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When Stochastic Rewards Reduce to Deterministic Rewards in Online Bipartite

Matching

Rajan Udwani ∗

Abstract

We study the problem of vertex-weighted online bipartite matching with stochastic rewards where matches
may fail with some known probability and the decision maker has to adapt to the sequential realization of
these outcomes. Recent works have studied several special cases of this problem and it was known that the
(randomized) Perturbed Greedy algorithm due to Aggarwal et al. (SODA, 2011) achieves the best possible
competitive ratio guarantee of (1 − 1/e) in some cases. We give a simple proof of these results by reducing
(special cases of) the stochastic rewards problem to the deterministic setting of online bipartite matching
(Karp, Vazirani, Vazirani (STOC, 1990)). More broadly, our approach gives conditions under which it suffices
to analyze the competitive ratio of an algorithm for the simpler setting of deterministic rewards in order
to obtain a competitive ratio guarantee for stochastic rewards. The simplicity of our approach reveals that
the Perturbed Greedy algorithm has a competitive ratio of (1− 1/e) even in certain settings with correlated
rewards, where no results were previously known. Finally, we show that without any special assumptions,
the Perturbed Greedy algorithm has a competitive ratio strictly less than (1− 1/e) for vertex-weighted online
matching with stochastic rewards.

1 Introduction

In online matching with stochastic rewards, we have a graphG = (I, T, E) where the vertices in I, called resources,
are known in advance. Vertices in T , called arrivals, are sequentially revealed one at a time. When a vertex t ∈ T
arrives, every edge (i, t) ∈ E incident on t is revealed along with the corresponding probability of success pit. On
every new arrival, we must make an irrevocable decision to match the arrival to any one of the available offline
neighbors. If arrival t is matched to resource i, the match succeeds with probability pit independent of all other
events. If the match succeeds, we obtain a reward of ri (equal to the vertex weight) and resource i is unavailable
to future arrivals. If the match fails, arrival t departs, resource i is available to match to future arrivals and we get
no reward. The objective is to maximize the expected reward summed over all arrivals. Let OPT(G) denote the
optimal achievable by an offline algorithm and let A(G) the expected value achieved by a (possibly randomized)
online algorithm A. We measure the worst case performance of A by evaluating the competitive ratio,

inf
G

A(G)

OPT(G)
.

Our goal is to design an algorithm that has the highest possible competitive ratio. This can be quite challenging
and a more relaxed goal is to find an algorithm that outperforms a näıve greedy algorithm that matches each arrival
to the resource that maximizes expected reward (or show that no such algorithm exists). It can be shown that no
online algorithm has competitive ratio better than O(1)/|I| against an omniscient offline algorithm that knows
the realization of all edges1. Similar to related work [GNR14, MSL20, GU20, BGS19, BMR22, GIU21, GGI+21],
we consider a natural alternative (non-omniscient) benchmark that knows all edge probabilities and can match
arrivals in any order but does not know the realization of an edge until after it is included in the matching. The
algorithm can adapt to edge realizations and we call this the non-anticipative offline benchmark. Note that the
benchmark can match each arrival at most once. We refer to [GU20] for a discussion on other possible benchmarks.

Previous work: This problem and its generalizations as well as special cases have various applications
ranging from online advertisement [M+13] to volunteer matching on non-profit platforms [MRSS22]. The special
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1From [GU20]: Consider a single arrival with an edge to n identical resources. Each edge has a probability of success 1/n. A
benchmark that knows realizations of rewards attains expected reward at least (1 − 1/e). However, no online algorithm can achieve
a reward better than 1/n.
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case where all edges have success probability of 1 and vertex weights are identical corresponds to the classic
online bipartite matching problem introduced by [KVV90], who proposed and analyzed the Ranking algorithm
that orders all resources in a random permutation and matches every arrival to the highest ranked neighboring
resource that is available. They showed that Ranking attains the highest possible competitive ratio of (1 − 1/e)
for online bipartite matching2. [MP12] initiated the study of the stochastic rewards problem with identical edge
probabilities and identical vertex weights. They showed that the Ranking algorithm is 0.534 competitive and
proposed a new online algorithm with an improved guarantee of 0.567 when the probabilities are identical and
also vanishingly small. Subsequently, [MWZ15] gave a 0.534 competitive algorithm for the case of vanishingly
small but heterogeneous probabilities. They also showed that the greedy algorithm that matches each arrival to
an available resource with the highest expected reward (which equals the highest probability of success), is 0.5
competitive for the general setting. [GNR14] showed that the greedy algorithm is 0.5 competitive much more
broadly, including settings with heterogeneous vertex weights. This is still the best known competitive ratio
guarantee for the general stochastic rewards problem.

For settings with heterogeneous vertex weights, [AGKM11] gave a generalization of the Ranking algorithm,
called Perturbed Greedy, and showed that it achieves the highest possible competitive ratio of (1 − 1/e) when
edge probabilities are 1. More recently, [GU20] showed that a natural generalization of Perturbed Greedy
(see Algorithm 1) is (1 − 1/e) competitive when edge probabilities can be decomposed into a product of two
probabilities, one corresponding to the resource and the other corresponding to the arrival, i.e., pit = pipt ∀(i, t) ∈
E. This includes the setting of identical edge probabilities and identical vertex weights (studied by [MP12]) as a
special case. They also gave a 0.596 competitive algorithm for settings where edge probabilities are vanishingly
small. Concurrently, [HZ20] gave a 0.572 competitive algorithm for vanishingly small edge probabilities against
a stronger benchmark. Very recently, [Udw23] showed that the Perturbed Greedy algorithm is 0.508 competitive
when probabilities are vanishingly small3.

To summarize, there are two well studied special cases of the stochastic rewards problem. Firstly, the case
where probabilities are identical, and more generally, decomposable. Secondly, the case where probabilities are
vanishingly small. In this paper, our focus is on the first strand. Note that Perturbed Greedy is the only algorithm
that is known to have a competitive ratio strictly better than 0.5 in all well studied special cases of the stochastic
rewards problem.

Algorithm 1 Perturbed Greedy for Matching with Stochastic Rewards

1: Let S = I and for every i ∈ I generate i.i.d. r.v. yi ∈ U [0, 1]
2: for every new arrival t do
3: match t to i∗ = argmax

i|(i,t)∈E,i∈S

pitri(1− eyi−1) ⊲ match greedily using perturbed expected rewards

4: if match succeeds then
5: update S = S\{i∗}
6: end if
7: end for

Classic techniques, such as the randomized primal-dual method of [DJK13] are very well suited for
deterministic rewards but have proven to be of limited use in settings with stochastic rewards. While Perturbed
Greedy has the same competitive ratio guarantee for deterministic rewards and for stochastic rewards with
decomposable probabilities, the existing analyses of Perturbed Greedy and all other algorithms for stochastic
rewards rely on various new technical developments. For example, [GU20] propose a new (and more sophisticated)
sample path based analysis, [HZ20] show new structural properties and develop a new (and more sophisticated)
primal-dual analysis.

Our contributions: We give a simple proof of (1 − 1/e) competitiveness of Perturbed Greedy for
vertex-weighted online matching with identical edge probabilities, and more generally, for decomposable edge
probabilities. Our method reduces each instance of the stochastic rewards problem to a distribution over instances
with deterministic rewards. The (1− 1/e) competitiveness of Perturbed Greedy then follows directly from results
in deterministic settings. More broadly, our approach shows that for stochastic rewards with decomposable edge

2See [BM08, GM08, DJK13, EFFS21] for simplified analysis.
3They also show an improved competitive ratio of 0.522 for a slightly modified version of Algorithm 1.



probabilities, it suffices to analyze the competitive ratio of an algorithm for the special case of deterministic
rewards in order to obtain a competitive ratio guarantee for stochastic rewards. Further, the simplicity of our
approach reveals that the Perturbed Greedy algorithm has a competitive ratio of (1 − 1/e) even in certain
settings with correlated rewards, where no results were previously known. Finally, we show that without any
special assumptions, the Perturbed Greedy algorithm has a competitive ratio strictly less than (1 − 1/e) for
vertex-weighted online matching with stochastic rewards. Prior to our work, no upper bound was known on the
competitive ratio of Perturbed Greedy for the general setting.

2 Preliminaries

We start by recalling the classic vertex-weighted online bipartite matching problem. We refer to it as the
deterministic rewards problem.

Deterministic rewards setting: Consider a graph G = (I, T, E) with n resources i ∈ I that are known in
advance and m arrivals t ∈ T that are sequentially revealed one at a time. W.l.o.g., the vertices in T arrive in
the order of their index. Let N(i) denote set of arrivals with an edge to i , i.e., neighbors of i. Similarly, let N(t)
denote the neighbors of t. When a vertex t ∈ T arrives, all edges (i, t) ∈ E incident on t are revealed and we
must make an irrevocable decision to match the arrival to any one of the available offline neighbors. If arrival t
is matched to resource i, we get a reward ri (the weight of vertex i) and i is unavailable to future arrivals. The
objective is to maximize the total reward summed over all arrivals. We will use the following classic result.

Lemma 2.1. ([AGKM11, DJK13]) Perturbed Greedy is (1 − 1/e) competitive for the deterministic rewards
setting.

Stochastic rewards setting: This is a generalization of the deterministic rewards setting, where matches
can fail with some known probability. In particular, when t arrives, all edges incident on t are revealed along with
probabilities pit ∀i ∈ N(t). If t is matched to i, the match succeeds with probability pit independent of all other
events and we get a reward ri. If the match fails, t departs, resource i is available to match to future arrivals and
we get no reward. When all edge probabilities are equal to 1, we obtain the deterministic rewards setting. We
are interested in the following special cases of the problem.

• Identical probabilities: pit = p ∀(i, t) ∈ E.

• Decomposable probabilities: pit = pi pt ∀(i, t) ∈ E. This subsumes identical probabilities.

We evaluate competitive ratio against a non-omniscient benchmark that knows all edge probabilities and can
match arrivals in any order but does not know the realization of an edge until after it is included in the matching.
The algorithm can adapt to edge realizations and we call this the non-anticipative offline benchmark.

b-matching: Introduced by [KP00], this is a generalization of the deterministic setting where resources have
starting budgets or capacities given by positive integers {bi}i∈I . The budget of a resource specifies the number
of arrivals it can be matched to. We get a reward of ri every time we match resource i. When bi = 1 ∀i ∈ I, we
obtain the deterministic setting specified above. We are particularly interested in the setting where the online
algorithm does not know the budgets {bi}i∈I at the beginning, called b-matching with unknown budgets.
In this setting, the budget of a resource is revealed to the online algorithm only after it has been used up, i.e., if
resource i is matched to bi arrivals then the budget of i is revealed to the online algorithm after i is matched for
the bi-th time. The Perturbed Greedy algorithm is well defined for this setting – we compute a perturbed vertex
weight for each resource and match each arrival to a resource with available budget and the highest perturbed
weight. We use the following recent result for Perturbed Greedy in this setting. [Vaz21] gives a particularly
elegant proof of the result.

Lemma 2.2. ([AS21, Vaz21]) Perturbed Greedy is (1 − 1/e) competitive for b-matching with unknown budgets
against offline that knows all budgets in advance.

Adwords: Introduced by [MSVV07], this is a generalization of the b-matching problem where resources make
bids on the arrivals they have an edge to. Let bit denote the bid made by i on arrival t. The bid is revealed
when t arrives and it is the number of units of i that will be used if i is matched to t. If i and t are matched,
we get a reward of bit subject to the available budget. Let bi(t) denote the remaining budget of i when t arrives.



Matching i to t uses min{bi(t), bit} of i’s remaining budget and we get a reward equal to the number of units
that are used (=min{bi(t), bit}). An instance of the b-matching problem can be represented as an instance of
Adwords by setting the starting budget to biri and bids to bit = ri for all i ∈ I, t ∈ N(i). In the Adwords
with unknown budgets setting, the starting budgets are unknown to the online algorithm and the budget of
a resource is revealed only once it is used up.

Non-anticipative algorithms: For the stochastic rewards setting, we say that an algorithm A (could be
online or offline) is non-anticipative when it does not know the realization (success/failure) of an edge before it
is included in the matching. The outcome of an edge is revealed to A immediately after it includes the edge in
the matching. Note that an any algorithm for stochastic rewards is well defined on instances with deterministic
rewards (which are special cases).

We use ALG to denote the Perturbed Greedy algorithm for stochastic rewards. We use OPT to denote the
non-anticipative offline benchmark for stochastic rewards. Given an instance ν of some setting and an algorithm
A for the setting, we use A(ν) to denote the expected total reward in the setting with expectation taken over
the intrinsic randomness in the (possibly randomized) algorithm as well as the randomness in the instance (such
as stochastic rewards). In particular, ALG(ν) and OPT(ν) denote the expected total reward on instance ν of
ALG and OPT respectively. Finally, we define the notion of a value preserving distribution. The notion plays
an important role in our main results.

Value preserving distribution: Given an instance ν of the stochastic rewards problem and a distribution Dν

over instances of the stochastic rewards problem, we say that Dν is value preserving if for every non-anticipative
algorithm A,

A(ν) = Eu∼Dν
[A(u)].

3 Main Results

Theorem 3.1. Consider a set V of instances of the stochastic rewards problem and a set of value preserving
probability distributions {Dν | ν ∈ V}. We have that,

inf
ν∈V

ALG(ν)

OPT(ν)
≥ inf

u∈
⋃

ν∈V

supp(Dν )

ALG(u)

OPT(u)
,

here supp(Dν) represents the support of distribution Dν .

Proof. Using the fact that ALG and OPT are non-anticipative, we have,

ALG(ν)

OPT(ν)
=

Eu∼Dν
[ALG(u)]

Eu∼Dν
[OPT(u)]

∀ν ∈ V .

Let α be the highest value such that ALG(u) ≥ αOPT(u) for every instance u ∈
⋃

ν∈V

supp(Dν). Plugging this

into the equality above proves the claim,

Eu∼Dν
[ALG(u)]

Eu∼Dν
[OPT(u)]

≥
Eu∼Dν

[αOPT(u)]

Eu∼Dν
[OPT(u)]

= α ∀ν ∈ V .

Corollary 3.1. When each Dν is supported only on settings with deterministic rewards, we have,

inf
ν∈V

ALG(ν)

OPT(ν)
≥ (1 − 1/e).

The corollary follows from Lemma 2.1. Observe that we could replace ALG with another algorithm for stochastic
rewards that has competitive ratio α in the deterministic setting. The theorem gives us a sufficient condition for
obtaining this α competitiveness in a stochastic setting without any new analysis. The following general notion
will be useful in the subsequent discussion.

For any instance ν, the trivial distribution that has a probability mass of 1 on ν is value preserving. To apply
Corollary 3.1, we need to show the existence of value preserving distributions that have support only on instances
of the deterministic rewards problem. Next, we establish that such distributions exist for every ν ∈ V when V is
one of several special cases of the general stochastic rewards problem.



3.1 Identical Probabilities (pit = p ∀(i, t) ∈ E)

Lemma 3.1. There exists a value preserving distribution over instances of deterministic rewards for each instance
of the stochastic rewards problem with identical probabilities.

Proof. Let ν be an arbitrary instance of stochastic rewards with graph G = (I, T, E), vertex weights {ri}i∈I , and
identical probabilities p. To generate a distributionDν over instances with deterministic rewards, we independently
sample Bernoulli random variables {st}t∈T . The value of st is 1 with probability (w.p.) p and 0 w.p. 1 − p. We
generate an instance with deterministic rewards by selecting the subset of arrivals where st is 1. Formally, consider
an instance of the deterministic rewards problem with the same set of resources I, reduced set of arrivals

T ∗ = {t | st = 1, t ∈ T }

that arrive in the same order, and reduced set of edges

E∗ = {(i, t) | i ∈ I, t ∈ T ∗, (i, t) ∈ E}.

Through the above process, the randomness of {st}t∈T induces a distribution over instances with deterministic
rewards. It remains to show that this distribution is value preserving.

Let A be some non-anticipative algorithm. For a randomized algorithm A, arbitrarily fix the (intrinsic)
random seeds of the algorithm. We can generate sample paths of ν using the values of {st}t∈T as follows.
Consider the execution of A on ν such that when A matches arrival t ∈ T to some available resource, the match
succeeds if and only if st = 1 (an event that occurs with probability p). The total reward of A on this sample path
of ν is the same as the total reward of A on the deterministic reward instance with reduced arrival set T ∗ defined
above. Taking expectation over the binary random variables {st}t∈T and the (independent) intrinsic randomness
of A gives us the desired equivalence of expected total reward.

Remarks: In the proof above, we could generate sample paths of A (on ν) by sampling a single random
variable st for each arrival because (1) A matches an arrival to at most one resource and (2) for identical
probabilities, st can represent success/failure of matching t regardless of the resource t is matched to. It is easy
to verify that the result generalizes to instances of the stochastic rewards problem where all edges incident on
a particular arrival have the same probability, i.e., pit = pt ∀t ∈ T . In the next section, we show a stronger
generalization for decomposable probabilities.

3.2 Decomposable Probabilities (pit = pi pt ∀(i, t) ∈ E)

The idea for identical probabilities does not directly apply when the success probabilities for edges incident on
a given arrival are different. To reduce the problem to a deterministic setting we first need some intermediate
results.

Lemma 3.2. For any given instance of stochastic rewards with decomposable probabilities, there exists a value
preserving distribution over instances of stochastic rewards where all edges incident on the same resource have
identical success probability.

Proof. Let ν be an arbitrary instance of stochastic rewards with graph G = (I, T, E), vertex weights {ri}i∈I ,
and decomposable probabilities. For an algorithm A that matches each arrival at most once, we can treat the
Bernoulli random variable sit that indicates success/failure of an edge (i, t) as a product of two independent
Bernoulli random variables, i.e.,

sit = sti st,

here sti is 1 w.p. pi, st is 1 w.p. pt. Note that random variable st correlates the stochastic rewards of edges
incident on t but this is without loss of generality (w.l.o.g.), for any algorithm that matches t to at most one
resource. Now, consider the Bernoulli random variables {st}t∈T . Given a realization of these random variables,
by removing all arrivals where st = 0, we have an instance u of stochastic rewards on the remaining set of arrivals
T ∗ and remaining edge set E∗ such that pit = pi ∀(i, t) ∈ E∗. The randomness in {st}t∈T induces a distribution
over such instances. Similarly to the proof of Lemma 3.1, this transformation preserves the expected total reward
of non-anticipative algorithms.



Consider an instance ν of stochastic rewards with probabilities pit = pi ∀(i, t) ∈ E. Due to different
probabilities for different resources, sampling a single Bernoulli random variable for each arrival does not suffice
to obtain a (value preserving) distribution over deterministic instances. Another possibility is to use a single
Bernoulli random variable si to determine if a match to resource i succeeds. However, a resource may be matched
numerous times before a match is successful. Therefore, we need multiple independent samples of si to capture
the stochastic reward from a single resource. In fact, we show that for every ν, there exists a value preserving
distribution over instances of b-matching with deterministic rewards (where resources may be matched multiple
times). To show this we first consider an alternative way to evaluate the problem objective.

Alternative way to compute the objective: Given an instance ν∗ of stochastic rewards (with arbitrary
probabilities) and a non-anticipative algorithm A, for every (i, t) ∈ E, let Xit be a Bernoulli random variable
that is 1 if A matches i to t and the match succeeds. Let Yit be a Bernoulli random variable that is 1 if (i, t) is
included in the matching (the match may fail). Let E[Xit] and E[Yit] denote the expected value of these random
variables, here the expectation is with respect to stochastic rewards as well as any intrinsic randomness of A. For
a non-anticipative algorithm,

E[Xit] = pitE[Yit].

By linearity of expectation, we have

(3.1) A(ν∗) =
∑

(i,t)∈E

riE[Xit] =
∑

(i,t)∈E

ripitE[Yit].

The RHS above gives an alternate way to evaluate the objective where we get a reward equal to the expected
reward of the edge whenever we make a match (regardless of success/failure). In this interpretation, the rewards
are deterministic but the successes/failures of resources are still stochastic.

In the following lemma, we use a generalization of the notion of value preserving distributions over instances
of b-matching with unknown budgets. The notion of value preservation is well defined only for algorithms that
work for the stochastic rewards problem as well as the b-matching with unknown budgets problem. Note that
ALG is one such algorithm.

Lemma 3.3. There exists a value preserving distribution over instances of b-matching with unknown budgets for
each instance of the stochastic rewards problem where all edges incident on the same resource have identical success
probability.

Proof. Let ν be an arbitrary instance of stochastic rewards with graph G = (I, T, E), vertex weights {ri}i∈I , and
success probability pi for every edge incident on i ∈ I. Consider independent Bernoulli random variables {si}i∈I

such that si = 1 w.p. pi. For every i, we sequentially draw m (= |T |) independent samples from si and let ki be
the index of the first sample that has value 1, with ki set to m+ 1 when all the samples are 0. The probability
that ki = k is pi(1− pi)

k−1.
Using the values of these random variables we can generate a sample of ν as follows. For any given resource

i, when i is matched for the k-th time, the match succeeds if the k-th independent sample of si equals 1 and fails
otherwise. On this sample path, i is successfully matched if it is matched to ki arrivals. Given a realization of
{ki}i∈I , consider the instance of b-matching with resources I, arrivals T (in the same order), edge set E, vertex
weights ripi ∀i ∈ I and budgets bi = ki ∀i ∈ I. The randomness in {ki}i∈I makes the budgets initially unknown
to an algorithm and induces a distribution over instances of the b-matching problem. Using the alternative way
to compute the objective for stochastic rewards (recall (3.1)), we have that the transformation is value preserving.

Theorem 3.2. ALG is (1−1/e) competitive for the setting of stochastic rewards with decomposable probabilities.

Proof. Using Theorem 3.1, it suffices to analyze the competitive ratio of ALG on instances of stochastic rewards
with edge probabilities pit = pi ∀(i, t) ∈ E. We claim that the competitive ration of ALG on such instances is
lower bounded by the competitive ratio of ALG on instances of b-matching with unknown budgets. The proof is
very similar to the proof of Theorem 3.1 with a minor change due to the fact that OPT for the stochastic rewards
instance may not be a well defined algorithm for b-matching. Given an instance ν of stochastic rewards with
probabilities pit = pi, from Lemma 3.3 we have a value preserving distribution Dν over instances of b-matching.



Let u denote an instance in supp(Dν). Let OPT∗(u) denote the optimal offline solution for instance u of the
b-matching problem when the budgets are apriori known. Since OPT∗ has additional information (knows the
budgets), we have

OPT(ν) ≤ Eu∼Dν
[OPT∗(u)],

Now,
ALG(ν)

OPT(ν)
≥

Eu∼Dν
[ALG(u)]

Eu∼Dν
[OPT∗(u)]

∀ν ∈ V .

From Lemma 2.2, we have that ALG(u) ≥ (1−1/e)OPT∗(u) for every instance u of the b-matching with unknown
budgets problem. Plugging this into the equality above proves the claim,

Eu∼Dν
[ALG(u)]

Eu∼Dν
[OPT∗(u)]

≥
Eu∼Dν

[(1− 1/e)OPT∗(u)]

Eu∼Dν
[OPT∗(u)]

= (1− 1/e) ∀ν ∈ V .

3.3 Correlated Stochastic Rewards

Our discussion so far has focused on independent stochastic rewards. We now consider a more general setting where
rewards are not necessarily independent (can be correlated) and there is a joint distribution over the rewards.
The joint distribution is known to offline but online algorithm only knows the marginal success probabilities
pit ∀(i, t) ∈ E. To the best of our knowledge, no previous result is known for the problem under any (non-trivial)
form of correlation. The simplicity of our approach reveals that ALG is (1 − 1/e) competitive for decomposable
(marginal) edge probabilities even when the rewards have certain types of correlations.

Time correlated rewards: Recall that when the rewards are independent and edge probabilities are
decomposable, we can view the Bernoulli random variable sit that indicates success/failure of an edge (i, t)
as a product of two independent Bernoulli random variables, i.e.,

sit = sti st,

here sti is 1 w.p. pi, st is 1 w.p. pt. Random variable st correlates the stochastic rewards of edges incident on t but
this is w.l.o.g., for any algorithm that matches t to at most once resource. With this viewpoint in mind, consider
a more general setting where the random variables {st}t∈T are not necessarily independent and their values come
from an arbitrary joint distribution ST over {0, 1}m. We call this the setting of time correlated rewards.

Theorem 3.3. For the setting of time correlated rewards, ALG is (1 − 1/e) competitive against the non-
anticipative offline benchmark that knows the joint distribution ST .

Similar to the proof of Theorem 3.2, the result above follows from the existence of a value preserving
distribution over instances of stochastic rewards with probabilities pit = pi ∀(i, t) ∈ E.

Lemma 3.4. For each instance of time correlated rewards there exists a value preserving distribution over
instances of stochastic rewards with probabilities pit = pi ∀(i, t) ∈ E.

Proof. Let ν denote an instance of the time correlated rewards problem with graph G = (I, T, E). Similar to the
proof of Lemma 3.1, consider a random sample of values of {st}t∈T drawn according to distribution ST . Given
a non-anticipative algorithm A, we use this sample to generate a (partial) sample path of ν as follows. When A
includes an edge (i, t) in the matching, the edge succeeds if st = 1 and fails otherwise. This is a partial sample path
of ν since {sti}i∈I,t∈T are still random. By ignoring the arrivals where st = 0, we have an instance of stochastic
rewards with a reduced set of arrivals T ∗, reduced edge set E∗, and edge probabilities pit = pi ∀(i, t) ∈ E∗. Taking
expectation over the randomness in {sti}i∈I,t∈T , the expected total reward of A on this instance is the same as
the expected total reward of A on the partial sample path of ν.

3.4 Upper Bound for General Probabilities

Theorem 3.4. ALG is at most 0.624 competitive (< 1 − 1/e) for the general setting of online matching with
stochastic rewards.



To construct an upper bound we give a hard instance of the problem where the expected objective value of ALG
is strictly less than (1 − 1/e). Our instance has small and large edge probabilties, and heterogeneous vertex
weights.

Instance of Stochastic Rewards: We have n + 1 resources and 2n arrivals. Resources 1 through n have
an edge to all arrivals. Resource n+ 1 has edges only to the first n arrivals. The probabilities of resource n+ 1’s
edge to arrival t is pw(t) where w(t) is a decreasing function of t.

w(t) =
1− e

t

n+1
−1

1− e−1+ǫ
,

here ǫ = 0.133 and p is small enough so that pw(1) < 1. The weight of vertex n+1 is 1/p. Resources 1 though n
have a vertex weight of 1 and all edges incident on them have probability 1.

This instance is inspired by the following hard instance for the related problem of Adwords with Unknown
Budgets.

Instance of Adwords with Unknown Budgets [Udw23]: We have n + 1 resources and 2n arrivals.
Resources 1 through n have an edge to all arrivals. Resource n+ 1 has edges to the first n arrivals only. Arrival
t ∈ [n] bids

w(t) =
1− e

t

n+1
−1

1− e−1+ǫ
,

(here ǫ = 0.133) on resource n+ 1. Resource n+ 1 has a total budget of
∑

t∈[n]w(t). Resources 1 though n have
a budget of 1 and every arrival bids 1 on each of these resources.

Let ν refer to the instance of stochastic rewards above and let ν∗ refer to the instance of Adwords. Let
ALG∗ denote the Perturbed Greedy algorithm for Adwords. This algorithm greedily matches each arrival to an
available neighboring resource with the highest perturbed bid, here bit(1− eyi−1) is the perturbed bid of resource
i on arrival t. In other words, ALG∗ is similar to ALG with the edge probabilities replaced by bids. Resources
become unavailable in ALG∗ when the budget runs out. Let ALG(ν) and ALG∗(ν∗) refer to the expected total
reward of ALG on instance ν and ALG∗ on instance ν∗ respectively. Let OPT∗(ν∗) denote the optimal value of
the offline solution for the Adwords instance ν∗ and let OPT(ν) refer to the optimal expected value of the non-
anticipative offline solution for ν. We use the notation O(np) to simplify notation and ignore absolute constants
that do not depend on n and p.

Lemma 3.5. For the instances described above, when p ≪ 1
n
, we have 1 ≤ ALG∗(ν∗)

ALG(ν) ≤ (1 + O(np)) and

1 ≤ OPT∗(ν∗)
OPT(ν) ≤ (1 +O(np)).

Proof. Consider a parallel execution of ALG on ν and ALG∗ on ν∗ with the same values for the random variables
{yi}i∈I . In the following, assume that resource n+1 is never matched successfully in ALG. Then, both algorithms
make identical decisions, i.e., if ALG matches t to resource with index i then so does ALG∗. Suppose that ALG
(and ALG∗) match arrival t to resource i. Using the alternative way of computing total reward for ν (recall
equation (3.1)), we have that ALG gets a deterministic reward equal to 1 if i ∈ [n] and a reward of ri pit = w(t)
if i = n+ 1. ALG∗ gets the same reward at t and the two algorithms have identical total reward. Similarly, the
optimal offline rewards are identical when resource n+ 1 is not successfully matched by the offline algorithm for
ν.

On sample paths where resource n + 1 is successfully matched in ν, ALG∗ and OPT∗ may have a higher
total reward than their counterparts. Thus, ALG∗(ν∗) ≥ ALG(ν) and OPT∗(ν∗) ≥ OPT(ν). The probability
that resource n + 1 is successfully matched by any algorithm is at most 1 − (1 − p)n. For p ≪ 1

n
, we have

(1−p)n = 1−O(np). Notice that ALG(ν) ≥ n and OPT(ν) ≥ n since both have total reward at least n on every
sample path (resources 1 to n are always matched). Further, the maximum possible reward in either setting is at
most n+

∑
t∈[n] w(t) = O(n). Therefore,

ALG(ν) ≤ ALG∗(ν∗) ≤ ALG(ν) + (1− (1 − p)n)O(n) = (1 +O(np))ALG(ν).

Similarly, OPT(ν) ≤ OPT∗(ν∗) ≤ OPT(ν) + (1− (1− p)n)O(n) = (1 +O(np))OPT(ν).

Theorem 3.5. (Theorem 5 in [Udw23] (restated).) For the instance ν∗ of the Adwords problem, we have

limn→+∞
ALG∗(ν∗)
OPT∗(ν∗) ≤ 0.624.



Proof. [Proof of Theorem 3.4.] From Lemma 3.5 and Theorem 3.5, we get

ALG(ν)

OPT(ν)
=

ALG(ν)

ALG∗(ν∗)

OPT∗(ν∗)

OPT(ν)

ALG∗(ν∗)

OPT∗(ν∗)
≤ 1× (1 +O(np))×

ALG∗(ν∗)

OPT∗(ν∗)
.

For p = 1
n2 , we have, limn→+∞

ALG(ν)
OPT(ν) ≤ 0.624, as desired.

4 Conclusion

We consider the problem of online matching with stochastic rewards and show that from a competitive
ratio standpoint the setting reduces to the simpler deterministic online matching when the probabilities are
decomposable. The simplicity of our approach reveals a more general (tight) (1 − 1/e) competitive ratio for the
Perturbed Greedy algorithm in a setting where edge probabilities are decomposable and the arrival associated
randomness (st) in the stochastic rewards may be arbitrarily correlated across time. Finally, we show that for
the general stochastic rewards problem, Perturbed Greedy is strictly less than (1 − 1/e) competitive. The key
open question for this problem is to find an algorithm with the highest possible competitive ratio for the general
setting. Our work also opens up the study of the even more general setting of correlated stochastic rewards, for
which we give the first non-trivial competitive ratio results.
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