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Abstract

In large-scale recommendation systems, the vast array of items makes it infeasible
to obtain accurate user preferences for each product, resulting in a common issue
of missing labels. Typically, only items previously recommended to users have
associated ground truth data. Although there is extensive research on fairness
concerning fully observed user-item interactions, the challenge of fairness in
scenarios with missing labels remains underexplored. Previous methods often treat
these samples missing labels as negative, which can significantly deviate from
the ground truth fairness metrics. Our study addresses this gap by proposing a
novel method employing a small randomized traffic to estimate fairness metrics
accurately. We present theoretical bounds for the estimation error of our fairness
metric and support our findings with empirical evidence on real data. Our numerical
experiments on synthetic and TikTok’s real-world data validate our theory and show
the efficiency and effectiveness of our novel methods. To the best of our knowledge,
we are the first to emphasize the necessity of random traffic in dataset collection for
recommendation fairness, the first to publish a fairness-related dataset from TikTok
and to provide reliable estimates of fairness metrics in the context of large-scale
recommendation systems with missing labels.

1 Introduction

Modern recommendation systems have achieved significant commercial success in a plethora of
real-world domains. These systems aim to help users find items (e.g., videos, music, food, etc.) that
are most relevant to their interests or search queries. However, there are rising concerns that these
systems may have fairness issues, i.e., introduce biases against different stakeholders, e.g., certain
groups of users or item creators Pitoura et al. [2021]. For example, non-mainstream music videos
may be clicked at a lower rate than pop music videos, and thus recommendation models trained on
the skewed data will likely recommend pop music videos more frequently to users that have similar
interests to both categories, such imbalance can be further amplified by the recommendations without
intervention, causing fairness issues Pitoura et al. [2021].
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Our work focuses on the Ranking-based Equal Opportunity (REO) Zhu et al. [2020] fairness notion,
which measures utility-based, creator-side/item-side group fairness. Popular content creation systems,
e.g., YouTube, Twitter, TikTok, and Kuaishou, specialize in personalized recommendations, rendering
the preference label-dependent REO fairness notion a more appropriate focus than the preference
label-independent fairness notions like Ranking-based Statistical Parity (RSP) Zhu et al. [2020]. The
REO is an extension of the Equal Opportunity metric in binary classification Hardt et al. [2016] to
the ranking/recommendation scenario, where REO requires the distribution of the recommendation
outcome to be independent of the sensitive attribute when conditioned on the ground truth that the
user is interested in the item. We will elaborate the metrics’ definitions in Section 2.

Designing trustworthy pipelines to compute the fairness metrics is vital for identifying fairness issues
and building healthy and sustainable recommendation systems. However, most works have assumed
that the true preference of a user in an item is known in the measurement, which is not the case
in real-world situations. Modern large-scale recommendation systems face a persistent issue of
missing labels for most of the user-item pairs. Specifically, for items that are never recommended
to a user, the system will never observe the ground truth label. Moreover, these labels’ information
is necessary for accurate fairness metric measurements, and simplified approaches like treating
missing labels as negative or choosing user item subsets with full labels can result in significantly
misleading measurements. This is because the recommended items inherit the bias in the data, and
the recommendation system learns this bias pattern. We use an example in Section 3 to show the
surprisingly misleading results when using these simplified approaches.

To address the issue of missing labels, our work proposes to utilize the random traffic data, which was
originally introduced to detect the exposure bias Chen et al. [2023]. We show that the random traffic
data is an effective tool for us to accurately estimate user interest and successfully correct biases
caused by simplified approaches. Moreover, in addition to globally accurate estimation of fairness
metrics in large-scale recommendation systems, our work also studies the treatment effect in A/B
tests through estimating and testing difference of fairness metrics (Appendix D), which is important
for monitoring fairness changes in new strategies. Towards this end, our work also derives a novel
algorithmic paradigm for efficient statistical significance tests of fairness metrics with theoretical
guarantees on the estimation errors. Compared to the permutation tests DiCiccio et al. [2020] in
literature, our novel methods have significantly improved computational advantage which paves the
way for deployment and production on large-scale real-world commercial platforms.

Parallel to the theoretical development of a novel framework for fairness estimation and benchmarking,
we publish a real-world dataset from TikTok’s short-form video recommendations, which, to our
knowledge, is the first published dataset from TikTok for fairness study. As one of the largest
short-video platforms, TikTok has over 1 billion monthly active users. In the dataset, we collected
data from recommendation logs from Japan between April 18th 2024 and May 1st 2024. The data
collection is performed by dumping logs uniformly at random. The default traffic dataset is collected
on a daily basis where the daily data contains 150,000 rows of user-item pairs sampled uniformly
from the recommendation logs using the default recommendation strategy. Given the relatively
small size of random traffic, we sample 150,000 rows of user-item pairs uniformly at random from
seven-day recommendation logs using a random recommendation strategy. We release engagement
indices of these recommendation records and also an attribute derived from creators’ age. In our
published dataset, there are seven columns and 150, 000× 14 = 2, 100, 000 rows of default traffic
data over 14 days and 300, 000 rows of random traffic data. We validate our framework by estimating
and benchmarking fairness in our published dataset. Our experiments show the necessity of using
random traffic, and the computational advantage and the correctness of our proposed methods.

At a high level, our work is closely related to fairness in recommendation systems Pitoura et al.
[2021], Li et al. [2021], Zhu et al. [2020], Singh and Joachims [2018] as well as random traffic
in recommendation systems Gao et al. [2022a], Chen et al. [2023], Yang et al. [2018], Saito et al.
[2020], Marlin and Zemel [2009], Li et al. [2010], Gao et al. [2022b], please find more detailed
discussions on related works in Appendix A.

The main contributions of our work are three-fold. First, we identify the problem of existing literature
when measuring fairness metrics in recommendation systems. When preference labels are missing
in the large-scale recommendation dataset, we prove the necessity of including random traffic data
for accurate estimations of label-dependent fairness metrics, and we show simplified approaches in
previous literature fail. Second, we provide efficient and practical estimation algorithms as novel
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fairness benchmarking tools that monitor the fairness metrics, with theoretical guarantees on the error
bounds. The theoretical analyses also provide new insights into the volume of traffic for accurate
estimation. Finally, our numerical results on synthetic and TikTok’s real-world data validate our
theory and show the efficiency and effectiveness of our proposed method. Moreover, our work
provides a carefully designed real-world dataset and a well-defined data collection procedure for
creating recommendation datasets for fairness measurement.

2 Ranking-based Equal Opportunity for Recommendation System

Suppose our records in the recommendation system are user item pairs with M user requests
U := {u1, u2, . . . , uM} (some user requests may correspond to the same physical user), and N items
I := {i1, i2, . . . , iN}. Our data set D consists of M ×N rows (we show the ideal case for clarity
of explanation and derivation first, and we will elaborate on the realistic setting later), each row
corresponding to a user-item pair (um, in). Specifically, each row looks like

( um, in, R(um, in), Y (um, in), S(um, in) ) ,

where R(um, in) ∈ {0, 1} indicates the actual recommendation decision by the recommendation
system (the default traffic, which we will elaborate on later), R(um, in) = 1 (resp. R(um, in) = 0)
indicates in is recommended (resp. not recommended) to the request um; Y (um, in) ∈ {0, 1}
indicates the actual preference/relevance label, Y (um, in) = 1 (resp. Y (um, in) = 0) indicates in
is relevant (resp. not relevant) to the request um; S(um, in) ∈ S denotes the sensitive attribute of
the pair (um, in) and S = {s1, . . . , sK} is the set of sensitive attributes (K := |S|). These sensitive
attributes partition the entire set of user-item pairs into disjoint groups, and we call group k as the
group of pairs with sensitive attribute sk.

In an early work Zhu et al. [2020], the REO was introduced as an item-side/creator-side fairness
notion, namely S(um, in) = S(in), where the user-dependency is dropped. We note that our results
and analyses are applicable to the general setup by viewing them as random variables defined on the
sample space consisting of all user-item pairs, which does not necessitate any dropping of dependency.
For notational simplicity, we hide the (u, i) dependency in these random variables and simplify the
tuple as (u, i, R, Y, S) without confusion.

The REO fairness measures the disparity of ranking-based true positive utilities between the groups.
Formally, the Ranking-based true positive rate (RTPR) utility of group k is defined as

Uk := P(R = 1|Y = 1, S = sk). (1)

Under the settings in Zhu et al. [2020], Uk stands for the probability that a user gets a recommended
item created by creators from the k-th group when the user has a positive preference for it. At a high
level, REO is a derivative of the Equal Opportunity (EO) fairness notion that fits the ranking setting,
where R = 1 is considered a “positive prediction”. The REO fairness penalty is

∆REO :=
std(U1, . . . , UK)

mean(U1, . . . , UK)
. (2)

While the fairness penalty ∆REO is a reasonable global fairness measurement, it can not directly tell
which group is advantaged or disadvantaged. Therefore, for a given group, we define the relative
group utility as

∆Uk :=
Uk

mean(U1, . . . , UK)
− 1, (3)

which measures the deviation of the group’s utility to the mean value. Its sign stands for the advantage
or the disadvantage of the group. Throughout the paper, these quantities, including group utilities,
relative group utilities and fairness penalty, are referred to as REO related metrics without otherwise
noted when the context is clear.

3 Computation of REO Related Metrics

In this part, we present realistic barriers in computing the REO related metrics and propose using
random traffic to come up with consistent estimations.
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3.1 Identifiability of REO

The full set of user-item pairs can be partitioned into two subsets, one containing pairs that are
recommended (R = 1, recommended subset) and the other with pairs that are not (R = 0, unrecom-
mended subset). In the recommended subset, the users’ engagement actions (e.g., like, share, etc.)
can reflect their preference labels Y on the items. In contrast, those labels on the unrecommended
subset remain unknown. Due to the uncertainty in the unrecommended subset, REO metrics are
actually not identifiable from the partially observed subset without probing the unrecommended
subset. To illustrate, we provide a simple numerical example as follows.
Example 3.1. Consider two datasets derived in a recommendation system that contains two sensitive
attributes s1 and s2. Aggregating the user-item pair count according to the recommendation decision
and preference label, these datasets become the following pivot table.

dataset A dataset B
Y = 0 Y = 1 Y = 0 Y = 1

R = 0 100,000 / 100,000 0 / 0 99,900 / 100,000 100 / 0
R = 1 0 / 0 100 / 100 0 / 0 100 / 100

Table 1: A toy example demonstrating the unidentifiability of REO metric due to missing labels. The
first number before the slash in each entry stands for the value of attribute s1 and that after the slash
stands for the value of attribute s2, (e.g., 100/0 means 100 pairs in group 1 and 0 pair in group 2).

On dataset A, a direct computation gives U1 = P (R = 1|Y = 1, S = s1) = 100/100 = 1 and
U2 = P (R = 1|Y = 1, S = s2) = 100/100 = 1. Hence, the dataset is perfectly fair as ∆REO = 0.
However, on dataset B, it can be computed that U1 = 100/(100+100) = 1

2 and U2 = 100/100 = 1.
Consequently, ∆REO = 2/3. It is worth noting that these two datasets completely agree on the
recommended subset where R = 1. Hence, without any information from the unrecommended subset
where R = 0, they are not distinguishable but belong to completely different fairness.
Lemma 3.2 (informal). In terms of REO, there always exists a perfectly fair (∆REO = 0) set of
user-item pairs dataset and an unfair (∆REO > 0) set of user-item pairs such that they agree on the
recommended subset.

A formal version of the proceeding lemma and its proof is given in Appendix C. Based on the
existence of these counterparts, we are able to prove the unidentifiability of REO metrics as in the
following theorem. We note that our definition of REO metrics being not identifiabile is that there
always exist two datasets that fully agree on the recommended subset but their REO metrics are not
able to be computed accurately at the same time by any algorithm (a comprehensive discussion is
presented in Appendix C). Conversely, a quantity is identifiable means that there exists an algorithm
so that for any input dataset of a fixed size, it estimates that quantity with uniformly small estimation
error with high probability.
Theorem 3.3 (informal). The REO metrics are generally not identifiable without probing the unrec-
ommended subset.

In Appendix C, we prove a formal version of the identifiability in Theorem C.4. The above theorem
reveals the importance of probing and storing information inside the unrecommended subset in order
to compute REO. The probing strategy we proposed in this work is referred to as random traffic,
which is a uniform sampling procedure on the user-item pairs.

This part shows the necessity of random traffic data (probes to the unrecommended subset) for
accurate estimation of REO metrics. But a natural question is “Can we use a model to predict user
preferences to get accurate estimations and bypass the random traffic data?”. Unfortunately,
the answer is NO. While using the actual model performance on the entire dataset can accurately
estimate the REO related metrics Zhu et al. [2023], Ghazimatin et al. [2022], using the estimated
model performance from a biased subset can not. Intuitively, without the random traffic, we can not
accurately evaluate the model’s performance on the entire dataset. Similar to Example 3.1, given a
dataset, there exist two models that have identical predictions on the recommended subset, and thus
the same estimated model performance. However, these two models can have significantly different
prediction performances on the unrecommended subset since its distribution is significantly different
from the recommended subset. In this case, the two models can have significantly different actual
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model performances on the entire dataset. As shown in Appendix C, the use of random traffic is
inevitable to overcome the uncertainty due to the counterfactual nature, which is also applicable to
the use of arbitrary machine learning models. As the utility function is factored into components
measurable from random and default traffic through explicit formulas, training a perfect model using
these traffics is equivalent to directly estimating metrics. Moreover, as the data changes over time in
recommendation systems, we need recent data to re-train or re-evaluate the model’s performance,
and thus the need for random traffic persists.

3.2 Random Traffic Data

To estimate components causing the counterfactual nature of REO metrics as discussed in the previous
subsection, we introduce the random traffic, which is independent of the default traffic throughout
this paper. Figure 1 illustrates the idea of default and random traffic. To generate the random traffic,
we first determine whether we activate random sampling for every incoming request, where the
activation follows a Bernoulli distribution with an activation probability of pact > 0, which is usually
a sufficiently small number (e.g., pact < 10−3). If random sampling is not activated, the request
receives recommendations entirely from the default traffic. On the other hand, if random sampling
is activated for a request, we uniformly at random choose items from the whole candidate pool to
recommend (random traffic can recommend the same candidates as the default traffic, de-duplication
is discussed in Appendix I.1), and Figure 2 shows the sampling logic. We denote Urec, Irec,Drec

(resp. Urand, Irand,Drand) as the corresponding set of user requests, items, and user-item pairs in
the default traffic (resp. random traffic).

Figure 1: An illustration of Random Traf-
fic through forced insertion and Default Traf-
fic through the default recommendation strategy,
which generates Drand and Drec respectively.

Figure 2: An illustration of uniform sampling
in Random Traffic R(u, i) = 1 (resp. 0) means
i is recommended (resp. not recommended) in
the default traffic for a user request u.

In actual production, companies may only maintain log data for user-item pairs that are indeed
recommended to the users. Since the full daily log data contains an extremely large amount of user-
item information (e.g., > 108 rows per day), giant content creation platforms may sample uniformly
at random from such user-item pairs and dump them to the log data to reduce the computation and
memory cost. Throughout this paper, we assume that user-item pairs in Drec are sampled uniformly
at random from user-item pairs in D such that R(u, i) = 1. We note that while Drec is always stored,
Drand is only available when random traffic is implemented. We show the necessity of random traffic
in Theorem C.4 and below we provide analysis given that random traffic data is available.

3.3 Fairness Metrics and Fairness Monitoring

In this part, we discuss the actual application of REO fairness monitoring. We outline a high-level
overview of our computation, and a more detailed discussion is referred to Appendix D.

Note that the definition of the group utility in Equation (1) involves counterfactual events as the users’
preference label is identified after they receive the recommended item. The causality renders the
direct evaluation of the group utility infeasible in accordance with the identifiability argument in
the previous subsection. To compute REO related metrics, we need to factor the group utility into
measurable components by leveraging default and random traffic. Using the Bayesian theorem, we
have

Uk = P (R = 1|Y = 1, S = sk) =
P (Y = 1, S = sk|R = 1)

P (Y = 1, S = sk)
P (R = 1) .

Then, the group utility is assembled from three probabilities, which are either measurable or irrelevant
as discussed in the paragraph below. From the random and default traffic, we are able to estimate the
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following quantities:

P̂k :=

∑
(u,i)∈Drand

I(Y (u, i) = 1)I(S(i) = sk)

|Drand|
, Q̂k :=

∑
(u,i)∈Drec

I(Y (u, i) = 1)I(S(i) = sk)

|Drec|
.

Consequently, REO metrics are reassembled as follows:

Ûk :=
Q̂k

P̂k

, ∆̂Uk :=
Ûk

mean(Û1, . . . , ÛK)
− 1, and ∆̂REO :=

std(Û1, . . . , ÛK)

mean(Û1, . . . , ÛK)
. (4)

It is worth noting that the estimator Ûk is equal to the utility function up to a scalar P (R = 1) which
is independent of the group index (k). Note that the relative group utility and the fairness penalty are
invariant under the simultaneous rescaling of utility functions. Hence, this difference in the estimator
will not affect the estimation of the metric of interest. The rescaling scalar P (R = 1) stands for
the probability that a random user-item pair goes through a recommendation process. Due to the
extremely large size of the possible user-item pairs and the large volume of the recommendation
log, exactly measuring this quantity is highly infeasible. However, its appearance in the utility
function is inevitable due to the counterfactual nature. Thanks to the Bayesian theorem, we factor the
utility function as two measurable quantities using default and random traffic, and we get rid of the
unmeasurable probability according to the scale invariance.

Recall, Section 3.1 shows that REO metrics are not identifiable without probing the unrecommended
subset using e.g. random traffic. In this subsection, with random traffic, we are able to prove that our
proposed estimators consistently estimate REO metrics with sufficient traffic size. The performance
is guaranteed by the following theorem. A series of more comprehensive statements and the proof
are presented in Appendix E.
Theorem 3.4 (informal). Suppose the traffic sizes are sufficiently large |Drec| , |Drand| =
O
(
K2ϵ−2 log

(
Kδ−1

))
. Then with probability at least 1− δ, the estimation errors are uniformly

upper bounded:
max

k=1,··· ,K

∣∣∣∆̂Uk −∆Uk

∣∣∣ ≤ ϵ and
∣∣∣∆̂REO −∆REO

∣∣∣ ≤ ϵ.

Besides the guaranteed accuracy of estimation, we also developed an extremely simple method
for quantifying the confidence intervals of the estimators of fairness metrics which is outlined in
Algorithm 1 leveraging the statistical distribution of REO metrics and delta method Doob [1935].
In A/B tests, the treatment effect is quantified as the difference in fairness metrics, e.g. DREO =
∆treatment

REO −∆control
REO . We also provide fast and reliable significance tests for treatment effects in A/B

tests in Algorithm 2. These pave the way for deploying our fairness monitoring and benchmarking
framework in large-scale real-world commercial platforms. In the later section, we will showcase the
numerical results in TikTok’s recommendation dataset, which is published alongside this paper.

4 Numerical Results

4.1 Synthetic Data and Numerical Tests

To validate our fairness metrics computation, we numerically perform the computation on synthetic
data. We assume there are two groups in the study and define the proportion of each group as
follows. Specifically, we create 3 sets of data, where on the random traffic, the relevant propor-
tions are (1) p1 = 0.01, p2 = 0.05; (2) p1 = 0.001, p2 = 0.005; (3) p1 = 0.0001, p2 = 0.0005,
and we simulate other relevant proportions as follows. On default traffic, the relevant proportions
are set to q1 = 10 × p1 and q2 = 5 × p2, where we assume the recommendation algorithms are
effective and thus qk > pk. The meaning of these probabilities are pk = P (Y = 1, S = sk) and
qk = P (Y = 1, S = sk|R = 1). To assemble a valid normalized probability vector, we also need
their complements. For simplicity, we set p̃1 := P (Y = 0, S = 1) = 0.25 × (1 − p1 − p2) and
p̃2 := P (Y = 0, S = 2) = 0.75 × (1 − p1 − p2). The same procedure is performed to propor-
tions q̃1, q̃2 on default traffic. These form two valid probability vectors standing for the scenario
with infinitely many samples. Then, for a given traffic size n, the data generation process is em-
ulated by drawing multinomial random variables (p1(n), p2(n), ∗, ∗) ∼ Mult(n, (p1, p2, p̃1, p̃2))
and (q1(n), q2(n), ∗, ∗) ∼ Mult(n, (q1, q2, q̃1, q̃2)). The fairness penalty ∆REO(n) is com-
puted with these sampled versions which contain effects of finite sample size. The ground
truth ∆REO is set to the fairness penalty computed from the predefined portions. For each
n, we independently repeat the sampling and computation for 50 times to get the error bar.
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Figure 3: The mean squared error of fairness
penalty on synthetical data with variable traf-
fic size.

The mean squared error MSE(n) := E((∆REO(n)−
∆REO)

2) as a function of sample size n is displayed
in Figure 3. By comparing with the dashed line, we
see the scaling of the curve is MSE(n) ∼ 1/n. Note
that this is essentially the variance scaling according
to the law of large numbers. Hence, according to the
bias-variance decomposition of MSE, the result sug-
gests that the bias in the estimator is almost vanishing.
Furthermore, we see that when the relevant portions
gets smaller, the estimation problem becomes increas-
ingly challenging where the MSE of the same sample
size is much higher. This validates our theoretical
proof.

4.2 Real-World Data and Description

In this part, we present our numerical results on the
real-world data collected from the recommendation
logs of the video-sharing platform TikTok. The data
contains regular traffic obtained using the default
recommendation strategy, which corresponds to our

Drec, as well as the random traffic data Drand. We refer the detailed specification of the dataset
information and collection method to Section 1. There are seven boolean fields in the dataset whose
meanings are outlined as follows. The first six fields are used as positive signals to indicate the user’s
preference. When any one among these six signals is positive, we have Y (u, i) = 1 for this user-item
pair. The last field is referred to as the sensitive attribute of the video creator in the study.

(1) like_video stands for whether the user clicked the “like” button on this video.
(2) share means if the user shared the video internally or externally.
(3) follow stands for whether the user started to follow the creator after viewing the video. Note that

it means that the user is not a follower of the creator at the time of viewing the video.
(4) finish means if the user finished viewing the full video.
(5) download stands for whether the user downloaded the video after viewing it.
(6) long_view indicates whether the user stayed on watching the video for a sufficiently long time.
(7) young_adult indicates whether the video creator’s age is between 18 and 24 (both inclusively).

We numerically illustrate the computation accuracy of the fairness penalty with variable sam-
ple sizes. We set the the metric value with a full 150,000 rows of daily data as the benchmark
∆REO. We then sample uniformly from the full dataset with a given sample size n and com-
pute the metric value ∆REO(n) with this subset. The accuracy is quantified as the relative error
|∆REO(n)−∆REO| /∆REO. For each n, the procedure is independently repeated 20 times. Figure 4
shows a rapid decrease in the relative error when the sample size gets larger. In Figure 5, we also
visualize the variance of ∆REO(n) as a function of sample size n. By performing linear regression
after logarithmic transformations, we observe the scaling of variance is close to 1/n which agrees
with our theoretical analysis.
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Figure 4: Relative error of fairness penalty estima-
tion as a function of dataset size.
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Figure 5: Variance of fairness penalty estima-
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4.3 Within-strategy fairness monitoring
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Figure 6: The fairness penalty for young_adult
attribute in a two-week window. The dashed line
marks the threshold of 11.1%.

We monitor the daily fairness penalty in this
dataset by deriving the estimated value and its
confidence interval according to Algorithm 1.
The result is visualized in Figure 6. It re-
veals that except for the value on April 25th,
the daily fairness penalties are significantly
lower than the threshold of 11.1%, which
is a requirement for the 80% rule to hold
Feldman et al. [2015] (when U1 = 0.8U2,
std(U1, U2)/mean(U1, U2) = 1/9 = 11.1%).
The increase in the fairness penalty might be
caused by some tests of online strategies. How-
ever, the fairness penalty value is lower than
the threshold and the results indicate that the
breaking of the threshold is not significant.

We perform numerical tests to validate our new delta method based significance test in Algorithm 1.
We derive the confidence interval for each daily traffic by using three methods: delta method, standard
bootstrap and bias-correction accelerated (BCa) bootstrap. Both bootstrap methods are derived with
a bootstrap size of 100 repetitions. It is remarkable that the standard bootstrap method derives the
confidence interval with a normality assumption, while the BCa bootstrap method introduces further
bias and skewness corrections which weakens the reliance on normality. The numerical results in
Figure 7 reveal the consistency of confidence intervals among these methods. Despite the consistency,
it is worth noting that bootstrap methods repeat the full computation multiple times which brings
additional computational cost and problems when scaling up to business use cases. Conversely, our
delta method based computation is one-pass and simultaneously yields confidence intervals with the
evaluation of fairness metrics. This superiority renders our new method highly efficient and able to
be deployed on large-scale complex business platforms.

By using bootstrap methods, we also estimate the bias of our fairness metric estimators. Our results
are displayed in Figure 8. It indicates that the biases of our estimators are lower than 3%. Furthermore,
the oscillatory positive and negative sign of the bias suggests that there is no systematic bias in the
estimation. These results are consistent with our theoretical analysis.

4.4 Boosting Strategies and Metrics Changes

In this subsection, we simulate treatment strategies data with artificially emulated boosting strategies,
which is equivalent to boosting the ranking score (used for ranking items in descending order and
making the recommendations accordingly, when an item is boosted, its ranking goes up) of certain
items. To simulate such strategies, we sample rows from daily recommendation logs with weights
different for young adults and others. A larger weight stands for some boosting to the ranking score in
the recommendation process. We note that the random traffic is still sampled uniformly without being
affected by the boosting strategy. This is consistent with the definition of random traffic. We study
three sets of boosting strategies where we give the mapping from the value of attribute young_adult
to the sampling weight as follows:

8



(1) “1.25x deboost”: {0 : 1.25, 1 : 1}, (2) “2x deboost”: {0 : 2, 1 : 1}, (3) “2x boost”: {0 : 1, 1 : 2}.
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Figure 9: Monitoring difference-in-REO on sim-
ulated datasets with three boosting/deboosting
strategies.

We monitor the difference in fairness penalties
between the treatment group and the control
group. The significance tests are derived by
using Algorithm 2. In Figure 9, we see that the
strategy “1.25x deboost” can reduce the fairness
penalty between young adults and others. This
treatment strategy slightly deboosts the young-
adult group, which is advantaged in the control
strategy, and thus improves fairness. For more
aggressive strategies, such as “2x deboost”, the
global fairness worsens, indicating an excessive
suppression of the advantaged group and reverts
the advantage. In the third strategy “2x boost”,
the advantaged group is further boosted which
makes it even more advantaged. Consequently,
the fairness penalty is further increased.

5 Conclusion

In this work, we addressed the fairness metrics measurement in large-scale recommendation systems
where preference labels are mostly missing. Specifically, for content creation platforms, fairness
among creators and the users’ personal preferences are equally important and REO is a popular
metric that serves both purposes. To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to emphasize the
necessity of including random traffic in production and data collection for accurate estimation of REO
related metrics. We also designed efficient parametric inference techniques that leverage the random
traffic and show both theoretically and numerically that it outperforms non-parametric methods like
permutation tests in terms of efficiency and error tolerance. This efficient method serves as a novel
recommendation fairness benchmarking tool. For label-dependent fairness measurement, we also
proposed data collection methods for recommendation platforms, and provided a useful dataset from
TikTok that is generated under this method. In the future, we aim to generalize our work to study the
tradeoff between recommendation platforms’ business goals and fairness measurement accuracy, as
well as guidelines for choosing optimal random traffic volume for recommendation platforms.
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A Related Works

Our work is closely related to the following research areas.

Fairness in Recommendation Systems Fairness in recommendation systems Pitoura et al. [2021]
studies the system’s treatment disparities on different users Li et al. [2021] and items Zhu et al. [2020].
Compared with conventional fairness in machine learning studies Pessach and Shmueli [2022] on
classification and regression models, fairness in recommendation systems measures the fairness
of the entire system instead of single models, and better captures the system’s unique nature like
multi-sided properties Pitoura et al. [2021] and limited recommendation slots Singh and Joachims
[2018], Zhu et al. [2020]. The recommendation system for content creation platforms like YouTube,
TikTok, and Twitter naturally consists of content creators and users (consumers), and fairness notions
have been proposed on both the creator-side (item-side) Zhu et al. [2020] and the user-side Li et al.
[2021]. Our work focuses on creator-side fairness where metrics like Fairness of Exposure Singh
and Joachims [2018], Ranking-based Equal Opportunity (REO), and Ranking-based Statistical Parity
(RSP) Zhu et al. [2020], where REO is a metric that considers users’ personal preferences and is
one of the best fits for content creation platforms. To get an accurate measurement of these fairness
metrics, we need ground truth information of every user-item pair in the dataset, where previous
works run experiments on benchmark datasets like Yelp that satisfy this property. But in real-world
large-scale recommendation systems, missing labels are prevalent since we can not obtain ground
truth information on user-item pairs where the item was never recommended to the user. We show
that including random traffic is a necessity for measuring REO related metrics when having missing
labels and elaborate on the measurement methods of other fairness metrics in the appendix, where
either our method can generalize to their measurement or their measurement can be done without
random traffic.

Random Traffic Data in Recommendation Systems Missing labels is a prevalent issue in large-
scale recommendation systems, where the platform only has knowledge about users’ preferences in
the online traffic but has no knowledge about the massive missing interactions in the offline data Gao
et al. [2022a]. It is well recognized that when models in the recommendation system only learn from
previous online traffic, there exists exposure bias Chen et al. [2023] that favors popular items, and
such a bias will reinforce itself over time without further intervention. To tackle the exposure bias
problem, various studies Yang et al. [2018] propose to use random traffic that recommends items
uniformly at random, i.e., the missing at random (MAR) data Yang et al. [2018], Saito et al. [2020]
to users to conduct exposure bias evaluations. Some companies also release their recommendation
datasets with random traffic included, among which Yahoo releases popular public datasets Yahoo!R3
Marlin and Zemel [2009] and Yahoo!R6 Li et al. [2010], and Kuaishou Gao et al. [2022b] releases a
large random traffic dataset with over 300 million rows.

B Notation Table

C Unidentifiability of REO

The full dataset of user-item pairs is partitioned according to its recommendation or not Ω = {R =
1} ∪ {R = 0}. As users’ preference is only accessible when they engage with the item, it implies
that the preference label Y is known on {R = 1}, while in contrast, on the unrecommended subset
{R = 0}, the preference label Y is missing. To capture the uncertainty of the unrecommended subset,
we define the admissible set of unprobed dataset be a set of all full user-item pairs that agree with a
given recommended subset.
Definition C.1 (Admissible set of unprobed dataset). Given a recommended subset Ω1 = {ωj :
R(ωj) = 1,∀j = 1, · · · ,m1} and a integer m0, an admissible unprobed dataset is a dataset
consisting of m0 +m1 user-item pairs that agrees with Ω1 when restricting on the recommended
subset Ω|R=1 = Ω1. Without further constraints, the admissible set of unprobed datasets isFΩ1,m0

=
{Ω1 ∪ {ωj : R(ωj) = 0, Y (ωj) = yj , S(ωj) = sj , j = 1, · · · ,m0} : yj ∈ {0, 1}, sj ∈ S∀j} where
the subset of unrecommended items exhausts all possible preference labels and sensitive attributes.

Let ϕ(Ω) ∈ R be a quantity to be computed on the dataset Ω. In our case, it is the REO metric ϕ :=
∆REO. Any algorithm produces a computational result ϕA which is either exactly or approximately
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Notation Meanings
um The m-th user request

in The n-th item

R(um, in) The indicator of whether the default traffic recommended in to
request um

Y (um, in) The indicator of user’s preference on item in for the user corre-
sponding to request um

S(um, in) The sensitive attribute of user-item (request-item) pair (um, in)

S = {s1, . . . , sK} The set of sensitive attributes

sk The k-th sensitive attribute value

Rm The set of recommended items given user request um

Urand, Irand,Drand The set of user request, items and user-item pairs in the random
traffic.

·∼ Approximately distribute as.
a∼ Asymptotically distribute as.

∥U∥1 The 1-norm of the utility vector, which is equal to the sum of
utilities ∥U∥1 =

∑K
j=1 Uj .

∥·∥1 , ∥·∥2 , ∥·∥F These notations stand for 1-norm, 2-norm and Frobenius norm
respectively.

pk pk := P (Y (u, i) = 1, S(i) = sk) which is the joint probability of
an item liked by u and the item from group k.

qk qk := P (Y (u, i) = 1, S(i) = sk|R(u, i) = 1) which is the
joint probability of an item liked by u and the item from group k
conditioned on that i is recommended to u.

P̂k The estimator of pk.

Q̂k The estimator of qk.

Uk The utility (Ranking-based true positive rate) of group k.

Ûk The estimated utility of group k.

∆Uk The relative utility of group k.

∆̂Uk The estimated relative utility of group k.

∆REO The fairness penalty.

∆̂REO The estimated fairness penalty.

Table 2: Summary of notation.

equal to the quantity of our interest, namely, the computation error |ϕ(Ω)− ϕA(Ω)| is uniformly
small for any dataset Ω. For brevity, we do not consider randomized algorithm but our argument and
analysis can be generalized to that case.

It is worth noting that when all recommended items corresponding to a sensitive attribute sk belong
to the negative preference label {Y = 1, S = sk} ∩ Ω1 = ∅, the RTPR of that attribute Uk =
P (R = 1|Y = 1, S = sk) is equal to zero by definition. Hence, when the recommended subset
does not overlap with the positive preference of all sensitive attributes at all, the REO metric is
unconditionally fair ∆REO = 0. To isolate such trivial case, we consider a definition of nontrivial
recommended subset as follows.
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Definition C.2 (Nontrivial recommended subset). Let Ω1 be a subset of recommended user-item
pairs. It is said to be nontrivial if there exists at least one pair with a positive preference label, namely,
Ω1 ∩ {Y = 1} ≠ ∅.

Note that the definition of nontrivial recommended subset rules out the case where all admissible
unprobed dataset is unconditionally fair. In the proof of the following theorem, we show that there
always exist a perfectly fair admissible dataset and a unfair admissible dataset for any nontrivial
recommended subset. Consequently, any algorithm without probing the unrecommended subset can
not compute these two cases accurately due to the lack of distinguishability.
Lemma C.3. Given any nontrivial recommended subset Ω1 and a size parameter m0 ∈ N+, there
exist a perfectly fair admissible dataset Ω ∈ FΩ1,m0

and a unfair admissible dataset Ω′ ∈ FΩ1,m0
.

Proof. Note that the RTPR can be written as

Uk =
P(R = 1, Y = 1, S = sk)

P(R = 1, Y = 1, S = sk) + P(R = 0, Y = 1, S = sk)
.

Because the recommended subset Ω1 is nontivial, there exists an index k ∈ [K] so that P(R =
1, Y = 1, S = sk) > 0. Without loss of generality, we assume that it is the first sensitive attribute
s1. Otherwise, we may relabel subscripts to achieve it. Let the ratio be α := P(R = 0, Y = 1, S =
s1)/P(R = 1, Y = 1, S = s1) which is well defined due to the positivity of the denominator.
Furthermore, not that the denominator is fully fixed by the recommended subset Ω1 by definition.
The ratio α is determined by the full dataset and Uk = 1/(1 + α).

We consider the first admissible dataset Ω|R=0 = {(R = 0, Y = 0, S = s1) : i = 1, · · · ,m0}. As
the positive preference label only appears in the recommended subset, it concludes that U1 = · · · =
UK = 1 on Ω which implies a perfectly fair REO metric ∆REO(Ω) = 0.

On the other hand, we can consider another admissible dataset Ω|R=0 = {(R = 0, Y = 1, S = s1) :
i = 1, · · · ,m0} consisting of all positive preference corresponding to sensitive attribute s1. Then,
it gives a positive ratio α > 0. Similar to the previous case, we have U ′

2 = · · · = U ′
K = 1 while

U ′
1 = 1/(1 + α) < 1 on Ω′. Direct computation gives

∆U ′
1 =

KU ′
1

U ′
1 +

∑K
i=2 Ui

− 1 =
K

1 + (1 + α)(K − 1)
− 1 =

−α(K − 1)

1 + (1 + α)(K − 1)
.

Following symmetry ∆U ′
2 = · · · = ∆U ′

K and conservation
∑K

i=1 ∆U ′
i = 0, it holds that

∆U ′
2 = − 1

K − 1
∆U ′

1 =
α

1 + (1 + α)(K − 1)
.

Hence, the REO metric on Ω′ is

∆REO(Ω
′) =

αK
√
K − 1

1 + (1 + α)(K − 1)
̸= ∆REO(Ω) = 0.

Using the proceeding lemma, we can prove the unidentifiability of REO metric.
Theorem C.4 (formal version of Theorem 3.3). Given any nontrivial recommended subset Ω1 and
a size parameter m0 ∈ N+, there exist two admissible datasets Ω,Ω′ ∈ FΩ1,m0

so that their REO
metrics cannot be simultaneously computed to arbitrary precision by any algorithm without probing
the unrecommended subset. That means that there is an ϵ0 > 0 so that for any algorithm A without
probing the unrecommended subset, either |ϕ(Ω)− ϕA(Ω)| ≥ ϵ0 or |ϕ(Ω′)− ϕA(Ω

′)| ≥ ϵ0 holds.

Proof. Without probing the unrecommended subset, the algorithm can not distinguish two admissible
datasets Ω,Ω′ ∈ FΩ1,m0

, namely, ϕA(Ω) = ϕA(Ω
′). Applying triangle inequality, it holds that

|ϕ(Ω)− ϕ(Ω′)| = |ϕ(Ω)− ϕA(Ω) + ϕA(Ω
′)− ϕ(Ω′)|

≤ |ϕ(Ω)− ϕA(Ω)|+ |ϕ(Ω′)− ϕA(Ω
′)|.

Let ϵ0 := |ϕ(Ω)− ϕ(Ω′)|/2 which is strictly positive according to Lemma C.3. If the computation
errors of both datasets are less than ϵ0, it contradicts the derived inequality. Consequently, these two
datasets can not be computed accurately at the same time.
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As a closing remark of this section, there might be other weighted sampling strategies to be adopted
rather than uniformaly random traffic. Such change-of-weight can be understood in the framework of
importance sampling where an importance weight is adjusted to ensure unbiased estimation. Let π be
a sampling procedure defined as a probability distribution on the full set of user-item pairs consisting
of m0 elements. Then, the unbiased estimation for any quantity A is E(A) = Eω∼π(A(ω)/π(ω))
where user-item pair ω ∼ π is drawn from the changed distribution. Note that exactly tracking the
importance weight 1/π(ω) becomes increasingly challenging when the subset size m0 becomes large
which is common in practice. Consequently, using a nonuniform sampling strategy might produce
unwanted bias and error alongside the computation of REO. This argument suggests the superiority
of using random traffic over using other nonuniform sampling strategies.

D Fairness Metrics and Fairness Monitoring

In this part, we discuss the actual application of REO fairness monitoring. We will discuss the
metrics we measure within a recommendation strategy (which can apply to global fairness estimation)
and between different recommendation strategies (which can apply to A/B tests). Specifically, a
recommendation strategy corresponds to a certain system configuration, including the model, filtering
rules, boosting rules, UI design, etc.
Remark D.1. A/B tests can concurrently occur on the platform with a very high number of distinct
configurations (see Appendix I for elaboration). A strategy can be a high-level concept, which is a
combination of many fine-grained strategies. For a simplified example where the system contains two
configuration dimensions, one for model and the other for UI, the most fine-grained configuration can
contain the Cartesian product of (use model A, use model B) × (use UI C, use UI D), corresponding
to 4 most fine-grained strategies. But the strategies can also be higher-level concepts like “use model
A” vs “use model B” (while in each strategy the UI design distribution is the same).

Note that the definition of the group utility in Equation (1) involves counterfactual events as the users’
preference label is identified after they receive the recommended item. The causality renders the
direct evaluation of the group utility infeasible in accordance with the identifiability argument in
the previous subsection. To compute REO related metrics, we need to factor the group utility into
measurable components by leveraging default and random traffic. Using Bayesian theorem, we have

Uk = P (R = 1|Y = 1, S = sk) =
P (Y = 1, S = sk|R = 1)

P (Y = 1, S = sk)
P (R = 1) .

Then, the group utility is assembled from three probabilities, which are either measurable or irrelevant
as discussed in the paragraph below.

For notational simplicity, we denote pk := P (Y = 1, S = sk) and qk := P (Y = 1, S = sk|R = 1)
which are frequently used in the analysis in the rest of this work. At a high level, pk measures the
proportion of “preferred samples” from group k in the entire candidate pool while qk measures such
proportions in the recommended candidates. Ideally, for fair systems in terms of REO, we should
observe similar values between pk and qk for all k. We also define the following

P̂k :=

∑
(u,i)∈Drand

I(Y (u, i) = 1)I(S(i) = sk)

|Drand|
, Q̂k :=

∑
(u,i)∈Drec

I(Y (u, i) = 1)I(S(i) = sk)

|Drec|
(5)

as the noisy estimators of pk and qk from Drand and Drec. Then we define

Ûk :=
Q̂k

P̂k

, ∆̂REO :=
std(Û1, . . . , ÛK)

mean(Û1, . . . , ÛK)
. (6)

It is worth noting that the estimator Ûk is equal to the the utility function up to a scalar P (R = 1)
which is independent with the group index (k). Note that the fairness penalty is invariant under
simultaneous rescaling of utility functions. Hence, this difference in the estimator will not affect the
estimation of the metric of interest. The rescaling scalar P (R = 1) stands for the probability that a
random user-item pair goes through a recommendation process. Due to the extremely large size of
the possible user-item pairs and the large volume of the recommendation log, exactly measuring this
quantity is highly infeasible. However, its appearance in the utility function is inevitable due to the
counterfactual nature. Thanks to Bayesian theorem, we factor the utility function as two measurable
quantities using default and random traffic, and we get rid of the unmeasurable probability according
to the scale invariance of fairness penalty.
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Within a Strategy. Apart from fairness penalty, relative group utilities ∆Uk’s are metrics indicating
the advantage or disadvantage of groups. In actual production, we use the following for estimation

∆̂Uk :=
Ûk

mean(Û1, . . . , ÛK)
− 1. (7)

Due to the concentration of our related scalar metrics in high dimensional data space, fairness metrics
can be estimated accurately with uniformly sampled data from the full log data. To quantify the
accuracy of the estimation, we present the following theorem. A series of more comprehensive
statements and the proof are presented in Appendix E.
Theorem D.2. Assume that the joint portion of each group in the traffic is a nonvanishing constant,
namely pk, qk = Ω(1) for any k = 1, · · · ,K. Suppose the sample size is |Drec| , |Drand| =
O
(
K2ϵ−2 log

(
Kδ−1

))
, then with probability at least 1 − δ, the estimation errors are uniformly

upper bounded:
max

k=1,··· ,K

∣∣∣∆̂Uk −∆Uk

∣∣∣ ≤ ϵ and
∣∣∣∆̂REO −∆REO

∣∣∣ ≤ ϵ.

It is worth noting that pk, qk are estimated from sample means which are asymptotically normal
distributed following central limit theorem. Intuitively, as a function transformation of them, our
fairness metrics should also admit a similar asymptotic normality. This intuition is quantified in the
analysis and proof presented in Appendix E. Consequently, using delta method Doob [1935], the
variance of fairness metrics can be derived by propagating the variance of sources pk, qk’s. This gives
arise to an extremely simple method for quantifying the confidence intervals of the estimators of
fairness metrics which is outlined in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Computing fairness metrics, their standard errors and confidence intervals
Input: Default traffic Drec and random traffic Drand with Y , S, and confidence level 1− δ.
Compute sample means P̂k = P(Y (u, i) = 1, S(i) = sk) on Drand.
Compute sample means Q̂k = P(Y (u, i) = 1, S(i) = sk|R(u, i) = 1) on Drec.
Compute the group utility estimators Ûk = Q̂k/P̂k of each group k = 1, · · · ,K.
Compute the REO penalty estimator ∆̂REO from {Ûk}Kk=1.
Compute the relative group utility function ∆̂Uk of each group k = 1, · · · ,K.
// Deriving confidence intervals
Assemble a K-by-K diagonal matrix Γk,k = Û2

k

(
1−Q̂k

Q̂k

1
|Drec| +

1−P̂k

P̂k

1
|Drand|

)
. // variance of

modified group utility functions

Assemble a K-by-K matrix Gj,k = K
δj,k

∑K
i=1 Ûi−Ûk

(
∑K

i=1 Ûi)2
. // Jacobian matrix of the transformation

(U1, · · · , UK) 7→ (∆U1, · · · ,∆UK)

Assemble a K-dimensional vector Hj =
∆̂Uj

K∆̂REO

. // Gradient of the transformation
(∆U1, · · · ,∆UK) 7→ ∆REO

Set se(∆̂REO)← std(∆̂REO(·)).
Compute the covariance matrix [Cov(∆̂Uj , ∆̂Uk)]j,k = Σ = G⊤ΓG, and the variance
Var(∆̂REO) = Ξ = H⊤ΣH .
Set z(δ/2) to the upper quantile of the standard normal distribution.
for k = 1, · · · ,K do

For ∆Uk, set the standard error SE(∆̂Uk) =
√
Σk,k and the confidence interval ∆̂Uk ±

z(δ/2)SE(∆̂Uk).
end for
For ∆REO, set the standard error SE(∆̂REO) =

√
Ξ and the confidence interval ∆̂REO ±

z(δ/2)SE(∆̂REO).
Output: Estimators, standard errors, and confidence intervals.

Between Strategies. A/B testing is the most popular approach to test if an alternative strategy is
superior to the current strategy, e.g., replacing a recommendation model with a more sophisticated one.
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To the best of our knowledge, while most platforms have core business metrics’ statistical significance
analyses in A/B tests, there isn’t much discussion on fairness metrics’ statistical significance, where
the latter is important for building responsible and sustainable platforms. We want to make sure: (1)
the new strategy will not significantly worsen the system fairness, (2) fairness enhancing strategies
have significant effects, or (3) new strategies are not blocked by false positive fairness alarms.

For clarity of presentation, we will show our results in A/B testing cases with a control group and
a treatment group, but our analysis and methods generalize to an arbitrary number of experiment
groups. We denote the utilities in the control and treatment group as UC

k , UT
k , ÛC

k , ÛT
k , which are

measured on DC
rec,DT

rec, with a common Drand. We will measure if the treatment strategy has a
statistically significant REO fairness metric change by measuring the following metrics:

1. For any group index k = 1, · · · ,K, D̂k := ∆̂UT
k − ∆̂UC

k measures the difference. Mon-
itoring it ensures that the disadvantaged groups in the control strategy will not be further
disadvantaged in the treatment group.

2. D̂REO := ∆̂T
REO− ∆̂C

REO measures the change in the global fairness penalty. Monitoring it
ensures that the global fairness penalty does not grow significantly in the treatment strategy.

According to the construction, the fairness metrics in control and treatment groups in the A/B test data
share a common random traffic Drand. It might introduce unwanted correlations between estimators
from two groups. However, notice that P̂k is increasingly close to a scalar constant pk when the
size of the random traffic |Drand| is large enough according to the law of large numbers. Then, it
is reasonable to assume that the correlation between fairness metric estimators from control and
treatment groups are weak in the large sample limit in terms of |Drand|. Using the testing method in
Algorithm 1, the significance tests of fairness metrics in A/B experiments can be established similarly.
We outline the method in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 Testing fairness metrics in A/B experiments
Input: Default traffic DC

rec of control group, default traffic DT
rec of treatment group and random

traffic Drand with fields preference label Y and sensitive attribute S, confidence level 1− δ.
Compute estimators ∆̂C

REO, ∆̂UC
k , k = 1, · · · ,K and their standard errors using DC

rec, Drand and
Algorithm 1.
Compute estimators ∆̂T

REO, ∆̂UT
k , k = 1, · · · ,K and their standard errors using DT

rec, Drand and
Algorithm 1.
Set z(δ/2) to the upper quantile of the standard normal distribution.
for k = 1, · · · ,K do

Set D̂k = ∆̂UT
k − ∆̂UC

k , set the standard error SE(D̂k) =

√
SE2(∆̂UT

k ) + SE2(∆̂UC
k ) and

the confidence interval D̂k ± z(δ/2)SE(D̂k).
end for
Set D̂REO = ∆̂T

REO−∆̂C
REO, set the standard error SE(D̂REO) =

√
SE2(∆̂T

REO) + SE2(∆̂C
REO)

and the confidence interval D̂REO ± z(δ/2)SE(D̂REO).
Output: Estimators, standard errors, and confidence intervals.

E Deferred proofs

Theorem E.1. P̂k and Q̂k are unbiased estimators of pk and qk respectively. Furthermore, it
suffices to set the random traffic size to |Drand| = O(p−1

k ϵ−2 log(δ−1)) and the default traffic size to
|Drec| = O(q−1

k ϵ−2 log(δ−1)) so that both estimators is ϵ-close to the exact value in relative error
with probability at least 1− δ.

Proof of Theorem E.1. Because the user request um and item in are chosen independently, the
summand in the numerator of P̂k consists of iid Bernoulli random variables. Hence, according to
Chernoff bound, it holds that

P
(∣∣∣P̂k − pk

∣∣∣ /pk ≥ ϵ
)
≤ 2e−|Drand|ϵ2pk/3.

17



Choosing |Drand| = ⌈3p−1
k ϵ−2 log(2δ−1)⌉, the above probability is bounded by δ, which proves the

theorem. Similarly, the result can be derived for Q̂k on default traffic.

As multiple quantities with distinct subscript k are estimated collectively, it is convenient to extract a
sample-size control parameter n from sizes of all datasets. The following analysis suggests

|Drec| = nmax
k

U2
k

1− qk
qk

and |Drand| = nmax
k

U2
k

1− pk
pk

(8)

which largely simplify the presentation of the theoretical results. The parameter n is referred to as the
sample size parameter, which controls the size of both datasets simultaneously.

The estimation performance of group utilities can be derived similarly.

Theorem E.2. The estimator Ûk is a consistent estimator of the RTPR utility. When the sample size
parameter is n = O(ϵ−2 log(δ−1)), the estimator (up to a multiplicative constant) is ϵ-close to the
RTPR utility with probability at least 1− δ.

Proof of Theorem E.2. Note that in both P̂k and Q̂k, the summand consists of iid samples, the defined
quantity converges in probability to the exact values P̂k

p→ pk and Q̂k
p→ qk as the traffic sizes are

large enough. As a consequence of Slutsky’s theorem, the quotient Ûk converges in probability to
the quantity Uk up to a scaling constant C := P (R = 1) which is independent with k. According to
central limit theorem, the numerator and denominator are approximately normal distributed:

Q̂k
a∼ N(qk, qk(1− qk)/ |Drec|) and P̂k

a∼ N(pk, pk(1− pk)/ |Drand|).

According to Díaz-Francés and Rubio [2013], when |Drec| , |Drand| ≫ 1 are large enough, the
quotient is well approximated by a normal distribution:

Q̂k

P̂k

·∼ N

(
qk
pk

,
q2k
p2k

(
1− qk
qk

1

|Drec|
+

1− pk
pk

1

|Drand|

))
.

Consequently, plugging the scaling constant into the estimator, the above approximation implies that

Ûk

C

·∼ N

(
Uk, U

2
k

(
1− qk
qk

1

|Drec|
+

1− pk
pk

1

|Drand|

))
= N

(
Uk,

2

n

)
(9)

where the definition of sample sizes is used. Hence

P
(∣∣∣Ûk/C − Uk

∣∣∣ ≥ ϵ̃
√

2/n
)
=

2√
π

∫ ∞

ϵ̃/
√
2

e−t2d t = erfc(ϵ̃/
√
2) ≤ e−ϵ̃2/2.

It suffices to choose n = ⌈4ϵ−2 log(δ−1)⌉ so that the estimation error is upper bounded by ϵ with
probability at least 1− δ.

Theorem E.3. The estimator ∆̂Uk is a consistent estimator of the relative group utility. When the
sample size parameter is n = O

(
K2

∥U∥2
1ϵ

2 log
(
K
δ

))
, the estimation error is uniformly upper bounded:

max
k=1,··· ,K

∣∣∣∆̂Uk −∆Uk

∣∣∣ ≤ ϵ

with probability at least 1− δ.

Proof of Theorem E.3. The consistency follows continuous mapping theorem. Note that the estimator
∆̂Uk is invariant by rescaling Ûk by any constant independent with the subscript index k. Let
Ũk := Ûk/C be the estimator of Uk whose distribution is derived in the proof of Theorem E.2.
Then, ∆̂Uk can be derived from Ũk with the same formula. Let us consider a K-variate function
g : RK → RK which is component-wisely defined as

gk(U1, · · · , UK) = K
Uk∑K
i=1 Ui

− 1. (10)
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The Jacobian of the function is element-wisely defined as

∂jgk :=
∂gk
∂Uj

= K
δk,j

∑K
i=1 Ui − Uk

(
∑K

i=1 Ui)2

where δk,i is the Kronecker delta. The proof of Theorem E.2 indicates that when the numbers of
samples are chosen as

|Drec| = nmax
k

U2
k

1− qk
qk

and |Drand| = nmax
k

U2
k

1− pk
pk

and when n is sufficiently large, estimators Ũk’s are asymptotically jointly normal distributed as
√
n(Ũk − Uk)→ N(0, ς2k) with ς2k ≤ 2.

Applying delta method Doob [1935], it holds that
√
n(g(Ũ1, · · · , ŨK)− g(U1, · · · , UK))→ N(0,Σ). (11)

Here, Σ is covariance matrix element-wisely bounded as

|Σk,l| ≤ 2

∣∣∣∣∣
K∑

k=1

∂jgk∂jgl

∣∣∣∣∣ . (12)

To study the sample complexity of estimating ∆̂Uk = gk(Ũ1, · · · , ŨK), it suffices to upper bound
the diagonal element of the covariance

|Σk,k| ≤ 2

K∑
j=1

|∂jgk|2 = 2K2

(∑
k ̸=j Uk

)2
+
∑

k ̸=j U
2
k

(
∑K

i=1 Ui)4

≤ 2K2
2
(∑

k ̸=j Uk

)2
(
∑K

i=1 Ui)4
≤ 4K2

(
∑K

i=1 Ui)2
.

(13)

Hence, to achieve maxk=1,··· ,K

∣∣∣∆̂Uk −∆Uk

∣∣∣ ≤ ϵ with probability at least 1− δ, following union
bound, it suffices to choose

n =
4K2

(
∑K

i=1 Ui)2ϵ2
log(K/δ) = O

(
K2

∥U∥21 ϵ2
log

(
K

δ

))
. (14)

Theorem E.4. ∆̂REO is a consistent estimator of fairness penalty. Furthermore, when the sample
size parameter n = O

(
K2

∥U∥2
1ϵ

2 log
(
1
δ

))
, the estimator is ϵ-close to fairness penalty with probability

at least 1− δ.

Proof of Theorem E.4. The consistency follows continuous mapping theorem. Note that when j ̸= l,
it holds that

|Σk,l| ≤ 2

∣∣∣∣∣∣
K∑
j=1

∂jgk∂jgl

∣∣∣∣∣∣
=

2K2

(
∑K

i=1 Ui)4

∣∣∣∣∣KUkUl − (Uk + Ul)

K∑
i=1

Ui

∣∣∣∣∣ .
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Then, we have ∑
k ̸=l

∣∣∣∣∣ (
∑K

i=1 Ui)
4

2K2
Σk,l

∣∣∣∣∣
2

≤
∑
k ̸=l

(
K2U2

kU
2
l + (Uk + Ul)

2(
∑
i

Ui)
2

)

≤
K∑

k=1

K∑
l=1

(
K2U2

kU
2
l + (Uk + Ul)

2(
∑
i

Ui)
2

)
≤ K2(

∑
i

U2
i )

2 + 2(
∑
i

U2
i )(
∑
i

Ui)
2 + 2(

∑
i

Ui)
4

≤ (K2 + 4)(
∑
i

Ui)
4.

(15)

Meanwhile, according to Equation (13), the diagonal elements of the covariance matrix satisfy

K∑
k=1

∣∣∣∣∣ (
∑K

i=1 Ui)
4

2K2
Σk,k

∣∣∣∣∣
2

≤ 4K(
∑
i

Ui)
4. (16)

Consequently, the sum of square of the matrix elements of the covariance matrix, which is equal to
the squared Frobenius norm of the covariance matrix, is upper bounded as

∥Σ∥2F =

K∑
k=1

K∑
l=1

|Σk,l|2 ≤
(

2K2

(
∑

i Ui)4

)2

(K2 + 4K + 4)(
∑
i

Ui)
4

=
4K4(K + 2)2

(
∑

i Ui)4
≤ 16K6

(
∑

i Ui)4
.

(17)

Here, the last inequality uses the fact that K ≥ 2. Hence, the 2-norm of the covariance matrix is
upper bounded as

∥Σ∥2 ≤ ∥Σ∥F ≤
4K3

(
∑K

i=1 Ui)2
. (18)

Let h : RK → R be a function defining the formula for computing REO

h(∆U1, · · · ,∆UK) =

√√√√ 1

K

K∑
i=1

(∆Ui)2. (19)

It is straightforward to show that this function coincides with the REO in the sense that
h(∆U1, · · · ,∆UK) = ∆REO. Note that a use 1/K in the expression of std(· · · ) for simplic-
ity. When switching to 1/(K − 1), the complexity scaling remains the same. The partial derivative
of ths function is

∂jh :=
∂h

∂(∆Uj)
= ∆Uj

√
1

K
∑K

i=1(∆Ui)2
.

Following delta method, the asymptotic distribution of the REO estimator is
√
n(∆̂REO −∆REO)→ N(0,Ξ). (20)

Here, the variance is

Ξ =
∑
j,l

∂jh∂lhΣj,l ≤ ∥Σ∥2
K∑
j=1

(∂jh)
2.

Note that
K∑
j=1

(∂jh)
2 =

1

K
∑K

i=1(∆Ui)2

K∑
j=1

(∆Uj)
2 =

1

K
.

Thus, the variance is upper bounded as

Ξ ≤ 4K2

(
∑K

i=1 Ui)2
.
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Consequently, to estimate REO fairness penalty up to error ϵ and with probability at least 1− δ, it
suffices to choose

n =
4K2

(
∑K

i=1 Ui)2ϵ2
log(1/δ) = O

(
K2

∥U∥21 ϵ2
log

(
1

δ

))
. (21)

Remark E.5. Before closing the section of proofs, we remark on the sample complexity requirement
on datasets for accurate estimation results. To estimate relative group utilities and fairness penalty si-
multaneously accurate, we can take the maximum among sample complexities given in Theorems E.3
and E.4, which requires n = O(K2 ∥U∥−2

1 ϵ−2 log(Kδ−1)). When proportions pk, qk are constantly
large, the relation between the parameter n and traffic sizes in Equation (8) can be simplified. For
example, the following holds

O(nmax
k

U2
k ) = O

(
K2 maxk U

2
k

∥U∥21 ϵ2
log(K/δ)

)
≤ O(K2ϵ−2 log(K/δ))

where ∥U∥1 ≥ maxk Uk is used. Hence, it suffices to set the size of default traffic to
O(K2ϵ−2 log(K/δ)) to ensure an accurate estimation result. Similarly, the size of random traf-
fic is sufficient to be set to O(K2ϵ−2 log(K/δ)) for an accurate estimation. This proves Theorem 3.4.

F Justifying Algorithm 1

In this section, we justify Algorithm 1 in a theoretical manner by going through the analysis using
delta method.

Let H := ∇h be the gradient vector which is element-wisely defined as

Hj = ∂jh = ∆Uj

√
1

K
∑K

i=1(∆Ui)2
=

∆Uj

K∆REO
.

Then, under the assumption of delta method, we have

Var(∆REO) =: Ξ = H⊤ΣH.

Here, Σj,k := Cov(∆Uj ,∆Uk) is the covariance matrix of relative group utility functions. Let the
matrix element of the Jacobian matrix be

Gj,k := ∂jgk := K
δj,k

∑K
i=1 Ui − Uk

(
∑K

i=1 Ui)2

and let the covariance matrix of the group utility function be

Cov(Uj , Uk) =: Γj,k = δj,kU
2
k

(
1− qk
qk

1

|Drec|
+

1− pk
pk

1

|Drand|

)
.

Using delta method again, we have

Σ = G⊤ΓG and Ξ = H⊤G⊤ΓGH =

K∑
j=1

Γj,j(GH)2j .

It is worth noting that both Σ and Ξ are invariant under the rescaling of the group utility function.
Suppose we rescale the group utility function simultaneously as Ũk = αUk for any k = 1, · · · ,K.
Then, the related matrices are rescaled as Γ̃ = α2Γ, G̃ = α−1G and H̃ = H . Consequently, the
rescaling invariance of covariance matrices follows the defining relations

Σ̃ = G̃⊤Γ̃G̃ = Σ and Ξ̃ = H̃⊤G̃⊤Γ̃G̃H̃ = Ξ.
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G Alternative procedures for A/B test

According to the construction, the denominators of the RTPR utilities in both control and treatment
groups are derived from the same dataset Drand. It might introduce unwanted correlations between
estimators from two groups. However, notice that the denominator is increasingly close to a scalar
constant when the size of the dataset |Drand| becomes large as suggested by the law of large numbers.
Hence, it is reasonable to assume that estimators ÛC

k and ÛT
k from control and treatment groups are

weakly correlated in the large sample limit in terms of |Drand|. Consequently, in large sample regime,
the correlation will be treated as high-order perturbation. Thus, the hypothesis testings in the A/B test
fit the framework of two normal-distributed sample tests thanks to the asymptotic normal distribution
derived in proofs of Theorems E.3 and E.4. This leads to two practical algorithms for A/B tests.

G.1 Partition-based tests

In practice, the dataset queried from the database is usually of a very large scale. Hence, parti-
tioning the full dataset into a collection of non overlapped subsets can be used to retrieve more
statistical information. Given a dataset (Drec,Drand), a M -fold partition gives a collection of
subsets {(Drec(j),Drand(j)) : j ∈ [M ]}. Computing REO metric on each subset, we have
{∆̂REO(j) : j ∈ [M ]} which are i.i.d. normal distributed due to large-size and non-overlapping
assumptions. Considering that the sample size of the control group may differ than that of treatment
group, the partition fold number may differ. Let MC and MT be the partition fold numbers of dataset
from control and treatment groups. The previous procedure gives the mean and standard deviation of
subset REO metrics from each group as µC := mean(∆̂C

REO(·)), sC := std(∆̂C
REO(·)), and µT , sT

defined similarly. Hence, Welch’s t-test indicates that the pivot statistic follows student t-distribution

T :=
DREO − (µT − µC)√
s2T /MT + s2C/MC

∼ tν , where ν ≈
⌊

(s2T /MT + s2C/MC)
2

s4T /(M
2
T (MT − 1)) + s4C/(M

2
C(MC − 1))

⌋
.

Inverting this pivot distribution gives the confidence interval

µT−µC−tν(δ/2)
√
s2T /MT + s2C/MC ≤ DREO ≤ µT−µC+tν(δ/2)

√
s2T /MT + s2C/MC (22)

where 1− δ is confidence level.

Algorithm 3 Partition-based A/B tests for REO metrics
Input: Confidence level 1− δ, partition fold numbers MC ,MT , dataset (DT

rec,DC
rec,Drand).

Initialize arrays vC ∈ RMC and vT ∈ RMT .
Partition the original dataset into non overlapped subsets {(DC

rec(j),DC
rand(j)) : j ∈ [MC ]} and

{(DT
rec(j),DT

rand(j)) : j ∈ [MT ]}.
for j = 1, . . . ,MC do

Estimate REO metric vC(j)← ∆̂REO(j) on the j-th subset (DC
rec(j),DC

rand(j)).
end for
for j = 1, . . . ,MT do

Estimate REO metric vT (j)← ∆̂REO(j) on the j-th subset (DT
rec(j),DT

rand(j)).
end for
Set µC = mean(vC), sC = std(vC) and µT = mean(vT ), sT = std(vT ).
Output: Estimation DREO ≈ µT−µC and confidence interval derived according to Equation (22).

G.2 Bootstrap-based tests

When the size of dataset is not large enough, partitioning may weaken the representation ability of the
statistical information of the dataset. Alternative option for constructing confidence interval is estimat-
ing the variance of the difference-in-REO metric by bootstrap. Given a dataset (DT

rec,DC
rec,Drand),

bootstrap procedure gives a collection of datasets {(DT
rec(j),DC

rec(j),Drand(j)) : j ∈ [B]} of the
same size by sampling the original dataset with replacement. Computing difference-in-REO on
each bootstrap dataset, a collection of bootstrap metrics {D̂REO(j) : j ∈ [B]} is derived. Then, the
standard error of difference-in-REO is approximated by the standard deviation of bootstrap metrics
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se(D̂REO) ≈ std(D̂REO(·)). Suppose D̂REO is the difference-in-REO metric computed on the
original dataset. Then, the confidence interval is

D̂REO − z(δ/2)se(D̂REO) ≤ DREO ≤ D̂REO + z(δ/2)se(D̂REO) (23)

where 1− δ is the confidence level and z(δ/2) is the quantile of standard normal distribution.

Algorithm 4 Bootstrap-based A/B tests for REO metrics
Input: Confidence level 1− δ, bootstrap size parameter B, dataset (DT

rec,DC
rec,Drand).

Initialize an array v ∈ RB .
Estimate D̂REO from the original dataset.
for j = 1, . . . , B do

Sample bootstrap dataset (DT
rec(j),DC

rec(j),Drand(j)) from the original dataset.
Estimate difference-in-REO metric v(j)← D̂REO(j) on the j-th bootstrap dataset.

end for
Set se(D̂REO)← std(D̂REO(·)).
Output: Estimation DREO and confidence interval derived according to Equation (23).

H Discussions on Other Fairness Metrics

Our work primarily focused on the item-side REO fairness notion in recommendation systems, this
is not only because we focus on personalized recommendation scenarios that respect users’ diverse
preferences, but also because random traffic is not necessary for other popular fairness notions.

H.1 RSP Does Not Require User Preference Information

For item-side fairness in recommendation systems, Ranking-based Statistical Parity (RSP) is another
popular notion that does not depend on the users’ preferences. Specifically, it is an extension of the
Statistical Parity/Demographic Parity fairness notion in binary classification, which aims to use the
group-wise Ranking-based Positive Rates (RPR) as utilities Uk and measures the disparities among
them, i.e.,

Uk :=

∑
(u,i)∈D I{R(u, i) = 1}I{S(i) = sk}∑

(u,i)∈D I{S(i) = sk}
, (24)

∆Uk := Uk −
1

K

∑
k′

Uk′ , (25)

∆RSP :=
std(U1, . . . , UK)

mean(U1, . . . , UK)
. (26)

To obtain the denominator
∑

(u,i)∈D IS(i)=sk , the platform only needs to track the posting behavior
of creators and do not need to deliver them to the users to obtain user-interaction labels.

H.2 Realistic Constrained User-Side RTPR can be Computed without Random Traffic

For user-side fairness, we note that using precision@Nshow as the utility measurement is in fact
reasonable, which can be computed solely based on Drec, and Nshow is the number of delivered
items for each request. The main difference between the user-side utility and the creator-side utility
is the fact that the Nshow sets a natural upper bound for the maximum user utility.

More specifically, in actual production, for every user request, Nshow items are returned and thus
we have

∑
(u,i)∈Drec

I{S(u) = sk} as multiples of Nshow, for a user request from u, suppose
the items (de-duplicated) returned is denoted as Iret, then the precision@Nshow is computed as∑

i∈Iret
I{Y (u,i)=1}

Nshow
. Aggregating all user requests, we get the user-group utility as

Uk =

∑
(u,i)∈Drec

I{Y (u, i) = 1}I{S(u) = sk}∑
(u,i)∈Drec

I{S(u) = sk}
. (27)
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To explain why precision@Nshow is a reasonable replacement to Ranking-based TPR, we denote
Iseenu as the set of items previously delivered to the user, and define

Ileftu := {i|i ∈ I − Iseenu , Y (u, i) = 1},

as the set of unseen items to u. Then we note that in general we have Nshow < |Ileftu |, i.e.,
Nshow = min{Nshow, |Ileftu |} (there are more than Nshow that are relevant in the candidate pool,
otherwise the user has almost no reason to keep using this platform).

In the unconstrained situation, the TPR is computed by∑
i∈Iret

I{Y (u, i) = 1}
|Ileftu |

,

But since the system can only present Nshow items, it is reasonable to have a constrained version of
the TPR utility, which is∑

i∈Iret
I{Y (u, i) = 1}

min{Nshow, |Ileftu |}
=

∑
i∈Iret

I{Y (u, i) = 1}
Nshow

,

and thus is equivalent to precision@Nshow, which can be computed solely based on Drec (see Figure
10 for illustrations on the constrained vs unconstrained perspectives on the RTPR utility).

Figure 10: User-side fairness perspectives, when the constrained optimum is used as the upper bound,
Precision@Nshow is a reasonable utility.

I Further Discussions on The Actual Recommendation System

In this part, we discuss how we implement the entire REO-related metrics measurement pipeline in
real-world recommendation systems

I.1 Content De-duplication

An important aspect of real-world recommendation systems is removing repetitive content in the
recommendations. During online serving, we mark the traffic source of each delivered item, and
when the random traffic and the default traffic both recommend an item to the user, we only keep
that item once, but dump this user-item pair’s data to both Drec and Drand, e.g., if i is previously
recommended in the default traffic and is recommended to u by the random traffic later, we do not
recommend it again, but dump the data corresponding to (u, i) to Drand.

I.2 Volume/Fraction of the Random Traffic

Another important design parameter is the volume/fraction of the random traffic. In actual production,
random traffic will ignore the user’s preference, and thus too large a random traffic will not expose
users sufficiently to their interests and hurt the user experience.
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Tradeoff between recommendation relevance and measurement accuracy. The platforms can
benefit from both a high recommendation relevance and high accuracy of fairness metric measure-
ments, and thus we can write out the platform’s utility function as

Uplatform := (1− γ)Urel + γUacc(ϵ, δ) (28)

where Urel := βUT
rel + βUC

rel + αUrand
rel measures the recommendation relevance utility component,

and β, α denote the treatment/control group volume and random traffic volume in this A/B test
respectively; Uacc(ϵ, δ) is determined by ϵ and δ in Theorem D.2, and γ ∈ (0, 1) measures the
relative importance of the two parts. We note that in general, we have Urand

rel < min{UT
rel, U

C
rel} and

thus increasing α will decrease Urel, please see Appendix I.3 for further discussion. Meanwhile, it
is obvious from our previous analysis in Theorem D.2 that Uacc increases in α can make sure the
system collects sufficiently large Drand more quickly for given values of ϵ and δ, resulting in the
tradeoff.

Orthogonal traffic assignment on the same set of users. A good aspect of orthogonal traffic
assignment is that the same random traffic can be used to measure the REO-related metrics for all
experiments running on these users so we can avoid further sacrificing recommendation relevance.

Optimal random traffic volume is not universal across different A/B tests. From Appendix E,
we can tell that to achieve certain estimation accuracy Uacc(ϵ, δ), the required sample size depends on
pk and qk values, where the qk values can highly depend on the implemented treatment and control
strategies and influence the number of samples needed. While the system can set different random
traffic volumes on different sets of users, A/B tests with orthogonal traffic assignment on the same
set of users share the same random traffic volume and the system can choose different time window
lengths to get the respective data sizes for these tests.

I.3 Random Traffic and Diversity

Despite hurting the recommendation relevance in expectation, random traffic is said to help explore
the users’ new interests and boost recommendation diversity Borgs et al. [2023], Judith Möller and
van Es [2018], so a small volume of random traffic can be beneficial for the platform both in terms
of metrics estimation and user experience (our platform actually observes a statistically significant
increase in users’ daily stay time when increasing the random traffic fraction from 0 to 0.02%). This
indicates that the Urel part is not necessarily monotone in the fraction of default strategy, which is
reasonable since recommendation models are trying to estimate users’ preferences based on historical
interactions and are not perfect at characterizing their preferences, especially when certain types of
items never appear in the users’ history.

I.4 Stage-wise Fairness Diagnosis

We also note that our method can generalize beyond measuring the fairness of the entire recom-
mendation system. For instance, if we want to diagnose if the recall stage is fair in terms of REO,
we can force insertion a post-recall (or pre-ranking) traffic into the delivered contents and get a set
of user-item pairs from it, denoted by Dpr (see Figure 13). Then if we replace the terms obtained
from Drec with Dpr in previous sections, we can estimate the REO-related metrics of the recall
stage. Similarly, if we replace the terms obtained from Drand with Dpr in previous sections, we can
estimate the REO-related metrics of the ranking stage.

J Machine Specs

All of our experiments were conducted on a single machine with an AMD EPYC 9124 CPU and 64
GB memory, without a GPU.
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Figure 11: An illustration of A/B testing where users are
divided into two groups that receive control (A) and treatment
(B) recommendation strategies respectively.

Figure 12: An illustration of orthog-
onal traffic assignment in A/B test-
ing, it is common for A/B strategies
tested on orthogonal dimensions.

Figure 13: The system’s traffic design for stage-wise fairness diagnosis.
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