

where A, b encompasses the constraints as given in (7). After solving the optimization problem we obtain the dual variables λ_1, λ_2 (corresponding to the fairness constraints) and η_{m×1} (corresponding to the slots/positions). We can then use these dual variables to obtain the primal solution in a online system, which drastically reduces the latency cost in serving such a system.

Dual To Primal Trick: Using the KKT conditions, it is fairly straightforward to obtain the unique primal solution of (8) as a function of the dual [6, 11]. Specifically, we have

p̂_d(λ_1, λ_2, η) = Π_{Tm} ( 1 γ {(u · v)_d − λ_1(f_{k,k}′ · v)_d − λ_2(ũ · v)_d − η} ) (9) where Π_{Tm} denotes the projection onto the simplex T_m and (·)_d denotes the vector component corresponding to the d-th member. Note that the primal solution only depends on the m+2 dual variables (λ_1, λ_2, and η_{m×1}).Hence, when we have to display the results of the search or the recommended rankings for the member d, we evaluate the components of the corresponding vectors and perform the projection operation as shown in (9). There are efficient algorithms for the simplex projection [15] which makes online scoring highly efficient.

We apply the above transformation on each of the candidate members d to obtain p̂_d, for d = 1, . . . , D where D denotes the total set of candidates to score. In almost all applications D > m (i.e. it is not necessary to rank all D candidates) and consequently, the obtained matrix P̂_{D×m} = (p̂_1 : p̂_2 : . . . : p̂_D)^T is not a doubly stochastic. As a result, to get the final deterministic serving scheme we cannot use the approach of from [29] via the Birkhoff-von Neumann decomposition [9]. Instead we use a simple greedy approach to generate the member at slot r which also helps in reducing online latency:

member(r) = argmax

d:d is not yet assiged P̂ (d, r) for r = 1, . . . , m. Moreover, based on the chosen serving scheme we continuously update the destination side utility as defined in (5). Before each run, we can tweak the destination side fairness constraint to get any distribution on the destination side utility. See appendix for further discussion.

4 Extension to Source Side Fairness

While the optimization problem (4) yields rankings which maximize the utility for the source side members subject to providing fairness to the destination members, it is naturally also of interest to ensure that the utility obtained by the source is not biased for one group versus the other.

It is important to note the distinction here between source and destination side fairness. The destination side unfairness is easily observable from a single source member’s point of view. For instance, if a query results in large exposure of one group versus another, it can be easily seen and identified by the viewer (or source member). On the contrary, if a group of source members is given consistently better results compared with another, it is not directly observable from the single source perspective. Nevertheless, since the ranking algorithms are by default trying to optimize the source side utility, it is unlikely that a group of source members would be consistently achieving poorer utility in a wellfunctioning system. Moreover, if such groups exist, then a lot of effort would actually be put in place in industrial practice to improve their utility through iterations of better machine learning models, as such efforts have a direct impact on business metrics. For this reason, our primary focus has been on destination side fairness. Nevertheless, our framework is rich enough to handle multi-session source-side utility fairness constraints. We now describe how to do just that.

A baseline measure for source side fairness is ensuring that they receive comparable expected utility across groups over multiple sessions. Suppose that members s_1, ..., s_{nk} belonging to group G_k initiate queries q_1, ..., q_{nk} at times t_1, ..., t_{nk} , then we can define cumulative expected utility for group G_k up to time T as

E [U^{source}(G_k, T )] = ∑ i:t_i ≤T ρ^{T −ti} U^{source}_{qi} (s_i) = ∑ i:t_i ≤T ρ^{T −ti} u^⊤_{si} P_{si} v where ρ is a discount factor for the time of the query. Similar to the multi-session destination utility, it is readily seen that if the first query q after time T occurs at time T + δ, and is initiated by member s, then E [U^{source}(G_k , T + δ)] = u^⊤_s P_sv + ρ^δE [U^{source}(G_k , T )] . Consequently, if member s belonging to group G_k initiates a query q at time T + δ , a constraint requiring that the cumulative expected utility be equal between groups, i.e. E [U^{source}(G_k , T + δ)] = E [U^{source}(G_k′ , T + δ)] for all k, k^′, can be written as u^⊤_s P_sv = E [U^{source}(G_k′ , T + δ)] − ρ^δE [U^{source}(G_k, T )], which is a set of linear constraints and hence easily incorporated in our LP framework.

Note that, however, this constraint somewhat conflicts with the maximization objective of (6) and brings to light the important concept of losing accuracy in lieu of bringing in fairness [31]. Here, we present the framework which makes incorporating such constraint feasible and scalable. To incorporate both source side and destination side fairness, the full optimization problem can be written as:

Minimize ∑ k^′ ≠k | u^⊤_s P_sv − c_{k,k}′ | Subject to 1^⊤P_s = 1, P_s1 ≤ 1, 0 ≤ P_s(d, r) ≤ 1, f^⊤_{k,k}′ P_sw = 0, ũ_sP_sw = c

(10)

where c_{k,k}′ = E [U^{source}(G_k′ , T + δ)] − ρ^δ E [U^{source}(G_k , T )] or an appropriately chosen value to sway the distribution in some direction. This is still a linear program and can be handled in a very similar manner as we discussed in Section 3.2.

5 Experimental Results

To investigate the behavior of our proposals in a controlled environment, we simulate a member-to-member recommender system, which provides members with suggestions of other members with whom to “connect”, i.e. a simple version of a two-sided marketplace.

Simulation setup: We use a graph to represent connections between members. Because we are interested in a two-sided marketplace where both “sides” of the marketplace play a similar role, our graph is not bipartite (as it would be in a consumer-product setting) but is a standard undirected graph. The vertices of the graph correspond to members and the edges to whether or not there is a connection between vertices. When we initialize the vertices, each vertex of the graph (representing a member) is given a binary group membership (on which we want to enforce fairness) and a vector of covariates, X_i. The member and graph affinity between two members i and j is measured as Aff_{member}(i, j) = −‖X_i − X_j ‖_2 and Aff_{Graph}(i, j) = A^2_t (i, j), respectively, where A_t is the adjacency matrix at time t, representing the number of common connections between i and j.

The graph evolves in the following manner. A vertex i is picked at random. For each other vertex j, a “model” normalized score s(i, j) is computed as a function of Aff_{member} and Aff_{Graph} . A subset of vertices of size D with the highest scores are then considered eligible for showing. Among them, a smaller subset of size m (possibly identified after re-ranking to incorporate fairness constraints, see below) is then “shown”. For the subset of size m of members that are shown, an edge (or connection) in the graph is created at random with a probability that decays according to the position. Please see the Appendix for further details. The fairness adjustments are dealt with in the following fashion:

1. No fairness adjustment in the ranking (noReranker in Table 1) 2. Equality of opportunity, using the primal for destination side fairness (primal) 3. Equality of opportunity, using the dual method for destination side fairness (dualNoDynamic) 4. Multi-Session destination utility adjustment via the dual (dualWithDynamic).

Numerical results: We keep track of the source and destination side utilities, which are aggregated by summation across sessions. We consider three simulation settings, each with 1000 members and 1000 iterations, but with different numbers of “shown” members, m, and different rates of the dual refresh, t (the gap in iterations where we re-solve the primal). We report the average difference in exposure between the two groups (ΔDP) and the mean absolute value difference for this quantity, the ratio of average source utility between the groups and the percentage of total destination utility in Group 0 as our metrics (see the appendix for precise definitions). The results for a single simulation is shown in Table 1. For more detailed result with multiple runs and variance estimates, please see the appendix.

Settings Method ΔDP Δ|DP| Ratio of % Total Source Utility Destination Utility

noReranker -0.0216 0.1964 0.5100 0.7051 m = 10 primal 0.0179 0.1671 0.5024 0.5371 t = 50 dualNoDynamic 0.0055 0.2125 0.5100 0.5860 dualWithDynamic 0.0249 0.2008 0.5100 0.5706 noReranker -0.0072 0.1182 0.5100 0.7059 m = 20 primal 0.0109 0.1002 0.5023 0.5269 t = 50 dualNoDynamic 0.0122 0.1090 0.5099 0.5536 dualWithDynamic 0.0155 0.1099 0.5099 0.5371 noReranker -0.0072 0.1182 0.5100 0.7059 m = 20 primal 0.0109 0.1002 0.5023 0.5269 t = 20 dualNoDynamic 0.0177 0.1105 0.5099 0.5210 dualWithDynamic 0.0185 0.1090 0.5099 0.5166 Table 1: Simulation Results

Learnings: The simulations illustrate the fact that adding fairness re-rankers help rebalance destination utility (last column) while not significantly altering source utility metrics (see the 5th column in Table 1). Refreshing the dual parameters more often helps bring destination utility results closer (see last two rows and the last column in Table 1), at the cost of slower computations (not reported here). Increasing the number of “shown” slots makes satisfying fairness constraints easier a priori, and this is also verified in our simulations (first two rows and last column). We did not implement the source utility re-ranker in this set of simulations since even without mitigation the setup was such that source utility was comparable across both groups (columns 5 above)- see also discussion in Section 4. We leave this to future work and real-world implementation.

6 Conclusion

Multi-sided marketplaces can involve intricate member to member interactions, presenting a challenge for defining fairness and ensuring fairness not only by groups of members, but also by the role in which they are participating in the marketplace. Existing literature has generally addressed the issue of fairness in a single-sided marketplace. Our present work provides definitions of fairness for two-sided marketplaces, and guarantees that members are given fair treatment over-time with respect to source and destination side utilities that are computed across sessions. Our simulations served as proof of concept to demonstrate that without proper intervention, two-sided marketplaces can present severe implicit discrimination - in terms of utility or representation/exposure - against groups of underserved members. Moreover, the present framework can help limit over time such discrimination.

Broader Impact

Machine Learning (ML) systems may contain implicit biases and reproduce or reinforce them. It is hence crucial to develop tools for assessment and mitigations of potential implicit biases in large scale ML systems, since they increasingly power decisions affecting larger and larger portions of society.

The situation where the ML system powers a 2-sided marketplace has received less attention in the literature than the now classic question of fairness in classification. We tackle this fairness-in-a-2- sided marketplace problem by proposing tools grounded in sound theoretical principles and practically applicable at Internet-data scale. We hope that these tools will be broadly applicable where they matter crucially, in real-life applications. Our methods try to measure and mitigate unfairness with respect to classic ethical principles, rooted in moral and political Philosophy principles using for instance the concept of disparate impact (see also Equal Employment Opportunity Commission guidelines and rules) and disparate treatment.

This research should benefit groups that are currently disadvantaged in large-scale 2-sided marketplaces powered by automatic recommendation systems and should yield positive outcomes for those groups. The consequences of failure of the system might be the perpetuation of the status quo in terms of performance (broadly construed) of those systems. We have tried to address questions related to the dynamic aspects of fairness which remain very challenging. Our paper has not addressed intersectionality issues explicitly, though the framework is rich enough to handle some intersectional questions. Hence good practice will require not only monitoring the fairness performance of the tools we have developed but also whether they have unintended intersectional consequences and potentially refining some of the constraints in our LP formulation to mitigate them if they appear in practice.

References

[1] A. Agarwal, A. Beygelzimer, M. Dudik, J. Langford, and H. Wallach. A reductions approach to fair classification. In J. Dy and A. Krause, editors, Proceedings of the 35th International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 80 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 60–69, Stockholmsmässan, Stockholm Sweden, 10–15 Jul 2018. PMLR.

[2] D. Agarwal, B.-C. Chen, R. Gupta, J. Hartman, Q. He, A. Iyer, S. Kolar, Y. Ma, P. Shivaswamy, A. Singh, and L. Zhang. Activity ranking in linkedin feed. In Proceedings of the 20th ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining, KDD ’14, pages 1603–1612, New York, NY, USA, 2014. ACM.

[3] D. Agarwal, B.-C. Chen, Q. He, Z. Hua, G. Lebanon, Y. Ma, P. Shivaswamy, H.-P. Tseng, J. Yang, and L. Zhang. Personalizing linkedin feed. In Proceedings of the 21th ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining, KDD ’15, pages 1651– 1660, New York, NY, USA, 2015. ACM.

[4] D. K. Agarwal and B.-C. Chen. Statistical Methods for Recommender Systems. Cambridge University Press, 2016.

[5] A. Asudeh, H. V. Jagadish, J. Stoyanovich, and G. Das. Designing fair ranking schemes. In Proceedings of the 2019 International Conference on Management of Data, SIGMOD ’19, page 1259–1276, New York, NY, USA, 2019. Association for Computing Machinery.

[6] K. Basu, A. Ghoting, R. Mazumder, and Y. Pan. ECLIPSE: An Extreme-Scale Linear Program Solver for Web-Applications. In Proceedings of the 37th Annual International Conference on Machine Learning, ICML ’20, New York, NY, USA, 2020. Association for Computing Machinery.

[7] Y. Bechavod and K. Ligett. Penalizing unfairness in binary classification, 2017.

[8] A. J. Biega, K. P. Gummadi, and G. Weikum. Equity of attention: Amortizing individual fairness in rankings. In The 41st International ACM SIGIR Conference on Research & Development in Information Retrieval, SIGIR ’18, page 405–414, New York, NY, USA, 2018. Association for Computing Machinery.

[9] G. Birkhoff. Lattice theory, volume 25. American Mathematical Soc., 1940.

[10] F. Borisyuk, L. Zhang, and K. Kenthapadi. Lijar: A system for job application redistribution towards efficient career marketplace. In Proceedings of the 23rd ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining, KDD ’17, pages 1397–1406, New York, NY, USA, 2017. ACM.

[11] S. Boyd, S. P. Boyd, and L. Vandenberghe. Convex optimization. Cambridge university press, 2004.

[12] R. Burke, N. Sonboli, and A. Ordonez-Gauger. Balanced neighborhoods for multi-sided fairness in recommendation. In S. A. Friedler and C. Wilson, editors, Proceedings of the 1st Conference on Fairness, Accountability and Transparency, volume 81 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 202–214, New York, NY, USA, 23–24 Feb 2018. PMLR.

[13] X. Cai, M. Bain, A. Krzywicki, W. Wobcke, Y. S. Kim, P. Compton, and A. Mahidadia. Collaborative filtering for people to people recommendation in social networks. In J. Li, editor, AI 2010: Advances in Artificial Intelligence, pages 476–485, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2011. Springer Berlin Heidelberg.

[14] L. E. Celis, D. Straszak, and N. K. Vishnoi. Ranking with fairness constraints, 2017.

[15] J. Duchi, S. Shalev-Shwartz, Y. Singer, and T. Chandra. Efficient projections onto the l1- ball for learning in high dimensions. In Proceedings of the 25th International Conference on Machine Learning, ICML ’08, pages 272–279, New York, NY, USA, 2008. Association for Computing Machinery.

[16] A. D’Amour, H. Srinivasan, J. Atwood, P. Baljekar, D. Sculley, and Y. Halpern. Fairness is not static: Deeper understanding of long term fairness via simulation studies. In Proceedings of the 2020 Conference on Fairness, Accountability, and Transparency, FAT* ’20, page 525–534. Association for Computing Machinery, 2020.

[17] S. C. Geyik, S. Ambler, and K. Kenthapadi. Fairness-aware ranking in search & recommendation systems with application to linkedin talent search. In Proceedings of the 25th ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery & Data Mining, KDD ’19, page 2221–2231, New York, NY, USA, 2019. Association for Computing Machinery.

[18] M. Hardt, E. Price, E. Price, and N. Srebro. Equality of opportunity in supervised learning. In D. D. Lee, M. Sugiyama, U. V. Luxburg, I. Guyon, and R. Garnett, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 29, pages 3315–3323. Curran Associates, Inc., 2016.

[19] F. Kamiran and T. Calders. Classifying without discriminating. In 2009 2nd International Conference on Computer, Control and Communication, pages 1–6, 2009.

[20] T. Kamishima, S. Akaho, H. Asoh, and J. Sakuma. Fairness-aware classifier with prejudice remover regularizer. In P. A. Flach, T. De Bie, and N. Cristianini, editors, Machine Learning and Knowledge Discovery in Databases, pages 35–50, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2012. Springer Berlin Heidelberg.

[21] B. Karrer and M. E. J. Newman. Stochastic blockmodels and community structure in networks.

Phys. Rev. E, 83:016107, Jan 2011.

[22] K. Kenthapadi, B. Le, and G. Venkataraman. Personalized job recommendation system at linkedin: Practical challenges and lessons learned. In Proceedings of the Eleventh ACM Conference on Recommender Systems, RecSys ’17, pages 346–347, New York, NY, USA, 2017. ACM.

[23] G. Linden, B. Smith, and J. York. Amazon.com recommendations: Item-to-item collaborative filtering. IEEE Internet Computing, 7(01):76–80, jan 2003.

[24] B. T. Luong, S. Ruggieri, and F. Turini. K-nn as an implementation of situation testing for discrimination discovery and prevention. In Proceedings of the 17th ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining, KDD ’11, page 502–510, New York, NY, USA, 2011. Association for Computing Machinery.

[25] J. Mary, C. Calauzenes, and N. El Karoui. Fairness-aware learning for continuous attributes and treatments. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 4382–4391, 2019.

[26] R. Mehrotra, J. McInerney, H. Bouchard, M. Lalmas, and F. Diaz. Towards a fair marketplace: Counterfactual evaluation of the trade-off between relevance, fairness & satisfaction in recommendation systems. In Proceedings of the 27th ACM International Conference on

Information and Knowledge Management, CIKM ’18, page 2243–2251, New York, NY, USA, 2018. Association for Computing Machinery.

[27] M.-H. Park, H.-S. Park, and S.-B. Cho. Restaurant recommendation for group of people in mobile environments using probabilistic multi-criteria decision making. In Asia-Pacific Conference on Computer Human Interaction, pages 114–122. Springer, 2008.

[28] J. B. Schafer, J. Konstan, and J. Riedl. Recommender systems in e-commerce. In Proceedings of the 1st ACM conference on Electronic commerce, pages 158–166. ACM, 1999.

[29] A. Singh and T. Joachims. Fairness of exposure in rankings. In Proceedings of the 24th ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery & Data Mining, KDD ’18, page 2219–2228, New York, NY, USA, 2018. Association for Computing Machinery.

[30] D. Wei, K. N. Ramamurthy, and F. d. P. Calmon. Optimized score transformation for fair classification. arXiv preprint arXiv:1906.00066, 2019.

[31] M. B. Zafar, I. Valera, M. G. Rogriguez, and K. P. Gummadi. Fairness Constraints: Mechanisms for Fair Classification. In A. Singh and J. Zhu, editors, Proceedings of the 20th International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, volume 54 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 962–970, Fort Lauderdale, FL, USA, 20–22 Apr 2017. PMLR.

[32] M. Zehlike, F. Bonchi, C. Castillo, S. Hajian, M. Megahed, and R. Baeza-Yates. Fa*ir: A fair top-k ranking algorithm. In Proceedings of the 2017 ACM on Conference on Information and Knowledge Management, CIKM ’17, page 1569–1578, New York, NY, USA, 2017. Association for Computing Machinery.

[33] R. Zemel, Y. Wu, K. Swersky, T. Pitassi, and C. Dwork. Learning fair representations. In S. Dasgupta and D. McAllester, editors, Proceedings of the 30th International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 28 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 325–333, Atlanta, Georgia, USA, 17–19 Jun 2013. PMLR.

A Appendix

A.1 Further details on simulation experiments

Here are more details on the simulations were discussed in Section 5.

Graph Initialization: When we initialize the graph, we create a stochastic block model [21] with 2 blocks to initialize the edges. We call A_0 the corresponding adjacency matrix, with, by convention, A_0(i, i) = 0 for all i. At time t, t ≥ 0, the graph affinity between two vertices i and j is

Aff_{Graph}(i, j) = A^2_t (i, j),

where A_t is the adjacency matrix at time t. This graph affinity represents the number of common connections between i and j.

Graph Evolution: The graph evolves in the following manner. A vertex i is picked at random. For each other vertex j, a “model” score s(i, j) is computed as

s(i, j) = p(G_i, G_j ) exp(λAff_{Graph}(i, j)) exp(μAff_{member}(i, j)),

where Aff_{member}(i, j) = −‖X_i − X_j ‖_2. The scores are then normalized by their sum. A subset of vertices of size D with the highest scores are then considered eligible for showing. Among the eligible vertices, a smaller subset of size m of the top D vertices (possibly identified after re-ranking to incorporate fairness constraints) is then “shown”. The fairness constraints used for re-ranking are described in detail below. For the subset of size m of members that are shown, an edge (or connection) in the graph is created at random with probability p_{CTR} at k, where p_{CTR} is the position bias at k multiplied by a base probability, p_{base}, with p_{base} = .1. This corresponds to an edge being created if and only if the member initiating the query requests it (which happens with probability p_{CTR} at k).

Parameter Settings: We used p_0 = 0.65, as the fraction of group membership in group 0. We set σ^2 = .1, and in our simulations, the covariates are such that X_i ∼ N (μ_{Gi} , σ^2I), the (two) μ_{Gi} ’s are picked at random, with μ_{Gi} ∼ N (0, I_{dcov} ), d_{cov} = 30. Block model parameters were p_{00} = .05,p_{11} = .04,p_{01} = p_{01} = .01. By default, p(G_i, G_j ) = 1. Position bias at k is posBias(k) = 1/(1+log k). We used a graph with 10^3 vertices and ran the simulation for 1, 000 iterations/sessions. The primal reranker is considerably slower than doing either no reranking or using the dual trick. So we ran this simulation for only 100 iterations. To understand the impact of refreshing the dual more often, we ran simulations with the dual being refreshed every 50 and then 20 iterations.

In the simulations, we picked λ and μ adaptively so the ratio of the two highest scores is equal to .9 (though this is a tuning parameter that could be changed). This was to avoid a potential problem with the increase in the number of connections, which could end up disproportionately weighing the graph affinity and resulting in e.g. the largest score being overwhelming large compared to all other scores. By default, p(G_i, G_j ) = 1, i.e. there is no systematic bias per group membership, besides the one induced by the structure of the graph and the difference in covariates. D = 250 though our simulations are flexible and can of course incorporate other parameters. The number m of members “shown” is m = 10, unless otherwise noted.

In the simulation setup above, Group 1 is disadvantaged in terms of exposure because of its smaller size (and weaker connectivity) and the way the scores are computed, the difference in means between the two groups rendering each group less visible to the other. Within groups the simulation setup pretty much guarantees homogeneity. This is partly why we set p(G_i, G_j ) = 1 and not a different function of G_i and G_j to illustrate the fact that even without systematic group bias some of the issues we had raised were already observable, owing just to initial network structure.

Utlity Details: In the simulations reported below, the dest utility is the exposure utility, i.e. destination j shown at position k ≤ m has utility U_{dest}(j) = posBias(k) and 0 if not exposed. The source side utility for source i is

U_{source}(i) = ∑ 1≤k≤m s(i, j_{(k)})posBias(k) where s(i, j_{(k)}) is the k-th largest score s(i, j).

All utilities are aggregated by summation across sessions. To make comparisons across simulations below more meaningful, we set the seed before the network generation phase and then set the seed before each of the run of the different methods. This ensures that the networks on which the simulations were run were exactly the same, that the queries were initiated in the same order etc. This is also why when displaying the same number of slots the simulation results are exactly the same for the methods not using a re-reranker.

Optimization Details: The primal simulations were comparatively very slow - in line with our expectations. Finally, the settings used for the LP solver can (not so surprisingly) have some impact of the performance of the rerankers, so we used quite stringent tolerance results in the results presented below. For the equality of opportunity constraint we consider |f^⊤_{k,k}′ P_sw| < ϵ, where ϵ is chosen as: ϵ = 1 |[m]_{odd}| ∑ k∈[m]_{odd} posBias(k) − 1 |[m]_{even}| ∑ k∈[m]_{even} posBias(k)

where [m]_{odd} and [m]_{even} are the odd and even index of [m] = 1, . . . , m. For the dynamic constraint we choose |ũ_sP_sw| ≤ 0.1.

A.2 Metric Details

We give more context on the metrics we track in the simulation:

1. Demographic Parity in Exposure: (ΔDP) We consider the m members “shown”. For each query we compute the average exposure of Group 0 and Group 1, accounting for position bias. And we compute the difference between the average exposure of Group 0 and that of Group 1. We then report the mean across all sessions.

2. Absolute Demographic Parity in Exposure: Δ|DP|: this is the same as above, except at the next-to-last step we take the absolute value of the average exposure between groups for each session. Then we report the mean across sessions.

3. Average Source Utility G_0: Ū^{source}_{G0} : compute the source utility for members of group 0 who initiated at least 1 query. Source utility is the sum of scores of members recommended to the source weighted by position bias.

4. Average Source Utility G_1: Ū^{source}_{G1} : compute the source utility for members of group 1 who initiated at least 1 query.

5. Ratio of Average Source Utilities G_0G_1:

r^{source}_{G0 G1} :=

Ū source_{G0}

Ū source_{G0} + Ū source_{G1}

6. Percentage Total Source Utility In G_0: P T^{source}_{G0} : computes the sum of source utilities (with at least 1 query) in G_0 and divide this by total source Utility (for members having initiated at least 1 query)

7. Average Destination Utility G_0: Ū^{dest}_{G0} : Average dest Utility for members of group 0 having been recommended in at least 1 query. Dest utility for an individual member is measured by the position bias at the position they are being recommended at.

8. Average Destination Utility G_1: Ū^{dest}_{G1} : average dest Utility for members of group 1 having been recommended in at least 1 query.

9. Ratio of Average Destination Utilities G_0G_1: r^{dest}_{G0G1} := Ū^{dest}_{G0} Ū dest_{G0} + Ū dest_{G1} 10. Percentage Total Destination Utility In G_0: P T^{dest}_{G0} : this is the sum of dest Utility for members in Group 0 having been recommended at least once divided the total dest Utility for members having been recommended at least once.

A.3 Full Results

We now state the full results of the simulation results with respect to the different metrics as stated above.

Method ΔDP Δ|DP| Ū sourceG 0 Ū source G1 rsourceG 0G1 P T source G0 Ū dest G0 Ū dest G1 rdestG0G1 P T destG0 No Reranker -0.0216 0.1964 0.0114 0.0110 0.5101 0.6574 7.5894 5.8574 0.5644 0.7051 Primal 0.0179 0.1671 0.0073 0.0073 0.5024 0.6349 1.2016 1.5402 0.4382 0.5371 Dual No Dynamic 0.0055 0.2126 0.0115 0.0110 0.5101 0.6574 6.3920 7.9805 0.4447 0.5861 Dual Dynamic 0.0249 0.2009 0.01147 0.0110 0.5100 0.6574 6.2242 8.2771 0.4292 0.5707

Table 2: Here we have 1000 members, 1000 iterations, m = 10 slots, and 50 epochs in dual refresh.

Method ΔDP Δ|DP| Ū sourceG0 Ū sourceG1 rsourceG0 G1 P T sourceG0 Ū destG0 Ū destG1 rdestG0 G1 P T destG0 No Reranker -0.0073 0.1182 0.0176 0.01689 0.5101 0.6574 11.2915 8.7335 0.5639 0.7059 Primal 0.0110 0.1002 0.0112 0.0111 0.5024 0.6348 1.3247 1.8482 0.4175 0.5269 Dual No Dynamic 0.0122 0.1090 0.0176 0.0169 0.5100 0.6573 8.9838 13.0638 0.4075 0.5537 Dual Dynamic 0.0156 0.1010 0.0176 0.0169 0.5100 0.6573 8.7293 13.5090 0.3925 0.5372

Table 3: Here we have 1000 members, 1000 iterations, m = 20 slots, and 50 epochs in dual refresh.

Method ΔDP Δ|DP| Ū sourceG0 Ū sourceG1 rsourceG0 G1 P T sourceG0 Ū destG0 Ū destG1 rdestG0 G1 P T destG0 No Reranker -0.0073 0.1182 0.0176 0.0169 0.5101 0.6574 11.2915 8.7335 0.5639 0.7059 Primal 0.0110 0.1002 0.0112 0.0111 0.5024 0.6348 1.3246 1.8482 0.4175 0.5269 Dual no Dynamic 0.0177 0.1106 0.0176 0.0169 0.5100 0.6573 8.4811 13.9792 0.3776 0.5210 Dual with Dynamic 0.0186 0.1090 0.0176 0.0169 0.5099 0.6573 8.3701 14.0656 0.3731 0.5167

Table 4: Here we have 1000 members, 1000 iterations, m = 20 slots, and 20 epochs in dual refresh.

A.4 Bootstrap Results

We also repeat each of the following above results 100 times with varying seed to estimate the variance of each of metrics. The detailed table result is given below with the mean and 95% error estimates. Method ΔDP Δ|DP| Ū sourceG0 Ū sourceG1 rsourceG0 G1 P T sourceG0 Ū destG0 Ū destG1 rdestG0 G1 P T destG0 No Reranker 0.0000196 0.1876794 0.0114761 0.0110283 0.5099510 0.6572877 7.1818291 6.5941001 0.5214912 0.6709937 (±1.53e-3) (±1.23e-3) (±1.43e-6) (±1.25e-6) (±3.85e-5) (±3.47e-5) (±3.41e-2) (±5.89e-2) (±3.33e-3) (±2.93e-3)

Primal 0.0286859 0.1837153 0.0073293 0.0072788 0.5017288 0.6342587 1.2185111 1.5345218 0.4426842 0.5331251 (±2.15e-3) (±2.10e-3) (±1.58e-6) (±1.43e-6) (±6.90e-5) (±6.40e-5) (±7.97e-3) (±1.16e-2) (±2.26e-3) (±1.06e-3) Dual 0.0450135 0.2051839 0.0114708 0.0110255 0.5098977 0.6572397 6.0227132 8.6437419 0.4109908 0.5569184 No Dynamic (±2.92e-3) (±2.05e-3) (±1.46e-6) (±1.27e-6) (±3.92e-5) (±3.53e-5) (±5.08e-2) (±9.33e-2) (±4.62e-3) (±4.91e-3) Dual 0.0461693 0.2047534 0.0114707 0.0110256 0.5098946 0.6572369 6.0011009 8.6903315 0.4088543 0.5547041 With Dynamic (±2.92e-3) (±2.08e-3) (±1.48e-6) (±1.28e-6) (±3.95e-5) (±3.56e-5) (±5.17e-2) (±9.71e-2) (±4.75e-3) (±5.00e-3)

Table 5: m = 10 slots and 50 epochs in dual refresh.

Method ΔDP Δ|DP| Ū sourceG 0 Ū source G1 rsourceG

0 G1

P T source G0 Ū dest G0 Ū dest G1 rdestG 0G1 P T dest G0 No Reranker 0.0020038 0.1097322 0.0175915 0.0169085 0.5098985 0.6572404 10.7350035 9.8549059 0.5215575 0.6700181 (±9.01e-4) (±6.86e-4) (±2.11e-6) (±1.81e-6) (±3.65e-5) (±3.29e-5) (±5.11e-2) (±9.29e-2) (±3.49e-3) (±3.02e-3)

Primal

0.0107691 0.1045706 0.0112299 0.0111545 0.5016847 0.6342178 1.3473105 1.8612044 0.4199544 0.5273710 (±1.47e-3) (±1.28e-3) (±2.32e-6) (±2.06e-6) (±6.36e-5) (±5.91e-5) (±7.65e-3) (±1.10e-2) (±1.86e-3) (±7.04e-4) Dual 0.0182423 0.1104472 0.0175825 0.0169060 0.5098076 0.6571585 8.7662834 13.4431304 0.3950420 0.5437587 No Dynamic (±1.17e-3) (±9.75e-4) (±2.19e-6) (±1.90e-6) (±3.73e-5) (±3.36e-5) (±7.50e-2) (±1.39e-1) (±4.51e-3) (±4.71e-3) Dual 0.0172247 0.1087706 0.0175828 0.0169063 0.5098077 0.6571586 8.7509092 13.4787915 0.3939329 0.5426752 With Dynamic (±1.09e-3) (±8.26e-4) (±2.18e-6) (±1.90e-6) (±3.78e-5) (±3.41e-5) (±7.17e-2) (±1.28e-1) (±4.21e-3) (±4.37e-3)

Table 6: m = 20 slots and 50 epochs in dual refresh.

Note that over 100 iterations we get consistent results. That is source side utilities are usually automatically balanced. The dest side utilities improve in the case when m increases from 10 to 20. Also, we fast dual refresh, we are getting better results, by sacrificing computation time.

Method ΔDP Δ|DP| Ū sourceG 0 Ū source G1 rsourceG

0 G1

P T source G0 Ū dest G0 Ū dest G1 rdestG0G1 P T destG0 No Reranker

0.0020038 0.1097322 0.0175915 0.0169085 0.5098985 0.6572404 10.7350035 9.8549059 0.5215575 0.6700181 (±9.01e-4) (±6.86e-4) (±2.11e-6) (±1.81e-6) (±3.65e-5) (±3.29e-5) (±5.11e-2) (±9.29e-2) (±3.49e-3) (±3.02e-3)

Primal 0.0107691 0.1045706 0.0112299 0.0111545 0.5016847 0.6342178 1.3473105 1.8612044 0.4199544 0.5273710 (±1.47e-3) (±1.28e-3) (±2.32e-6) (±2.06e-6) (±6.36e-5) (±5.91e-5) (±7.65e-3) (±1.10e-2) (±1.86e-3) (±7.04e-4) Dual 0.0224202 0.1102967 0.0175802 0.0169053 0.5097851 0.6571382 8.2356443 14.4325451 0.3634357 0.5092317 No Dynamic (±1.02e-3) (±7.34e-4) (±2.15e-6) (±1.85e-6) (±3.74e-5) (±3.37e-5) (±4.94e-2) (±8.90e-2) (±2.76e-3) (±3.00e-3) Dual 0.0211929 0.1086926 0.0175805 0.0169055 0.5097863 0.6571393 8.2246019 14.4590305 0.3626681 0.5085179 With Dynamic (±9.40e-4) (±7.08e-4) (±2.14e-6) (±1.86e-6) (±3.72e-5) (±3.35e-5) (±4.20e-2) (±7.59e-2) (±2.35e-3) (±2.53e-3)

Table 7: m = 20 slots and 20 epochs in dual refresh.