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ABSTRACT
Point-of-interest (POI) recommendation, a form of context-aware
recommendation, takes into account spatio-temporal constraints
and contexts like distance, peak business hours, and previous user
check-ins. Given the ability of these kinds of systems to influence
not just the consumer’s travel experience, but also the POI’s busi-
ness, it is important to consider fairness from multiple perspectives.
Unfortunately, these systems tend to provide less accurate rec-
ommendations to inactive users, and less exposure to unpopular
POIs. The goal of this paper is to develop a post-filter methodol-
ogy that incorporates provider and consumer fairness factors into
pre-existing recommendation models, to satisfy fairness metrics
like item exposure, and performance metrics like precision and
distance, making the system more sustainable to both consumers
and providers. Experiments have shown that using a linear scoring
model for provider fairness in re-scoring recommended items yields
the best tradeoff between performance and long-tail exposure, in
some cases without a significant decrease in precision. When at-
tempting to address consumer fairness by recommending more
popular POIs to inactive users, the result was an increase in preci-
sion for only some recommendation models and datasets. Finally,
when considering the tradeoff between both parameters, the com-
binations that reached the Pareto front of consumer and provider
fairness, unfortunately, achieved the lowest precision values. We
find that the nature of this tradeoff depends heavily on the model
and the dataset.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Information systems→Recommender systems;Combination,
fusion and federated search.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Recommender systems are pervasive across digital platforms, tailor-
ing ranked lists of items for users in diverse contexts such as Spotify,
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YouTube, TikTok, Facebook, and Amazon. Notably, point-of-interest
(POI) recommender systems suggest locations such as restaurants
and stores, prioritizing geographical proximity [15]. These systems
significantly influence user experience and decision-making, ne-
cessitating an emphasis on fairness to avoid perpetuating biases.
The discourse on fairness within machine learning and its applica-
tions to recommender systems has expanded, addressing different
fairness definitions and sources of bias [6, 9].

The advancement of multi-stakeholder recommendation systems
introduces the challenge of balancing diverging interests between
consumers and providers. While consumers benefit from recom-
mendations that accurately reflect their preferences and intentions,
providers gain from equitable exposure and opportunities presented
by their items being recommended. This dynamic creates a neces-
sity for systems that can manage and mitigate the conflicting needs
of all parties involved [1, 2]. Our approach integrates a ’fairness
factor’ into POI recommender systems, applying it through post-
processing or post-filtering techniques that remain agnostic to the
underlying model, thus ensuring broad applicability.

This paper focuses on exploring multi-objective fairness in POI
recommender systems, with particular attention to the balance
between provider and consumer interests. We pose the following
research questions to guide our investigation:

• How does the scoring model used for the provider fair-
ness factor influence the overall performance of the recom-
mender system?

• What are the effects of implementing a provider fairness
factor on performance, fairness, and distance metrics, and
how do these compare when a consumer fairness factor is
applied?

• Howdoes the recommender system adaptwhen both provider
and consumer fairness factors are integrated simultane-
ously?

To address these questions, we explore the complexities of de-
signing fairness-oriented systems. The literature supports various
fairness definitions, from Aristotle’s principle of treating equals
equally, to more nuanced considerations of group and individual
fairness in machine learning contexts [5, 6]. The spatial dimensions
of POI recommendations, which consider the proximity of recom-
mended sites to the user, add another layer of complexity, especially
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given the often sparse data on user interactions with potential POIs
[7, 15]. This study does not only address theoretical aspects of
fairness and performance but also practical implementations, exam-
ining existing methodologies and proposing new ways to balance
consumer and provider interests within the framework of POI rec-
ommender systems. By integrating considerations of geographical
closeness, social connections, and categorical preferences, we aim to
formulate a comprehensive system that aligns with contemporary
needs for fairness and utility in digital recommendations.

2 MODELLING THE TASK AND THE FAIRNESS
FACTORS

Problem Statement
This project aims to create a recommender system model that incor-
porates a user𝑢 ∈ 𝑈 , a point-of-interest (POI) 𝑝 ∈ 𝑃 , and contextual
factors𝐶 (𝑢, 𝑝) (e.g., distance, time, social connections). Additionally,
it integrates consumer and provider fairness via abstract functions
𝐹𝑐 (𝑢) for consumer fairness and 𝐹𝑝 (𝑢) for provider fairness. This
model, denoted 𝑀̂ , integrates the aforementioned contexts to pro-
duce personalized POI recommendations. Fairness is woven into
this framework by adjusting the ranking score as follows:

M(𝑢, 𝑝) = 𝑀̂ (𝑢, 𝑝,𝐶 (𝑢, 𝑝)) + 𝛼 · 𝐹𝑝 (𝑢) + 𝛽 · 𝐹𝑐 (𝑢) (1)
The tunable parameters 𝛼 and 𝛽 determine the impact of fairness

on the rankings. Different configurations of these parameters will
be evaluated to illustrate their effects on system performance and
fairness, aiming to identify optimal balances in a Pareto front.

In this front, we propose a framework CAPRI-FAIR1, where we
extend a pre-existing framework for context-aware POI recom-
mendation and incorporate fairness factors in a similar fashion.
Consequently, we also add evaluations that take into account user
and item fairness.

Consumer Fairness
Consumer fairness addresses the disparity between active and in-
active users on the platform, distinguished by their frequency of
check-ins. Active users benefit from more personalized recommen-
dations due to their extensive interaction data, enhancing profile
accuracy. Conversely, for inactive users, who may need a basic
understanding of popular options to start exploring, a strategy
of recommending widely popular POIs proves beneficial. This ap-
proach aligns with findings from Rahmani [11], indicating that less
active users frequently attend popular POIs.

We propose recommending nearby, popular POIs to inactive
users, defining "nearby" as POIs within the closest 20% of distances
to any previously visited POI [14]. This method focuses on enhanc-
ing recommendation precision for inactive users without altering
the accuracy of active ones.

Provider Fairness
Each POI has an associated popularity, indicated by user check-ins,
which follows a power law distribution. Most check-ins are concen-
trated among a few POIs, while a large majority fall into the "long
tail" with minimal exposure. This characteristic of the distribution
underscores the challenge of achieving fairness among providers,
as most POIs receive scant attention. To address this, we model
1https://github.com/cruiseresearchgroup/CAPRI-FAIR/

popularity with a power law, where the score of a POI is inversely
proportional to its check-in count, helping to elevate less popular
POIs. For a given number of 𝑥 check-ins, the estimated number of
POIs 𝑦 with that popularity is expressed inline as 𝑦 = 𝑤0 ·𝑥𝑤1 . This
relationship undergoes a log-log transformation to fit a linear re-
gression, where parameters are determined using L2 regularization
to manage data skew, with a regularization factor of 10.0 ensuring
stable predictions. In addition to the power law model, we explore
linear and logistic regression models for comparison. The linear
model does not scale down exposure as sharply with increasing
popularity, potentially offering a more gradual adjustment for mod-
erately popular POIs. In contrast, logistic regression treats slight
increases in popularity more harshly, impacting even moderately
popular POIs significantly.

To assess provider fairness, we measure each item’s exposure
across recommendations, assuming each POI represents a unique
provider. Exposure is influenced by the ranking position, which can
be modeled as a function. For simplicity it is binary in the paper,
indicating the presence or absence in the recommendation list.

3 EXPERIMENT SETUP
Datasets
We employ the Gowalla[3] and Yelp[8] datasets, recognized for
their comprehensive feature sets which facilitate model compar-
isons [10, 14]. Following standard preprocessing, we remove POIs
visited by fewer than 10 users and users visiting fewer than 10
POIs. The data is split into training, validation, and testing sets
using a 70-20-10 ratio. Users are categorized as ‘active’ or “inactive’
based on their activity, with the top 20% being active. This is based
on the defaults given by the original CAPRI framework [13], as
well as the Pareto principle (i.e. where 20% of users account for
80% of check-ins). Items are similarly divided into ‘short-head’ and
‘long-tail’ groups, based on the top 20% of popularity metrics.

Evaluation Metrics
For evaluation, we primarily use Precision@k as our accuracy met-
ric, which assesses if the target POI is among the top 𝑘 entries in
the recommendation list—suitable for scenarios with sparse hits.

We measure both Precision and Exposure across different groups
to evaluate user and item fairness. We employ the Generalized
Cross-Entropy (GCE), using Pearson’s 𝜒2 measure for its robustness
to outliers [4, 11], to assess fairness. This measure helps quantify
disparities in item exposure, particularly focusing on long-tail expo-
sure improvements. For consumer fairness, recommendation gain
for each user is defined based on the presence of recommended
POIs in their previous visits, akin to an attention function used for
item exposure. Similarly, provider fairness is evaluated by whether
POIs appear in recommendation lists, indicating their exposure.
These metrics are crucial for understanding the impact of fairness
adjustments on the recommendation system.

Benchmarking and Experimentation
Our model is compared against three commonly used POI recom-
menders: USG [15], GeoSoCa[17], and LORE[18], which are widely
used in recent studies [12–14, 16]. In order to maintain consistency,
we utilize the same datasets as referenced in [13]. We investigate
several key hypotheses on the impact of fairness factors on model
performance and fairness metrics:
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Dataset Model Exposure Model Precision Long-tail Exposure
0 0.25 0.50 0.75 1 0 0.25 0.50 0.75 1

Yelp GeoSoCa Linear 0.0225 0.0134 0.0117 0.0111 0.0107 1.7010 3.4467 4.1525 4.5026 4.6888
Logistic 0.0225 0.0173 0.0089 0.0073 0.0073 1.7010 3.0696 4.5693 4.6969 4.6970

PowerLaw 0.0225 0.0137 0.0109 0.0096 0.0081 1.7010 3.1636 3.5278 2.5025 1.8429
LORE Linear 0.0230 0.0179 0.0147 0.0132 0.0124 1.5290 2.7975 3.6141 4.1361 4.4426

Logistic 0.0230 0.0183 0.0096 0.0074 0.0072 1.5290 3.4217 4.8180 4.9503 4.9565
PowerLaw 0.0230 0.0196 0.0136 0.0106 0.0082 1.5290 2.2284 2.1647 1.8887 1.5768

USG Linear 0.0297 0.0314 0.0278 0.0228 0.0186 0.0077 0.0341 0.5424 1.8214 3.0765
Logistic 0.0297 0.0296 0.0257 0.0123 0.0042 0.0077 0.0461 1.1532 4.5227 5.6810

PowerLaw 0.0297 0.0300 0.0291 0.0152 0.0036 0.0077 0.0209 0.2791 2.9418 3.9288
Gowalla GeoSoCa Linear 0.0381 0.0300 0.0287 0.0274 0.0266 0.7990 0.9796 1.0734 1.1626 1.2465

Logistic 0.0381 0.0316 0.0182 0.0140 0.0132 0.7990 1.2142 1.9263 2.0336 2.0459
PowerLaw 0.0381 0.0277 0.0242 0.0222 0.0203 0.7990 1.3231 1.8073 2.0207 2.0636

LORE Linear 0.0482 0.0427 0.0405 0.0389 0.0378 0.7354 0.9356 1.0757 1.1958 1.2961
Logistic 0.0482 0.0283 0.0149 0.0127 0.0125 0.7354 1.6326 2.0425 2.0815 2.0842

PowerLaw 0.0482 0.0392 0.0260 0.0191 0.0156 0.7354 1.2983 1.6527 1.7724 1.7771
USG Linear 0.0514 0.0504 0.0477 0.0446 0.0424 0.0766 0.1056 0.1567 0.2523 0.3689

Logistic 0.0514 0.0500 0.0334 0.0195 0.0103 0.0766 0.2319 1.4315 2.0190 2.2654
PowerLaw 0.0514 0.0525 0.0468 0.0293 0.0158 0.0766 0.1513 0.7876 1.6531 2.0789

Table 1: Precision and Long-tail Exposure for different Provider Fairness factor weights and Exposure models used in the
CAPRI-FAIR framework.

• Exposure Model Impact: We evaluate three exposure
models—power law, linear, and logistic—across values of 𝛼
(0, 0.25, 0.5, 1.0) to determine their effect on precision and
long-tail exposure at 𝑘 = 10. Statistical tests ascertain if
the choice of exposure model significantly influences these
metrics.

• Provider Fairness Factor: This factor’s impact on long-
tail item exposure is assessed over a range of weights from
0 to 1, analyzing whether improvements in exposure can
be achieved without compromising accuracy.

• Consumer Fairness Factor: We examine how adjusting
the consumer fairness factor improves precision for inac-
tive users, varying the weight from 0 to 1 and monitoring
impacts at 𝑘 = 10.

Each hypothesis is rigorously tested to find an optimal balance
between fairness and performance, ensuring the model’s practical
applicability and theoretical soundness.

4 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The benchmark models were run first without modification, then
slowly increasing the provider fairness factor’s coefficient 𝛼 as
outlined above. The impact of the provider fairness model used
is first assessed by taking note of its impact on the precision and
exposure metrics for the long tail, which it is aiming to improve.
The results are shown below in Table 1.

The score of the best-performing exposure model for the metric
is highlighted in bold. For precision, which is the accuracy or per-
formance metric of choice here, the linear exposure model performs
the best in most cases. This makes sense as it doesn’t punish even
slightly popular POIs as harshly as the other models, as shown by
the curves in Figure 5 in the appendix. Likewise, the logistic model
performs best regarding exposure to the long tail, which makes
sense as it only provides weights to the least popular POIs. However,
note that the linear model still reasonably increases the long-tail
exposure as the weight increases. The power law model, however,
seems to perform the worst for the GeoSoCa and LORE models
and even decreases past a certain weight. Running a Kruskal-Wallis

test on the precision and exposure values reveals a statistically sig-
nificant difference in metric values among the 3 exposure models,
starting from a factor weight of 𝛼 = 0.5, indicating that the choice
of the exposure model does make a difference in the precision and
long-tail exposure metrics. We can now use the linear model for
the provider fairness factor, as it offers the highest precision values
and permits moderate long-tail exposure.

Impact of the provider fairness factor
After adopting the linear model as the provider fairness factor for
further analysis, its effects on performance metrics were thoroughly
evaluated. As the previous table shows, increasing 𝑎 typically leads
to a decline in precision. However, we see that it does help with
exposure to the long-tail POIs, who, under the normal regime, expe-
rience very low exposure rates of 1-2 recommendation appearances
overall. For USG, this exposure is as low as near-0 by default. As
shown in Figure 1, an increase in the factor’s weight increases the
long-tail exposure, reaching up to 1.4 times the default for GeoSoCa
and LORE and an even larger increase for the USG model.

Figure 1: Long-tail Exposure v.s. Provider fairness factor 𝛼

Impact of the consumer fairness factor
Increasing the weight of the consumer fairness factor, denoted as
𝛽 , primarily aims to enhance precision for inactive users without
affecting active users, as shown in Figures 2. In the Yelp dataset,
adjusting 𝛽 initially raises precision for the GeoSoCa and LORE
models from 2.3% to 2.6%, but further increases lead to performance
degradation, especially in the USG model, where precision drops
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Model Fairness Weights Precision Item fairness GCE User fairness GCE Mean median distance
(𝛼, 𝛽) @5 @10 @20 @5 @10 @20 @5 @10 @20 @5 @10 @20

GeoSoCa (0.0, 0.0) 0.02537 0.02252 0.01901 -0.67755 -0.59265 -0.5093 -0.14592 -0.14098 -0.14513 101.17249 100.45895 99.29816
(0.0, 0.5) 0.0291 0.02537 0.02159 -5.89764 -4.54826 -3.34275 -0.09071 -0.09333 -0.09345 100.33198 99.73246 99.80617
(0.0, 1.0) 0.02949 0.02562 0.02195 -9.9195 -8.07117 -6.32284 -0.08641 -0.09007 -0.08808 102.35795 102.48056 101.51285
(0.25, 0.25) 0.0169 0.01598 0.01399 -0.6379 -0.56611 -0.49125 -0.04459 -0.03675 -0.04917 98.60541 97.4856 97.20788
(0.5, 0.0) 0.01345 0.01173 0.0108 -0.00053 -0.00334 -0.00759 -0.06675 -0.06383 -0.06583 96.86406 96.87758 97.11985
(0.5, 0.5) 0.01603 0.01453 0.01282 -0.57984 -0.52849 -0.46714 -0.03134 -0.02418 -0.03132 99.0131 98.98704 98.47554
(1.0, 0.0) 0.01233 0.01071 0.00955 -0.06374 -0.03787 -0.02046 -0.03798 -0.06055 -0.06478 97.4033 97.37404 97.60246

LORE (0.0, 0.0) 0.0252 0.023 0.02049 -0.765 -0.72147 -0.63036 -0.12356 -0.13072 -0.13131 97.35154 96.37364 96.67669
(0.0, 0.5) 0.02826 0.02572 0.02305 -3.19637 -3.20054 -3.06965 -0.08243 -0.08841 -0.08695 98.88016 98.2366 98.32551
(0.0, 1.0) 0.02929 0.02657 0.02341 -6.95594 -6.77278 -6.08884 -0.07205 -0.07841 -0.0821 100.45197 99.56773 99.89955
(0.25, 0.25) 0.02105 0.01964 0.01687 -0.58276 -0.57503 -0.53311 -0.09777 -0.09092 -0.0879 97.48547 96.56786 96.24566
(0.5, 0.0) 0.01606 0.0147 0.01261 -0.07092 -0.05139 -0.0277 -0.1151 -0.10619 -0.11235 96.45963 95.95741 95.6067
(0.5, 0.5) 0.01844 0.01755 0.01499 -0.5067 -0.50162 -0.47727 -0.06978 -0.0547 -0.05941 97.19982 96.48961 95.97415
(1.0, 0.0) 0.01407 0.0124 0.01064 -0.0 -0.00197 -0.01268 -0.0963 -0.0968 -0.10213 96.85222 96.23217 95.69327

USG (0.0, 0.0) 0.03397 0.02968 0.02491 -404.16486 -235.5631 -100.90804 -0.05906 -0.07079 -0.08213 115.49726 115.60542 114.38432
(0.0, 0.5) 0.03324 0.02882 0.02424 -595.83844 -552.20543 -267.68722 -0.06434 -0.07915 -0.09065 117.46961 115.80121 116.1397
(0.0, 1.0) 0.03263 0.02804 0.02374 -707.64802 -665.99347 -419.15168 -0.06917 -0.08743 -0.09763 120.61967 119.56118 118.70201
(0.25, 0.25) 0.03518 0.031 0.02639 -182.2632 -124.02658 -67.06192 -0.05818 -0.08549 -0.09072 112.82197 113.71123 113.15953
(0.5, 0.0) 0.03083 0.02783 0.02346 -3.26253 -2.88418 -2.31393 -0.05556 -0.06852 -0.07835 112.54663 113.1397 113.10282
(0.5, 0.5) 0.0317 0.0284 0.02397 -13.47004 -11.9686 -9.91389 -0.04953 -0.06343 -0.07234 112.05213 113.48431 113.014
(1.0, 0.0) 0.02094 0.01857 0.01501 -0.16983 -0.13466 -0.09566 -0.02918 -0.04137 -0.05436 112.63371 112.67297 110.77933

Table 2: Precision, GCE, and Mean median distance metrics with respect to different weights for providers and consumers. Yelp
dataset.

from 3.0% to 2.8%. A Wilcoxon signed rank test confirms that even
a slight increase in 𝛽 causes significant changes in precision across
models, highlighting the sensitivity of recommender systems to
fairness adjustments.

Figure 2: Precision@10 v.s. Consumer fairness factor 𝛽

Tradeoff between provider and consumer fairness
Naturally, the impact of combining provider and consumer fair-

Figure 3: Scatterplot showing the tradeoff between GCE for
users, GCE for items, and precision

ness factors on performance metrics can be explored through GCE
metrics for different tradeoffs, which are illustrated in Figure 3
and detailed in Table 2. The figure effectively plots the tradeoff

between user precision GCE and item exposure GCE metrics, us-
ing colour coding to denote precision levels and various shapes
to differentiate between models and 𝑘 values. This visualization is
particularly revealing across the Yelp and Gowalla datasets, where
the Pareto front usually occupies the upper right region of each
plot. Here, models that achieve high user GCE often do so at the
expense of item GCE, indicating a significant tradeoff. This tradeoff
is particularly stark for the USG model, which generally shows the
best precision, as evidenced by its performance metrics detailed
in Table 2. The table highlights that GeoSoCa and LORE perform
best with full weight on consumer fairness, but this undermines
provider fairness. In contrast, the USG model works better with
equal weights on both fairness factors. Adjusting fairness weights
has nuanced impacts on mean median distances, typically improv-
ing provider fairness across all models. This illustrates how each
model’s properties, combined with dataset characteristics, affect
the balance between consumer and provider fairness strategies, im-
pacting overall fairness and performance in POI recommendation
systems.

5 CONCLUSION
In order to integrate consumer and provider fairness into pre-
existing POI recommendation models, a post-filter approach was
employed using 2 fairness factors added into the pre-filter score
with varying weights. The provider factor gives higher scores for
less popular POIs, using a linear model fit to the popularity distri-
bution, such that recommendations with moderate popularity are
not severely penalized. The consumer factor attempted to increase
recommendation quality for inactive users by recommending more
popular POIs near previously visited ones.

The results show that increasing the provider factor’s weight
resulted in improved exposure to the long-tail, up to 3-fold in the
Yelp dataset, especially for USG where exposure was almost none.
This came at the cost of lower precision, varying between models.
The consumer factor improved precision in some cases but failed to
enhance performance for inactive users. Nevertheless, combining
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both factors can yield reasonable results. Overall, there is a tradeoff
between these factors, with the provider fairness factor achieving
better long-tail exposure with minimal precision decreases for mod-
els like USG. Unfortunately, when comparing GCE metrics across
models, a distinct correlation exists between low item exposure
GCE values and higher precision, although this depends on the
dataset, as the LORE model reached a middle ground between the
metrics in the Gowalla dataset.

In the future, other models and strategies for consumer fairness
can be assessed, and other objectives such as system stakeholder
metrics can be incorporated in an attempt to balance multiple ob-
jectives.
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A AUXILIARY
A.1 Evaluation Metrics
For evaluation, we will primarily use Precision@k as our accuracy
metric, as this is the most commonly used one in the field. Preci-
sion@k simply checks if the target POI to be predicted lies in the
first 𝑘 entries in the recommendation list, which would suffice for
a use case where hits (i.e. visits to a POI) are sparse.

We can measure precision and exposure across the user and item
groups to evaluate user and item fairness. For a single measurable
metric of fairness, the Generalized Cross-Entropy (GCE) of the met-
ric distribution can be used for both cases [11] [4]. For categorical
attributes 𝑎 ∈ 𝐴 with respect to which fairness will be computed,
the GCE for a given model𝑚 is defined as such:

𝐺𝐶𝐸 (𝑚,𝑎) = 1
𝛽 · (1 − 𝛽)

[∑︁
𝑎 𝑗

𝑝
𝛽

𝑓
(𝑎 𝑗 )𝑝 (1−𝛽 )𝑚 (𝑎 𝑗 ) − 1

]
(2)

Here, 𝑝𝑚 and 𝑝 𝑓 represent the metric distributions of the model
outputs and a theoretical fair model, respectively. The index 𝛽 rep-
resents the index of the unfairness measure being used, which
includes the Hellinger distance (𝛽 = 1

2 ), Pearson’s 𝜒2 (𝛽 = 2),
Kullback-Leibler divergence (lim𝛽→1), and a few others. As men-
tioned in [4], the Pearson’s 𝜒2 measure is more robust to outliers,
so a value of 𝛽 = 2 will be used.

To adapt this GCE formulation to consumer fairness, we define a
recommendation gain for each user based on the lists recommended
to the user. Each of the POIs has an associated gain to them. In
the case of recommendation hits or relevance, we can add 1 for
each POI in each recommendation result that corresponds to one
visited by the user. We can define this similarly to the attention
function used in calculating item exposure 𝑎(𝑝, 𝑃𝑅). Suppose we
define 𝜙 (𝑢, 𝑝) as an indicator function that equals either 0 or 1
depending on whether or not the user has visited the POI. In that
case, we can define the recommendation gain, as well as the overall
metric distribution as follows:

𝑝𝑚 (𝑎𝑖 ) =
1
𝑍

∑︁
𝑢∈𝑈𝑎𝑖

𝑟𝑔𝑢 =
1
𝑍

∑︁
𝑢∈𝑈𝑎𝑖

∑︁
𝑃𝑅𝑢⊂𝑃

∑︁
𝑝∈𝑃𝑅𝑢

𝜙 (𝑢, 𝑝) · 𝑎(𝑝, 𝑃𝑅𝑢 )

(3)
Note that 𝑍 is a simple normalization factor which ensures that

the sum of the metric distribution values equals 1. We can define a
similar metric for provider fairness.We tweak the indicator function
to indicate if a POI is in a recommendation list, and restate it as
𝛿 (𝑝, 𝑃𝑅𝑢 ). The resulting recommendation gain for POIs is as follows:

𝑝𝑚 (𝑎𝑖 ) =
1
𝑍

∑︁
𝑖∈𝐼𝑎𝑖

𝑟𝑔𝑖 =
1
𝑍

∑︁
𝑖∈𝐼𝑎𝑖

∑︁
𝑃𝑅𝑢⊂𝑃

𝛿 (𝑝, 𝑃𝑅𝑢 ) (4)

Because of the constraints of the POI recommendation task,
metrics with respect to these constraints can also be defined. For
geographical distance, a simple average distance of recommended
POIs to users may be employed.

A.2 Modelling the provider fairness factor
using various functions

As mentioned above, the popularity of POIs follows a power law
distribution, which can be modelled with a power law, where the

score of a POI is inversely proportional to its check-in count, helping
to elevate less popular POIs. The histogram of popularity values are
shown in Figure 4, which includes the power law model determined
via a linear regression on the log-log transformed data. In addition to
the power law, we also use linear and logistic models that represent
different methods of scaling the fairness factor to popularity. These
are also plotted in Figure 5.

Figure 4: Histogram of popularity /check-in counts in the
Yelp training dataset, with ridge regression linear model,
𝛼 = 10.0.

Figure 5: Different provider fairness scoring models.

A.3 More results on the tradeoff between
provider and consumer fairness

Now that we have the 2 fairness factors to consider, the next ques-
tion is to see how a combination of the 2 will affect the samemetrics.
For the graphs, a weight of 1.0 is shared between the consumer and
provider factors. Although we see that even a high consumer fair-
ness factor will decrease accuracy metrics for the USG model, it still
affects it less than a high provider fairness factor. For GeoSoCa and
LORE in particular, the performance increases as more weight is
given to consumer fairness, and away from producer fairness. USG
shows a peak midway, at a weight distribution of 𝛼 = 0.3, 𝛽 = 0.7
for the Yelp dataset, and 𝛼 = 0.2, 𝛽 = 0.8 for the Gowalla dataset.

When looking at the fairness metrics for both long-tail items and
inactive users, we see the expected changes, where an increase in
the consumer fairness factor’s weight corresponds to a decrease in
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Dataset Yelp Gowalla
Users 7,135 5,628
POIs 16,621 31,803
Checkins 774,320 483,846
Sparsity 0.65% 0.27%
Active/Inactive Users 1,427 / 5,708 1,125 / 4,503
Long-tail/Short-head
POIs

12,413 / 3,162 24,700 / 6,243

Long-tail/Short-head
Check-ins

280,255 / 494,065 164,459 / 319387

Figure 9: Details about the datasets used.

Figure 6: Precision@10 v.s. Tradeoff between consumer and
provider fairness factors

long-tail exposure, and an increase in precision for inactive users.
In particular, even a small addition of consumer fairness weight
can cause a large decrease in exposure, especially for USG, where a
weight of 𝛽 = 0.2 can cause a 3-fold decrease in long-tail exposure.

Figure 7: Exposure for Long tail items (bottom 80%)

Figure 8: Precision@10 for inactive users (bottom 80%)

A.4 Dataset statistics
The table below displays the details about the 2 datasets used in
the study, Yelp and Gowalla. Note that the sparsity is below even
1%, highlighting the sparsity of this kind of recommendation task.
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