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Motivated by applications in cloud computing spot markets and selling banner ads on popular websites, we

study the online resource allocation problem with overbooking and cancellation costs, also known as the

buyback setting. To model this problem, we consider a variation of the classic edge-weighted online matching

problem in which the decision maker can reclaim any fraction of an offline resource that is pre-allocated

to an earlier online vertex; however, by doing so not only the decision maker loses the previously allocated

edge-weight, it also has to pay a non-negative constant factor f of this edge-weight as an extra penalty.

Parameterizing the problem by the buyback factor f , our main result is obtaining optimal competitive

algorithms for all possible values of f through a novel primal-dual family of algorithms. We establish the

optimality of our results by obtaining separate lower-bounds for each of small and large buyback factor

regimes, and showing how our primal-dual algorithm exactly matches this lower-bound by appropriately

tuning a parameter as a function of f . Interestingly, our result shows a phase transition: for small buyback

regime (f < e−2
2

) the optimal competitive ratio is e
e−(1+f)

, and for large buyback regime (f ≥ e−2
2

), the

competitive ratio is −W−1

(
−1

e(1+f)

)
. We further study the lower and upper bounds on the competitive ratio

in variants of this model, such as matching with deterministic integral allocations or single-resource with

different demand sizes. For deterministic integral matching, our results again show a phase transition: for

small buyback regime (f < 1
3
), the optimal competitive ratio is 2

1−f
, and for the large buyback regime

(f ≥ 1
3
), the competitive ratio is 1 + 2f + 2

√
f(1+ f). We show how algorithms in our unifying family of

primal-dual algorithms can obtain the exact optimal competitive ratio in all of these variants — which,

in turn, demonstrates the power of our algorithmic framework for online resource allocations with costly

cancellations.

Key words : online resource allocation, overbooking, buyback problem, callable resources, online matching,

primal-dual analysis
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1. Introduction

Revenue management strategies play a pivotal role in driving profitability and ensuring optimal

resource utilization. One such strategy that has garnered significant attention is overbooking, a

prevalent practice in classic applications such as airline seat reservations (Rothstein, 1971) and hotel

booking (Liberman and Yechiali, 1978) where businesses intentionally accept more reservations or

orders than their available capacity as customers arrive. By doing so, businesses can hedge against

early commitments to low-paying customers by denying service after allocation, and also mitigate

losses from no-shows and cancellations, ultimately leading to increased revenue.

To address customer satisfaction upon service denial, one approach is to implement a buyback

contract. This contract allows the platform to reclaim any pre-allocated resource from a customer

during the allocation horizon, but only after providing full refund of the original fee along with an

additional compensation fee, often determined by a simple function of the original payment. With

the advent of modern online marketplaces, this paradigm has found intriguing applications. An

example is assigning servers to arriving jobs in cloud computing spot markets (e.g., AWS EC2 spot

instances), where the platform can recall servers after a full refund and an extra fee paid to the

owner of the revoked job.1 Similarly, for negotiated yearly contracts selling banner advertisements

on popular websites (e.g., displayed ads on Microsoft Network), the platform must make online

admission and costly revocation decisions as advertisers with heterogeneous willingness-to-pay

arrive over the ad campaign horizon.2 Adopting the buyback strategy enables such platforms to

effectively manage overbooking, and optimize resource allocation in dynamic market environments.

Motivated by the above paradigm, we investigate the problem of online resource allocations

with buyback. Existing work has mainly focused on single-resource scenarios (Gallego et al., 2008;

Babaioff et al., 2009), but modern applications involve richer environments with multiple resources

of different types (e.g., servers with varying computational power). The objective is to find a

matching between demand and supply. We model this as an edge-weighted online bipartite match-

ing problem, where online nodes arrive sequentially and reveal their edge-weights to the offline

side (Karp et al., 1990; Feldman et al., 2009). The decision maker must determine how to match

each arriving online node to offline nodes (with capacity constraints) either fractionally or inte-

grally. The decision maker is allowed to allocate more than the capacity to an offline node, but

should revoke the overbooked allocations by paying a buyback cost. We consider a simple linear

model where the buyback cost is a non-negative constant f times the pre-allocated reward.3

1 For more details on this application, see AWS’s website.

2 For more details on this application, see MSN’s display ad website.

3 The modeling choice of the fixed linear compensation scheme is partially motivated by applications in which buyback
contracts cannot be personalized and should have simple and interpretable forms. More complicated compensation
schemes are still interesting to be studied, but are not captured by our simple model.
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The decision maker’s goal is to maximize the total weight of the matching minus the buyback

cost at the end. Our focus is on developing robust online algorithms to handle non-stationary

demand arrivals, motivated in part by relevant applications. Building on the seminal work of Karp

et al. (1990) in the computer science literature and Ball and Queyranne (2009) in the revenue

management literature, we adopt a framework that considers adversarial arrival for the online

nodes. Parameterizing the problem by the buyback factor f , we measure the performance of our

online algorithms by their competitive ratio, which is the worst-case ratio of the objective of an

omniscient offline benchmark to that of the algorithm. We then ask the following research questions:

(i) Can we design simple (fractional) online algorithms for the above problem to achieve the

optimal competitive ratio for all the parameter choices of the buyback factor f? (ii) What if

we restrict our attention to the simpler class of deterministic integral online algorithms?

Our main contributions. We answer both of the above questions in affirmative by hitting two

birds with one stone: we design and analyze a unifying parametric family of primal-dual online

algorithms that are optimal competitive in both settings with fractional allocations and with deter-

ministic integral allocations (after tuning their parameters). We also show by applying randomized

rounding techniques any fractional algorithm can be converted into a randomized integral algorithm

with almost no loss under large capacities — hence our set of results provide a complete picture

for designing optimal competitive online algorithms in the online resource allocation problem with

buyback under large capacities. To show these results, our contribution is two-fold:

(i) Lower-bounds in different parameter regimes.We first establish separate lower-bounds

of Γgen(f) and Γdet-int(f) on the optimal competitive ratios for the general setting and the deter-

ministic integral setting, respectively. These lower-bounds (below) are drawn in Figure 1; here,

W−1 : [− 1/e,0)→ (−∞,−1] is the non-principal branch of the Lambert W function:4

Γgen(f)≜


e

e−(1+f)
if f ≤ e−2

2

−W−1

(
−1

e(1+f)

)
if f ≥ e−2

2

, Γdet-int(f)≜


2

1−f
if f ≤ 1

3

1+2f +2
√
f(1+ f) if f ≥ 1

3

To obtain the above lower-bounds, we identify two sources of uncertainty preventing an online

algorithm to perform as well as the optimum offline: the edge-wise uncertainty and the weight-wise

uncertainty. Intuitively speaking, the edge-wise uncertainty is related to the multi-resource aspect

of our model and captures the information-theoretic difficulty of identifying the right offline node

to be matched to an arriving online node given the future uncertainty (hence it is still present

even when f = 0). On the contrary, the weight-wise uncertainty is related to the buyback aspect of

4 In mathematics, the Lambert W function, also called the omega function or product logarithm, is the converse
relation of the function y(x) = x · ex. The non-principal branch x=W−1(y) is the inverse relation when x≤−1.
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our model and captures the information-theoretic difficulty of identifying the edge with the largest

weight among all edges adjacent to an offline node given the future uncertainty (hence it is still

present even in the special case with a single resource). Notably, as f increases, the weight-wise

uncertainty starts playing a more important role than the edge-wise uncertainty, and vice versa.

We use novel constructions in our worst-case instances to exploit the trade-off between the above

two sources of uncertainty. Interestingly, we observe a phase transition in both fractional and

deterministic integral settings in terms of the behavior of the worst-case instance for the competitive

ratio: there is the small buyback cost regime where f < f̂ and the worst-case instance heavily relies

on the multi-resource aspect of the model, and the large buyback cost regime where f > f̂ and the

worst-case instance heavily relies on the buyback aspect of our model and is indeed exactly the

same as the worst-case instance of the single-resource environment. The phase transition thresholds

are different for the two settings. Specifically, f̂ = e−2
2

for the general setting and f̂ = 1
3
for the

deterministic integral setting. In the large buyback cost regime, our lower-bounds for the general

algorithms and deterministic integral algorithms match the bounds in Badanidiyuru and Kleinberg

(2009) and Babaioff et al. (2009), respectively, established for the single-resource environment.

Moreover, as f → 0 in the extreme case of the small buyback cost regime, the lower-bound Γgen(f)

converges to e
e−1

and Γdet-int(f) converges to 2, which are indeed the worst-case competitive ratios

of the edge-weighted online bipartite matching with free-disposal (Karp et al., 1990; Feldman et al.,

2009) for general algorithms and deterministic integral algorithms, respectively. This problem is a

special case of our model when f = 0.

e−2
2

1
3

1

e
e−1

2

3

Figure 1 Competitive ratio as the function of buyback factor f : Black solid (dashed) curve is the optimal

competitive ratio Γgen(f) for the matching environment (single-resource environment). Gray solid (dashed) curve

is the optimal competitive ratio Γdet-int(f) of deterministic integral algorithms for the matching environment

(single-resource environment). Black solid curve and black dashed curve coincide for buyback factor

f ≥ e−2
2

≈ 0.359. Gray solid curve and gray dashed curve coincide for buyback factor f ≥ 1
3
.
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(ii) Upper-bounds via primal-dual in all parameter regimes. Second, we establish exact

matching upper-bounds by introducing a novel primal-dual family of online algorithms for this

problem. The primal-dual framework has demonstrated its efficacy in designing and analyzing

online bipartite allocation algorithms with irrevocable allocations or free cancellations in various

contexts.5 However, until now, this framework has not been applied to cases where cancellation is

costly, and it remained uncertain whether it could be beneficial in such settings.

The main challenge arises from the fact that the optimal offline benchmark does not involve

buybacks (incurring no buyback cost). Consequently, the linear program for the optimum offline

solution does not capture any aspects of the buyback feature in our problem. Prior work on single-

resource buyback (Babaioff et al., 2009; Badanidiyuru and Kleinberg, 2009) does not propose

systematic approaches to address the problem; instead, they either rely on simple variations of the

naive greedy algorithm or adhoc randomized schemes (for rounding weights) to obtain competitive

online algorithms. It remains unclear whether any of these adhoc ideas can be extended to the

matching environment. This gap in understanding the buyback problem from prior literature makes

developing the optimal competitive online algorithm for edge-weighted online matching with costly

cancellation/buyback highly challenging.

In a nutshell, our main technical (and conceptual) contribution is bridging the gap in the existing

literature by establishing a new connection between the primal-dual framework for online bipartite

resource allocation problems and the buyback problem. This newfound understanding allows us to

derive optimal competitive algorithms for all the regimes of the buyback parameter f . We begin

our investigation by re-visiting the single-resource buyback problem through the systematic lens

of the primal-dual framework. Equipped with this systematic approach, we can recover a new

optimal competitive online algorithm for the fractional (and integral) single-resource buyback. More

interestingly, we show how to naturally extend our primal-dual fractional algorithm to the matching

environment to obtain our main result. We also show how natural adaptations of this approach to

the integral setting obtain optimal competitive ratios for deterministic integral algorithms.

Our techniques. We summarize our technical findings below. The complete technical story in

this paper is elaborate and we refer the reader for the details to Sections 3, 4, and 5.

5 Examples of such applications include the well-celebrated online bipartite matching problem with or without vertex
weights (Karp et al., 1990; Aggarwal et al., 2011), online budgeted allocation (Adwords) problem (Mehta et al.,
2007; Buchbinder et al., 2009), online assortment optimization with or without reusable resources (Golrezaei et al.,
2014; Feng et al., 2019; Goyal et al., 2020), and the special case of our problem when f = 0, which is the online
edge-weighted bipartite matching with free disposal (Feldman et al., 2009; Devanur et al., 2016).
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Single-resource: weight continuum, canonical allocations & lemon juice. For the single-resource

environment with only one offline node, inspired by our lower-bound result, we first focus on

instances with infinitely many arriving online nodes whose weights form a continuum. A key concept

central to the design and analysis of all our algorithms is the notion of allocation distributions.

When a new online node arrives, we consider all past (fractional) allocations of this offline node

that will not be revoked at the end, effectively capturing the complete state of the allocation

for this offline node by recording the distribution of these non-revoked weights.6 Interestingly,

we have identified natural and concrete invariant properties, namely scale invariance” (defined

in Definition 3) and greedily buyback” (defined in Definition 4) in Section 3.1, that should be

preserved by the allocation distribution of the optimal competitive online algorithm for the class

of continuum weight instances. Leveraging these properties, we precisely characterize a canonical

allocation distribution induced by any algorithm satisfying these invariants and demonstrate that

it implies the competitive optimality of the resulting algorithm under continuum weight instances.

Furthermore, we show through a reduction that we can treat general instances similar to a

continuum of weights by filling the gaps in the arriving weight sequence — roughly speaking the

same way that one makes lemon water by mixing lemon juice and water. See more details in

Section 3 (and for our reduction see Section 3.3). Finally, to complement our results, we show

how to round this algorithm without any loss to an online randomized integral algorithm (see

Section EC.4.1 for the details of our lossless online randomized rounding approach).

Primal-dual for matching environment: the general exponential penalty functions. Building on

the insights from our previous investigation and its resulting characterization, we propose a family

of primal-dual online algorithms. We first introduce our algorithm in the single-resource envi-

ronment and show it satisfies the above mentioned invariants (almost by construction). We then

consider its natural extension to the matching environment and develop a direct primal-dual anal-

ysis for its competitive ratio. At a high level, our algorithm maintains a dual assignment βj for

each offline node j, fractionally allocates the arriving online node to the offline node with the max-

imum edge-weight minus the dual assignment (following the complementary slackness of the LP),

and greedily recalls the smallest edge-weight assigned to this offline node by paying the buyback

cost. The main remaining algorithmic construct is how dual assignments are updated (and what

information is needed for this update).

6 When overbooking occurs, it is optimal to perform buybacks from the smallest allocated weight until the capacity
is no longer exceeded. Although this buyback process typically takes place at the end, it can be viewed equivalently
as an online procedure that continuously performs buybacks from the smallest weight whenever the total allocation
surpasses the capacity. As a result, the allocation distribution, could be tracked in an online fashion.
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There are two key technical ingredients in the way we update the dual variables. First, we use

allocation distributions of each offline node (in particular, their quantile functions). This informa-

tion helps us to capture an “importance score” (i.e., the dual assignment) for each offline node via

their entire state of allocation (and not via any other compressed statistics such as total allocated

weight). Second, we use a parametric family of general exponential penalty functions:

Ψ(y) = τ · (λy − 1) ,

which are parametric by λ, τ ≥ 0. Such a penalty function summarizes the allocation (quantile)

function of each offline node to a score (after a proper integration; see the exact formula for the

dual assignment βj in our algorithms, i.e., Algorithm 1, Algorithm 3, and Algorithm 4). Intu-

itively speaking, these functions, with proper choice of their parameters τ and λ as a function of

the buyback factor f , enable us to indirectly incorporate the history of buybacking cost of each

offline node in its importance score. Moreover, although neither buybacking decisions nor their cost

appear in the standard linear program for edge-weighted bipartite matching, the properties of the

general exponential function enable us to bring buybacking cost into the primal-dual analysis of

our algorithms — in our view, this feature has been a major missing technical piece to connect the

buyback problem with other online bipartite allocation problems. See more details in Section 4.

Primal-dual for deterministic integral setting: simpler algorithms. Notably, our resulting family

of primal-dual algorithms is simple, easy-to-interpret, and optimal competitive, i.e., with compet-

itive ratio equal to Γgen(f) when its parameters are picked properly. Moreover, for the special case

of integral allocations, they have a much simpler form as only the choice of Ψ(1) matters: a naive

greedy algorithm matches the arriving online node to the offline node with the maximum edge-

weight and is unbounded competitive; however, our resulting integral algorithm discounts each

edge-weight by subtracting a fraction τ̂(f)≡Ψ(1) of the buyback weight and then runs greedy. By

proper choice of τ̂ as a function of f , the competitive ratio of such an algorithm exactly matches the

earlier lower-bound Γdet-int(f) for deterministic integral algorithms. See the details in Section 5.

1.1. Further related work

Single-resource online allocation with buyback. As we mentioned earlier, Babaioff et al. (2009)

consider the single resource allocation with costly cancellations, which is a special case of our

model. They identify the optimal deterministic integral algorithm and generalize it to matriod

environments as well as knapsack environments (with an inflated capacity constraint). In three

follow-up works, Badanidiyuru and Kleinberg (2009) identify the optimal randomized algorithm for

the single resource setting and then generalize it to the matroid environments; Badandiyuru (2011)

identifies the optimal deterministic algorithm for the intersection of general matriod environments;
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Han et al. (2014) identify the optimal deterministic algorithm for knapsack environments with

identical weights. Constantin et al. (2009) study the online resource allocation with buyback under

transversal matroid. They further assume that the online demand requests are strategic and thus

focus on incentive compatible, individual rational mechanisms.

Online matching with free disposal. Feldman et al. (2009); Devanur et al. (2016) study the online

edge-weighted matching with free disposal (i.e., a special case of of our model with f = 0), and

identify the optimal competitive fractional algorithm. Under the same model, Fahrbach et al.

(2020) identify a randomized integral algorithm whose competitive ratio beats the naive greedy

algorithm. Devanur and Jain (2012) study online matching with concave return. In their model,

each offline node does not have a hard capacity constraint, but is associated with a concave function,

which maps the total reward collected in this offline node to the utility of this offline node. They

identify the optimal competitive fractional algorithm in this model. As a comparison, in our model,

the profit of each offline node depends not only the total reward, but also the whole allocation

history (which determines the buyback costs). Finally, Buchbinder et al. (2014) study the online

submodular maximization with free disposal, which again cannot capture the buyback cost.

Robust revenue management. Our model makes no assumption on the customer sequence arriv-

ing in the future (e.g., no need for stochastic knowledge, having identical rewards, etc). Similar

adversarial arrival models have been considered in various robust revenue management problems:

online booking (e.g., Ball and Queyranne, 2009), assortment (e.g., Golrezaei et al., 2014; Gong

et al., 2022), allocation (e.g., Balseiro et al., 2022), and pricing (e.g., Lobel et al., 2018).

Dynamic revenue management with soft inventory constraint. Our work is also conceptually

related to dynamic revenue management where the offline supplies have a soft inventory con-

straint. Examples include dynamic revenue management with cancellation (on the demand side)

and overbooking (e.g., Rothstein, 1971; Erdelyi and Topaloglu, 2010; Freund and Zhao, 2021);

and also dynamic inventory control problems (e.g., Levi et al., 2007; Mostagir, 2010; Besbes and

Muharremoglu, 2013; Qin et al., 2022).

Revenue management with callable products. Motivated by applications in the airline industry,

Gallego et al. (2008) introduce the revenue management problem with callable products. They

study a two-period model, where low-fare consumers arrive in the first period, and are able to

grant the capacity provider an option to “call” the capacity at a prespecfied recall price; then high-

fare consumers arrive in the second period and the capacity provider decides how many callable

products to exercise. The authors identify the optimal policy in this model. In two follow-up

works, Gallego and Lee (2018) study an extension with multi-fare consumers, and develop heuristic

policies; Gallego and Lee (2020) study online assortment with callable products, and characterize

the optimal policy for both general choice model as well as multinomial-logit model.
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Organization. We start by formalizing the model and providing necessary preliminaries and

notations in Section 2. In Section 3 we revisit the single-resource buyback problem and design

new primal-dual algorithms which attain the optimal competitive ratio. In Section 4 we generalize

the primal-dual algorithms in the single-resource environment to the matching environment and

obtain the optimal competitive ratio that matches our lower-bound for all choices of the buyback

factor. In Section 5, we identify the optimal competitive deterministic integral algorithm. Finally,

we summarize our results and provide a short list of directions for future research in Section 6.

Organization of electronic companion. In Section EC.1, we provide separate worst-case

instances establishing our tight competitive ratio lower-bounds for all parameter regimes of the buy-

back factor f , for both general algorithms and deterministic integral algorithms. In Section EC.2

we provide the omitted proofs from the main body. In Section EC.3 we provide two polynomial-

time implementation of our optimal competitive fractional algorithm. In Section EC.4 we provide

a collection of subsidiary results by studying the design of (i) optimal competitive randomized

integral algorithms for single-resource buyback problem à la Badandiyuru (2011) (Section EC.4.1)

,(ii) optimal competitive fractional algorithm for single-resource with non-uniform demand and

non-uniform supply (Section EC.4.2), and (iii) (asymptotically) optimal competitive integral online

matching algorithms under large capacities using randomized rounding (Section EC.4.3). Finally,

we provide numerical simulations on synthetic data in Section EC.5, demonstrating improved

empirical performance guarantees by our proposed algorithms on practical instances of the online

matching problem with costly cancellations.

2. Preliminaries

We study two-sided online allocations with cancellation costs. In this section, we first describe the

base model and the decision maker’s problem — which we refer to as the edge-weighted online

matching with buyback — as well as some special cases and variations of our base model. We then

formalize the type of performance guarantee we are considering in this paper. We finally detail

some basic algorithmic constructs that we heavily use in the rest of the paper.

Base model. An instance of our problem consists of a bipartite graph G= (U,V,E), where V is

the set of resources (i.e., supply) indexed by [n]≡ 1, . . . , n, U is the set of requests (i.e., demand)

indexed by [T ]≡ 1, . . . , T , and E ⊆ U × V is a set of edges denoting the allocation compatibility

of each pair (i, j) of requests and resources. Moreover, each edge (i, j) ∈ E is associated with a

non-negative weight wij — if there is no edge between i and j we define wij = 0, and hence, without

loss of generality, we assume E =U ×V throughout the paper. The resources V are available and

known to the decision maker upfront, hence referred to as offline nodes. The requests arrive in

an online fashion over discrete times 1, . . . , T , hence referred to as online nodes. Once an online
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node i arrives, it reveals the edge-weights wij to every offline node j ∈ V . Given this information,

the decision maker should make an online allocation decision to fractionally match i (with a total

of one unit of demand) to the offline nodes V . In contrast to a typical online allocation problem,

these allocations are not irrevocable, as we explain next.

Each offline node j has a total of one unit of capacity,7 meaning that no more than one unit of

this resource in total can be considered as allocated to the set of online nodes U at any point during

times 1, . . . , T . By allocating dx amount of offline node j ∈ V to online node i upon its arrival, the

decision maker collects wijdx amount of reward. Furthermore, to preserve the capacity constraints,

she can also revoke (i.e., buyback) any fraction of an earlier allocation to any previous online node

i′ < i by paying a linear buyback cost. Specifically, should she decide to buyback dx amount of

allocation between offline node j ∈ V and previous online node i′, she will not only lose the reward

wi′jdx of this allocation, but she will also pay an extra cost of f ·wi′jdx due to buybacks, where

f ≥ 0 is called the buyback factor.8 The goal of the decision maker is to run an online algorithm for

determining fractional allocations and buybacks at each time, so as to maximize her total profit,

i.e., the total reward from non-revoked allocations minus the total costs due to buybacks.

Overbooking with offline buyback. In the base model, the buyback decision is made simultaneously

with the allocation decision in a fully online fashion. It is important to note that the base model is

equivalent to an alternative model where the decision maker allows overbooking and can postpone

the buyback decision to an offline stage, i.e., after the end of the allocation horizon T .

In this alternative offline buyback model, the decision maker handles each online node’s arrival by

determining its fractional allocation without imposing unit-capacity constraints on the offline side.

Subsequently, after all T online nodes have arrived, the decision maker addresses the unit-capacity

constraints through the buyback decision. At first glance, this alternative model appears to grant

the decision maker greater control. Nevertheless, two models are indeed equivalent. Specifically,

given the linear buyback cost structure, the globally optimal strategy (given any sequence of future

online nodes) for the decision maker is to perform online buybacks greedily, thereby always revoking

allocation with the smallest edge weight.

Single resource buyback problem & extensions. We also consider a special case of our model where

there is only a single resource with unit capacity. In this case, we simplify the notation and drop

the index j from our notations. Notably, this simple model is introduced and studied for first in

Babaioff et al. (2009); Badanidiyuru and Kleinberg (2009). We also consider an extension of this

model where each arriving node i has a demand of di ≥ 0 (not necessarily one) and the resource

has a capacity of s (not necessarily one).

7 As we show later in Appendix EC.4.2, this assumption is indeed without loss of generality for fractional allocations,
both in the matching environment and the special case of the single resource environment.

8 In the special case when f = 0, our model boils down to online allocations with free disposal (Feldman et al., 2009).
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Deterministic integral allocation. We mostly focus on the model that allows for fractional alloca-

tions and buybacks. Later in Section 5 we also consider the model when allocations and buybacks

are forced to be integral and deterministic. It is important to mention that our fractional algorithms

can be converted into integral algorithms in the asymptotic regime when capacities are large (with

almost no loss in performance);9 however, our integral deterministic algorithm and its performance

guarantee work even with unit capacities — which is the relevant scenario in some applications.

Performance guarantee. To benchmark the performance of our online algorithms, we compare

them with an optimum omniscient algorithm that knows the entire problem instance, referred to

as optimum offline. Note that the optimum offline pays zero buyback cost (since buyback is not

necessary if the entire instance is known) and essentially picks the maximum edge-weighted match-

ing (or simply the online node with the maximum weight in the special case of single resource).

Fixing a buyback factor f ≥ 0, we then measure the performance of our online algorithms by their

competitive ratio, which basically compares the (expected) total profit of the online algorithm with

the optimum offline under the worst-case instance for the buyback factor f .

Definition 1 (Competitive Ratio). Given buyback factor f , an online algorithm ALG is

Γ(f)-competitive against the optimum offline benchmark within a class of problem instances I if:

sup
I∈I

OPT(I)

ALG(I)
≤ Γ(f)

where ALG(I) and OPT(I) are the expected total profit of the online algorithm ALG and the total

profit of the optimum offline solution, respectively.

Allocation distribution. A crucial construct in the design and analysis of our online algorithms

is keeping track of a separate allocation distribution for each offline node j ∈ V . Since each offline

node j has a unit capacity for the total allocation, we can consider a probability distribution over

different weights for this offline node to capture how the weights of past non-revoked allocations of

this offline node are distributed.10 Note that such a distribution fully captures the “current state”

of allocation of its corresponding resource. For each offline node j ∈ V , we define the allocation

(probability) density function xj : R+→ R+, where xj(w) denote the density (fraction) of offline

node j allocated at edge-weight equal to w in the current matching. We also define allocation

quantile function yj :R+→ [0,1], where yj(w) =
∫∞
w
xj(t)dt is the fraction of offline node j allocated

at edge-weights no smaller than w in the current matching.

9 This conversion in the large capacity regime is quite straightforward and can be done by using standard independent
randomized rounding techniques based on concentration bounds (e.g., see Feng and Niazadeh, 2021). See the details
of the randomized rounding in Section EC.4.3.

10 We initialize the allocation distribution of each offline node by a point-mass distribution at weight zero.
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3. Warmup: Optimal Competitive Algorithm for Single Resource

To introduce our technique and pave the path to explain the main result of this paper in Section 4

— which is an optimal competitive online algorithm for the edge-weighted online matching with

buyback — we revisit the single-resource buyback problem. Although this is a fairly simple special

case of our problem, still obtaining the optimal (or even a constant) competitive online algorithm

is highly non-trivial. To see the challenge, consider the following example demonstrating that the

naive greedy algorithm’s competitive ratio is unbounded.

Example 1. Consider the greedy algorithm that (fractionally) allocates the offline resource (and

buyback if it is necessary) as long as the immediate profit is nonnegative. Consider an instance

with a single offline node, T online nodes and buyback factor f = 1. Each online node i ∈ [T ] has

weight wi = 2i. The total profit of the optimum offline benchmark is 2T (i.e., allocates the offline

node to the last online node T and collects reward 2T ). In contrast, the greedy algorithm allocates

the offline node to each online node i∈ [T ] with reward 2i (and buybacks from the previous online

node i− 1 with cost 2 · 2i−1 if i > 1). In the end, the total profit of the greedy algorithm is 2. By

letting T going to infinity, the competitive ratio of the greedy algorithm becomes unbounded.

The above example illustrates that an online algorithm should handle the trade-off between

the immediate collected reward and the potential cost due to the uncertainty of online nodes in

the future. As mentioned earlier, Babaioff et al. (2009) study this trade-off and show the optimal

competitive ratio that can be achieved by a deterministic integral algorithm in the single-resource

buyback problem. Then, the followup work of Badanidiyuru and Kleinberg (2009) show an optimal

competitive randomized integral algorithm for this problem (and hence an optimal competitive

fractional algorithm); however, their algorithm is quite ad-hoc and it is not clear at all how to

extend neither its design nor its performance analysis to the more general matching case.

To fill the above gap, so that we have an algorithm that can be extended to the matching case,

we take a completely different approach in this warm up section. We aim to design a systematic

framework, based on the primal-dual algorithm design and analysis, to gradually build a fractional

optimal competitive algorithm for single resource buyback. Our approach heavily relies on keeping

track of the allocation distribution of the single offline node, and trying to maintain a “canonical”

form for this distribution. We then show how this objective leads to a primal-dual algorithm that

can then be generalized to the matching case in Section 4.

In Section 3.1, we first restrict our attention to a subclass of instances (i.e., truncated weight

continuum instances), and identify two natural properties of the allocation distribution of a “good”

algorithm for these instances. In Section 3.2, we present a class of primal-dual algorithms which

all satisfy the properties identified above. Finally, we discuss how to extend these primal-dual
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algorithms to general instances through a reduction in Section 3.3. Throughout this section, we

drop subscript j for the single offline node in our notations, e.g., replacing weight wij with wi, and

allocation density/quantile function xj, yj with x, y, respectively.

3.1. Truncated weight continuum and the canonical allocation

In this subsection, with a slight abuse of the model,11 we focus on designing an optimal competitive

algorithm within the class of truncated weight continuum instances Icont defined as follows.

Definition 2 (Truncated Weight Continuum Instance). A truncated weight continuum

instance IT parameterized by T ∈ R+ contains a single offline node (resource) and a continuum

population of online nodes (i.e., U = [0, T ]), where each online node w ∈U has weight exactly equal

to w. We denote the set of all such instances as Icont = {IT}T∈R+.

As a sanity check, the competitive ratio of the naive greedy algorithm (illustrated in Example 1)

remains unbounded even within the class of instances Icont.

Suppose we track the allocation distribution of an optimal competitive online algorithm within

the class Icont. We start our investigation by guessing two natural properties that we expect to be

satisfied by the allocation distribution of such an algorithm (or in some sense, by the allocation

distribution of any good candidate algorithm for our problem). We show given these invariants, we

can exactly characterize the family of allocation density/quantile functions satisfying those.

To explain the first property, we start with the following intuitive observation: from the per-

spective of any given online algorithm, every truncated weight continuum instance IT ∈ Icont looks

exactly the same before its termination (i.e., the departure of the last online node T ), and any

truncated weight continuum instance IT ∈ Icont can be seen as a stretched/compressed version of

any other instance IT ′ ∈ Icont after re-scaling the arrival times (or equivalently the weights) by a

factor of T
T ′ . Hence, intuitively speaking, the optimal competitive online algorithm should treat

these instances equally after an appropriate re-scaling. As for some extra notation to help with

formalizing this intuition, let y(w
†)(·) denote the allocation quantile function y(·) of an online algo-

rithm after it finishes processing online node w† in a truncated weight continuum instance IT for

any T >w†.12 We then have the following definition.

Definition 3 (Scale Invariance). An online algorithm satisfies the Scale Invariance (SI)

property if its allocation quantile function y(·) satisfies the following equality:

∀w†,w ∈R+ : y(w
†)(w) = y(1)

( w
w†

)
(SI)

11 It is clear that each truncated weight continuum instance can be approximated by instances in our base model
with arbitrary precision.

12 Equivalently, notation y(w†)(·) can be defined as the allocation quantile function y(·) generated from running the
online algorithm on the truncated continuum weight instance Iw† ∈ Icont.
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Note that equality (SI) in Definition 3 follows from the earlier observation regarding the weight

re-scaling interpretation of different truncated weight continuum instances: the allocation quantile

function y(w
†) after processing online node w† is a stretched/compressed version of the allocation

quantile function y(1) after processing online node 1 by a re-scaling factor of w†

1
.

The second property echos the simple intuition behind the equivalence between the base model

and the alternative model of overbooking with offline buyback (Section 2): whenever an online

algorithm requires to buyback a fraction of an offline node, it is optimal (given any sequence

of future online nodes) to greedily buyback from a previously allocated online node which has

the smallest weight. To formalize this intuition, define w(w†) ≜ inf{w ∈ R+ : y(w
†)(w) < 1} to be

the smallest allocated weight when the online algorithm finishes processing online node w† in a

truncated weight continuum instance IT for any T >w†. We then have the following definition.

Definition 4 (Greedily buyback). An online algorithm satisfies the Greedily Buyback (GB)

property if its allocation quantile function y(·) satisfies the following equality:

∀w† ∈ [w(1),1],w ∈ [w(1),w†] : y(1)(w) = y(w
†)(w)+ 1− y(w

†)
(
w(1)

)
(GB)

Again, note that equality (GB) in Definition 4 follows from the other earlier observation regarding

buybacking the fraction with the smallest weight: consider the allocations and buybacks happened

between arrival of online node w† ∈ [w(1),1] and online node 1. First, the definition of w(1) implies

that the online algorithm has boughtback all allocated fraction with weight smaller than w(1) (with

a total of 1− y(w†)
(
w(1)

)
) and reallocated them to new arriving weights between [w†,1]; Second,

suppose the online algorithm always greedily buybacks the fraction with the smallest weight; then

no allocated fraction with weight between [w(1),w†] has been boughtback during arrival of weights

[w†,1]. Combining these two facts, we know that the increment from y(w
†)(w) to y(1)(w) is exactly

equal to 1− y(w†)(w(1)) for every weight w ∈ [w(1),w†], and thus quality (GB) holds.

Before proceeding further, we define the concept of “canonical allocation”, which is the key to

obtain our characterization of the allocation density/quantile functions of the optimal algorithm.

Definition 5 (Canonical Allocation). The canonical allocation density function x̂ :R+→
R+, parameterized by ŵ≥ 1, is equal to

x̂(w)≜
1

w

1

log(ŵ)

for every w ∈R+.

We say an algorithm follows the canonical allocation (parameterized by ŵ) if it allocates to each

online node w ∈R with density x̂(w). Note that the algorithm has a total of one unit of the offline

node to allocate (so always maintains a distribution), and that∫ w†

w†
ŵ

x̂(w)dw= 1
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w(w†) = w†/ŵ

x̂(w)

w†

(a) Canonical allocation density function

w(w†) = w†/ŵ w†

ŷ(w)

(b) Canonical allocation quantile function

Figure 2 Canonical allocation: Gray dashed curve is the canonical allocation density, quantile functions x̂(·),

ŷ(·), respectively, parameterized by ŵ. Black solid curve are the allocation density/quantile functions after

processing online node w† when following canonical allocation.

for every w† ∈R+. Thus, if an algorithm follows the canonical allocation function in a (truncated)

continuum weight instance, its allocation density will be equal to zero outside of the interval [w
†

ŵ
,w†]

when it finishes processing weight w†. See Figure 2(a). As a simple corollary, the allocation quantile

function of such an algorithm after it finishes processing w† is equal to y(w
†)(w) = ŷ

(
ŵ · w

w†

)
for

every w ∈R+, where ŷ is defined as (see Figure 2(b)):

ŷ(w)≜


1 w ∈ [0,1]
1− log(w)

log(ŵ)
w ∈ [1, ŵ]

0 w ∈ [ŵ,∞)

Now, consider a family of (fractional) online algorithms that satisfy both the scale invariance

(Definition 3, SI) and the greedily buyback (Definition 4, GB) properties. Moreover, suppose their

allocation quantile functions y(·) always remain continuous in (0, T ] for any truncated weight

continuum instance IT ∈ Icont. Given these properties, we have the following closed-form charac-

terization based on the canonical allocation function in Proposition 1, part (i). We postpone its
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proof to Appendix EC.2.4. Using this characterization, we show how to establish an upper-bound

on the competitive ratio within the class Icont in Proposition 1, part (ii).

Proposition 1. In the single-resource environment, for any online algorithm ALG that satisfies

both scale invariance property (SI) and greedily buyback property (GB), there exists ŵ≥ 1 such that

the online algorithm ALG (i) follows canonical allocation parameterized by ŵ ≜
(
w(1)

)−1
; and (ii)

achieves competitive ratio ŵ log(ŵ)

ŵ−1−f
within the class of truncated weight continuum instances Icont.

Proof of part (ii). Consider an arbitrary truncated weight continuum instance IT ∈ Icont. Due

to part (i) of Proposition 1, online algorithm allocates x̂(w) density of the offline node to each

weight w ∈ [0, T ]. Furthermore, every weight w ∈ [0, T/ŵ] has been boughtback. Therefore, the total

profit of ALG is

ALG(IT ) =

∫ T

0

w · x̂(w)dw− (1+ f)

∫ T
ŵ

0

w · x̂(w)dw=
ŵ− 1− f
ŵ log(ŵ)

·T

On the other side, the optimum offline benchmark is OPT(IT ) = T . □

The competitive ratio formula ŵ log(ŵ)

ŵ−1−f
in Proposition 1 attains its minimum minŵ≥1

ŵ log(ŵ)

ŵ−1−f
=

−W−1

(
−1

e(1+f)

)
at ŵ=−(1+ f)W−1

(
−1

e(1+f)

)
, which exactly matches the lower bound of the com-

petitive ratio for the single-resource environment within all problem instances (Theorem EC.3

in Section EC.1.1.2). Interestingly, as we will illustrate out in Section EC.1.1, the lower-bound

instance in Theorem EC.3 belongs to the class of truncated weight continuum instances Icont; thus,

following the canonical allocation with parameter ŵ=−(1+ f)W−1

(
−1

e(1+f)

)
achieves the optimal

competitive ratio within the class Icont as well.

3.2. A family of optimal primal-dual algorithms under truncated weight continuum

Now we exactly pinned down the properties needed to be satisfied by an optimal competitive

algorithm for truncated weight continuum instances, namely scale invariance (SI) and greedily

buyback (GB). The question left to answer is whether we can also identify a natural family of

algorithms satisfying these properties. Ideally, our algorithms should have the possibility of getting

extended to the more complicated matching environment.

Online primal-dual algorithm design framework has proved to be quite powerful in designing

competitive online algorithms for online bipartite matching and its variants (c.f., Mehta et al.,

2013). Inspired by this, we introduce a parametric family of primal-dual algorithms (Algorithm 1).

We then show that they satisfy our two properties of the previous subsection for instances in Icont;

thus, they follow the canonical allocation and by appropriately picking their parameter can achieve

the optimal competitive ratio.

The main idea behind the primal-dual algorithm (Algorithm 1) is simple. The algorithm is

parameterized by a penalty scalar τ ≥ 1 and a penalty function Ψ which is a weakly increasing
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mapping from [0,1] to [0,1] satisfying Ψ(0) = 0, Ψ(1) = 1. Consider the following (trivial) linear

program and its dual for the optimum offline of the instance IT ∈ Icont:

max

∫ T

0

w ·x(w)dw s.t. min β s.t.∫ T

0

x(w)dw≤ 1 β ≥w , w ∈ [0, T ]

x(w)≥ 0 , w ∈ [0, T ] β ≥ 0

Our primal-dual algorithm maintains a feasible offline dual assignment β for the above LP through-

out. This assignment is coupled with the current allocation quantile function as follows:

β =

∫ ∞

0

τ ·Ψ(y(w))dw

To maintain the dual feasibility of the assignment β, once a new online node w ∈R+ arrives, the

algorithm keeps allocating the offline node continuously to this online node (and greedily buybacks

the fraction with the smallest allocated weight) until the dual assignment equals to the weight,

i.e., β =w. Since Ψ(1) = 1 and τ ≥ 1, this continuous allocation procedure is well-defined (i.e., the

stopping condition β = w will be satisfied eventually) for truncated weight continuum instances.

We formalize this description in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: Primal-dual allocation for truncated weight continuum

input : penalty function Ψ, penalty scalar τ

1 initialize β← 0, and ∀w ∈R+ : x(w)← δ0(w), y(w)← 1{w= 0}.

/* δ0(·) is the Dirac delta function. */

2 for each online node w ∈ [0, T ] do
3 while β <w do

4 buyback dx amount from the smallest allocated weight w, i.e., x(w)← x(w)− dx

/* by definition, w= inf{w′ ∈R+ : y(w′)< 1} */

5 allocate dx amount to online node w, i.e., x(w)← x(w)+ dx

6 update allocation quantile function y(w)←
∫∞
w
x(t)dt

7 update β←
∫∞
0
τ ·Ψ(y(w))dw

Proposition 2. In the single-resource buyback with truncated weight continuum instances Icont,
for any monotone increasing function Ψ : [0,1]→ [0,1] with Ψ(0) = 0, Ψ(1) = 1 and constant τ ≥ 1,

Algorithm 1 with penalty function Ψ and penalty scalar τ follows the canonical allocation.
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Proof. By construction, Algorithm 1 satisfies greedily buyback (GB). To see why it satisfies

scale invariance (SI) note that:

β >w↔
∫ ∞

0

τ ·Ψ(y(w))dw >w↔
∫ ∞

0

τ ·Ψ
(
y
( w
w′

))
dw >

w

w′ ,

and hence by stretching the weight continuum instance by a factor of w′, the allocation distribution

function of Algorithm 1 keeps having the same shape but will be re-scaled by a factor of w′. Given

these two properties, invoking Proposition 1 finishes the proof. □

Note that given any penalty function Ψ, we can pin down the relation between τ and ŵ through

the following equation (which is basically the termination condition after online node ŵ arrives):

ŵ=

∫ ∞

0

τ ·Ψ
(
y(ŵ)(w)

)
dw .

The above relation can then be simplified as (since the algorithm follows the canonical allocation):

ŵ= τ ·
(
1+

∫ ŵ

1

Ψ

(
1− log(w)

log(ŵ)

)
dw

)
.

As it can be seen, for any monotone increasing penalty function Ψ satisfying Ψ(0) = 0 and Ψ(1) = 1,

as long as the penalty scalar τ is equal to 1, the parameter ŵ of the canonical allocation followed

by the Algorithm 1 (with Ψ and τ) is equal to 1; thus the algorithm is degenerated to the greedy

algorithm (which ignores the buyback cost). When we fix a penalty function Ψ and increase the

penalty scalar τ to be strictly greater than 1, the parameter ŵ increases as well. See the following

remark for the relation between τ and ŵ for the linear and the exponential penalty functions.

Remark 1. For any ŵ ≥ 1, Algorithm 1 with the linear penalty Ψ(y) = y (resp. exponential

penalty Ψ(y) = ey−1
e−1

), and the penalty scalar τ = ŵ log(ŵ)

ŵ−1
(resp. τ = ŵ log(ŵ)−ŵ

ŵ−e
) follows the canonical

allocation parameterized by ŵ for every truncated weight continuum instance IT ∈ Icont.

3.3. An algorithmic reduction framework for general instances

In this subsection, we present an algorithmic reduction framework (Theorem 1) that converts online

algorithms for truncated weight continuum instances to online algorithms for general instances.

By combining this framework with our results in Section 3.1 and Section 3.2 for truncated weight

continuum instances Icont, we obtain the optimal fractional competitive algorithm within the entire

class of problem instances I.

Theorem 1. In the single-resource environment, for any online algorithm ALG with the com-

petitive ratio Γ within the truncated weight continuum instances Icont, Algorithm 2 (with ALG as

input) is valid and has a competitive ratio of Γ within the class of all problem instances I.
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Algorithm 2: Reduction from general instances to truncated-weight continuum

input : algorithm ALG for truncated weight continuum instances Icont

1 initialize wmax← 0

2 for each online node i∈U do

3 if wi >wmax then

4 for each w ∈ (wmax,wi] do

5 present a proxy online node w to ALG

6 if ALG allocates x of offline node to proxy online node w then

7 allocate w
wi
x amount to online node i

8 preserve capacity constraint by greedily buybacking

9 update wmax←wi

At a high level, the proof of Theorem 1 relies on the following two-step argument. Firstly, we

introduce a variant model (Definition 7) where, in addition to allocation and buyback decisions,

the decision maker has the ability to specify a discounted per-unit price (which is weakly smaller

than the current edge weight) for each allocation. We demonstrate that it is straightforward to

convert online algorithms for truncated weight continuum instances in the base model to online

algorithms for general instances in the discounted-allocation model. In the second step, we establish

an equivalence between the base model and discounted-allocation model for general instances. See

the full proof in Appendix A.

3.4. Auxiliary results for single resource

We end this section with three auxiliary results. First, we present a lossless online rounding in the

single resource environment, i.e., we show any fractional online algorithm can be converted to a

randomized integral online algorithm with the same competitive ratio in this environment. Second,

it is interesting to note that by choosing the fractional online algorithm to be the online algorithm

that follows the canonical allocation, and by using a slightly different loss-less online randomized

rounding scheme, we can recover the direct randomized integral online algorithm that was proposed

by Badanidiyuru and Kleinberg (2009) for the single resource buyback problem. See the details for

the first two auxiliary results in Appendix EC.4.1. Finally, we consider a simple generalization of

the single-resource environment, where demand sizes are non-unitary and the capacity of the offline

resource is not necessarily equal to one. By providing a simple reduction, we basically show the

optimal competitive ratio in this setting matches that of the single resource buyback environment.

See the details in Appendix EC.4.2.
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4. Optimal Competitive Primal-Dual Algorithm

In this section, we present the main result of this paper — an optimal competitive online algorithm

for the edge-weighted online matching with buyback. Our algorithm (Algorithm 3) is a natural

generalization of our primal-dual algorithm for the single-resource environment (Algorithm 1),

which was proposed and analyzed before in Section 3.

4.1. Algorithm description

Similar to the primal-dual algorithms in the single-resource environment, Algorithm 3 maintains an

offline dual assignment βj =
∫∞
0

Ψ(y(w))dw for each offline node j. In this section, we change our

notation a bit and drop the penalty scalar parameter τ ; instead, we directly consider the penalty

function Ψ, which is a weakly increasing mapping from [0,1] to R≥0 satisfying Ψ(0) = 0, Ψ(1)≥ 1.

Once a new online node i arrives, the algorithm continuously allocates this online node (with a

unit total demand) to offline node j∗ with the largest wij∗ − βj∗ (i.e., j∗ = argmaxj∈V wij − βj),

and hence updates only βj∗ accordingly, until the unit demand of online node i is exhausted or

wij − βj is negative for every offline node j ∈ V . Note that the choice of j∗ changes during this

continuous process every time a new offline node j maximizes wij − βj. As before, if needed, the

algorithm greedily buybacks the fraction of the offline node j∗ with the smallest allocated weight

as it continuously allocates.13

Algorithm 3: Primal-dual allocation for matching with buyback

input : penalty function Ψ

1 initialize βj← 0, and ∀w ∈R+ : xj(w)← δ0(w), yj(w)← 1{w= 0} for every j ∈ V .

/* δ0(·) is the Dirac delta function. */

2 for each online node i∈U do

3 while capacity of online node i is not exhausted and there exists j ∈ V s.t. βj <wij do

4 let j∗← argmaxj∈V wij −βj

5 buyback dx amount of offline node j∗ from the smallest allocated weight w, i.e.,

xj∗(w)← xj∗(w)− dx

/* by definition, w= inf{w′ ∈R+ : yj∗(w
′)< 1} */

6 allocate dx amount of offline node j∗ to online node i, i.e., xj∗(wij∗)← xj∗(wij∗)+ dx

7 update allocation quantile function yj∗(w)←
∫∞
w
xj∗(t)dt

8 update βj∗←
∫∞
0

Ψj∗(y(w))dw

13 As a sanity check, when there is a single offline node, Algorithm 3 boils down to Algorithm 1.
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A few notes are in order regarding running Algorithm 3. First, although this algorithm is

described as a continuous allocation procedure (due to the while loop from line 3 to 8), it is

straightforward to see that the allocation for each online node eventually terminates by construc-

tion. Second, this algorithm can be implemented in polynomial-time. See Section EC.3 for two

polynomial-time implementations of this algorithm based on a direct approach and a convex-

programming based approach.

As we saw in Section 3.2, in the single-resource buyback problem any choice of the penalty

function Ψ : [0,1]→ [0,1] would lead to the optimal competitive algorithm as long as Ψ is monotone

increasing, Ψ(0) = 0, and Ψ(1) = 1. On the contrary, there are new challenges in achieving optimal

competitive ratio in the matching environment, and therefore the choice of the penalty function

plays a critical role. In what follows, we discuss how a particular choice of the penalty function in

Algorithm 3 results in the optimal competitive algorithm.

4.2. Optimal Competitive ratio via generalized exponential penalty function

Although our new primal-dual algorithm for the matching environment is a natural generalization

of our earlier algorithm for the single-resource, new challenges arise in its analysis — to handle the

uncertainty about both future weights across different offline nodes as well as future weights of the

same offline node across time.

Recall that in the single-resource environment, we first analyze the competitive ratio of Algo-

rithm 1 within the truncated weight continuum instances Icont and then generalize the algorithm as

well as its competitive ratio guarantee within general instances through a reduction. Unfortunately,

neither the truncated weight continuum instances nor the reduction admit natural extensions to

the matching environment. To shed some lights on this difficulty, note that in the single-resource

environment, it is sufficient to consider online algorithms which ignore (i.e., allocate nothing to)

any online node i ∈ U whose weight wi1 is not the largest among all arrived online nodes so far.

This property is crucial for our reduction (see Section 3.3), as it enables us to convert general

instances to truncated weight continuum instances after filling the gap between two consecutive

arriving weights. In contrast, in the matching environment, if an online algorithm ignores an edge

wij whenever there exists i′ < i such that wij ≤wi′j, its competitive ratio can be unbounded.

In the single-resource environment, by restricting our attention to the truncated weight con-

tinuum instances, we obtained a clean closed-form characterization of the allocation distribution

of the family of our primal-dual algorithms (i.e., the canonical allocation in Definition 5). As a

consequence, this characterization enabled us to analyze the competitive ratio in a straightfor-

ward fashion. In the matching environment, in order to follow the same proof strategy to analyze

the competitive ratio of the primal-dual algorithm with a general penalty function Ψ, a detailed
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characterization of the allocation quantile function y seems necessary. However, in the matching

environment, because of what we mentioned above, this seems intractable.

To bypass these challenges and analyze the competitive ratio directly, in the remaining of this

section, we restrict our attention to a subclass of parametric penalty functions — generalized

exponential functions. As the main benefits of restricting to this subclass of penalty functions, (i)

we are able to analyze the competitive ratio with almost no characterization of allocation quantile

function y needed, and (ii) the subclass is rich enough so that the optimal competitive ratio can

be achieved by picking the proper parameter choices for our penalty function in this subclass.

Definition 6. Given any λ, τ ≥ 0, the generalized exponential penalty function Ψ : [0,1]→R≥0

parameterized by (λ, τ) is defined as Ψ(y) = τ(λy − 1) for every y ∈ [0,1].

We summarize the competitive ratio of Algorithm 3 with the generalized exponential penalty

function in Theorem 2. At a high-level, the proof of this theorem is a new LP-based primal-dual

analysis that, somewhat surprisingly, incorporates the buyback cost indirectly into the proof. In

fact, buyback cost plays a role in this analysis thanks to properties of the general exponential

function — although neither buybacking decisions nor their cost appear in the linear program.

Theorem 2. For every λ ≥ e and τ ≥ 1+f
λ−1

, Algorithm 3 with generalized exponential penalty

function Ψ(y) = τ(λy − 1) has competitive ratio at most Γ(λ,τ)(f), where

Γ(λ,τ)(f)≜ max
w≥1+f

(τ +1) log(λ)w− τλ log(λ)
w− (1+ f)

Proof. Consider the linear program of maximum edge-weighted bipartite matching in complete

bipartite graph G= (U,V ) as the primal linear program, and its dual:

max
∑
i∈U

∑
j∈V

zijwij s.t. min
∑
i∈U

αi +
∑
j∈V

βj s.t.∑
j∈V

zij ≤ 1 i∈U , αi +βj ≥wij i∈U, j ∈ V ,∑
i∈U

zij ≤ 1 j ∈ V , αi ≥ 0 i∈U ,

zij ≥ 0 i∈U, j ∈ V . βj ≥ 0 j ∈ V .

(POPT)

We construct a dual assignment based on the allocation decision made in Algorithm 3 (denoted by

ALG throughout the proof) as follows. First, set αi← 0 and βj← 0 for all i∈U, j ∈ V . Now consider

every allocation (and buybacking) decision in ALG. Whenever ALG buybacks dx amount of offline

node j from online node i′ and then re-allocates this dx amount of offline node j to online node i,

update the dual variables as follows:

αi← αi + log(λ) (wij −βj)dx and βj← βj +

(∫ wij

wi′j

ψ(yj(w))dw

)
dx ,
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where ψ(·) is the first-order derivative of penalty function Ψ(·), i.e., ψ(y) = ∂
∂y
Ψ(y), and yj(·)

is the allocation density function of offline node j at that time. By construction, the invariant

βj ≡
∫∞
0

Ψ(yj(w))dw holds throughout ALG.

The rest of the proof is done in two steps:

[Step i ] Checking the feasibility of dual. We first show that the constructed dual assignment is

feasible. By construction, whenever ALG allocates dx amount of offline node j to online node i, we

know that wij − βj ≥ 0. Thus, αi ≥ 0 and βj ≥ 0 for all i ∈ U, j ∈ V . Next, we show the feasibility

of dual constraint αi +βj ≥wij by considering two cases.

• Case I — ALG does not exhaust the unit capacity of online node i: By construction, after the

departure of online node i, βj′ ≥wij′ for every offline node j′ ∈ V . Thus, the dual constraint

is satisfied.

• Case II — ALG exhausts the unit capacity of online node i: By construction, each dx amount

is allocated to an offline node j′ such that wij′ −βj′ ≥wij−βj. Thus, the dual variable αi can

be lowerbounded as

αi ≥
∫ 1

0

log(λ)(wij −β(i,x)
j )dx≥ log(λ)(wij −β(i,1)

j )≥wij −βj ,

where β
(i,x)
j is the value of dual variable βj after x fraction of online node i is matched with

offline nodes, and the last inequality holds since λ≥ e and βj is increasing throughout ALG.

[Step ii ] Comparing objective values in primal and dual. Here we show that the total profit of ALG

is a Γ(λ,τ)(f)-approximation of the objective value of the above dual assignment. To show this, we

consider every allocation (and buybacking) decision in ALG and its impact on the total profit as

well as the objective value of the dual assignment.

Suppose ALG buybacks dx amount of offline node j from an earlier arrived online node i′ and

then re-allocates this dx amount to the currently arriving online node i. The change in the profit

(i.e., the net change in the primal objective after we incorporate buyback cost) is

∆(Primal) = (wij − (1+ f)wi′j)dx

and the change in the dual objective is

∆(Dual) =

(
log(λ)

(
wij −

∫ ∞

0

Ψ(yj(w))dw

)
+

∫ wij

wi′j

ψ(yj(w))dw

)
dx

(a)

≤

(
log(λ)

(
wij −

∫ wi′j

0

Ψ(1)dw−
∫ wij

wi′j

Ψ(yj(w))dw

)
+

∫ wij

wi′j

ψ(yj(w))dw

)
dx

=

(
log(λ)

(
wij − τ (λ− 1)wi′j −

∫ wij

wi′j

τ
(
λyj(w)− 1

)
dw

)
+

∫ wij

wi′j

log(λ)τλyj(w) dw

)
dx

= (τ +1) log(λ)wij − τλ log(λ)wi′j ,
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where inequality (a) holds by dropping
∫∞
wij

Ψ(yj(w))dw and the fact that yj(w) = 1 for every w≤

wi′j. To see why ∆(Dual)≤ Γ(λ,τ)(f) ·∆(Primal), it remains to argue wij ≥ (1+ f)wi′j. Note that

wij ≥
∫ ∞

0

Ψ(yj(w))dw≥
∫ wi′j

0

Ψ(yj(w))dw=Ψ(1)wi′j ≥ (1+ f)wi′j ,

where the last inequality holds since τ ≥ 1+f
λ−1

. By summing ∆(Dual) and ∆(Primal) over all allo-

cations and buybacks throughout the horizon, we obtain:

total-profit(ALG)≜ Primal≥ 1

Γ(λ,τ)(f)
· Dual

Finally, by weak duality of the linear program, Dual≥ profit(OPT), which finishes the proof. □

Remark 2. In the proof of Theorem 2, when we analyze the objective value of the constructed

dual assignment, the terms related to allocation quantile function y(·) cancel out due to the specific

form of the generalized exponential function Ψ(y) = τ(λy − 1).

Given Theorem 2, we are now ready to obtain the optimal competitive algorithm by properly

picking the values of (λ, τ) in the generalized exponential function Ψ(y) = τ(λy−1). As we discussed

in the introduction, we use two different values for (λ, τ), depending on the buyback factor f , and

show the resulting algorithm obtains the competitive ratio of Γgen(f) (see Figure 1) in both the

small buyback cost regime (i.e., f ≤ e−2
2
) and the large buyback cost regime (i.e., f ≥ e−2

2
). Later

in Section EC.1.1 we provide tight lower-bound instances matching this upper-bound, proving that

Algorithm 3 with proper choices of its parameter is optimal competitive for all parameters f .

Corollary 1 (Optimal competitive ratio in the small buyback cost regime). For

every buyback factor f ≤ e−2
2
, Algorithm 3 with the generalized exponential penalty function

Ψ(y) = 1+f
e−(1+f)

(ey − 1) has competitive ratio at most e
e−(1+f)

.

Proof. Let λ= e and τ = 1+f
e−(1+f)

. By construction, τ ≥ 1+f
λ−1

. Invoking Theorem 2, the compet-

itive ratio is at most

max
w≥1+f

(τ +1) log(λ)w− τλ log(λ)
w− (1+ f)

= max
w≥1+f

(
1+f

e−(1+f)
+1
)
w− 1+f

e−(1+f)
e

w− (1+ f)

= max
w≥1+f

e
e−(1+f)

w− e
e−(1+f)

(1+ f)

w− (1+ f)

=
e

e− (1+ f)
,

as desired. □

Corollary 2 (Optimal competitive ratio in the large buyback cost regime.). For

every buyback factor f ≥ e−2
2
, let ŵ = −(1 + f)W−1

(
−1

e(1+f)

)
, Algorithm 3 with the generalized

exponential penalty function Ψ(y) = 1
log(ŵ)

(ŵy − 1) has competitive ratio at most −W−1

(
−1

e(1+f)

)
.
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Proof. By definition, we have 1+f = ŵ
log(ŵ)+1

. Let λ= ŵ and τ = 1
log(ŵ)

. By construction τ > 1+f
λ−1

and λ≥ e for every f ≥ e−2
2
. Invoking Theorem 2, the competitive ratio is at most

max
w≥1+f

(τ +1) log(λ)w− τλ log(λ)
w− (1+ f)

= max
w≥1+f

(
1

log(ŵ)
+1
)
log(ŵ)w− 1

log(ŵ)
ŵ log(ŵ)

w− ŵ
log(ŵ)+1

= max
w≥1+f

(log(ŵ)+ 1)w− ŵ
(log(ŵ)+1)w−ŵ

log(ŵ)+1

= log(ŵ)+ 1

=−W−1

(
−1

e(1+ f)

)
,

as desired. □

The value assignment for (λ, τ) in the generalized exponential function Ψ(y) = τ(λy − 1) also

indicates the phase transition point f̂ = e−2
2

of the buyback factor f in the optimal competitive ratio

(as discussed in the introduction). It also shows why the optimal competitive ratio in the matching

environment is strictly worse than the one in the single-resource environment. In particular, the

constructed λ = −(1 + f)W−1

(
−1

e(1+f)

)
becomes strictly smaller than e when f < e−2

2
. However,

Theorem 2 requires λ≥ e to ensure the dual feasibility.

We finish this section by two remarks about Algorithm 3, one related to rounding this algorithm

and one related to running this algorithm when f is not known to the algorithm, but either it has

a known upper-bound or is a random variable drawn from a distribution with a known mean.

Remark 3. Algorithm 3 is indeed a fractional online algorithm; however it can be shown that

under large capacities (i.e., when all capacities si are at least smin for large enough smin), any

online fractional algorithm with competitive ratio Γ can be converted into an integral randomized

online algorithm with competitive ratio Γ̂(smin), where lim
smin→+∞

Γ̂(smin) = Γ. For more details, see

Proposition EC.2 in Section EC.4.3.

Remark 4. First, note that Algorithm 3 achieves a competitive ratio of at most Γgen(f) even

when the buyback cost is not equal to f but it is guaranteed to be no more than f . In particular,

if the exact value of f is unknown to the algorithm, running the algorithm on a known upper

bound f̄ guarantees a competitive ratio of Γgen(f̄). Second, consider the case of stochastic f , where

the buyback parameter will be drawn from a (possibly unknown) distribution F every time a

buyback happens. Given the linearity of the total weight minus the buyback cost objective, the

algorithm which knows the mean of distribution F (and uses E[f ] as its buyback parameter) obtains

a competitive ratio of at most Γgen(E[f ]) in expectation by linearity of the expectations.

5. Optimal Competitive Deterministic Integral Algorithm

In this section, we consider the model where allocations and buybacks are forced to be integral,

i.e., (i) the algorithm should maintain an integral matching at each time, and (ii) should it decide
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to buyback an edge-weight, it can only buyback the entire edge. In Section 5.1, we present the

optimal competitive deterministic integral algorithm (Algorithm 4). Both the algorithm as well

as its competitive ratio analysis are natural modifications of the primal-dual algorithm and the

primal-dual analysis in Section 4 for fractional allocations. We show the optimality of our algorithm

by providing the matching lower bound on the optimal competitive ratio in Section EC.1.2.

5.1. Upper-bound via primal-dual

In this subsection, we present the optimal competitive deterministic integral algorithm. The algo-

rithm is parameterized by a penalty scalar τ ≥ f . It keeps track of the currently allocated weight

wj for every offline node j ∈ V .14 Once a new online node i ∈ U arrives, the algorithm allocates

online node i to offline node j∗ with the largest wij∗ − τ ·wj∗ (i.e., j∗ = argmaxj∈V wij − τ ·wj)

unless wij − τ ·wj is negative for every offline node j ∈ V . In that case, it leave i unmatched. The

formal description of the algorithm can be found in Algorithm 4.

Algorithm 4: Primal-dual deterministic integral allocation for matching with buyback

input : penalty scalar τ

1 initialize wj← 0 for every offline node j ∈ V .

2 for each online node i∈U do

3 if there exists j ∈ V s.t. τ ·wj <wij then

4 let j∗← argmaxj∈V wij − τ ·wj

5 buyback offline node j∗ from the previously allocated online node i′ with wi′j∗ ≡wj∗

6 allocate offline node j∗ to online node i

7 update wj∗←wij∗

Remark 5. Algorithm 4 is equivalent to our primal-dual family of algorithms in Section 4 (Algo-

rithm 3), when they are forced to make integral allocations. In particular, consider the algorithm

which maintains an offline dual assignment βj =
∫∞
0
τ · Ψ(y(w))dw for each offline node j ∈ V .

Once a new online node i arrives, the algorithm allocates online node i to the offline node j∗ which

maximizes wij∗ − βj∗ if this difference is positive, and buybacks j∗ from an earlier online node i′

with wi′j∗ =wj∗ Namely, it differs from Algorithm 3 by replacing the continuous fractional alloca-

tion with a (deterministic) integral allocation. As a consequence, the allocation quantile function

becomes a step function and thus βj =
∫ wj

0
τΨ(1)dw≡ τ ·wj, which shows the equivalence.

14 Because of integrality of allocation, wj is also the weight needed to be boughtback when a new allocation is made.
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We present the competitive ratio of Algorithm 4 in Theorem 3. The proof is a simple adaptation

of our previous primal-dual proof of Theorem 2 for the integral setting.

Theorem 3. For every τ ≥ 1 + f , Algorithm 4 with penalty scalar τ has competitive ratio at

most Γ̂τ (f), where

Γ̂τ (f)≜max
w≥τ

(τ +1)w− 2τ

w− (1+ f)

Proof. Recall the linear program of maximum edge-weighted bipartite matching in complete

bipartite graph G= (U,V ) as the primal linear program, and its dual in POPT. We construct a dual

assignment based on the allocation decisions of Algorithm 4 (denoted by ALG throughout the proof).

First, set αi← 0 and βj ← 0 for all i ∈ U, j ∈ V . Now consider every allocation (and buybacking)

decision in ALG. Whenever ALG buybacks offline node j from online node i′ (with weight wi′j ≡wj)

and re-allocates offline node j to online node i, update the dual variables as follows:

αi←wij − τ ·wj and βj← βj + τ(wij −wj)

By construction, the invariant βj ≡ τ ·wj holds throughout ALG. Similar to our earlier primal-dual

proof of Theorem 2, the rest of this proof is also done in two steps:

[Step i ] Checking the feasibility of dual. We first show that the constructed dual assignment is

feasible. By construction, whenever ALG allocates offline node j to online node i, we know that

wij − τ ·wj ≥ 0. Thus, αi ≥ 0 and βj ≥ 0 for all i ∈ U, j ∈ V . Next, we show the feasibility of the

dual constraint αi +βj ≥wij by considering two cases:

• Case I — ALG does not allocate online node i to any offline node: By construction, we know

that this happens only if βj = τ ·wj ≥wij. Thus, the dual constraint is satisfied.

• Case II — ALG allocates online node i to offline node j′: By construction, ALG greedily allo-

cates online node i to offline node j∗ which maximizes wij∗ −βj∗ , meaning that wij − τ ·wj ≤

wij′ − τ ·wj′ . Thus, the dual constraint is satisfied.

[Step ii ] Comparing objective values in primal and dual. Here we show that the total profit of ALG

is a Γ̂τ (f)-approximation of the objective value of the above dual assignment. To show this, we

consider every allocation (and buybacking) decision in ALG and its impact on the total profit as

well as the objective value of the dual assignment.

Now suppose ALG buybacks offline node j from online node i′ (with weight wi′j ≡wj) and then

re-allocates this offline node j to online node i. The change in the profit (i.e., the net change in

the primal objective after we incorporate buyback cost) is

∆(Primal) =
(
wij − (1+ f)wj

)
dx ,
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and the change in the dual objective is

∆(Dual) =wij − τ ·wj + τ(wij −wj) = (τ +1)wij − 2τwj

Combining with the fact wij ≥ τ ·wj, we have that ∆(Dual)≤ Γ̂τ (f) ·∆(Primal). Again, by summing

∆(Dual) and ∆(Primal) over the entire horizon, we obtain:

total-profit(ALG)≜ Primal≥ 1

Γ̂τ (f)
· Dual

Finally, by weak duality of the linear program, Dual≥ profit(OPT), which finishes the proof. □

Given Theorem 3, we are ready to obtain the optimal competitive deterministic integral algorithm

by properly picking the value of τ in Algorithm 4. Similar to the fractional matching settings in

Section 4, we use two different value assignment of τ , depending on the buyback factor f .

Corollary 3 (Competitive ratio Γdet-int(f) in the small buyback cost regime). For

every buyback factor f ≤ 1
3
, Algorithm 4 with τ = 1+f

1−f
has competitive ratio at most 2

1−f
.

Proof. By construction, τ ≥ 1+ f . Invoking Theorem 3, the competitive ratio is at most

max
w≥τ

(τ +1)w− 2τ

w− (1+ f)
=max

w≥τ

(
1+f
1−f

+1
)
w− 2 · 1+f

1−f

w− (1+ f)

=max
w≥τ

2
1−f

w− 2
1−f

(1+ f)

w− (1+ f)

=
2

1− f
,

as desired. □

Corollary 4 (Competitive ratio Γdet-int(f) in the large buyback cost regime). For

every buyback factor f ≥ 1
3
, Algorithm 4 with τ = 1+ f +

√
f(1+ f) has competitive ratio at most

1+2f +2
√
f(1+ f).

Proof. By construction τ > 1+ f . Invoking Theorem 3, the competitive ratio is at most

max
w≥τ

(τ +1)w− 2τ

w− (1+ f)
=max

w≥τ

(
2+ f +

√
f(1+ f)

)
w− 2

(
1+ f +

√
f(1+ f)

)
w− (1+ f)

Thus, it is sufficient to show that for every w≥ 1+ f +
√
f(1+ f),(

2+ f +
√
f(1+ f)

)
w− 2

(
1+ f +

√
f(1+ f)

)
≥
(
1+2f +2

√
f(1+ f)

)
(w− (1+ f)) ,

which can be simplified as(
f − 1+

√
f(1+ f)

)(
w−

(
1+ f +

√
f(1+ f)

))
≥ 0 ,

which is true for every f ≥ 1
3
. □
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6. Conclusion and Future Directions

Inspired by applications in modern online marketplaces such as cloud computing and banner adver-

tising, we study online resource allocation of products with the possibility of booking and costly

cancellations, where cancellation costs are linear with fixed slope f in the previous weight. Our

main result is a full characterization of (both upper and lower bounds on) the optimal competitive

ratio in the adversarial model and under all parameter regimes of the buyback factor f . We make

a fundamental connection between the celebrated primal-dual framework and the buyback prob-

lem, and show how this connection can be used to obtain optimal competitive algorithms. As for

future research, one can consider digging deeper into the primal-dual connection and extending it

to other problems that consider costly cancellations. Another future direction is considering more

complicated ways of augmenting the current matching by paying an appropriate cost. Finally, we

can consider a general class of resource allocation where the reward from each offline resource is

a high-dimensional function of its allocation distribution. Whether such models are amenable to

constant competitive algorithms is an interesting yet challenging problem.

Appendix A: Proof of Theorem 1.

As discussed in the proof sketch in Section 3.3, our proof is a two-step argument.

Step 1- Reduction from general instances in the discounted-allocation model. Consider the following

variant of edge-weighted online matching with buyback.

Definition 7 (Discounted-Allocation Model). In the discounted-allocation model, once an online

node i∈U with edge weights {wij}j∈V arrives, for each dx amount of offline node j allocated to online node

i, the decision maker also immediately and irrevocably specifies a discounted per-unit price p which is weakly

smaller than edge weight wij , and collects p · dx amount of reward. The buyback cost depends linearly on

the allocated per-unit prices. In particular, when the decision maker buybacks dx amount of allocation with

previously specified per-unit discounted price p′, she loses the reward p′ ·dx and pays an extra cost of f ·p′ ·dx

due to buybacks.

It is straightforward to see that the optimum offline benchmark is the same for the base model and the

discounted-allocation model, since the optimum offline never buybacks and always sets discounted per-unit

prices equal to edge weights. Similarly, every online algorithm in the base model is well-defined in the

discounted-allocation model (by setting discounted per-unit prices equal to the edge weights).

Now we present the main claim in the first step of our argument.

Lemma 1. In the single-resource environment, for any online algorithm ALG with the competitive ratio Γ

within the truncated weight continuum instances Icont in the base model, there exists an online algorithm

ALG† that has a competitive ratio of Γ within the class of all problem instances I in the discounted-allocation

model.

Proof. The idea behind this claim is a simple simulation approach. Consider any online algorithm ALG

for the truncated weight continuum instances Icont in the base model, and any general problem instance



Ekbatani, Feng and Niazadeh: Online Matching with Cancellation Costs
30

I ∈ I with T online nodes. For simplicity, suppose w1 ≤ w2 ≤ · · · ≤ wT .
15 When online node i ∈ [T ] arrives,

We present all weights in the interval [wi−1,wi] as proxy online nodes with a weight continuum to the online

algorithm ALG. From the perspective of online algorithm ALG, it is executed on a truncated weight continuum

instance Iwi
. We then mimic the allocation and buyback decisions of ALG by considering discounted per-unit

prices in [wi−1,wi], which is valid since the decision maker can choose any discounted per-unit price (as

long as it is smaller than the current weight wi) in the discounted-allocation model. By construction, the

total profit under this simulation procedure for the original instance is the same as the total profit in ALG

on truncated weight continuum instance IwT
. Furthermore, since the optimum offline benchmarks are the

same, this simulation procedure (given ALG as its guidance) obtains the same competitive ratio as ALG. This

completes the proof of the claim. □

Step 2- Reduction from general instances in the base model. Recall that every online algorithm in

the base model is also well-defined in the discounted-allocation model (by setting discounted per-unit prices

equal to the edge weights). In this step, we argue that the reverse also holds, and thus two models are

equivalent.

Lemma 2 (Lemon juice equivalence). For any online algorithm ALG in the base (resp. discounted-

allocation) model, there exists an online algorithm ALG† in the discounted-allocation (resp. base) model such

that for any instance I ∈ I, the expected profit in ALG is the same as the expected profit in ALG†, i.e.,

ALG(I) = ALG†(I).16

Proof. Fix any online algorithm ALG in the base mode; note that it is by definition a valid online algorithm

in the discounted-allocation model.

Fix any online algorithm ALG in the discounted-allocation model. We construct a valid online algorithm

ALG† in the base model as follows. For each online node i ∈U , suppose dx amount is allocated by ALG from

offline node j ∈ V with discounted per-unit price p. By definition, the discounted per-unit price p is weakly

smaller than the edge weight wij , i.e., p≤wij . We let ALG† allocate p

wij
·dx amount of offline node j to online

node i. Similarly, suppose ALG buybacks dx amount of allocation between online node i′ and offline node j′

with discounted per-unit price p′ (with buyback cost (1+f)p′). By construction, there is p′

wi′j′
·dx amount of

offline node j′ allocated to online node i′ in ALG†. Thus, we let ALG† buyback this p′

wi′j′
·dx amount of offline

node j′ from online node i′ (with buyback cost (1+ f)wi′j′ · p′

wi′j′
· dx). By construction, after the departure

of each online node, (i) the buyback costs are identical between ALG and ALG†; and (ii) for each dx amount

of allocation between online i and offline node j with discounted per-unit price p (and thus reward of p ·dx)

in ALG, there exists p

wij
·dx amount of offline node j allocated to online node i (and thus the same reward of

wij · p

wij
·dx) in ALG†. Since the discounted per-unit price is weakly smaller than the edge weight, i.e., p≤wij ,

the constructed online algorithm ALG† is valid. Moreover, the profit in ALG† is the same as the profit in ALG,

which concludes the proof. □

15 Otherwise, we can consider another weight sequence {w′
i} where w′

i =maxℓ≤iwi. The rest of the argument holds
in a straightforward fashion.

16 We have picked the name “lemon juice” since converting online algorithms in base model to online algorithms in
discounted-allocation model is similar to making lemon water by adding water into lemon juice.
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Combining Lemmas 1 and 2, we finish the proof of Theorem 1. Furthermore, it can be verified that

Algorithm 2 is indeed the algorithmic construction in the proof of Lemmas 1 and 2.

Given the lemon juice equivalence between the base model and the discounted-allocation model, it is

sufficient for us to present Algorithm 2, which converts any online algorithm (e.g., Algorithm 1) for the

truncated weight continuum instances Icont (in base model) to an online algorithm with the same competitive

ratio guarantee in the discounted-allocation model.
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Appendix EC.1: Competitive Ratio Lower-bounds

In this section we provide worst-case instances and prove tight competitive ratio lower-bounds in

both the general setting (i.e., when fractional allocations and randomization are allowed) and the

deterministic integral setting, for all choices of the buyback parameter f .

EC.1.1. General Setting

In this section, we present our lower-bounds on the optimal competitive ratio of general algorithms.

Later in Section EC.1.2 we discuss lower-bounds for deterministic integral algorithms.

Theorem EC.1. In the matching environment, the optimal competitive ratio Γgen(f) is at least

e
e−(1+f)

for every buyback factor f ≤ e−2
2
, and −W−1

(
−1

e(1+f)

)
for every buyback factor f ≥ e−2

2
.17

At a high level, in our problem, there are two sources of uncertainty preventing the optimal

online algorithm to perform as well as the optimum offline benchmark (or even better than a

certain approximation of this benchmark). We refer to these sources the edge-wise uncertainty and

the weight-wise uncertainty, respectively:

◦ Edge-wise uncertainty: this source of uncertainty is related to the matching feature of our model.

To better understand its effect, consider an extreme case where f = 0 (i.e., no buyback cost) and

the edge-weights wij take values of either 0 or 1 for i ∈ U, j ∈ V . Note that this special case is

indeed the classic unweighted online bipartite matching model studied in Karp et al. (1990). In

this case, there exists no online algorithm, neither integral nor fractional, performing better than

1−1/e fraction of the optimum offline benchmark due to the uncertainty in the future edges of the

graph. Instances establishing this bounds are simple: online nodes and offline nodes are indexed

by 1, . . . , n, and online node i is only connected to offline nodes [i : n]. Such an instance basically

pushes the online algorithm to fully hedge against the future uncertainty in the future sub-graph,

while optimum offline just picks the right edge for each online node.

◦ Weight-wise uncertainty : this source is related to the buyback feature of our model. Consider an

extreme case where f > 0 (i.e., costly cancellations) and there is a single offline node (i.e., the single-

resource environment). Even in this case, there exists no online algorithm performing as well as the

optimum offline benchmark due to the uncertainty of the future weights and the cost of buyback.

In fact, as shown in Badanidiyuru and Kleinberg (2009), no randomized integral algorithm can

perform better than 1/
(
−W−1

(
−1

e(1+f)

))
fraction of optimum offline. Again, instances establishing

this bound are simple: in short, an increasing sequence of weights (with certain structures) is

17 As a sanity check, e
e−(1+f)

≥−W−1

(
−1

e(1+f)

)
for every f ≤ e−2

2
, and the equality holds when f = e−2

2
.
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presented to the online algorithm. Now the algorithm does not know when to stop and is pushed

to fully hedge against the future uncertainty in the arriving weights, while the optimum offline just

stops right at end of the sequence and picks the maximum weight.

To establish lower-bounds on the optimal competitive ratio of the buyback problem in the

matching environment, we construct (randomized) worst-case instances which exploit both of these

aforementioned uncertainty sources by borrowing ideas from both lower-bound instances. As men-

tioned earlier, we observe a phase transition in terms of the behaviour of those instances for the

competitive ratio. Specifically, in Section EC.1.1.1, we present the competitive ratio lower-bound

for the small buyback cost regime (i.e., f ≤ e−2
2
), through a worst-case instance which mainly

utilizes the edge-wise uncertainty in the matching environment. In Section EC.1.1.2, we present

the competitive ratio lower-bound for the large buyback cost regime (i.e., f ≥ e−2
2
), through a

worst-case instance which utilizes the weight-wise uncertainty in the single-resource environment.

Combining both lower-bound results, we obtain Theorem EC.1.

EC.1.1.1. Matching environment under small buyback factor In this section, we

present a randomized instance (Example EC.1) in the matching environment, which utilizes the

edge-wise uncertainty to derive the competitive ratio lower-bound in the small buyback cost regime,

i.e., f ≤ e−2
2
.

Example EC.1. Fix an arbitrary K ∈N. Let π : [K]→ [K] be a uniform random permutation

over [K]. Consider a randomized instance with bipartite graph G= (U,V,E) where

U ← [K] V ← [K] E← [K]× [K] ,

and edge-weights {wij}i,j∈[K] are as follows,

∀i∈ [K], j ∈ [K] : wij←
1

K − i+1
·1{π(j)≥ i}

In Example EC.1, conditioning on a realized permutation π, each online node i∈ [K] has edge-

weights 1
K−i+1

for (K − i+1) offline nodes, and zero edge-weight for the remaining offline nodes.

Furthermore, for every online nodes i and i+1, the set of offline nodes with non-zero edge-weights

are nested, i.e., {j ∈ [K] : wij > 0} ≡ {j ∈ [K] : wi+1,j > 0} ∪ {π−1(i)}.18 By construction, it is

straightforward to verify that the optimum offline matches each online node i to offline node π−1(i)

and collects total profit
∑

i∈[K]
1/i, which we summarize as the following lemma.

Lemma EC.1. In Example EC.1, the expected profit in the optimum offline benchmark is∑
ℓ∈[K]

1/ℓ.

18 Here π−1(·) is the inverse of permutation π, i.e., π(i) = j ↔ i= π−1(j)
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Next we characterize the optimal competitive online algorithm in Example EC.1. We start with

a simple and intuitive observation that when f = 0 (i.e., no buyback cost), since the (non-zero)

edge-weights are weakly increasing in Example EC.1, it is optimal (given any sequence of future

online nodes) to allocate the whole unit of online node i to offline nodes j with non-zero edge-

weights. As the main technical ingredient of this lower-bound result, we prove that this observation

for f = 0 approximately holds in the small buyback cost regime (i.e., f ≤ e−2
2
). Specifically, we show

that for any buyback factor f ≤ e−2
2
, there exists K0(f)∈N (independent of K) such that for every

online node i≤K −K0(f), the optimal online algorithm allocates the whole unit of online node i

to offline nodes j with non-zero edge-weights. Additionally, due to the ex-ante symmetry (over the

randomness in π), we also show that optimal online algorithm allocates equal fractions of a given

online node to each offline node with non-zero edge-weights. We summarize the characterization of

this optimal competitive algorithm in Lemma EC.2, and defer its formal proof to Appendix EC.2.1.

Lemma EC.2. In Example EC.1, for any buyback factor f ≤ e−2
2
, the optimal online algorithm

satisfies

1. Symmetric-allocation: for each online node i ∈ [K], the algorithm allocates equal fractions of

online node i to all offline nodes with non-zero edge-weights.

2. Fully-allocation: there exists K0(f) ∈ N such that for each online node i ∈ [K −K0(f)], the

algorithm allocates the whole unit of online node i to offline nodes with non-zero edge-weights.

Given the characterizations of both the optimum offline benchmark as well as the optimal online

algorithm, we obtains the following competitive ratio lower-bound through Example EC.1. We

defer its formal proof to Appendix EC.2.2.

Theorem EC.2. In the matching environment, for any buyback factor f ≤ e−2
2
, the optimal

competitive ratio Γgen(f) is at least e
e−(1+f)

.

EC.1.1.2. Matching environment under large buyback factor When buyback factor f

is close to zero, it is intuitive that the edge-wise uncertainty (rather than the weight-wise uncer-

tainty) becomes the main source preventing any online algorithm to perform as well as the optimum

offline benchmark. However, it is not clear whether the edge-wise uncertainty or the weight-wise

uncertainty becomes the dominant (or equally important) source when buyback factor f becomes

large.

In this subsection, we revisit the lower-bound for randomized integral algorithms in the single-

resource environment, established first in Badanidiyuru and Kleinberg (2009). We show this lower-

bound can be transformed into a lower-bound for fractional allocations. This holds as we show any

fractional algorithm can be rounded without any loss (in expectation) to an integral algorithm by a
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standard (yet clever) randomized rounding. Notably, by definition, such a lower-bound serves as a

lower-bound for the (fractional allocations) in the matching environment as well. Quite surprisingly,

as we show later in Section 4, this particular lower-bound becomes the tightest lower-bound for

the matching environment in the large buyback cost regime (i.e., f ≥ e−2
2
) — indicating that

weight-wise uncertainty dominates the edge-wise uncertainly in this regime.19

Theorem EC.3 (Adopted from Badanidiyuru and Kleinberg, 2009). In the single-

resource environment, for any buyback factor f ≥ 0, the optimal competitive ratio of fractional

online algorithms Γgen(f) is at least −W−1

(
−1

e(1+f)

)
.

For completeness, we provide a formal proof of Theorem EC.3 in Appendix EC.2.3. At the core of

this proof, we introduce and analyze a loss-less rounding rounding algorithm for online factional

algorithms for single-resource buyback problem. We present such a rounding algorithm for certain

class of instances helpful for establishing this lower-bound, and later generalize them to arbitrary

instances in Section EC.4.1.

In the remaining of this subsection, we explain the lower-bound instance used in the above

theorem and provide some intuitions on why it plays the role of a worst-case example in the single-

resource buyback. The lower-bound instance in Theorem EC.3 has a particular structure. With a

slight abuse of the model, consider an instance IT in the single-resource environment where there is

a continuum population of online nodes (i.e., U = [0, T ]), and each node w ∈U has weight exactly

equal to w. We refer to this instance as a truncated weight continuum instance. Let Icont = {IT}T∈R+

be the class of all such instances. In the proof of Theorem EC.3, we consider a randomized instance

based on the truncated weight continuum instances as follows.

Example EC.2. Fix an arbitrary T0 ∈R+. Consider a randomized truncated weight continuum

instance IT ∈ Icont where T is selected with density 1/T 2 for every T ∈ [0, T0], and with remaining

probability 1/T0 for T = T0.

Since Example EC.2 only contains a single offline node, there exists no edge-wise uncertainty. The

only source preventing any online algorithm to perform as well as the optimum offline benchmark

is the weight-wise uncertainty. In fact, due to this uncertainty, the optimal competitive online

algorithm in Example EC.2 does not fully allocate some online nodes even though such allocation

leads to strictly positive immediate profit (i.e., in some sense, it reserves the capacity for possibly

higher-weight online nodes in future).20

19 We provide an online algorithm which matches this lower-bound in the large buyback cost regime for the matching
environment in Section 4.

20 As a comparison, in Example EC.1 which utilizes the edge-wise uncertainty, the optimal online algorithm fully
allocates almost every online node.
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We would like to end this section by mentioning that the truncated continuum instances Icont
turns out to be an important subclass of instances. Not only it is used as the main building block

of the lower-bound result (Theorem EC.3), it also serves as a key concept for us to design optimal

competitive algorithm in Section 3 and Section 4.

EC.1.2. Deterministic Integral Setting

In this section, we show our upper bound in Theorem 3 for determinsitc integral algorithms is tight

by studying two problem instances. As discussed in Section EC.1.1, there are two uncertainties

preventing the online algorithm to does as good as the optimum offline benchmark, edge-wise uncer-

tainty and weight-wise uncertainty. First in Theorem EC.4 by analyzing Example EC.3 (originally

suggested in Babaioff et al., 2009), we show a lower-bound for the single resource environment.

Similar to the general setting, the lower-bound for the single-resource environment is tight for the

matching environment when the weight-wise uncertainty is dominant (i.e., buyback factor is large).

For small buyback factors on the other hand, adversary will also exploit the edge-wise uncertainty.

In Theorem EC.5 we show a better lower-bound for matching environments when f < 1
3
. Formal

proofs are deferred to Appendices EC.2.5 and EC.2.6.

Example EC.3. Let n= 1. Given an arbitrary online algorithm ALG and positive number w0,

let {wi}∞i=1 be the increasing sequence such that wi is the infimum weight w the algorithm sells to

given that the weight of previous arrivals are {w0,w1, ...,wi−1}.

Theorem EC.4 (Adopted from Babaioff et al., 2009). In Example EC.3, for any buyback

factor f ≥ 0, the optimal competitive ratio of deterministic integral online algorithm Γdet-int(f) is

at least 1+2f +2
√
f(1+ f).

Example EC.4. Set an arbitrary online algorithm ALG and let n= 2. Without loss of generality

assume ALG allocates the first arrived online node to the offline node number 1 if w11 =w12 ≡w0 (if

ALG decides not to allocate, CR will be unbounded as the adversary can just terminate the instance).

Let {wi}∞i=1 be the increasing sequence such that wi is the infimum weight w the algorithm accepts,

i.e., allocates the offline node to the arriving online node and buybacks the previously allocated

one, given that the weight of previous arrivals are {(w0,w0), (w1,0), ..., (wi−1,0)}.

Theorem EC.5. In Example EC.4, for any buyback factor f < 1
3
, the optimal competitive ratio

of deterministic integral online algorithm Γdet-int(f) is at least 2
1−f

.

Appendix EC.2: Missing Proofs
EC.2.1. Proof of Lemma EC.2

Lemma EC.2. In Example EC.1, for any buyback factor f ≤ e−2
2
, the optimal online algorithm

satisfies
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1. Symmetric-allocation: for each online node i ∈ [K], the algorithm allocates equal fractions of

online node i to all offline nodes with non-zero edge-weights.

2. Fully-allocation: there exists K0(f) ∈ N such that for each online node i ∈ [K −K0(f)], the

algorithm allocates the whole unit of online node i to offline nodes with non-zero edge-weights.

To prove Lemma EC.2, we introduce two auxiliary functions and prove one related technical

lemma which will be used in the final analysis. Define function pre :N→N and function suc :N→N

where:

∀i∈N : pre(i) =max

{
i′ ∈N :

i∑
ℓ=i′

1

ℓ
> 1

}
and suc(i) =min

i′ ∈N :
i′∑
ℓ=i

1

ℓ
> 1

 .

As a sanity check, note that pre is the inverse function of suc by definition. Now we have the

following lemma regarding the asymptotic behaviours of these two functions.

Lemma EC.3. lim
i→∞

pre(i)

i
= 1

e
, lim

i→∞
suc(i)

i
= e, and lim

i→∞

∑i

i′=pre(i)+1
1

suc(i′) ≤
1
e
.

Proof. We first show lim
i→∞

pre(i)

i
= 1

e
, which is equivalent to lim

i→∞
i

pre(i)
= e. On one hand,

log

(
i

pre(i)− 1

)
=

∫ i

pre(i)−1

1

ℓ
dℓ≥

i∑
ℓ=pre(i)

1

ℓ
≥ 1 .

Similarly,

log

(
i+1

pre(i)

)
=

∫ i+1

pre(i)

1

ℓ
dℓ≤

i∑
ℓ=pre(i)+1

1

ℓ
< 1 .

Combining the above inequalities with the fact that

lim
i→∞

i

pre(i)
= lim

i→∞

i+1

pre(i)
= lim

i→∞

i

pre(i)− 1
,

we prove lim
i→∞

pre(i)

i
= 1

e
by the sandwich theorem, as desired. Since suc is the inverse function of

pre, we have lim
i→∞

suc(i)

i
= e as well.

Finally, we show lim
i→∞

∑i

i′=pre(i)+1
1

suc(i′) ≤
1
e
. As we shown above, for every ε > 0, there exists

N ∈N such that suc(i)

i
≥ 1

1
e+ε

for every i≥N . Therefore,

lim
i→∞

∑i

i′=pre(i)+1

1

suc(i′)
≤ lim

i→∞

∑i

i′=pre(i)+1

(
1

e
+ ε

)
1

i
≤ 1

e
+ ε

Letting ε goes to zero finishes the proof. □

Now we are ready to prove Lemma EC.2.
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Proof of Lemma EC.2. We first show the symmetric-allocation property. In particular, we

show how to convert an arbitrary online algorithm ALG to an online algorithm ALG† that satisfies

the symmetric-allocation property and achieves the same profit: Fix an arbitrary online algorithm

ALG. Let zπij be the expected allocation between online node i and offline node j under permutation

π in ALG. Note that for every i, j, j′ ∈ [K]

Eπ

[
zπij | wij > 0

]
=Eπ

[
zπij′ | wij′ > 0

]
which holds due to the symmetry of our bipartite graph construction, i.e., conditioned on the event

[wij > 0∧wij′ > 0], it is an automorphism that exchanges j and j′. Therefore, we construct algorithm

ALG† by simulating algorithm ALG. For each online node i, let ALG† allocates Eπ

[
zπij | wij > 0

]
to each

offline node j with non-zero edge weight, and allocates nothing to each offline node j with zero edge

weight. By construction, it is straightforward to verify that ALG† satisfies the symmetric-allocation

property and achieves the same profit as ALG.

Next, we show the fully-allocation property. Fix an arbitrary online node i ∈ [K]. Let k ≜K −

i+1. Note that there are k offline nodes j with non-zero edge weight wij > 0. Suppose the optimal

online algorithm allocates k · dx amount of online node i to offline nodes. By the symmetric-

allocation property, each offline node j with non-zero edge weight receives dx amount. Given the

definition of function pre(·) and the fact that the optimal algorithm always greedily buybacks

the smallest allocated weight, there are pre(k) offline nodes with non-zero edge weight, each of

which has total allocation exceeding one in the future.21 Thus, these pre(k) offline nodes are the

ones which the algorithm may buyback their dx amount of online node i in the future. As a

consequence, by allocating this k · dx amount of online node i, the algorithm incurs an additional

buyback cost at most pre(k) ·
(
f
k

)
dx.22 On the other hand, each of the remaining k−pre(k) offline

nodes with non-zero edge weight has total allocation less than one in the future. Consider the

allocated weights of these offline nodes in the end, the algorithm makes a marginal profit of at least∑k

ℓ=pre(k)+1

(
1
k
− 1+f

suc(ℓ)

)
dx. Putting all pieces together, the increase of the final profit by allocating

extra k · dx amount of online node i is at least

−pre(k) ·
(
f

k

)
dx+

k∑
ℓ=pre(k)+1

(
1

k
− 1+ f

suc(ℓ)

)
dx

21 Namely, suppose the algorithm fully allocates each future online node i′ > i with equal fractions to offline nodes
with non-zero edge weight, then the total amount allocated to offline node j >K − pre(k) exceeds one.

22 There are pre(k) offline nodes which may be buyback in the future. Each offline node receives dx amount of online
node with edge weight 1

k
.
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By algebra, this increase of the final profit is non-negative if

1− (1+ f)

pre(k)

k
+

k∑
ℓ=pre(k)+1

1

suc(ℓ)

≥ 0

Invoking Lemma EC.3, for every ε > 0, there exists N(ε) ∈ N such that for every k ≥ N(ε),(
pre(k)

k
+
∑k

ℓ=pre(k)+1
1

suc(ℓ)

)
≤ 2+ε

e
. Thus, for every buyback factor f < e−2

2
, let ε(f) be the number

such that f ≤ e−2−ε(f)

2+ε(f)
. Setting K0(f)≜N(ε(f)) finishes the proof. □

EC.2.2. Proof of Theorem EC.2

Theorem EC.2. In the matching environment, for any buyback factor f ≤ e−2
2
, the optimal

competitive ratio Γgen(f) is at least e
e−(1+f)

.

Proof. Consider the optimum offline benchmark and the optimal competitive online algorithm

in Example EC.1. By Lemma EC.1, the expected total profit of the optimum offline benchmark is

OPT(Example EC.1) =
∑
ℓ∈[K]

1

ℓ

By Lemma EC.2, in the optimal online algorithm, for every online node i ∈ [K − K0(f)],

the algorithms allocates 1
K−i+1

to each of K − i + 1 offline nodes with non-zero edge

weights. Therefore, the total profit induced by every online node i ∈ [K − suc(K0(f))] is at

most 1
K−i+1

(
1− (1+ f) pre(K−i+1)

K−i+1

)
.23 The total profit induced by every online node i ∈ [K −

suc(K0(f))+1 :K] is at most 1
K−i+1

. Putting two pieces together, the expected total profit of the

optimal online algorithm ALG∗ is at most

ALG∗(Example EC.1)≤
∑

i∈[K−suc(K0(f))]

1

K − i+1

(
1− (1+ f)

pre(K − i+1)

K − i+1

)
+

∑
i∈[K−suc(K0(f))+1:K]

1

K − i+1

=

suc(K0(f))∑
ℓ=1

1

ℓ
+

K∑
ℓ=suc(K0(f))

1

ℓ

(
1− (1+ f)

pre(ℓ)

ℓ

)

≤
suc(K1(f,ε))∑

ℓ=1

1

ℓ
+

K∑
ℓ=suc(K1(f,ε))

1

ℓ

(
1− (1+ f)

(
1

e
− ε
))

where ε > 0 is an arbitrary positive constant, and K1(f, ε)≥K0(f) is a constant such that pre(ℓ)

ℓ
≥

1
e
− ε for every ℓ ≥ K1(f, ε). The existence of constant K1(f, ε) is guaranteed by Lemma EC.3.

Notably, constant K1(f, ε) is independent of K.

23 The weight of online node i is 1
K−i+1

. There are pre(K − i+1) offline nodes j, which the algorithm will buyback
its allocation from online node i to offline node j in the future.
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Finally, to lowerbound the optimal competitive ratio Γgen(f), note that

1

Γgen(f)
≤ ALG∗(Example EC.1)

OPT(Example EC.1)

≤
∑suc(K1(f,ε))

ℓ=1
1
ℓ
+
∑K

ℓ=suc(K1(f,ε))
1
ℓ

(
1− (1+ f)

(
1
e
− ε
))∑

ℓ∈[K]
1
ℓ

≤ o(1)+ 1− (1+ f)

(
1

e
− ε
)

where the last inequality holds since

∑K

ℓ=suc(K1(f,ε))
1
ℓ∑

ℓ∈[K]
1
ℓ

= o(1) when we let K go to infinite and hold

K1(f, ε) as constant. □

EC.2.3. Proof of Theorem EC.3

Theorem EC.3 (Adopted from Badanidiyuru and Kleinberg, 2009). In the single-

resource environment, for any buyback factor f ≥ 0, the optimal competitive ratio of fractional

online algorithms Γgen(f) is at least −W−1

(
−1

e(1+f)

)
.

To prove Theorem EC.3, we first use a lemma in Badanidiyuru and Kleinberg (2009) to establish

the same lower-bound on competitive ratio of integral algorithms using a randomized truncated

weight continuum instance (Example EC.2). We later show in that we can extend it to online

fractional algorithms by combining it with the fractional-to-integral rounding for truncated weight

continuum instances.

Lemma EC.4 (Badanidiyuru and Kleinberg, 2009). In Example EC.2, the expected profit

in the optimum offline benchmark is log(T0) + 1, and the expected profit in the optimal integral

algorithm is maxw≥1 1+ (k(w)− 1) · w−(1+f)

w
where k(w) =max{ℓ∈N :wℓ−1 ≤ T0}.

Lemma EC.5. In the single-resource environment, for any online algorithm ALG with the com-

petitive ratio Γ within the truncated weight continuum instances Icont, there exists a randomized

integral online algorithm ALG† with the same competitive ratio Γ within the truncated weight con-

tinuum instances Icont.

Proof. Fix an arbitrary online algorithm ALG for the truncated weight continuum instances

Icont. Note that every truncated weight continuum instance IT looks exactly the same before its

termination. Thus, let x̃(w) be the allocated density/fraction when online node w ∈R+ arrives in

algorithm ALG. For any η ∈ [0,1], define function wη : N→ R+ where for every ℓ ∈ N, wη(ℓ) is the

solution w such that
∫ w

0
x̃(t)dt= ℓ+ η− 1.24

Now we construct a randomized integral algorithm ALG† as follows. The algorithm samples η from

[0,1] uniformly at random. Then it allocates the offline node to each online node w ∈ {wη(ℓ) : ℓ∈N}.

24 If there exists no w such that
∫ w

0
x̃(t)dt= ℓ+ η− 1, we let wη(ℓ) =∞.



ec10 e-companion to Ekbatani, Feng and Niazadeh: Online Matching with Cancellation Costs

By construction, ALG† is a randomized integral algorithm. We just need to prove the probability that

ALG† allocates the offline node to an online node in the interval [w,w] is exactly min(1,
∫ w

w
x̃(w)dw)

for each truncated weight continuum instance IT with T ≥ w. First of all if
∫ w

w
x̃(w)dw > 1 it

means that there exists a w ∈ [w,w] and ℓ∈N such that
∫ w

0
x̃(t)dt= ℓ+ η− 1. Which means ALG†

always allocate to the online node w ∈ [w,w]. Otherwise, ALG† allocates to an online node in the

interval [w,w] if and only if there exists an ℓ ∈N with
∫ w

0
x̃(w)dw < ℓ+ η− 1<

∫ w

0
x̃(w)dw. Since

η is uniformly sampled, this happens with probability
∫ w

0
x̃(w)dw −

∫ w

0
x̃(w)dw =

∫ w

w
x̃(w)dw.

Furthermore, notice that in both cases the arrival w is bought back if and only if
∫ T

w
x̃(w)dw≥ 1.

Thus, the competitive ratio (within truncated weight continuum instances Icont) of the constructed

randomized integral online algorithm ALG† is the same as algorithm ALG. □

Now we are ready to prove Theorem EC.3.

Proof of Theorem EC.3. To lower-bound the competitive ratio Γgen(f), by Lemma EC.5, it

is enough to find a lower-bound on the competitive ratio of integral algorithms within the class

of truncated weight continuum instances. Now consider Example EC.2 which is in this class. By

Lemma EC.4, the expected total profit of the optimum offline benchmark as well as the optimal

online integral algorithm ALG∗ is

OPT(Example EC.2) = log(T0)+ 1

ALG∗(Example EC.2) =max
w≥1

1+ (k(w)− 1) · w− (1+ f)

w

where k(w) = max{ℓ ∈ N : wℓ−1 ≤ T0}. Let w∗ ≜ argmaxw≥1maxw≥1 1 + (k(w)− 1) · w−(1+f)

w
, and

k∗ ≜ k(w∗). Now note that

1

Γgen(f)
≤ ALG∗(Example EC.2)

OPT(Example EC.2)

=
1+ (k∗− 1) · w

∗−(1+f)

w∗

log(T0)+ 1

≤ 1

log(T0)
+

(k∗− 1) · w
∗−(1+f)

w∗

(k∗− 1) log(w∗)

≤ 1

log(T0)
+max

a≥1

a− (1+ f)

a log(a)

≤ 1

log(T0)
− 1

W−1

(
−1

e(1+f)

)
Finally, letting T0 go to infinite finishes the proof. □

EC.2.4. Proof Proposition 1

Proposition 1. In the single-resource environment, for any online algorithm ALG that satisfies

both scale invariance property (SI) and greedily buyback property (GB), there exists ŵ≥ 1 such that
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the online algorithm ALG (i) follows canonical allocation parameterized by ŵ ≜
(
w(1)

)−1
; and (ii)

achieves competitive ratio ŵ log(ŵ)

ŵ−1−f
within the class of truncated weight continuum instances Icont.

Proof of part (i). First, we consider the case where w(1) = 1. In this case, by definition y(1)(w) =

1{w≤ 1}. Invoking the scale invariance property (SI), y(w
†)(w) = 1

{
w≤w†

}
, and thus the algo-

rithm follows canonical allocation with ŵ= 1.

Now, consider the case where w(1) < 1. The greedily buyback property (GB) ensures that for every

w† ∈ [w(1),1],

y(1)(w†) = y(w
†)(w†)+ 1− y(w

†)(w(1))

Plugging the scale invariance property (SI), the equation

y(1)(w†) = y(1)
(
w†

w†

)
+1− y(1)

(
w(1)

w†

)
holds for every w† ∈ [w(1),1]. Thus, considering the derivative of both hand sides with respect to

w†, we obtain equation

x(1)(w†) =
w(1)

(w†)2
·x(1)

(
w(1)

w†

)
which holds for every w† ∈ [w(1),1]. This equation admits a unique form (up to a constant K) as

follows,

∀w ∈ [w(1),1] : x(1)(w) =
K

w

Plugging the boundary condition where y(1)(w(1)) = 1 and y(1)(1) = 0, we have K = 1

− log(w(1))
=

1
log(ŵ)

. Finally, invoking the scale invariance property, we have x(w†)(w†) = x̂(w†) with ŵ= 1

w(1) for

every w† ∈R+, which finishes the proof. □

EC.2.5. Proof of Theorem EC.4

Theorem EC.4 (Adopted from Babaioff et al., 2009). In Example EC.3, for any buyback

factor f ≥ 0, the optimal competitive ratio of deterministic integral online algorithm Γdet-int(f) is

at least 1+2f +2
√
f(1+ f).

Proof. Suppose an algorithm has a competitive ratio Γ less than 1+2f+2
√
f(1+ f). We have

wi

wi−1− f(w0 +w1 + ...+wi−2)
≤ Γ

Let j be the first index such that left hand side is strictly smaller. Let ρ=
wj

Γ(wj−1−f(w0+w1+...+wj−2))
.

Define a new sequence {zi}∞i=0 such that zi = ρwi for i < j and zi =wi otherwise. This new sequence

still satisfies
zi

zi−1− f(z0 + z1 + ...+ zi−2)
≤ Γ
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For all and i but for i≤ j we have

zi
zi−1− f(z0 + z1 + ...+ zi−2)

= Γ

Then for all positive number M one can find a sequence {zi}Mi=0 such that

zn
zn−1− f(z0 + z1 + ...+ zn−2)

= Γ

This means:

zn = (Γ+1)zn−1−Γ(1+ f)zn−2

Solving this we get:

zn =C1

(
Γ+1+

√
(Γ+1)2− 4Γ(1+ f)

2

)n

+C2

(
Γ+1−

√
(Γ+1)2− 4Γ(1+ f)

2

)n

since 1< Γ< 1+ 2f +2
√
f(1+ f) both roots are non-real complex numbers. Using the fact that

zi ∈R we can get C̄1 =C2 the equation can be rewritten as:

zn = arneinθ + ārne−inθ = 2rnℜ(aeinθ) = 2|a|rn cos(ϕ+nθ)

Where 0< θ < π. Let M > 2π
θ

then there will be at least one positive number n <M with (2m+

1
2
)π < ϕ+nθ < (2m+ 3

2
)π which means zn < 0. This contradicts our assumption about existing of

an increasing sequence {zi}∞i=0. □

EC.2.6. Proof of Theorem EC.5

Theorem EC.5. In Example EC.4, for any buyback factor f < 1
3
, the optimal competitive ratio

of deterministic integral online algorithm Γdet-int(f) is at least 2
1−f

.

Proof. By way of contradiction assume ALG has a competitive ratio better than Γ where

1+2f +2
√
f(1+ f)< Γ< 2

1−f
. Then for all i we know

wi +w0

wi−1− f(w0 +w1 + ...+wi−2)
≤ Γ

Let l be the first index such that left hand side is strictly smaller. Let ρ= wl+w0
Γ(wl−1−f(w0+w1+...+wl−2))

.

Define a new sequence {zi}∞i=0 such that zi = ρwi for i < l and zi =wi otherwise. This new sequence

still satisfies
zi + z0

zi−1− f(z0 + z1 + ...+ zi−2)
≤ Γ

For all and i but for i≤ l we have

zi + z0
zi−1− f(z0 + z1 + ...+ zi−2)

= Γ
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Continuing this process for all positive number M one can find a sequence {zi}Mi=0 such that

zi + z0
zi−1− f(z0 + z1 + ...+ zi−2)

= Γ

Or

zi = (Γ+1)zi−1−Γ(1+ f)zi−2

Solving this we get:

zi =C1

(
Γ+1+

√
(Γ+1)2− 4Γ(1+ f)

2

)i

+C2

(
Γ+1−

√
(Γ+1)2− 4Γ(1+ f)

2

)i

Given that Γ> 1+2f +2
√
f(1+ f) both roots are real and positive numbers. Looking at the first

terms:

z0 =C1 +C2

(Γ− 1)z0 = z1 = (C1 +C2)
Γ+1

2
+ (C1−C2)

√
(Γ+1)2− 4Γ(1+ f)

2

We can normalize the sequence by setting z0 = 1. Then

C1 =
Γ− 3

2
√

(Γ+1)2− 4Γ(1+ f)
+

1

2

Since f < 1
3
then Γ< 3 so

C1 ≥ 0 ⇐⇒ 1≥ 3−Γ√
(Γ+1)2− 4Γ(1+ f)

⇐⇒ Γ≥ 2

1− f

Which means C1 < 0 in our setting. But we know

zi ≥ 0 ⇐⇒ C1 +C2

(
Γ+1−

√
(Γ+1)2− 4Γ(1+ f)

Γ+1+
√

(Γ+1)2− 4Γ(1+ f)

)i

≥ 0

Which this obviously cannot hold when i→∞. □

Appendix EC.3: Implementation of Algorithm 3

Recall that Algorithm 3 is described as a continuous procedure. In this section, we present two

approaches to efficiently implement it with polynomial running time.

Water-filling method. The first method utilizes the simple observation that for each online node

i, Algorithm 3 is essentially increasing “water level” βj with identical dβ for every offline node

j ∈ argmaxj wij − βj. Therefore, the continuous allocation procedure for online node i can be

divided into at most m= |V | critical discrete time stamps where either (i) the set argmaxj wij−βj

increases, or (ii) the termination condition, i.e., the capacity of online node i exhausts or βj ≥wij

for all j, is satisfied. Between each pair of adjacent time stamps, we can binary search the increment

∆β of water level βj for every offline node j ∈ argmaxj wij − βj and then compute the increment

of allocation ∆xj(wij) based on ∆β accordingly. It is straightforward to verify that both ∆β and

∆xj(wij) can be computed in polynomial time.
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Convex-programming method. In this method, we determine the fractional allocation {zij}j∈V

for each online node i by solving the following convex program:

max
z,η≥0

∑
j∈V

zijwij − (1+ f) ·
∫ ∞

0

(xj(w)− ηj(w))wdw

−
∫ ∞

0

Ψ̂

(∫ ∞

w

ηj(t)dt+ zij ·1{wij ≥w}
)
dw s.t.∑

j∈V

zij ≤ 1∫ ∞

0

ηj(w)dw+ zij ≤ 1 j ∈ V ,

ηj(w)≤ xj(w) j ∈ V , w ∈ [0,∞) .

(PConvex(i))

where Ψ̂(x)≜
∫ x

0
Ψ(t)dt, variable zij specifies the fractional allocation between online node i and

offline node j, and xj(w)− ηj(w) specifies the fractional buyback of offline node j from weight w.

Since allocation probability function xj(·) has at most i strictly positive entries upon the arrival of

online node i, it suffices to consider variable ηj(·) for those entries. Therefore, program PConvex(i) is

a convex program with a polynomial number of variables and constraints. Consequently, it can be

solved in polynomial time using classic approaches such as the Frank-Wolfe algorithm, projected

gradient ascent, or mirror descent.

Finally, it suffices to argue that the optimal solution {z∗ij}j∈V coincides with the continuous

allocation procedure described in Algorithm 3. This follows a similar argument as the one in Feng

and Niazadeh (2021) where the authors introduce the convex-programming-based online algorithm

for the online edge-weighted bipartite matching with free disposal under batch arrival. At a high

level, by analyzing the KKT condition of program PConvex(i), the following two claims can be

shown: (i) {η∗j (w)}j∈V,w∈[0,∞) follows greedy buyback; and (ii) if z∗ij > 0 then wij − β∗
j ≥ wij′ − β∗

j′

for every j′ ∈ V and wij−β∗
j ≥ 0 where β∗

j and β∗
j′ are updated based on {z∗ij}j∈V . The proof of the

second claim relies on the first claim, and the second claim itself implies {z∗ij}j∈V coincides with

the continuous allocation procedure described in Algorithm 3 as desired. For the detailed proofs of

these two claims, check Lemmas 2 and 3 in Feng and Niazadeh (2021).

Appendix EC.4: Extensions
EC.4.1. Randomized rounding for single resource

In this subsection, we present a lossless online rounding in the single resource environment, i.e., we

show any fractional online algorithm can be converted to a randomized integral online algorithm

with the same competitive ratio in this environment.

Lemma EC.6. In the single-resource environment, any online fractional algorithm ALG with the

competitive ratio Γ can be converted into a randomized integral online algorithm ALG† with the same

competitive ratio Γ.
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Proof. Fix an arbitrary online algorithm ALG and an instance I. Let x̃(i) be the allocated

density/fraction when online node i arrives in algorithm ALG. For any η ∈ [0,1], define function tη :

N→R+ where for every ℓ∈N, tη(ℓ) is the solution t such that
∑t−1

i=1 x̃(i)≤ ℓ+ η− 1<
∑t

i=1 x̃(i).
25

Now we construct a randomized integral algorithm ALG† as follows. The algorithm samples η

from [0,1] uniformly at random and allocates the offline node to each online node t∈ {tη(ℓ) : ℓ∈N}.
Allocating to tη(ℓ) the algorithm needs to buy back from tη(ℓ− 1).

By construction, ALG† is a randomized integral algorithm. ALG† allocates to an online node t if and

only if there exists an ℓ ∈N with
∑t−1

i=1 x̃(i)≤ ℓ+ η− 1<
∑t

i=1 x̃(i). Since η is uniformly sampled,

this happens with probability
∑t

i=1 x̃(i)−
∑t−1

i=1 x̃(i) = x̃(t).

The only thing left to prove is that the probability of buyback is also the same.

1. if
∑T

i=t x̃(i)< 1 none of ALG and ALG† will buy back online node t.

2. When
∑T

i=t+1 x̃(i)> 1 that online node is fully bought back in both cases.

3. In case
∑T

i=t x̃(i)≥ 1≥
∑T

i=t+1 x̃(i), ALG will buy back
∑T

i=t x̃(i)− 1 fraction of online node t

and ALG† will buy back with probability
∑T

i=t x̃(i)−1

x̃(t)
.

Thus, the competitive ratio of the constructed randomized integral online algorithm ALG† is the

same as algorithm ALG as desired. □

Direct randomized algorithm of Badanidiyuru and Kleinberg (2009) for single resource We also

investigate the connection between the randomized integral online algorithm proposed in Badani-

diyuru and Kleinberg (2009) and our canonical allocation. We will show how one can start from the

canonical allocation for weight-continuum instances, and through several steps transform it into a

randomized integral algorithm with weakly better performance compared to the online fractional

algorithm that follows the canonical allocation.

Without loss of generality assume the lowest weight arriving is greater than 1. Pick a uniform

random number η from the interval [0,1]. For all ℓ∈N let wη(ℓ) be the solution to:∫ wη(ℓ)

1

x̂(w)dw= η+ ℓ− 2

Since x̂(w) = 1
w

1
log ŵ

it can easily be seen that wη(ℓ) = ŵη+ℓ−2

Lemma EC.7. Selling at wη(ℓ) for all ℓ gives us the same expected allocation as the canonical

allocation.

Proof. Let T−1 be the solution to
∫ T

T−1
x̂(w)dw = 1. Notice that both the canonical allocation

and the new algorithm buyback the weights less than T−1.

Now we just need to prove that the expected allocation are equal. Since η is uniformly distributed,

the probability of selling an item in the interval [w,w] is min{
∫ w

w
x̂(w)dw,1} which if less than one,

is the allocated density of the canonical allocation. □

25 If there exists no such t we let tη(ℓ) =∞.
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Now we present an algorithm based on this definition of wη(ℓ).

Algorithm 5: Randomized Algorithm

input : random seed η

1 initialize ℓmax = 0.

2 for each online node i∈U do

3 Observe wi.

4 Find the largest ℓ∈N such that wη(ℓ)≤wi

5 if ℓ > ℓmax then

6 Randomly sample xi = 1 with probability
wη(ℓ)

wi
, else xi = 0.

7 if xi = 1 then

8 Sell to wi and buyback the last allocated weight if any.

9 ℓmax = ℓ.

Lemma EC.8. Algorithm 5 is as good as the canonical allocation.

Proof. Let ℓ∗ be the largest integer satisfying wη(ℓ
∗)≤ wmax. By fixing wη(ℓ

∗), the expected

revenue of the algorithm is
wη(ℓ

∗)
w

w = wη(ℓ
∗)26. Since wη(ℓ

∗) can be any number in the interval

[wmax
ŵ
,wmax] the expected revenue of the algorithm is at least:∫ wmax

wmax
ŵ

wx̂(w)dw

This is exactly equal to canonical allocation expected revenue.

On the other hand, the buyback cost of this algorithm is at most

f

∫ wmax
ŵ

1

wx̂(w)dw

Which is equal to the buyback cost of the canonical allocation.

Using both of these two observations we can conclude:

E[ALG6]≥
∫ wmax

wmax
ŵ

wx̂(w)dw− f
∫ wmax

ŵ

0

wx̂(w)dw=E[ALGCanonical]

as desired. □

Remark EC.1. This algorithm is identical to the algorithm proposed in Badanidiyuru and

Kleinberg, 2009. The only difference is that Algorithm 5 only buys back when there is a demand.

26 w is the first online node exceeding wη(ℓ
∗). It is not necessarily wmax
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EC.4.2. Single resource with non-uniform demand and supply

Throughout the paper we assumed the offline node has capacity s= 1 and di = 1 for all i. In the

following section we prove our single resource algorithm also works for the general case when s and

di can be positive numbers other than 1. Without loss of generality, we do the normalization such

that s= 1 and di ≤ 1 for every online node i∈U .

Let K be a large positive integer. At a high-level the algorithm breaks the offline node into K

infinitesimal mini nodes with capacity 1
K

and run the algorithm 2 for ⌊Kdi⌋ of them.

Algorithm 6: Reduction from non-uniform demand to uniform demand in single-resource
environment
input : integer K, algorithm ALG for single-resource environment with uniform demand

1 for each j ∈ [K] do

2 initialize ψj← 0

3 for each online node i∈U do

4 for each ⌊Kdi⌋ mini nodes with smallest ψ like j do

5 allocate to mini node j 1
K

as much ALG will allocate if wmax was equal to ψj.

6 ψj←max(wi,ψj).

Proposition EC.1. Assume there is a positive ϵ such that for all i we have di > ϵ, then Algo-

rithm 6 achieves the same competitive ratio as algorithm 2.

Proof. Assume the optimal offline has allocation density function x(w).

OPT=
∑

w:x(w)>0

x(w)w

Each of the online nodes with positive x(w) were showed to at least ⌊Kx(w)⌋ mini nodes then from

those mini nodes we get profit 1
K

w
CR
. Given the priority queue nature of the allocation (Algorithm

6 line 4) these mini nodes are all different nodes.

ALG≥ 1

K

∑
w:x(w)>0

⌊Kx(w)⌋ w
CR

=
OPT

CR
−

∑
w:x(w)>0

{Kx(w)}
K

w

CR
≥ OPT

CR
−

∑
w:x(w)>0

1

K

w

CR

The second term goes to zero as K→∞. □

EC.4.3. Randomized rounding in the matching environment for large inventory

In this subsection, we focus on a variant model where each offline node j has a large initial capacity

(inventory) sj ∈R+. We present a near-optimal online rounding, i.e., we show any fractional online

algorithm can be converted to a randomized integral online algorithm whose competitive ratio suf-

fers an additional multiplicative factor (1− (1+ f) ·O(
√
log(smin)/smin))

−1 where smin ≜minj∈V sj

is the smallest initial capacity.
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Proposition EC.2. In the matching environment, any online fractional algorithm ALG with

the competitive ratio Γ can be converted into a randomized integral online algorithm ALG† with

competitive ratio Γ

1−(1+f)·O(
√

log(smin)/smin)
.

Proof. Let κ≜O
(√

log(smin)/smin

)
. Without loss of generality, we assume ALG always greedily

buybacks, and its profit from each offline node is non-negative. We construct a randomized integral

online algorithm ALG† following the fractional allocation decision in ALG as follows: For each online

node i∈U , let {zij}j∈V be the fractional allocation between online node i and each offline node j

in algorithm ALG. The randomized integral algorithm ALG† samples an offline node j∗ = j with

probability (1 − κ) · zij for each offline node j, and j∗ = ∅ otherwise. If j∗ is not ∅, algorithm

ALG† matches online node i with offline node j∗, and greedily buybacks (when it is necessary).

Importantly, the sampled offline nodes for each online node in algorithm ALG† are independent.

Now we analyze the competitive ratio of algorithm ALG†. It suffices to show for each offline node

j, the profit in algorithm ALG† is an (1− (1+f)κ)-approximation of the profit in algorithm ALG. Fix

an arbitrary offline node j. Recall that zij is the fractional allocation between online node i and

each offline node j in algorithm ALG. Let z̃ij be the fractional buyback between online node i and

each offline node j in algorithm ALG. As a sanity check, the profit from offline node j in algorithm

ALG is

∑
i∈U

wijzij − (1+ f) ·
∑
i∈U

wij z̃ij

Let Ûj ≜ {i ∈ U : zij > z̃ij} and Ũj ≜ U\Ûj. By definition,
∑

j∈Ûj
zij − z̃ij ≤ sj. Moreover, since

algorithm ALG greedily buybacks, we have
∑

j∈Ûj
zij ≤ sj +1

Let Z†
ij be the event that algorithm ALG† matches online node i with offline node j. By definition,

Pr[Zij] = (1− κ) · zij. Similarly, let Z̃†
ij be the event that algorithm ALG† buybacks offline node j

from online node i. For each online node i∈ Ũj, it guarantees that

Pr
[
Z̃ij

]
≤Pr[Zij] = (1−κ) · zij = (1−κ) · z̃ij

where the last equality holds since i∈ Ũj. For each online node i∈ Ûj, it guarantees that

Pr
[
Z̃ij

] (a)

≤ Pr[Zij] ·Pr

 ∑
i′∈Ũj :i

′ ̸=i

1{Zij} ≥ sj


(b)

≤ (1−κ) · zij ·κ

= κ · zij



e-companion to Ekbatani, Feng and Niazadeh: Online Matching with Cancellation Costs ec19

where inequality (a) holds since both algorithm ALG and ALG† greedily buyback; and inequality (b)

holds due to the multiplicative form of the Chernoff bound (Chernoff et al., 1952). Putting all

pieces together, the profit from offline node j in algorithm ALG is∑
i∈U

wijPr
[
Z†

ij

]
− f ·

∑
i∈U

wijPr
[
Z̃†

ij

]
≥
∑
i∈Ũj

wij(1−κ)zij − (1+ f)
∑
i∈Ũj

wij(1−κ)z̃ij +
∑
i∈Ûj

wij(1−κ)zij − (1+ f)
∑
i∈Ûj

wijκzij

≥(1− (1+ f)κ) ·

(∑
i∈U

wijzij − (1+ f) ·
∑
i∈U

wij z̃ij

)
which is an (1− (1+ f)κ)-approximation to the profit in algorithm ALG as desired. □

Appendix EC.5: Numerical Experiments

In this section we run numerical simulations on synthetic instances to measure the empirical per-

formance of our proposed algorithms and compare them with alternative methods. We utilize the

concept of a performance gap, represented as ALG(I)

OPT(I)
to measure the effectiveness of an algorithm on

each problem instance I. This metric serves as a measure of how well the algorithm performs in

comparison to the optimal solution for a given problem instance.

Experimental setup. We consider a cloud market setting in which customers who are willing to

pay for the service arrive over time (online nodes) and should be matched to available servers

(offline nodes). As for the offline nodes, there are 10 servers with independent qualities randomly

drawn from U [0,1] . On the online side, there are 100 customers arriving over time with different

willingness to pay. The willingness to pay vi of the customers are increasing over time and its

increment is drawn from U [0,1]. In particular, vi =
∑i

j=1 uj where uj ∼U [0,1]. We define the value

on an edge to be the product of server’s quality and customer’s willingness to pay. In order to add

edge-wise uncertainty to the problem, we assume a customer with willingness to pay vi only accepts

an offline node with quality greater than vi
100

. To put it another way, wij = 0 if willingness to pay of

the customer is greater than 100 times the quality of the offline node. Note that in such an instance,

more valuable and less flexible customers arrive later in the sequence — hence it is critical for the

online algorithm to protect the inventory to avoid paying large amounts of cancellation/buyback

cost.

Algorithms. In the experiments, we consider 4 different algorithms.

1. Fractional algorithm (Algorithm 3)

2. Integral-Deterministic algorithm (Algorithm 4)

3. Greedy algorithm: An integral algorithm which allocates online node i to the offline node

j with largest positive marginal profit.

argmax
j

wij − (1+ f)wj
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Figure EC.1 Numerical experiment results: blue and orange solid curves are the worst case guarantee of our

algorithms parameterized by f for fractional and integral-deterministic algorithm respectively. The vertical lines

are the 95% confidence interval and the dots are the mean for each algorithm and each f

4. Free-disposal algorithm: The algorithm which does not take into account the buyback cost.

This is in fact Algorithm 3 for f = 0, which was introduced in the earlier work of Devanur

et al. (2016).

Result. We generate 20 sample instances for each f ∈ {0,0.25, ...,3} and compare the profit gen-

erated by each algorithm with the optimal offline using performance gap. We then calculate the

confidence interval for these performance gaps for each f . The result of this simulation can be seen

in fig. EC.1.
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