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Abstract. In two-sided marketplaces such as online flea markets, recom-
mender systems for providing consumers with personalized item rankings
play a key role in promoting transactions between providers and con-
sumers. Meanwhile, two-sided marketplaces face the problem of balanc-
ing consumer satisfaction and fairness among items to stimulate activity
of item providers. Saito and Joachims (2022) devised an impact-based
fair ranking method for maximizing the Nash social welfare based on
fair division; however, this method, which requires solving a large-scale
constrained nonlinear optimization problem, is very difficult to apply to
practical-scale recommender systems. We thus propose a fast solution
to the impact-based fair ranking problem. We first transform the fair
ranking problem into an unconstrained optimization problem and then
design a gradient ascent method that repeatedly executes the Sinkhorn
algorithm. Experimental results demonstrate that our algorithm pro-
vides fair rankings of high quality and is about 1000 times faster than
application of commercial optimization software.

Keywords: Ranking · Fairness · Optimal transport.

1 Introduction

A two-sided marketplace is an intermediary economy platform that allows direct
interaction between two different user groups. As a specific example, we consider
an online flea market where providers sell items to consumers. In this market,
algorithmic recommender systems, which create personalized rankings of attrac-
tive items for consumers, play a key role in promoting transactions between
providers and consumers.

While most ranking methods have focused particularly on increasing con-
sumer satisfaction, two-sided marketplaces face the problem of balancing con-
sumer satisfaction and fairness among items to stimulate activity of item providers.

ar
X

iv
:2

40
6.

10
26

2v
1 

 [
cs

.I
R

] 
 1

1 
Ju

n 
20

24



2 Y. Uehara et al.

Various definitions, models, and methods have been proposed to ensure fairness
in rankings and recommendations; for example, see Pitoura et al. [7] for a sys-
tematic survey.

Most of the prior studies on fair ranking methods have focused on fairness
of exposure, which ensures that each item is fairly exposed to consumers [3,9].
Patro et al. [6] considered fairness of both consumer utility and item exposure in
personalized recommendations. Togashi et al. [10] designed a computationally ef-
ficient algorithm to control exposure-based fairness in large-scale recommender
systems. However, the relationship between item exposure and marketing im-
pacts (e.g., clicks, conversions, and revenues) on items is unclear.

To ensure fairness of the impacts on recommended items, Saito and Joachims [8]
devised an innovative ranking method for maximizing the Nash social welfare
(NSW) based on fair division. They developed a stochastic ranking policy that
guarantees envy-freeness, dominance over uniform rankings, and Pareto opti-
mality. However, this policy requires solving a large-scale constrained nonlinear
optimization problem. Although Saito and Joachims [8] solved the problem using
optimization software, it is very difficult to apply this method to practical-scale
recommender systems.

The goal of this paper is to propose a fast solution to the impact-based fair
ranking problem. For this purpose, we effectively use the Sinkhorn algorithm [4],
which is well known as an efficient solution to the optimal transport problem.
We first transform the fair ranking problem into an unconstrained optimization
problem of computing transport cost matrices that give an optimal solution to
the fair ranking problem. For this problem, we design a gradient ascent method
that repeatedly executes the Sinkhorn algorithm.

To validate the computational performance of our algorithm, we conducted
experiments using synthetic and public real-world datasets. Experimental results
demonstrate that our algorithm provides fair rankings of high quality and is
about 1000 times faster than application of commercial optimization software.

2 Impact-based fair ranking problem

We address the impact-based fair ranking problem [8] to provide each consumer
with a personalized ranking of items. Let U and I be index sets of consumers
and items, respectively. We consider X := (xuik)(u,i,k)∈U×I×[m] ∈ R|U |×|I|×m,
where xuik is the probability of item i ∈ I being ranked at the kth position
(k ∈ [m] := {1, 2, . . . ,m}) for each consumer u ∈ U . We formulate a stochastic
ranking policy represented by doubly stochastic matrixXu := (xuik)(i,k)∈I×[m] ∈
R|I|×m satisfying the following probability constraints:∑

k∈[m]

xuik = 1 (i ∈ I), (1)

∑
i∈I

xuik = 1 (k ∈ [m− 1]), (2)

xuik ≥ 0 (i ∈ I, k ∈ [m]), (3)
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where the last mth position is a dummy (i.e.,
∑

i∈I xuim = |I|−m+1) to handle
a situation where the number of positions is smaller than that of items.

The impact caused by Xi := (xuik)(u,k)∈U×[m] ∈ R|U |×m on each item is
defined as

Impi(Xi) :=
∑
u∈U

∑
k∈[m−1]

r(u, i) · e(k) · xuik (i ∈ I), (4)

where r(u, i) is the relevance of consumer u for item i, and e(k) is the expo-
sure probability of the kth position. The fairness-aware objective function (Nash
Social Welfare: NSW) is then defined by the product of the impacts on all items:

F (X) := log
∏
i∈I

Impi(Xi) =
∑
i∈I

log Impi(Xi). (5)

Consequently, the fair ranking problem is formulated as

maximize
X ∈ R|U |×|I|×m

F (X)

subject to Eqs. (1)–(3) (u ∈ U).
(6)

3 Gradient ascent method using the Sinkhorn algorithm

We now describe our algorithm for solving problem (6). To this aim, we focus
on the following optimal transport problem for u ∈ U with the entropic regular-
ization term [4]:

minimize
Xu ∈ R|I|×m

∑
i∈I

∑
k∈[m]

cuikxuik + ε
∑
i∈I

∑
k∈[m]

xuik(log xuik − 1)

subject to Eqs. (1)–(3),

(7)

where Cu := (cuik)(i,k)∈I×[m] ∈ R|I|×m is a transport cost matrix for u ∈ U ,
and ε > 0 is a regularization parameter. This optimal transport problem can be
solved efficiently using the Sinkhorn algorithm [4]. Let X⋆

u(Cu) be an optimal
solution computed by the Sinkhorn algorithm to problem (7).

We now consider searching for transport costs C := (Cu)u∈U such that the
corresponding Sinkhorn solution, X⋆(C) := (X⋆

u(Cu))u∈U , will be optimal for
the fair ranking problem (6). Specifically, we transform the constrained opti-
mization problem (6) into the following unconstrained optimization problem:

minimize
C ∈ R|U |×|I|×m

F (X⋆(C)). (8)

The feasible region of problem (8) remains the same in the following sense:

Theorem 1. For any Xu satisfying Eqs. (1)–(3), there exists Cu such that
Xu = X⋆

u(Cu).
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Proof. Since the objective function in problem (7) is convex, we have its optimal-
ity condition cuik + ε log xuik = 0 for (i, k) ∈ I × [m]. Hence, for any Xu, setting
cuik = −ε log xuik for (i, k) ∈ I × [m] makes Xu optimal (i.e., Xu = X⋆

u(Cu))
for problem (7). □

Algorithm 1 describes our gradient ascent method for solving problem (8),
where the gradient ∇CF (X⋆(C)) can be computed using the chain rule. Note
also that the Sinkhorn algorithm is compatible with GPU parallel computing.

Algorithm 1: Gradient ascent method for solving problem (8)

Input: Threshold for optimality t > 0.
Initialize: C := (Cu)u∈U ∈ R|U |×|I|×m and

X := (Xu)u∈U ∈ R|U |×|I|×m.
while ∥∇F (X)∥ > t do

for u ∈ U do in parallel
Compute Xu = X⋆

u(Cu) using the Sinkhorn algorithm.

Update C in the gradient ascent direction ∇CF (X⋆(C)).

Output: Doubly stochastic matrices Xu for u ∈ U .

4 Experiments

In this section, we evaluate the computational performance of our algorithm.

4.1 Experimental setup

We used synthetic and public real-world datasets; see Saito and Joachims [8] for
details of these datasets. The synthetic dataset was generated following Saito and
Joachims [8]. The public Delicious dataset was downloaded from the Extreme
Classification Repository [2].

We use the following evaluation metrics [8]:

– User utility:
1

|U |
∑
u∈U

∑
i∈I

∑
k∈[m−1]

r(u, i) · e(k) ·Xuik (larger is better);

– Mean max envy:
1

|I|
∑
i∈I

max
j∈I

(Impi(Xj)− Impi(Xi)) (smaller is better);

– Items better off (%): Proportion of items for whichX improves the impact
by over 10% compared to the uniform ranking policy (larger is better);

– Items worse off (%): Proportion of items for which X reduces the impact
by over 10% compared to the uniform ranking policy (smaller is better).

We compare the performance of the following ranking methods5:

5 All these methods were implemented in Python on an Ubuntu 22.04.3 LTS computer
equipped with Intel Core i9 12900k CPU 5.2 GHz (128 GB RAM) and NVIDIA
GeForce RTX 3090 GPU 1.7 GHz (24 GB RAM). Our implementation is available
at https://anonymous.4open.science/r/nsw-with-optimal-transport-1C04/.

https://anonymous.4open.science/r/nsw-with-optimal-transport-1C04/
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Fig. 1. Evaluation metrics for the synthetic dataset (|U | = 1000, |I| = 500, m = 11)

Fig. 2. Evaluation metrics for the Delicious dataset (|U | = 1014, |I| = 100, m = 11)

– MaxRele: ranks items in the descending order of relevance;
– ExpFair(Mosek): solves the exposure-based problem [3,9] using Mosek [1];
– NSW(Greedy): greedy selects items based on F (X) for each position;
– NSW(Mosek): solves problem (6) using Mosek [1];
– NSW(Algo1): solves problem (8) using our Algorithm 1;
– NSW(Algo1+GPU): solves problem (8) using our Algorithm 1 with GPU,

which was used only in this method.

We implemented the gradient ascent procedure of Algorithm 1 using the PyTorch
Adam optimizer [5]. Note that the results were averaged over five trials.

4.2 Results and conclusion

Figures 1 and 2 show the evaluation results for the synthetic and public Delicious
datasets, respectively. Our NSW(Algo1) achieved comparable results to NSW(Mosek)
and NSW(Greedy). In contrast, MaxRele and ExpFair(Mosek) increased user
utility, whereas their fairness metrics were very bad.

Figure 3 shows the computation times versus the numbers of items and con-
sumers for the synthetic dataset. Our NSW(Algo1) was faster than NSW(Greedy)
and NSW(Mosek). Surprisingly, NSW(Algo1+GPU) was about 10 times faster
than NSW(Algo1) and about 1000 times faster than NSW(Mosek). Notably, the
computation time of NSW(Algo1+GPU) was almost independent of the number
of consumers.
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Fig. 3. Computation times for the synthetic dataset (|U | = 250, |I| = 250, m = 11)

These results demonstrate that our algorithm can provide high-quality solu-
tions significantly faster than other approaches to the impact-based fair ranking
problem. A future direction of study will be to extend our algorithm to other
optimization problems involving doubly stochastic matrices.
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