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We study the multisecretary problem with capacity to hire up to B out of T candidates, and values drawn
ii.d. from a distribution F on [0, 1]. We investigate achievable regret performance, where the latter is defined
as the difference between the performance of an oracle with perfect information of future types (values) and
an online policy. While the case of distributions over a few discrete types is well understood, very little is
known when there are many types, with the exception of the special case of a uniform distribution of types. In
this work we consider a larger class of distributions which includes the few discrete types as a special case. We
first establish the insufficiency of the common certainty equivalent heuristic for distributions with many types
and “gaps” (intervals) of absent types; even for simple deviations from the uniform distribution, it leads to
regret G)(\/T)7 as large as that of a non-adaptive algorithm. We introduce a new algorithmic principle which
we call “conservativeness with respect to gaps” (CwG), and use it to design an algorithm that applies to any
distribution. We establish that the proposed algorithm yields optimal regret scaling of é(Tl/ -1/(8 H)))
for a broad class of distributions with gaps, where 8 quantifies the mass accumulation of types around gaps.
We recover constant regret scaling for the special case of a bounded number of types (8 =0 in this case).
In most practical network revenue management problems, the number of types is large and the current
certainty equivalent heuristics scale poorly with the number of types. The new algorithmic principle called
Conservatism w.r.t Gaps (CwG) that we developed, can pave the way for progress on handling many types

for the broader class of network revenue management problems like order fulfillment and online matching.
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1. Introduction

The classical secretary problem was introduced by (Cayley (1875) and Moser (1956) and is one
in which a decision maker is presented with a sequence of T independent values representing
the candidate abilities and the decision maker must hire exactly one candidate for the secretary
position. The decision maker interviews the candidates sequentially and after interviewing each
candidate, the ability of the candidate is revealed; at which point the decision maker must make
an irrevocable hire or reject decision, before the next candidate in the sequence can be interviewed.
If a candidate is rejected, the decision maker moves on to interviewing the next candidate and if
a candidate is hired, then the process terminates and the remaining candidates are automatically

rejected. The decision maker is aware of the number of candidates T" and the distribution of the
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candidate abilities. The decision maker faces an optimal stopping problem where the goal of the
decision maker is to maximize the expected ability of the hired candidate or equivalently minimize
regret which is the difference between the expected ability of the most capable candidate and the
candidate chosen by the decision maker. For a survey on the extensions of the classical secretary
problem, refer to [Freeman (1983), Ferguson (1989).

The multi-secretary variant of the above problem is one where instead of hiring just one secretary,
the decision maker has a budget to hire B secretaries. The multi-secretary variant of the above
problem was initially studied by [Kleywegt. and Papastavrou (1998) and [Kleinberg (2005). Recently,
Arlotto and Gurvich (2019) study achievable regret where the latter is defined as the expected
difference between the sum of the ability of the B most capable candidates and the sum of the
ability of the candidates hired by the decision maker. |Arlotto and Gurvich (2019) showed that,
when the distribution of types is discrete, regret is bounded uniformly for all values of number of
candidates T and the hiring budget B, where the constant may scale with the reciprocal of the
minimum probability mass on any type. In order to prove this result, they devise an adaptive policy
called the Budget-Ratio (BR) policy where they compare the ratio of the remaining budget to the
remaining number of candidates to interview and make the hire/reject decision by comparing the
budget ratio to some fixed thresholds. This performance guarantee, in conjunction with a lower
bound on regret from Kleinberg (2005) yields a tight understanding of the class of distributions
over a few discrete types.

When there are many types, e.g., a continuum of types, very little is known. The only known
result on regret with many types is that of Bray (2019), who considers the multi-secretary problem
when the candidates abilities are distributed as independent uniform random variables over the
continuous and bounded support [0,1]. He showed that in this case, instead of the regret being
uniformly bounded, the best possible scaling for this distribution of types is O(logT).

This motivates us to ask the following questions in the present paper: How does regret scale as a
function of the underlying distribution in the presence of many types? What algorithmic approach
allows to achieve optimal regret scaling with many types?

The workhorse algorithmic approach used in the literature, including to prove the constant regret
bound in the case of finite types (Arlotto and Gurvich [2019) and the logarithmic bound in the
case of a uniform distribution over types (Bray 2019), is to use variants of a re-solving heuristic
called the certainty equivalent (CE) heuristic where the idea is to address a stochastic optimization
problem by replacing all the random variables about the future by their expectations and to use
the solution of the optimization problem to make allocation decisions at each time step. Applied
to the multisecretary problem, the CE heuristic computes a budget ratio, which is the ratio of the

remaining hiring budget to the number of remaining candidates, and hires the candidate if the



complementary CDF of the candidate ability is less than the budget ratio, else the candidate is
rejected; accordingly we term the inverse complementary CDF of the budget ratio the CE threshold.
Arlotto and Gurvich (2019) additionally employ a smart tie-breaking rule for determining whether
to admit a (discrete) type which is at the current CE threshold.

In the present work, we generalize the settings of |Arlotto and Gurvich (2019) and Bray (2019)
and study the multi-secretary problem under general distributions on [0, 1] which allow for many
types, ranging from a few discrete types to a continuum of types, together with gaps (intervals of
absent types), and identify how the nature of the distribution affects the (best possible) scaling of
regret. We refer to intervals where the probability mass is zero as gaps, and refer to intervals where
the probability mass is positive as mass clusters. This generalization has both important practical
and theoretical motivations. From a practical perspective, many settings which resemble the multi-
secretary problem such as hiring, and closely related problems such as fulfillment problems, the
types may indeed belong to a continuum and not all types (quality levels or demand locations) are
present. The algorithmic insights we develop here may port over to broader classes of problems.
From a theoretical perspective, the family of distributions we consider generalizes the distributions
considered in prior work, and encompasses a broad range of distributions.

We summarize our main contributions as follows:

e We first establish that for any non-atomic type distribution with a gap, the certainty equivalent
(CE) policy regret scales as Q(v/T) (cf. Theorem ). This is in contrast to the prior finding of
(Bray 12019) that the regret of CE is ©(logT') for the uniform distribution. One or more gaps
in the distribution cause the regret to increase to Q(v/T). We note that this result applies
to non-atomic distributions and hence the deterioration we prove is not due to a poor tie
breaking rule (as is commonly documented in the case of a few discrete types), but to the
presence of a gap in the type space. As such, this result highlights a new practical feature of
distributions that could significantly affect how one should operate.

e In the presence of gaps, we establish a universal lower bound (for any policy) on the growth rate
of the regret as a function of of how mass accumulates around gaps. In particular, we establish
that any policy must incur Q(7/2-1/2+1)) where 8 > 0 quantifies the mass accumulation of
types around gaps (cf. Theorem [3)).

e To operate with distributions which have gaps, we introduce a new algorithmic principle which
we call Conservativeness with respect to gaps (CwG). We devise a new CwG policy which
makes a crucial modification to the CE policy. The idea is that if at any time the CE threshold
is close to the boundary of a gap, CwG instead uses the gap as the acceptance threshold to
avoid incurring large regret in the future (large regret would otherwise occur in the event that

the CE threshold eventually falls on the opposite side of that gap).



e We establish that for a broad class of distributions with gaps, which we refer to as (8,ey)-
clustered distributions (cf. Definition [I]), the algorithm we devised is near-optimal, in that its
worst case regret scales as O(T"/2-1/((B+1)) 'matching the scaling of the lower bound in T" up
to polylogarithmic terms (cf. Theorem []).

We also highlight here that for the case of a few discrete types, our algorithm recovers bounded
regret, as in |Arlotto and Gurvich (2019) (cf. Corollary [). For the uniform distribution on |0, 1],
CwG is identical to CE since there are no gaps, and we recover the O(log T') result of Bray (2019).

In terms of techniques used, for the upper bound, we build upon the compensated coupling tech-
nique framework in [Vera and Banerjee (2021). The novel aspect of our analysis include the conser-
vativeness with respect to gaps principle and an analysis which can encompass a large class of distri-
butions as opposed to just discrete distributions inlArlotto and Gurvich (2019), Vera and Banerjee
(2021)), Bumpensanti and Wang (2020) or some specific non-atomic distributions (eg. uniform)
Bray (2019). For the lower bound in Theorem [B] we build on the ideas in |Arlotto and Gurvich
(2019) and generalize these. We consider two events of {)(1) probability, and show that an optimal
online algorithm can do well only on one event or the other but not on both the events. In doing
so, we are able to characterize the “hardness” of problem instances through the parameter 8 which
is a measure of local mass accumulation around the gaps.

The multi-secretary problem is a special case of a broader class of network revenue management
(NRM) problems, or more broadly dynamic resource constrained reward collection problems; see
Balseiro et all (2021)) for a recent survey and unified modeling framework for this class of problems.
There is a wide variety of applications in auction theory|[Kleinberg (2005), online resource allocation
Kleywegt and Papastavrou (1998), (Talluri et all (2004), order fulfillment \Jasin and Sinha (2015),
among others. Note that this literature typically assumes a few discrete demand and supply types.
In the context of auctions, we can think of the multi-secretary problem as having B copies of an
identical good with the arriving candidates bidding on the good, and the decision maker aims to
sell the goods in the most profitable manner.

Vera and Banerjed (2021), [Vera et al. (2021) generalized the arguments in |Arlotto and Gurvich
(2019) to a broader class of online packing and online matching problems and proved a uniform
regret guarantee across all values of capacity B and time horizon 1. They developed a technique
called compensated coupling and used it is prove a constant regret guarantee without requiring any
non-degeneracy assumptions. [Bumpensanti and Wang (2020) also proved constant regret guaran-
tees for a class of NRM problems however their algorithm and proof techniques differ significantly
from that of Vera and Banerjee (2021), Vera et al. (2021). While all these papers impressively
establish constant regret bounds, all of them assume a few discrete types, and their regret bounds

scale polynomially in the number of types. However in most practical systems, the number of types



is in fact large. For example, in the multi-secretary problem, the set of possible candidates abilities
could be very large. In the context of fulfillment problems, there are more than 40,000 zip codes
in the United States and most of these are demand locations (i.e., demand types) for e-commerce
websites like Amazon, Walmart, Best Buy, etc. While the regret guarantees obtained in previous
work do not grow with demand volume, they scale poorly (polynomially) in the number of demand
types. Our work on the one-dimensional case, i.e., the multisecretary problem, may pave the way

for progress on handling many types in broader problem classes.

2. Model

Consider the multi-secretary hiring problem with a time horizon of T, i.e., at each time step ¢ € [T,
a decision maker is presented with a candidate with ability ;. Given a hiring budget of B, the
decision maker can select at most B candidates so as to maximize the total expected ability of those
selected up to and including the time 7. At each time ¢ € [T], once the candidate is interviewed
and the ability 6; becomes known, the decision maker must either hire the candidate or reject the
candidate. A hired candidate cannot be rejected later and a rejected candidate cannot be hired
later, making all the decisions irrevocable. In the case B > T, the hiring problem is trivial and hence
for a fixed time horizon T € N, we will only be interested in hiring budgets B € [T'] . The candidate
abilities 01,0,,...,07 are independent and identically distributed with a cumulative distribution
function F' with support in [0,1]; and F' is known to the decision maker. All the results will apply
to any distribution with bounded support through appropriate scaling.

A policy is said to be feasible if the number of selected candidates is at most the hiring budget
B and it is said to be an online (non-anticipating) policy if the decision on the t-th candidate is
based only on the ability 6; of the candidate at time ¢, the ability of the past candidates, {6; ;;i
and the history of the hire/reject decisions up to the time ¢.

Let Uy,U,,...,Ur be a sequence of random variables that are independent and uniformly dis-
tributed over [0,1] and independent of the abilities 0;,0,,...,07. (The Us will allow us to accom-
modate randomized policies.) Define the filtration F; = o(6y,U;, 64,Us,...,0,,U;) for all ¢t € [T].
A feasible online policy 7 is a sequence of {F; :t € [T]}-measurable binary random variables
{17, 03, .., u5} such that 3, | uF < B almost surely. Here yf = 1 means that the candidate inter-
viewed at time ¢ is hired. We define the set of feasible online policies as II(B,T).

For any feasible and online policy 7 € TI(B,T), define AT =3, _, .uf,Vt € [T] to be the accu-
mulated ability of candidates hired up to the time ¢t. The total expected ability under a policy
7 € II(B,T) is given by V= (B,T) = E[A%] =E [ZL mg] Fix T €N and B € [T], the multi-
secretary problem is to maximize the total expected ability given by V2 (B,T) = SUPen(s,1) Von-

Next we consider the offline, full-information version of the multi-secretary problem in which the

candidate abilities 61,0,,...,07 are known before the hiring season begins. In the offline setting,



the problem essentially reduces to solving an integer program given as V (B, T;0,,0s,...,07) =
max‘L{ZtT:1 Orpes = (1, phoy -y pr) € {0,1}" and Zthl,ut < B} and the total expected ability by
the offline problem is given as V24 (B,T)=E[V (B,T;60,,0,,...,07)]. Since on each sample path
of 6,,0,,...,07, the offline problem chooses the top B candidates, we have that V3 (B,T) >
Ve (B,T),Yr € II(B,T) and VB € [T]. To measure the performance of a feasible online policy
m € Il(B,T), we consider the offline problem as a benchmark and define the (expected) regret of
the policy 7 as the difference between the expected value of the offline problem and the expected
value attained by the policy 7 i.e., Regret(B,T;m) = V4 (B,T) — V. (B,T). We also define the
(minimum achievable, expected) regret as the difference between the expected value of the offline
problem and the expected value under the optimal online policy n* € II( B, T).

Regret(B,T)= inf Regret(B,T;7)=V (B, T)—-V:(B,T).

n€ll(B,T)

In what follows, we will focus on characterizing the growth rate of Regret(B,T) as a function of T

and the characteristics of the distribution of types.

3. Failure of the certainty equivalent policy under many types with
gaps

One of the most popular algorithmic approaches in the network revenue management literature
is the certainty-equivalent (CE) heuristic where the idea is to repeatedly solve for a determinis-
tic approximation of a stochastic optimization problem by replacing random quantities by their
expectations. When the number of types is small, versions of CE have been used in the literature
Arlotto and Gurvich (2019), Bumpensanti and Wang (2020), Vera et al) (2021), Vera and Banerjee
(2021), [Vera et all (2020) to prove constant regret bounds. The success of these algorithms is pred-
icated on breaking ties appropriately. With a continuum of types, ties are a zero probability event.
As such, it might seem “sufficient” to simply apply CE. Indeed, in the special case of a uniform
distribution, Bray (2019) used CE to achieve O(logT) regret, and showed that this is the best
scaling achievable. Let ce denote the Certainty Equivalent (CE) policy (which is formally defined
in Algorithm 1 below). We formally state the result of Bray (2019) in Theorem [II

THEOREM 1 (Bray (2019)). Suppose the candidate-ability distribution F' is Uniform([0,1]).
For all T € N and B € [T, there exists a policy CE € II(B,T') and a universal constant Cy < oo
such that Regret(B,T;CE) < CylogT. Furthermore, for any online policy m € II(B,T), there exists
a time horizon Ty < oo and a constant Cy >0 such that Regret(B,T) > CylogT for all T > Ty.

Next, we explore the performance of CE for more general non-atomic type distributions. Note

that we will only consider non-atomic distributions F' in this section, hence the tie-breaking rule at



the threshold will not matter. Let u$®, puse, ..., pu5° denote the sequence of hiring decisions under the
CE policy and define B; = B — 22:1 use as the remaining budget after the time ¢. The idea of the
CE policy is as follows: before the arrival of the candidate at time £+ 1, given the remaining budget
B, and the number of remaining candidates being T'— ¢, one selects a threshold ©;, , such that the
expected number of candidates with ability greater than the threshold Oy, , in the remaining 7" —¢
time periods matches the remaining budget of B,;. Given the distribution of the candidate ability
F, the CE policy essentially solves for O}, , such that (7" —1t) (1 - F(@j;rl)) = B,. After observing
the candidate ability 6,1, at time ¢+ 1, the CE policy hires the candidates if 6,,, > ©},, else the

candidate is rejected. The CE policy is formalized in Algorithm [l

Algorithm 1: Certainty Equivalent (CE) policy

Input: Time Horizon T', Hiring Budget B, distribution F'
Initialize: By =B
fort=1to T do

B
ce __ 1 __ t—1
Pty =1 =577

Observe a candidate of ability 6,

if F'(6,) > pse, then
Hire the candidate with ability 6; and B; + B;_; — 1

else
Reject the candidate with ability 6, and B; + B;_;

end
end

THEOREM 2 (Failure of CE Policy). Fiz any n € (0,1) and ¢ € (0,1/2]. Suppose the
candidate-ability distribution F' is any non-atomic distribution that has a gap of length at least 1,
i.e., 3c€ (0,1 —n) such that F(c)=F((c+mn)~), and such that there is mass at least € on each side
of the gap min{F'(c),1 — F(c+mn)}>¢e. Then for the CE policy defined in Algorithm[d, there exists
Ty =Ty(e) < o0, a constant C = C(n,e) >0 and B € [T] such that Regret( B, T;CE) > CNT for all
T>1Tp.

From Theorem [I] it follows that the regret of CE is logarithmic for uniform type distribution,
however Theorem [2] shows that the regret of the CE policy increases dramatically if there is a gap
in the types, even when one maintains the uniform distribution of types (or any other distribution)
outside of the gap. As a matter of fact, the regret scaling is as large as that of a non-adaptive

policy.



Argument for a specific distribution. Next we present the proof of Theorem Pl for a specific
distribution. In Appendix [EC.I] we describe how this proof extends to all distributions covered by
the theorem. Our argument will illuminate the Achilles heel of the CE policy and point towards
how to improve upon the CE policy. Let us consider the simplest departure from the uniform
distribution considered in Theorem [Il Consider the distribution Fy ~ Uniform([0,1/4] U [3/4,1])
where we have a gap in the interval (1/4,3/4) and the density is uniform in the intervals [0,1/4]
and [3/4,1]. (Note that Theorem [2 allows arbitrary distributions containing a non-trivial gap; only
for ease of exposition we discuss the Fj distribution here.) The probability mass in the intervals
[0,1/4] and [3/4,1] is 1/2 each. We assume that the budget B = [T'/2]. The number of candidates
that arrive with ability in the interval [3/4,1] is distributed as Binomial(7,1/2) and hence the
number of candidates with ability in [3/4,1] on any sample path is typically [T/2] +O(v/T). The
offline (i.e., hindsight) optimal essentially chooses the B-th largest value in the sample path of
the candidate abilities as the threshold and accepts candidates with ability greater than or equal
to the threshold. Due to the discrepancy mentioned above, the B-th largest value (the offline
threshold) on any sample path could either be in the interval [0,1/4] or in the interval [3/4,1] and
this information is not known to the CE policy a priori. We observe that the CE threshold quantile
pee is in fact a martingale with respect to the filtration F; (see Lemma[ECT]in the appendix) and
the martingale difference at time ¢ has a magnitude proportional to 1/(T —t), corresponding to
the change in the threshold from time step ¢t — 1 to ¢. In fact, to leading order, p$® is an unbiased
random walk with steps which are independent (Bernoulli(1/2) — 1/2)/(T — t). Therefore, the
expected distance of the threshold p¢ from pg® =1/2 is of the order of 1/v/T —t. As is usual with
an unbiased random walk/Brownian motion, there exists a universal constant v > 0 such that for
each t € (T/3,2T/3), with probability at least v, the following event E, = E, ; N E, 5 occurs: the
CE threshold quantile p$® is in the interval |0,1/2—1/vT ] (call this E, ;) whereas the offline
threshold quantile p;*® at time ¢ is larger than 1/2 (call this E, ). Under E, ,, independent of the
past with probability 1/+/T the ability of the next arrival 6, ; € [1/4—1/(2v/T),1/4] (call this E, s;
we observed P(E, 3|F, 1) = 1/vT) so that ,,; is accepted by CE but would have been rejected by
offline, and since E, 3 leads to acceptance it only increases (slightly) the likelihood that E;, will

occur
P(Ei2|Eir) <P(Eio|Eia, Ers)
= ]P(Et ﬂ Et.,3) - ]P)(Et,l)]P)(Et,S|Et1)IP)(Et,2|Et,1) Et,3)
> (1/VT)P(E,1)P(E,4|E,,) =P(E)/NT >v/VT.

And E;NE, 3 leads to an additional regret under CE of at least the size of the gap 3/4—1/4=1/2

due to the decision at time ¢+ 1 (since some future arrival with value > 3/4 will need to rejected



because of the acceptance of 0,1 € [1/4 —1/(2V/T),1/4] at t +1). Hence the total expected regret
under CE is at least Zf:ég/g v/(2VT) =vVT/6, ie., QVT).

We wish to emphasize here that the fundamental driver of the Q(v/T) regret scaling as for the
distribution Fj is the presence of a gap, as is clear from the informal argument above. To clarify
this point further, let us contrast the distribution £y which has a gap, with the uniform distribution
considered in Bray (2019) which does not have a gap. The argument regarding the threshold p¢®
being a martingale and in expectation order 1/v/T —t away from pS® = 1/2 is still valid in the case
of the uniform distribution. The only difference now is that in the case of the uniform distribution,
the cost of a mistake is also of the order of 1/v/T —t and hence the expected compensation at time
t is of the order 1//T —t x 1//T —t =1/(T —t). Summing this over ¢t =1,2,...,7T results in a
regret of O(logT).

Remark As a prelude to the achievability results to come, we note that a loss of Q(\/T) can,
in fact, be avoided when facing a distribution such as F ~ Uniform([0,1/4]U [3/4,1]) with gaps.
In particular, our main achievability result will imply that for the distribution Fy, if one uses the
Conservative wrt Gaps (CwG) policy that we devise, the regret scales as O((logT)?) (see Corollary
) which is a drastic improvement upon the performance of the CE policy, and is near optimal.
The main idea is that when pg® is close to a gap quantile, CE tends to make costly mistakes, and

we avoid such mistakes by instead using the nearby gap quantile itself as the threshold quantile.

4. Main Results

While the CE policy saw its performance deteriorate in the presence of gaps in the type space, it is
not clear what performance is achievable as a function of the type distribution under many (e.g.,
a continuum of) types, and what algorithmic approach can achieve near optimal performance. To
answer these questions, we will anchor our analysis around a general family of distributions which
allow for gaps in the type space and can capture as special cases discrete distributions as well as
the uniform distribution.

We next define (3,g0)-clustered distributions. For any ¢ € [0,1], we define F~'(q) £ inf{v :
F(v)>q}.

DEFINITION 1 ((8,€0)-CLUSTERED DISTRIBUTIONS). Fix 8 € [0,00) and ¢4 € (0,1]. A distribu-
tion F' is said to be (8, ep)-clustered if there exists n € NU{0} and gap quantiles g =0< g} <---<
q;, < qp,, =1 such that we have

(a) (Cluster “density” requirement) Vi € [n+1],Yq,q € (¢*_,,q;], we have that |[F~!(¢) — F~(q)| <
lg— a7
(b) (Cluster size requirement) ¢ — ¢ | > ¢, Vi € [n+1].
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Let Z3,., denote the class of (/3,&¢)-clustered distributions. Note that for any § € [0,00), the
requirement (a) implies that for values u < v such that F~'((q;_,)") <u <v < F~*(q}), we have
F(u) < F(v), i.e., there is strictly positive probability mass in the interval of values (u,v]. One can
show this property by contradiction. Suppose F (u) = F(v) =q. If ¢ = ¢}, then F~!(¢}) <wv by defi-
nition of F~'(-) so we have a contradiction. Hence ¢ < ¢*. Let § = ¢+ min(¢" —q, (v —u)?*'). Then
q < ¢¢ by definition of ¢, and F~'(q) >v=u+ (v—u) > F~'(q) + (v—u) by definition of F~'(-)
and hence F~1(q) — F71(q) >v—u> (G—q)"/¥+Y, i.e., requirement (a) is violated, which is a con-
tradiction. This holds for every (positive length) subinterval of H; £ [F'~*((q*_,)"), F~*(q})], for all
i € [n+1], where F~'(¢") £ lim,_o+ F~'(q+¢). Motivated by this “positive mass everywhere” prop-
erty, we call the (H;)’s mass clusters or just clusters. We will call gaps the complementary intervals
G2 (F~Yqr), F~'((g*)")) for i € [n], and the intervals at the extremes G, = [0, F~*(07)),Gpy1 =
(F~1(1),1], since they contain no probability mass.

The requirement (a) can be thought of as a within-cluster “density” requirement, which becomes
weaker as [ increases; we can think of § as quantifying the within-cluster mass density (with
a decreasing relationship). Requirement (b) is a cluster size requirement, £, being the minimum
cluster size; this requirement becomes more stringent as ey increases. The policy we will propose
will take the gap quantiles as an input, and our performance guarantee will be stronger for smaller
B and larger €. Accordingly, we will find it advantageous to only include gap quantiles ¢; which
correspond to positive-length intervals (gaps) in value space F~*((¢;_;)") < F~'(g}) since including
a gap quantile ¢ for which F~'((¢;_,)") = F~'(¢}) will hurt our ability to satisfy the cluster size
requirement (b), without helping to satisfy the cluster density requirement (a). Hence, G; through
G,, will be non-trivial (positive length) gaps, whereas G, and G,;; may be empty or may be
intervals of non-zero length at the extremes.

Next we present some examples of (3, &g)-clustered distributions including discrete distributions,
as well the uniform distribution, along with the appropriate choices of gap quantiles.

EXAMPLE 1 (UNIFORM DISTRIBUTION). The uniform distribution over [0,1], considered in
Bray (2019) in the context of the multi-secretary problem, is a (0, 1)-clustered distribution with
n =0 gaps. The gap quantiles are only the trivial ones g5 =0 and ¢; = 1. There is a single mass
cluster H,; =[0,1] with mass 1, which clearly satisfies the cluster density requirement with 5=0.

EXAMPLE 2 (DISCRETE DISTRIBUTIONS). Consider a discrete distribution (as studied
in |Arlotto and Gurvich [2019). Let the support {a;,as,...,a,} with probability masses
{fi,fay-- fm}- Assume that 0 <a; < ay <---<a, <1. We make use of the natural choice of
gap quantiles ¢ = Z;Zl f; for all i € [m — 1], leading to gaps Gy = [0,a1),G; = (a;,a,41) Vi €
[m — 1],G,, = (am,1] and clusters H; = {a;} Vi € [m]. Now for ¢,q € (¢;_;,q;], we have that
|[F~'(q) — F~(q)|=0<|qg—q|, i.e., the cluster density requirement is satisfied for 8 = 0. Defining
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go 2min{f1, fa,..., fm} the cluster size requirement is satisfied. Therefore the discrete distribution
belongs to the class of (0,eq)-clustered distributions where ¢y = min;ep,) f; is the minimum
probability mass in the support.

EXAMPLE 3 (A CLASS OF BIMODAL DISTRIBUTIONS). An example of a (/3,&¢)-clustered distri-
bution with n =1 gap (with gap quantile ¢ =1/2), for general §> 0 and ¢, = 1/2, which we will
make use of to prove our lower bound results is presented below:

—2.48. (1/4—2)"" +1/2  0<z<1/4

Fg(x)=41/2 1/4<x<3/4 (1)
248 (2 —3/4)"" +1/2 3/4<z<1

Fy'(q) = {1/4—(1—2@7%/4, 0<q<1/2

(2¢—1)FT/4+3/4, 1/2<q<1 @)

Using the F; ' in (@), we can easily verify that Fj is indeed is a (3,1/2)-clustered distribution,
with one gap G; = (1/4,3/4) and clusters H; = [0,1/4] and H, = [3/4,1]. Refer to Figure [ for a
plot of the density fz and the CDF Fj of the (3, 1/2)-clustered distribution defined in ().

64 _. 1
- —p=0]
- p=1 0.8 |
....... B=2 ’
4 e
— \\ R — 06
3 \\ .':’I 5/ .
{‘S “\':\\ II.I h’q 0 . 4 T :"'/ ’ ’ j
B )/ / —pB=0
Y y 0.2 | i i j=
\.\\ /I,.": | 6 =2
0 0 ; ; O | 0 1 1 1 ; |
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
T T

Figure1  (Left) PDF f3 for 5 =0,1,2. Notice the gap from 1/4 to 3/4, (Right) CDF F; for 3 =0,1,2.

4.1. Lower bound on Performance
THEOREM 3 (universal lower bound). Consider any € [0,00) and €, € (0,1/2]. Then there
exists a candidate-ability distribution F € F5.,, a time horizon Ty = Ty (B,e0) < 00, a positive

constant C = C(B,eq) such that for all T > Ty and for any online policy m € II(B,T), we have that,

sup Regret(B,T;m) > CT? 53+D 1{>0}+ClogT1{B=0}.

Be|T]
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Discussion of Theorem [3 This result establishes an impossibility result: it says that for any
fixed B €[0,00) and ¢, € (0,1/2], there exists a distribution F' € %5, for which no online policy
can achieve a better regret scaling than the one pointed out in Theorem Bl This lower bound
also highlights that the fundamental limits of the regret scaling are governed by the parameter
B which characterizes the curvature of the distribution around the gap boundaries. We observe
that as 81 oo, the scaling of regret approaches v/T'; therefore, no matter the online policy, it will
suffer the same regret as that of a non adaptive policy. Hence 8 can be see as characterizing the
“hardness” of an instance. The parameter § has a physical interpretation as well. It captures how
mass accumulates in the type space. For some intuition, consider the Fs distribution described in
(@) and consider the gap boundary at 3/4. As we move a distance ¢ from the boundary point 3/4,
the probability mass accrued grows as C'9°*! for some universal constant C' > 0. Alternately, to
accrue a probability mass of &, we need to move a distance Ce'/**1) away from the boundary 3/4.
Therefore as [ increases, the distance one needs to travel to collect a probability mass of ¢ also
increases and this property is what makes the instances harder as 3 increases. We elaborate on
this property in the formal proof in the Appendix [EC.2l

Proof Sketch We defer the formal proof of Theorem [ to Appendix and provide here a
proof sketch. For 8 =0, our lower bound follows from Theorem [Il For the case of 5> 0, we con-
sider the distributions Fj; defined in (IJ). We consider two events of (1) probability - one is the
perturbation of the other and show that on both events, the online algorithm will make Q(v/T)
mistakes and minimum compensation to be paid for these mistakes is Q(7!/2(5+1). To deter-
mine the minimum compensation amount Q(7~/2(°+1)) we leverage how the mass accumulates

over space (characterized by Definition [I). Combining the two gives us that the regret scales as
Q(T(1/2)—1/(2(ﬂ+1)))‘

4.2. Near-optimal algorithm: Conservativeness with respect to Gaps

4.2.1. Conservative with respect to Gaps (CwG) policy We observe that CE policy
breaks down for distributions with many types and “gaps” (intervals) of absent types; it leads to
regret scaling as ©(v/T), as large as that of a non-adaptive algorithm. We identified that the main
driver for the v/T regret of the CE policy is the presence of gaps. To solve this issue, we introduce a
new algorithmic principle which we call “conservativeness with respect to gaps” (CwG), and use it
to provably achieve near optimal regret scalings for the (53, ¢)-clustered distributions which allow
for gaps. The idea of CwG is that if there is a risk that the acceptance threshold based on CE will
move across a given gap in the future, then CwG uses that gap as the acceptance threshold instead
of using the CE-based threshold. Based on the CwG principle, we devise a new policy called the
Conservative with respect to Gaps (CwQG) policy which we present in Algorithm [21
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Algorithm 2: Conservativeness with respect to Gaps (CwQ)
Input: Time Horizon T, Hiring Budget B, (3,&¢)-clustered dist. F' with gaps G; = (a;,b;)

Initialize: B, = B, q" = F(a;) = F(b;),Vi € [n], T =max{0,T — | 161log(1/g)/e2]}
for t=1to T do

By_
ce __ t—1
Pty =1- T—t+1

S = {z pee, €8 <q;, 2%) }
if S,_; =0 then

Py = Pty
else

Ji1=arg miniest,l Ipse ) —q;|

cwg o«
— - 3
D1 =945 |

end
Observe a candidate of ability 8, and form the set Z, = {q € [0,1] : F~*(q) = 6,}

Let X, be a uniform sample from the set Z,

if X;,>p/™ and B;_; >0 then
Hire the candidate and B, + B;_; — 1

else
Reject the candidate and B; + B;_;

end
end
B -
Define pE=1-+%

for t=T+1 to T do
Observe a candidate of ability 6; and form the set Z, = {q € [0,1] : F~'(q) = 0,}

Let X, be a uniform sample from the set Z,

if X;>p%¥ and B,_; >0 then
Hire tfle candidate and B; <+ B;_; — 1

else
Reject the candidate and B; + B;_;

end
end

The algorithm essentially operates in two phases. For simplicity, assume that T >
|161og(1/e0)/€2], then for the first T2 T — |161og(1/eo)/e2] steps we make use of CwG principle
where we shift the re-solving threshold p§® to one of the quantiles corresponding to the boundary
of a gap if the re-solving threshold p$® is close to any one of them and use this conservative thresh-
old p;"® as our acceptance threshold. Note that this policy works for arbitrary distributions. For
simplicity, let us just discuss the case of non-atomic and atomic distributions separately and the

insights would translate to any general distribution as well. For a non-atomic distribution, after
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observing the type 6;, we form the set Z, and since for a non-atomic distribution, F'~! is increasing,
we have that Z; is a singleton and hence X; = F'(6,). For an atomic distribution, after observing a
type 6;, we form a set Z; which is one of the interval @Q; discussed in Example 2 If p;™® ¢ Q; then
the hire/reject decision is unambiguous. The only case of ambiguity is when p;"® € Q;, in which
case we make use of randomization to break ties where we consider a random sample X; drawn
uniformly from the interval (J; and hire the candidate only if the random sample X, is greater

than or equal to p;*®. In the final [161log(1/eo)/c3] time steps, the radius y/2log(T —t)/(T —t) by

which we measure the closeness of CE threshold p¢¢ and the quantiles {gf}?_, becomes too large
and we can no longer accurately set the CwG quantile threshold p;*®. In that case, we simply make
use of the static allocation policy where we solve for a threshold pZ at time T and use that for the

rest of the remaining [161log(1/g,)/e3] time steps.
4.2.2. Performance Analysis

THEOREM 4. There is a universal constant C' < oo such that the following occurs. For any B €
[0,00) and gy € (0,1], suppose the candidate-ability distribution F with associated gaps is (,e0)-
clustered. Then for all T € N and for all B € [T, the regret of our CwG policy (Algorithm [3) is
upper bounded as

log(1/20)

Regret(B,T;CwG) <C <1 + %) (logT)%+2(ﬁ1+1>T%_2(1l+ﬁ) ‘1{8>0}+C(logT)*+C E
0

Theorem [ follows from Theorem [Bl by setting 6 =0 and the proof of Theorem [l is deferred to
Section

Discussion of Theorem [J] By comparing the upper bound in Theorem (] to the lower bound in
Theorem B, we note that the scaling of the upper bound matches the scaling of the lower bound
in T up to a polylogarithmic factor and hence the proposed CwG policy is near-optimal. In the
case of the CE policy, we had identified that the main driver of the regret scaling as ©(y/T) is the
presence of gaps in the distribution of candidate abilities. We now have established in Theorem
[ that one can overcome the difficulty introduced by gaps in the distribution by using the CwG
principle that we devised.

REMARK 1. The discrete distribution considered in Example 2] belongs the class of (0,g¢)-
clustered distributions and hence from Theorem [ it follows that Regret(B,T) = O ((logT)?).
However recall from Example 2] that for discrete distributions we have that Vi € [n + 1],Vq,q €
Qi |F~'(q) — F7'(q)| = 0 and this distinguishes the discrete distribution from the general (0, &)-
clustered distributions. This distinction allows us to obtain stronger regret guarantees than the

one implied by Theorem @] and recover the result of |Arlotto and Gurvich (2019).
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COROLLARY 1. Suppose the candidate-ability distribution is F where F is a discrete dis-
tribution with support {ai,as,...,a,} and probability masses {fi,fo,...,fm}. Define ey =
min{ f1, fo,-.., fm}. Then, for all T € N and for all B € [T], we have Regret(B,T) <
Regret(B,T;CwG) < C+/log(1/e) /20 for the universal constant C < oo in Theorem [}

The proof of Corollary [l follows by modifying the analysis presented for Theorem [ and we defer
the details of the modifications to Section

COROLLARY 2. Suppose the candidate-ability distribution is Fy where Fy is defined in () for
B =0. Then we have that for all T € N and for all B € [T] the regret of our CwG policy is upper
bounded as Regret(B,T;CwG) < C(logT)? for the universal constant C' < oo in Theorem )

This corollary follows immediately from Theorem [ by setting 5 = 0.

Discussion of Corollary[@ The distribution Fj ~ Uniform([0,1/4]U [3/4,1]) is possibly the sim-
plest variant of the uniform distribution with a gap. Corollary 2] shows that regret scales as
O((logT)?) for the distribution F, which is a “hard” instance for CE policy. This is a significant
improvement from the Q(+/T) regret scaling of the CE policy for the same distribution F, and the
regret of the CwG policy for the Fy distribution is only a log T factor off compared to the regret for
the uniform distribution (cf. Theorem [I]). The key takeaway message from Corollary [2lin conjunc-
tion with Theorem [2]is that the presence of gaps is not a fundamental driver for the deterioration
in regret and one can overcome the difficulty posed by gaps by using the CwG principle that we

discussed above.

4.2.3. Extension to many small discrete types The definition of the (f,¢e,)-clustered
distributions (Definition [l precludes the clusters H; from containing intervals of non-zero length
such that the probability mass in such an interval is zero. However, we can, in fact, extend our
definition of (3, q)-clustered distribution to include what we refer to as many small discrete types
(with intervals containing no probability mass between them). The guarantees of Theorem [l extend
to the setting with many small discrete types. To get some intuition for the setting with many
small discrete types, let us consider an example. Consider the distribution F defined in () for
B =0. We have an non-atomic distribution over the intervals [0,1/4] and [3/4,1]. We can discretize
the interval [0,1/4] into 1/(40) grid points located at {0,0,26,...,1/4} such that P(i§) = 20. This
would constitute a setting with many small discrete types since there are a large number of atomic
types (separated by small empty intervals) and the probability mass of each type is small, i.e., it is
proportional to . As § — 0, we recover the Fy distribution in the limit. A similar discretization can
be done for [3/4,1] as well. Such a discretization of continuum of types into many small discrete

types can be done for general (3,e,)-clustered distributions. The discretization may not even be
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uniformly spaced. We require that maximum distance between the discretized grid points be at
most §. In such discretizations, we have some flexibility is choosing which empty intervals to classify
as “gaps”. In the case of many small types, if the size of the empty intervals (due to discretization)
is at most ¢ then we may consider the entire clump of these many small types as belonging to one
cluster say H; and hence one quantile interval say (Q;. We present a generalization of Definition [I]
which we call (8, &,0)-clustered distribution.

DEFINITION 2 ((3,€0,d)-CLUSTERED DISTRIBUTIONS). Fix 8 € [0,00), o € (0,1] and ¢ € [0, 1].
A distribution F is said to be (f3,&¢,0)-clustered if there exists n € NU {0} and gap quantiles
g =0<gqy <---<q, <q, ;=1 such that we have

(a) (Generalized cluster “density” requirement) Vi € [n + 1],Vq,q € (¢}_;,¢}], we have that
[F~Yg) = F1()| < g — q7 +0.
(b) (Cluster size requirement) g — ¢ _; > €o, Vi € [n+1].

THEOREM 5. There is a universal constant C' < co such that the following occurs. For any p €
[0,00) and 4 € (0,1], suppose the candidate-ability distribution F with associated gaps is (B3,€¢,0)-
clustered with many small types separated by distance at most 6. Then for all T € N and for all
B e [T, the regret of the CwG policy is upper bounded as

1

Regret(B,T;CwG) < C(1+ 1/6)(10gT)%+2(5+1) T3 1{8>0}+C(logT)?

+ Co\/TlogT + Cy/log(1/eg)/e0

The proof of Theorem [l is provided in Section Note that as § — 0, we obtain a continuum

of types as the limit of the many small types and we recover our regret bound in Theorem [l
Consider scaling § in the parameter T: if § = o(1/+/T), we again recover a regret bound with the

same scaling as that in Theorem [41

4.3. Numerical Simulations

We simulate the CE and CwG policy for different distributions with the total number of candidates
T ranging from 100 to 100,000 and consider that the hiring budget scales as B =T/2. In Figure
on the left, we compare the performance of the CE and CwG policy for the candidate ability
distribution Fy ~ Uniform([0,1/4] U [3/4,1])).

We observe a drastic difference in the performance of the two policies. For the CE policy, the
regret scales as ©(v/T) which aligns with our theoretical result in Theorem 2l For the CwG policy,
regret scales as O ((logT')?) which is in line with Corollary 2l

In Figure 21 on the right, we observe the regret scaling of the CwG policy for different distribu-
tions and plot them on a linear-log scale. The distributions we consider are discrete distribution

parameterized by e, the uniform distribution and F, ~ Uniform([0,1/4] U [3/4,1]). We consider a



17

20F 1 T T - 8 . a
—&— CE policy —&- Discrete (g0 = )
—— CwG policy Discrete (gg = 11_2)

5 : 6 Uniform R

Average Regret
—_
[a)
T
|
Average Regret
.
I

ot
T

07H—E—E—E—E—EI—E——E—E—E|,

07 | Ll Ll Ll Ll

0 02z 04 06 08 1 107 10° 10° 10°
Number of Candidates T' .1(5 Number of Candidates T' (log scale)

Figure 2 (Left) The plot compares the performance of the CE and CwG policies on
Fy ~ Uniform([0,1/4] U[3/4,1]). (Right) The plot contains the regret scaling of the CwG policy under different

distributions.

three point discrete distribution with support {0.25,0.5,0.75} and the probability masses given as
{0.5 —£¢/2,0,0.5 — 0/2}. We consider g ={1/3,1/12} and observe that the regret is uniformly
bounded in terms of the scaling parameters (B,T') and is inversely proportional to the minimum
probability mass &g, which is in line with Corollary [l For the Uniform([0,1]) distribution, we
observe that the regret for the CwG policy scales as ©(logT') which matches Theorem [Il For the
distribution Fy ~ Uniform([0,1/4]U[3/4,1]), we verify that the regret scales as O((logT)?).

5. Analysis of our CwG Policy
This section provides a proof of our general achievability result, Theorem Bl (Theorem [4 is an

immediate corollary of Theorem [B] obtained by setting 6 =0.)

5.1. Outline

Recall T =T — 16log(1/2y)/e2 in Algorithm ] (the CwG policy). Our algorithm operates in two
phases, the first phase include time steps ¢t such that 1 <t < T, while the second phase consists
of the remaining time steps ¢t such that T+1<t<T. Since the second phase is easier to anal-
yse, we will start with bounding the regret incurred in the second phase. Recall that the CwG
policy (Algorithm ) in the last 16log(1/e,)/e2 time steps, makes use of the static allocation
policy where we solve for the CE quantile threshold p%? and thereafter use the time invariant
quantile threshold p. Using a well known fact in the network revenue management literature
Cooper (2002),|Gallego and Van Ryzin (1994), Reiman and Wang (2008), Bumpensanti and Wang
(2020), we know that the regret accrued under a static allocation policy is upper bounded by

C'v/horizon length, where C' < 0o is some universal constant. Since the CwG policy (Algorithm [2))
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employs the static allocation policy for the last 161log(1/¢2) /e, periods, we get the C'\/log(1/e0)/<o
summand in the regret bound in Theorem [l

The analysis of first phase makes use of the regret decomposition using the compensated coupling
framework introduced by [Vera and Banerjee (2021)). [Vera and Banerjee (2021) showed that the
(expected) regret can be decomposed as the sum of (expected) compensations that need to be
provided to the offline-to-go (OTG) policy so that it takes that same action as the online policy.
To do this for our CwG policy, we analyze two thresholds: the CwG quantile threshold p;™ and
the OTG quantile threshold p{*®. We bound the expected compensation at time ¢ for 1 <t < T
and we do so by dividing the analysis into two cases: (a) 1 — B, /7 > 4,/log7/7 and (b) 1 — B, /7 <
4@. At any time either one of the cases arises. We bound the expected compensation for
each of the two cases. The analysis for both cases uses almost the same recipe. We show that with
high probability the CwG quantile threshold p;*® and OTG quantile threshold p;*® belong to the
same cluster (Lemma]) and with high probability the difference between p;"® and p;*® is bounded
above by a constant times \/W (Lemma B]). Compensation is needed at time ¢ only if there
is an arrival 6, such that its quantile F(6,) lies between the two thresholds p;"® and p;"® and the
amount of compensation is bounded by |F~!(p;"®) — F~(p;*®)| (refer to Lemma []). Using Lemma
Bl [ and B, we show that the expected compensation in both the cases (a) and (b) is upper bounded
by @((logT/T)%er) where 7 =T — ¢t. Summing this expected compensation from 7 =T to

7o = 161og(1/2¢)/e?, gives us that regret is bounded as @(T%W(Bil) ), leading to Theorem [5l

5.2. Compensated Coupling and Regret Decomposition

To analyze the performance of the CwG policy that we devised, we will make use of the general
regret decomposition provided in Lemma 1 of Vera and Banerjee (2021), which applies to any
online policy. Denote a sample path of candidate ability quantiles as & = {w;,w,,...,wr}. The
idea of compensated coupling framework introduced in [Vera and Banerjed (2021) is to compare the
OFFLINE and ONLINE policy acting on the same sample path, by compensating the OFFLINE
policy whenever the action under the ONLINE policy differs from the optimal action under the
OFFLINE policy just enough that the OFFLINE policy follows (takes the same action as) the
ONLINE policy at each time step (this is the “coupling”), and earns the same reward as it would
have without the compensation. Let B; denote the remaining budget under the CwG policy after
time ¢ and let OR;(B;_1, u;"*)[W] denote the minimum compensation that needs to be provided to
the offline policy so that it takes the same action as the one taken by the online CwG policy at
time t. Let a?®[&J] be the set of actions which are optimal under the offline policy at time ¢. Define
Qi(Bi_1) ={d : ui™® € at™[WJ]} to be the set of sample paths where the action of the OFFLINE and
the ONLINE policy differ given that the remaining hiring budget at the end of time ¢t — 1 is B;_;.
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Compensate the OFFLINE policy at time ¢ only if u;"® ¢ a?®[&]. We can decompose the regret
under the CwG policy as follows.

LEMMA 1 (Vera and Banerjee (2021)). For allT € N and for all B € [T], consider the CwG
policy and let By be the resultant hiring budget process under the CwG policy with By = B, then

T
Regret(B,T;CwG) = ZE [OR(Bi—1, 15™)[@] Ly, 1) (@] (3)

t=1

We refer the readers to [Vera and Banerjee (2021)) for a proof of Lemma [Il See Appendix
for more details. We will use the notation R; = R (Bi—1,1"®)[&] - 1,5, )[&] and drop the

dependence on & for notational convenience.

5.3. OFFLINE-TO-GO Policy and OTG Threshold

Define W' = {wyi1,wiq0,...,wr}. Let & (x) denote the x-th largest value quantile in &'*!
for integer x. Define ¢! = &'+ (B, + 1),¢" = &**(B,). Denote the corresponding values by I, =
F~(q}),u, = F~'(g"). Since the principle of compensated coupling is to persuade the offline policy
to take the same action as the online policy using (just) sufficient compensations, the offline policy
at time ¢ may look different from the offline policy initially. To distinguish between the two, at
any time ¢, we will instead refer to the offline policy as the Offline To Go (OTG) policy, which
due to coupling follows the same actions as the online policy up till time ¢, and then from time
t+1 onwards takes the optimal offline decision with arrivals in @' given a remaining budget B,
where the budget B; is determined using the online policy since up till . Given the CwG quantile
threshold p{*8, we define p{*¢ £ arg MaX, ¢t 1 Ipi™® — x| when B; >0 otherwise define py®=1. The
reason to adopt this particular p;"®- dependent definition of p{*® is that the compensation needed
at time step ¢ will now be bounded above by the separation between the CwG threshold and the
OTG threshold in value space (Lemma [{ below).

5.4. Preliminaries and Helper Lemmas

We begin by introducing some helper lemmas which we will use to prove the regret bound. We defer
the proof of these lemmas to the electronic companion [EC.3l Let ¢ denote the number of time steps
elapsed and 7 2 T —t denote the remaining number of times steps. Assume that 7' > 16log(1/e,) /&2
and define T =T — [161log(1/ey)/e2]. Define the following events for ¢ < T

Ay ={pi* —pi"® < V2log7/7}, (4)
Az = {Ip{™® —p™*| < 3y/log 7/7}, (5)
Ag s =U pi™® € Qi,pi € Qi) (6)
where Q; = [¢"_,,¢;] and n denotes the number of gaps. The interpretation of A, is that the CwG

policy threshold and the OTG policy threshold belong (weakly) to the same mass cluster. The

following lemmas show that these three events are very likely to occur:
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LEMMA 2. For any t <T, consider the event Ay, defined in [{@). We have that P(Af,) <2/7".
LEMMA 3. For any t <T, consider the event Ay, defined in [B). We have that P(A5,) <2/7".

LEMMA 4. For any t <T, consider the event As, defined in [B). We have that P(AS,) <2n(n+
1)/7*, where n is the number of gaps.

Let ¢/ = F(6;) be the quantile of the candidate ability 6, at time ¢. If p;*8 < ¢!_, then we have

that p;™® = ¢* , and compensation is needed only if ¢’ € [p;*%,p;8]. If pi*8 > ¢, then we have

that p{*® =¢'_, and compensation is needed only if ¢’ € [p{*8, p;"8]. If pi*% € (¢'_,, ¢ ,), then no
compensation is required.
LEMMA 5. Let ¢ = F(60,) denote the quantile corresponding to 0,. Compensation needs to be pro-
cwg otg

vided only if ¢/ € (min{p/*%,p;*}, max{p/*,pi*%}); let OR, (B 1, ") denote the compensation.
Then we have that ORy(By—1, pi™*) < max{F~(p*5) — F~(p;29), F (pi%4) — F (0% )}

5.5. Proof of Theorem

Define T'=T — 16log(1/e,) /€2 and define 7, = 161og(1/e,)/e2. Consider some time ¢t < T and let
7 =T —t denote the time to go. Recall that p;*® € F,. Now p;"® depends on the candidate abilities
{Wis1s- .., wr}, but only via the By-th largest quantile ¢* and (B; + 1)-th largest quantile is .. To
facilitate our analysis, we employ the so-called principle of deferred decisions, and initially only
reveal ¢* and ¢! (in addition to the history up to time t), which is enough to uniquely determine
p*8. Given this information, we know that the periods to go include a random subset of B, — 1
quantiles located above ¢ (these quantiles are i.i.d. uniform in [¢}*, 1]), and the remaining 7 — B; — 1
quantiles to go are below ¢! (these quantiles are i.i.d. uniform in [0,¢}]). If p;"® € (¢}, q"), then
no compensation is required. Let us bound the contribution to the regret (compensation at time
t + 1) of sample paths with p{*® < ¢; we will use the notation R,.; for this regret. (A similar
bound can be shown analogously for the contribution to the regret of sample paths satisfying
the symmetric counterpart condition p;™® > ¢*; we omit the details for the sake of brevity.) Let
¢Y,, be the candidate ability quantile at time ¢ 4+ 1 (the candidate ability is 6,41 = F~'(¢f,,)).
Compensation is needed only if ¢f,; € [p;"8, ¢;']. This event occurs if the realized quantile ¢!, is
¢ 1 =q,orql. | €[pi"8, q}] is one of the T — B, — 1 lower quantiles (call this event E;). The probability
of the event E, is given as P(E,) = e,y /7 + (T — By — 1)(q; — p;"®)+/(¢;7). From Lemma [3, it
follows that the compensation under the event E; is bounded above by F~!(g) — F~'((p;™®)").

Hence the expected compensation at ¢+ 1 conditioned on F;, ¢!, ¢" is bounded above as

~ F71 U _Ffl cwg\ + I ,cvg Fil u _F71 cwg + T—B . 1
E Rm\ft,qi,qf] S‘ (a;') - (@)D, (@ =pB)IF " (g)) qlT((pt )| — B, —1)
t

(7)
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Next we need to bound the ratio (7 — B; —1)/(¢!7). Now at any time ¢t <T — | 7], exactly one of the

following two complementary cases occurs: (a) 1 — B,/7 >4y/log7/7 or (b) 1 — B,/T <4,/logT/T,
where recall 7 =T —t. Recall the event Az, defined in (@), which is identical to

cwg

As,={q,q", pi"® are quantiles belonging (weakly) to the same cluster} .

Next, we will establish an upper bound on () for each of the cases (a) and (b).
Case (a): 1 — B,/T > 4+/logT/7 Define the following events:

Ay 2{q; > (1/2)(1 - B,/7)},
As B Az NA,,.
Under the event A3 ;, from Definition[2(a) it follows that |[F~!(g") — F ' ((p;™®) )| < |¢ — p;*®| T 4
5. Now, on the event A4, we have that (1 — B, —1)/(7q!) < 2. We have that
P(AS,|By, Case (a)) =P(q; < (1/2)(1 — By/7)) < P(Binomial(r, (1/2)(1 = B/7)") > 7— B, — 1)
<exp(—Q7—B,))<C/(r—B,)" <C/7.

where the last inequality follows from the case assumption that 7 — B; > 41/7 log T and the inequality

is true for some appropriately defined constant C' < oco. It follows that
P(Aj,|Case (a)) < C/r. (8)
Using (), and the definitions of the events Az, and A, ,;, we have that

~ cwg | o u cw| 1 m cw|
E[Ris1|Fi, 1,41 < Lag, - [lat — pi™8| ™7 +6] /7 +20ay L, , |lg —pI™ "7 + g} — i g|5] (9)

+Lag, +TLag

4.t

cwg| L u CW, 1 m CW|
< g — ™8 )7+ 0 /7 + 2lg) — P T 4 2]g) — piE0 + Lag, +Lag . (10)

cwg

where the first inequality follows from ¢! — p;*® < ¢* — p;

the fact that I, ,,14,, < 1. Using the definition of the event Ay, in (B) and Lemma Bl we have

, and the second inequality follows from

that for all « € [1,2], we have
Ellg; — "] B [Luy oy — b + g, | <3°(ogr/r)*/2 +2/7* <23 (log /7)™ . (11)
Taking expectations on both sides of ([I0]), we obtain that
B[Ry case(a)] L E [Jgf —p5**|757] /7407 + 2B [|gt — ¥ 7] 4 2E gt i)
+P(A5 |case(a)) +P(A] ;|case(a)),
Y 6 (log /)T 748/ + 36 (log /)2 T + 65+ /log 7 /7 +P(A45,|case(a)) + C/7%, (12)

where inequality (i) follows from the taking expectation on both sides, and inequality (ii) follows

from using (] for the first, third and fourth summands, and the sixth summand follows from (g]).
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Case (b): 1 — B;/T < 4+/log7/7T The case assumption 1 — B;/7 < 4+/log7/7 implies that (7 —
B, —1)/7 <4y/logT/7, and obviously we have (q! — p;®)/q! < 1. Therefore the second term in the
RHS of () is bounded above as

g, = Pl F~ (a) = FH (@) I = B = 1) /(qy7) < 4\/log 7/7 | F ™ (qy') = F~((pi"%) )]
Therefore we can upper bound E[R, 1| F;, ¢!, ¢, case (b)] as
E[7~€t+1|}},qi,qf,case (b)]
<y, (g = PP ™7 Jr+6/7| + L, |4/ log/lay — pi*®|5h +4ylog 7/78|  +1Lag
<lgi =P ™7 /46 /r + 4y log T/ rlgi — pi*e| P +46\/log /7 + L,
Taking expectations on both sides we get that
E [7~Qt+1|Case (b)]
<E [|g — p{**| | /7 46/ +4\/log 7/7E ||af — pi**| ™7 | +40+/log 7/7 + P(45,,|Case (b)),
<6 (log 7/7) T /7 +6/7 +24 (log 7/7) ¥ 0 4 46\/log 7 /7 + P(A5,|Case (b)), (13)

where the second inequality follows from the fact that the first and the second term are bounded
by (). This completes our analysis of case (b).
From Lemma [} it follows that P(A35,) <2n(n+1)/7*. We have that

T—|7o] T
(%)
> P(A5,) < 2n(n+ 1)/ <n(n+1)/7 <n(n+1)ef < 1 (14)
t=1 T=T0

where (x) follows since if there are n gaps, there are n+ 1 clusters, and hence ¢y < 1/(n+1).
Fix ¢t <T — | 10]. We now take the expectation over the case which arises (case (a) or case (b)).

Combining ([I2)) and (I3]), for a constant C' < co we have that

E [7~Qt+1] < C’(logT/T)%Jr?(ﬂl“) +Coy/logT/T+P(AS5,).

An identical bound holds for the regret contribution from sample paths where p;™® > ¢“, by a
symmetric argument. As a result, we can bound the expected total regret at time t + 1 as per

E[Ri1] <2E {fztﬂ]. Now summing this bound from 7 =T to 7 = 7y, we have, using (I4) that

T—|0]
3 ERu]<C [(1 +1/8)(log T)* 2@ 0 T 2053 . 1{8 > 0} + (log T)? + 5\/TlogT} .
t=0

Finally, consider time steps t such that 7+ 1<t < T In the last 16log(1/e,)/e2 time steps, we
make use of the static allocation policy and as noted before the regret accrued during the static
allocation policy is upper bounded by C'\/7y = C \/m /€0 for some universal constant C' < oo.
Combining the two parts completes the proof. O
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5.6. Proof of Corollary [

The discrete distribution considered is a (8 = 0,g9,0 = 0)-clustered distribution for &, =
min; ;< {fi}. As done for the general case above, our analysis for the case of discrete distribu-
tions as considered in the Example 2] also follows in two parts. The regret accrued during the
second part due to the static allocation policy is upper bounded by C' \/m /€y for some
universal constant C' < co. Next we will consider the first part. The argument for the first part
will mirror the analysis presented in the proof of Theorem [ except for one important improve-
ment we make for this special case. Consider the regret contribution of sample paths satisfying

CW,

p;® < ¢! as we did previously. (Again, there is a analogous analysis for the symmetric condition

cwg

2

discrete distributions is that on the event As;, which is that ¢!, ¢* and p;*® are quantiles belonging

> ¢}, which we omit to avoid repetition.) The only but important distinction in the case of

to the same cluster, the compensation is given as F~'(q") — F~'((p;"®)"), however for discrete
distributions, we have that F~!(¢*) — F~'((p;"®)") = 0. Previously, in the general case, we had
upper bounded F~'(q¢*) — F~1((p;*®)") by |¢* — pi™®|/ 1+ + § using Definition Bl Because of
F~g") — F*((p;"™®)*") =0, we have that the expected compensation E[R,] is now bounded above
by P(A5,) + C/7°. Summing this upper bound from 7 =7, to 7 =T, we get that the summation
is upper bounded by a universal constant C' < oo using (I4]). Combining the regret accrued in the

two parts, we get the required result. O

6. Conclusion

In this work, we consider the multi-secretary problem with many types. In particular we generalize
the setting studied in |Arlotto and Gurvich (2019), Bray (2019) to a large class of distributions
namely (f8,eq)-clustered distributions with gaps. The gaps are well motivated in practice, not
only in multi-secretary problems but also in more general network revenue management (NRM)
problems like online matching or order fulfillment problems. |Arlotto and Gurvich (2019) in their
concluding remarks had posed the question of whether bounded regret is achievable also with
continuous distributions. We not only answer this question in the negative but also characterize
how the regret scales as a function of the spatial accumulation of mass around gaps quantified by
6 and the minimum probability mass &g.

While we study the multi-secretary problem, which is a special one-dimensional case of the
general NRM problem, we believe that this is an important step and our idea of Conservativeness
with respect to gaps can be extended to a more general class of NRM problems with many types,
with some effort. One such interesting application area to explore is the order fulfillment problem
with finite number of fulfillment centers and demand (types) spread over some multi-dimensional

space with regions of gaps in space.
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Finally, another possible direction to explore is the setting where the candidate ability dis-
tribution is unknown to the decision maker. For the multi-secretary problem with finite types,
Arlotto and Gurvich (2019) conjecture that the regret should scale as log7T and this is achieved
using an algorithm which uses the first O(logT') steps to learn the distribution and then computes
the threshold and use the Budget-Ratio policy with the learnt distribution. A similar idea can be
applied to continuous distributions with no gaps and the density being positive everywhere, since
the problem there can be to learn the value of the order statistics and use them as thresholds to
make hire/reject decisions. However in the case where the distribution has gaps in the type space,
such a result does not apply and hence an open question is how the regret scales for unknown

distributions with gaps.
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Electronic Companion

EC.1. Proof of Theorem

The following lemma justifies a claim we made in the argument in the main paper.

LEMMA EC.1. The threshold quantile under the CE policy (ps®)l=," is a martingale with respect
to the filtration (F,){ "

Proof of Lemma[EC 1] Without loss of generality, let us assume that P(]0,c]) = €. Recall that
pfe=1—B,/(T —t) is the certainty equivalent quantile threshold defined in Algorithm [land define
Ap=p§*—pge,,Vt > 1. We have that A, =X, — X, =pf® —pse,. At time ¢, the candidate is hired
with probability 1 —p$®, and rejected with probability p®, and hence with probability 1 —ps®,, the
budget B; = B;_; — 1 and with probability p¢e, the budget B, = B, ;. (We use here the fact that

F is assumed to be non-atomic, and so tie-breaking is not needed with probability 1.) Therefore

we write
By—1  Bg—1—-1 _ Bi—1 1 _.ce
A, = T—(t—1) T—t ~— (T—t)(T—t+1) + T—t w.p. 1 D1
t— Bi—1 Bi_1 Bi_1 ce
— = — W.p. Pty
T—(t—1) T—t (T—t)(T—t+1)° t—1

Computing the conditional expectation of A,, we get that

B_ B_ _1 ce B_ ce ce
E[At‘ft—l]: (T_(ttl_l)_ ;1_15 > (l_pt—l)+<1_Tt_lt_pt—l>pt—l
_ 1—pf, B4 _ B,
T—1t T—t+1 T-—t
Bt—l Bt—l

(T —t+1)(T—t) (T—t+1)(T—t)

Therefore we have that (ps¢)/_,' is a martingale with respect to the filtration (F,)L. O

Proof of Theorem The argument provided in the main paper for the specific distribution £y
generalizes to arbitrary non-atomic F' with a gap of size n > 0 and probability mass at least ¢ >0
on each side of the gap as follows:

e Suppose the gap is located at quantile g € [e,1 —¢].

e We consider the case B=¢T.

e We employ the same argument with the generalized definitions of the events as follows
By 2{pj*<q—1/VT}
By 2 {p"® > q}
E,2E, NE,,
By 2{0,€[F ' (¢—1/VT),F ' (9)]}.

Here the offline (hindsight) threshold quantile p;*® is taken to be any threshold quantile that

implements the offline optimal solution, given the history under CE up to period t.
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e Our argument again establishes that for each t € [T'/3,2T/3] we have P(E, N E,3) > v/V/T
for some v =wv(g) > 0. Lemma [EC.T] formalizes the martingale property. Hence, to make the
argument formal, we have only to establish that the martingale steps are of size ©(1/T) for

t <2T/3, which we do now. Note from the the proof of Lemma [ECT] that
A <1/(T—1t)<3/T fort<2T/3, (EC.1)

i.e., we have shown the required upper bound on the martingale step size. We now establish
the lower bound on the step size. Using the Azuma-Hoeffding inequality, since the step size is
bounded above by 3/T, w.p. 1 —exp(—Q(T)), |ps® —p&| = |ps® — (1 — q)| < e/2. It follows that,
whp, for ¢t <27T'/3, we have [pF — (1—¢q)| <e/2=pF€[e/2,1—¢/2] < B,/(T —t)€[g/2,1—
£/2], and hence the martingale step size is bounded below as |A;| > min(—mtﬁtﬁ +
e ) 2 e/ (T— 1) > /T for all ¢t <2T/3.

e Fach mistake I, N E, ;3 adds regret at least as large as the gap size n > 0.

e Summing over t € [T/3,27/3], we deduce that CE suffers from expected regret at least

nuﬁ/&

This completes the proof. [

EC.2. Proof of Theorem [3

Proof of Theorem[3. For a given T large enough, it suffices to choose a value of B and a
distribution F' € %3, such that the regret of the optimal online policy is lower bounded by
CT%fm 1{8>0}+ ClogT1{8 =0} for appropriately chosen constant C' > 0.

We will first consider the case of § = 0. We consider the distribution F' to be the uniform
distribution over [0,1]. We can verify that for the uniform distribution, 5 =0 and we have that
Uniform([0,1]) € F5 ., for all 0 < ey < 1/2. Using Bray (2019), and in particular Theorem [ we
know that Regret(B,T) > ClogT for all T'> T, and C' >0 for B=[T/2] and the uniform distri-
bution (5 =0).

Next we will focus on the case when > 0. For the lower bound, we will consider the (3,¢¢)-
clustered distributions Fj parameterized by 8 and ey < 1/2 given in (). Using Fy ! defined
in (2), we can easily verify that Fj is a (8,e0)-clustered distribution for 0 < ey < 1/2. Again
we assume that B = [T/2]. Next we will setup some notation. The support of the distribu-
tion Fj is [0,1/4] U [3/4,1]. Define Agz = T_mﬂ. We will divide this support into the fol-
lowing intervals: Iy = [0,1/4 — R1Ag|, Io, = [1/4— R1Ap,1/4—Ag], I3, = [1/4— Ap,1/4] I3, =
[3/4,3/4+ Agl, Loy, = [3/4+ Ap,3/44+ RoAgl, Iy = [3/4+ RaAg, 1]. Due to the choice of Ag, we
have that measure g on the interval Is,, Iy is pg(Isa) = pg(Is) = T~/2/2. The values of R, and

R, are chosen in such a way that measure ug of the interval I, and Io, is pg(la,) = T*1/2/128
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and pg(ly) = T71/2/128. Note that R;, Ry are only functions of 3 and do not depend on T' and
Rl,RQ > 1. Deﬁne IQ = IQ,a U IQ,b; Ig = I3,a U I3,b-
Let Z'" denote the number of candidates arrivals with their abilities in the interval I; in the

time periods {t;,t; +1,...,t2}. Consider the following events:

L= {T/4 VT/2< ZHTR < T/4} N {T/4 AT < ZT/HHT <y 3x/T},

Hy= {T/4 —VT/2< ZFT? < T/4} N {T/4 +VT/2< Z}T/QJ“:T},

Ay = {\/:F/z < 7' < min{3Z§/2,2\/T}} - {(1/2)1[-3 [27] < ZF <min{327/* 2F [ZBT]}},
My ={VT/128 < ZT <VT/32} ={(1/2)E [2]] < zT <2E [z1]}.

On the event Hy N Ap N My, we have that Z;7 >T/2 > B and hence the offline policy would
hire all the candidates with ability in [3/4+ A, 1] and reject all the candidates with ability in
LULUIU[3+ RyAg, 3+ A, for some A > RyAg. On the flip side, on the event Ly N Ay N My,
we have that Z}T <T/2 — 3T and hence the offline policy hires all the candidates with abilities
in the interval I,, I3, I, and a subset of the interval I; given by [1/4 — A,1/4 — R;Ag] to exhaust
the budget B, where A > R;Ag.

Next we want to show that the events Hr N Ar N My and Ly N AN My are non-trivial events i.e,
there exists positive constants o and T} such that P(Hr N Ar N Mp),P(Lr N Ar N Mp) > a >0 for
all T'>1T;. To do this, we will make use of some lemmas stated below. The proofs of the following

lemma essentially follow from an application of the Berry-Esseen theorem and hence are omitted.
LemMA EC.2. 3 0< oy, T; < o0 such that for all T > T;, we have that P (Lr) > «.
LEmMmA EC.3. 3 0< ay,, T}, < oo such that for all T > T}, we have that P (Hr) > ay,.
LEMMA EC.4. Let a2 min{ay, oy }. 3T, < 0o such that for all T > T,, we have P(AS) < a/4.
LeEMMA EC.5. Let a = min{ay,,q;}. 3T, < 0o such that for all T >T,,, we have P (M%) < a/4.

Define Ty £ max{T}, T}, T,, T} } and we have that for all T' > Ty,

P (LN Ap N My) =P (Ar 0 My)P(Lp|Ap 0 M)
=P (Lr) — P(Lr| (Ar N M7)°) P (A5 U M)
>P(Lr) - (P(AT) + P(M7)) > a/2,

where the last inequality follows from Lemmas [EC.2] [EC.4l and [EC.Hl Similarly, we have that for
all TET(), ]P)(HTQATQMT) Z 04/2
Consider the random variable A(B,T) = Y.,_, 6,u" — S/_, 6,u7" that tracks the difference

between the performance of the offline policy and the performance of any online policy 7* € TI( B, T).
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We have that Regret(B,T) =E [A(B,T)]. Let S'7/* denote the number of candidates with ability

in the interval I3 up until time |7/2] that were hired under the online policy. Define the event
CT = {S;vLT/QJ 2 Zng/4}

On the event C$ N Ly N Ar N My, we have that the online policy incorrectly (with respect the
offline policy) rejects at least v/T'/4 candidates with abilities in I5. This is because we have that
Ce = {S3"* < Z1T 14} and under the offline policy, we should hire all the candidates with ability
in I3 under the event Ly N Az. Since Z17 < 3Z§ 172} o0 the event Ar, under the event C%., we have
that 57/ < 321/ /4. Therefore the number of incorrect decisions is at least Zi/>/4 > ZFT /12>
VT /24. Due to these mistakes in the first half, the online algorithm will have to hire at least VT /24
candidates with ability in I; U I,,. Essentially the online optimal policy due to the mistakes in the
first half, will have to substitute the candidates that it rejected in the interval I3 by hiring more
candidates in the interval I; U I,, than what are hired by the offline algorithm. In particular, the
online optimal policy will have to hire at least VT /24 more candidates in the interval I; U I,,. Now
since we want a lower bound on the regret, let us assume that all the candidates that were rejected
were in the interval I3, so that we can get a lower bound. If we considered that candidates with
ability in the interval I3, were also rejected, then compared to their substitutes in I; U I, that
will be hired, the compensation will be at least 1/2 due to the gap [1/4,3/4], hence to get a lower
bound, we just assume that the hiring mistakes only happened for the candidate with ability in
I5,. Now the number of arrivals in the interval I, is at most VT /32 under the event M7 and hence
at least v/T'/96 additional candidates will need to be hired from the interval I;. Because of this
the compensation that needs to be provided for each of the v/7'/96 mistakes is at least (R, —1)A.

Hence we have that
E[A(B,T)1(CSN Ly N Ap N Hy)] > (VT /96)(Ry — 1) AgP(CSN Ly N Ap N Hy)

For each sequence in {0y,...,00} € Cr N Ly N Ar N My, we can construct a sequence in Cp N
Hr N Ar N Mr. To do so, we keep the first |7/2| arrivals the same and do not make any
changes to the values in the intervals I, and I3. Under the event Lr, we have that Z4LT/ AT o
[T/4— AV/T,T/4 —3VT| whereas under Hry, we have that Z!"/***" > T/4 4 \/T /2. Therefore
in the time steps {|7/2] +1,...,T}, we need to replace at most 9v/7/2 values in the interval I
with values in the interval I, which can be done by taking a mirror image across the line z =1/2.
Now this can be done as long as the number of arrivals in I; under the event C7 N Ly N Ar N My

(denoted by ZlLT/2J+1:T) is atleast 9v/T/2. Under the event Cp N Ly N Ay N My, we have that

Zl\_T/2J+1:T —(T—|T/2])— <Z2\_T/2J+1:T i ZgLT/Zj-i—l:T i Z4LT/2J+1:T)
> (T |T/2)) - (257 + 257 + 27T,
>T/4+VT/2,
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where the last inequality follows from the fact that Z37 </T/32, ZXT < 2y/T and z}/"/**7 <
T/4 — 3VT. Therefore, for T large enough, we can replace values from I; to I, to construct a
sequence in Cpr N Hy N Ar N My, we call this resultant set D and since the probability of arrival
in the interval I; and I, are bounded away from zero, we have that there exists & > 0 such that
P(Dr) > &P (CrNLrNAr N Mz) and & does not depend on 7. Since the two sequences share
the same first |T/2] elements, we have that S3'"/*) > Z7T /4 also on the set Dy. Now under
Hr N Ar N My, the offline algorithm would not hire any candidate with ability in the interval I
however the optimal online algorithm conditional on the event Cr N Ap, the online policy makes
at least Z37/4 > VT /8 mistakes. Again to get a lower bound on the regret, let us assume that
all the mistakes happen for candidates with ability in I ;. Now this means that for the last [1/2]
periods the optimal online algorithm will have to reject at least v/T' /8 candidates in the interval

1. Using an analogous argument for the previous case, we have that
E[A(B,T)1(Dr)] > (VT/8)(Ry — 1)AsP (Dz) > (VT/8)(Ry — 1)6P (Cr N Ly N Ar N My),
Since ]P(LT N AT N MT) =P (Cr% N LT N AT N MT) +P (CT N LT N AT N ]\4—'1")7 we have that

maX{IP’ (Cr; ﬂLT ﬂAT ﬂMT) ,OAK]P) (CT ﬂLT ﬂAT N MT)}
Zmln{d,l} (P(C%QLTQATQMT) +]P)(CT0LTQATQMT)) /2

Let € =min{R; — 1, Ry — 1}, we have that for all T'>T, and B = |T/2]|

Regret(B,T) > {E [A(B,T)1(C%N LyN Ap0 My)],E[A(B,T)1 (Dy)] }

> G As(VT/96) max{P (CSN Ly N Ap 0 My, &P (Cp 0 Ly N Ap 0 My)}
> €A (\/_/96)m1n{a 1YP(Ly N Ar 0 Mg) /2

1

cgf% )

v

where € = ‘f(ﬁ, a,@&). This completes the proof. [

EC.2.1. Proofs of Helper Lemmas for Theorem [3]

EC.2.1.1. Proof of Lemma [EC.2

Proof of Lemma[ECZ We have that the event Ly = {T/4— VT2 < zPP < T/4} N {T/4—
AT <z < g — 3\/?} := L% N L%. Since the arrivals are ii.d, we have that the
events L. and L2 are independent and hence we have that P(Ly) =P (LL)P(L3). We have that
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E [ZQ:WQJ} ~T/4—T/4— VT/256 and E [Z}T”HLT] ~T/4 — /T /4 — VT/256. Define p :=
1/2—T-12/2 —T-1/2/128. Then we have that

P(LL) =P (E [Z;:W?J} —63VT /256 < Z'\ /% <E [Zj“m] + 65\/T/256) ,
_p (—63\/T/256 < ZMT? g [Z;:W?J] < 65@/256) ,
o632 Zy g |z ] _ 652
256Vp(1—p) ~  VIT/2lp(1=p) = 256/p(1-p)

Note that there exists a T such that for all "> T}/, we have that 1/16 < p(1 —p) <1/4 and since

ZPPN UBin (| T/2],p), we can write Z := (Zi:LT/2J { LT/QJD /A |T/2]p(1—p) ZLT/QJ X,
where X; is i.i.d with E[X;] =0,E[X?] =0?=p(1 —p) >0 and E[|X;|*] < p < oo for some constant
p. Define v, = —63v/2/128, v, = 651/2/128. Then for all T'> Ty, we have that

(@ _ oo _ © C C
P(Lr) 2P(m<Z <) (:)P(ZSW) —P(Z<m) = 2(y) - \/—%— (m) — \/—%,
where (a) follows from the fact that for 7' > Ty, —2565/3% <y <7< ML@), (b) follows
pll=p pll=p

trivially, (c) follows from the Berry-Esseen theorem. Since 1 < 72, we have that @ (7,) — ® (1) > 2¢
for some constant € > 0 independent of T" and hence we can choose a Tj» such that for all T >
max{Ty,T;»}, we have that ® (y) — \/L —®(y)— 5—% > €.

We can repeat an analogous argument and show that for 7" large enough we have that P (L3) > €.
Since P(Ly) =P (LL)P(L32), we have that there exists T; < oo such that for all T > T}, we have

that P(Ly) > e :=y. O

EC.2.1.2. Proof of Lemma [EC.3
Proof of Lemma The proof of Lemma [EC.3| follows analogously to the proof of Lemma
EC2 O

EC.2.1.3. Proof of Lemma [EC.4]

Proof of Lemma[ECJ For simplicity of notation, let Zi := Z37 and Z3LT/2J = Z31:LT/2J. We
have that A = {Z7 < VT /2}U{ZT > min{3Z}"/*' 2E[ZT]}}. Denote by X."/*! as the number of
arrivals that happen in the interval I3 in the last [T/2] time periods. We can write Z] = Z; T2l
X?[Tm where Z3L 2 is independent of X % due to the ii.d arrivals. We have that E (ZI1=VT
and E [XafT/ﬂ —T-V2[T/2] ~ VT /2 and E [Z%T/ QJ} = T-'/2|T/2| ~ /T /2. Now we have that

i (Zg >min{327/% 2B [27] }) —p (Z?ET/ 44 x> min{3217% 2R [27] })

=P (x> min{2z{"* 2K [2]] - 27}
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To simplify notation, we will denote Zg LT/2) .= 7 and X; [ren

that E[Z] =E[X]| = u and that E[Z] = 2u. Also define p,

P (X >min{2Z,4pu— Z})

= X. Furthermore, we will assume

=T-2, Then we have that

=P (X —pu>min{2Z — p,3p— Z})

Define the event F'={3u/4 < Z <4x/3} and we have that F°={Z < 3u/4} U{Z > 4u/3}. The
event F' implies that min{2Z — pu,3u — Z} =27 — u > pu/2. Hence we have that

P(X —p>min{2Z — pu,3u—2})

+P (X —p>min{2Z — p,3u— Z}F)P

=P (X —pu>min{2Z — p,3pu— Z}|F)P(F)

(F)

<P(X —p>p/2)+P(Z<3u/4)+P(Z>4u/3)

Now we have that

B _ X —p 0 X —p VevT
P <¢<T/2>pA<1—pA> 2¢<T/2>pA<1—pA>> = <¢<T/2>pA<1 DM )
_ _ _ Z—pu — Z—u —V2VT
P =E <¢<T/2>p,4<1—p,4> < 4¢<T/2>pA<1—pA>> = <¢<T/2>pA<1 DR )
3 _ Z—p f Z—p V2vT
TR (J(T/zmm—m) g 3¢<T/2>pA<1—pA>> = <¢<T/2>pA<1 M )
Using the Berry-Esseen theorem, for a universal constant C' < oo, we have that
(T ) () =5
V(T/2)pa(1—pa) 4 4 VT
Z—p —V2VT —V2VT C
’ (\/(T/2)pA(1 A ) _‘D( 1 ) =T
Z—pu V2T - (V2VT C
g (WT/z)pA(l AR ) _@< 3 ) =T
Using the fact that ®(—z) = ®(z) and the fact that ®(z) < Cexp(—cz?) /x, for some constants

¢,C, we have that

Bix C C’exp(—cx/T)
( ,U«>M/2)§ \4/T+ \4/T

Cexp(—eVT

P(Z— < —u/4) < =+ péf )

Cexp(—eVT

P(Z—>n/3)< 3=+ péf )
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Combining the above three inequalities, for some constants ¢, C, we have that,

c Cexp (—C\/T)
+ -~ 7

vT vT

We can similarly show that P (Z;;F < \/T/Q) < C/VT + Cexp(—cVT)/VT. Therefore for some

other constants ¢, C,we have that

P <Z3T > min{327/% 2R [27] }) <

P(AS) <P (Zg < ﬁ/z) +P (Zg > min{32}"/* 2E [2]] }) < CJVT + Cexp (—cﬁ) JNT
Hence we have that for all T'> T, we have that P (A%) < /4 and this completes the proof. O

EC.2.1.4. Proof of Lemma [EC.5|
Proof of Lemma The proof of Lemma [EC.H follows analogously to the proof of Lemma
O

EC.3. Some Details and Proofs Related to Section
EC.3.1. Details of Compensated Coupling

Let B, denote the remaining budget after time ¢. For any &, let V,°%(B,)[] denote the maximum
of the total ability of candidates selected by the offline algorithm from time ¢ onwards, given that
the remaining budget is B;. The deterministic dynamic program faced by the offline algorithm can
be written as

V(B[] = max {r(Bi,a,wi1) + VS (T (B a,wi41))[@]}, VEe{0,1,...,T -2}

a€A(By)

Vil (Br_1)[@] = aef(lgil){r(BT—ha’wT)}

where A(B) = {hire, reject}, VB > 0 and A(0) = {reject} and (B, hire, w;) = wy, (B, reject,w;) =0
and T (B, hire,w;) = B, — 1, T (B, reject,w;) = B,. Hence we have that V5(B,T) =E [V T (B)[WJ]).
Similarly, we can define a dynamic program for the CwG policy. For any &, let V;™  (B,)[&] denote
the total ability of the hired candidates from time ¢t onwards, given that the remaining budget is

cwg | cug

B, at time t. Then the DP corresponding to the policy 78 = {u3"®, us™, ..., uy°} is given as

cvg cvg

(Bt)[a;] - T(Bh :u;wkghwt-l-l) + ‘/;,11 (T(Btu M;ig17wt+1))7 Vt € {07 17 ey T — 2}
cwg

Vflzll (BT—l) [_OT]}] = T(BT—17 :u’?’dg7 wT)

‘/;71'

Note that the action ;"¢ is a function of the remaining budget B, but for notational convenience,

(B, T)=E[Vy™(B)[J]]. Next we

cvg

we do not make that dependence explicit. We have that V]
discuss the intuition behind the compensated coupling framework developed by [Vera and Banerjee
(2021)). For a given sample path &, suppose that both the offline algorithm and the CwG policy are

at time t with the same remaining budget B,. Let a®[] be the set of actions which are optimal
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under the offline algorithm at time t. If u;"® & aS®[&], then it could be the case that choosing ;"8
at time t leads to a lower future total reward for the offline algorithm than choosing an action in
at®[&]. In order to persuade the offline algorithm to take the same action as that of the CwG policy,
the idea is to compensate the offline algorithm such that choosing y;*® will make the future reward
no less than that by choosing an action in a?™[&J]. Let OR;(B;_1, p;"®)[&] denote the compensation
that needs to be provided to the offline algorithm so that it takes the same action as the one

determined by the online CwG policy at time ¢. From [Vera and Banerjed (2021), we know that
OR 1 (By, uif’ﬁ)[ﬁ] = VtOHl(Bt)[U] - (T(Bm uif’é,wm) + Vtiﬁi(T(Bt, uiigl,wm))[ﬁ])

Define Q;(B;_1) ={& : u;"® € at™[J]} to be the set of sample paths where the action of the offline
algorithm and the online algorithm differ given that the remaining hiring budget at time ¢ is B;.
We only compensate the offline algorithm at time ¢ if u;"® & a2"[dJ]. Based on this discussion, we

can decompose the regret under the CwG policy as

LEMMmA EC.6 (Vera and Banerjee (2021)). For all T € N and for all B € [T], consider the
CwG policy as described in Algorithm[2 and let B, be the resultant hiring budget process under the
CwG policy with By = B, then we have that

T—1
Regret(B,T;CwG) = ZE [aRtJrl(BtaU;igl)[w] : ]thH(Bt)["_J”
t=0

We refer the readers to [Vera and Banerjee (2021) for a proof of the above lemma.

EC.3.2. Proof of Lemma

Proof of Lemmald Let us assume that ps® > p;*® + \/W. Now conditional on B; and
given the knowledge of p;"®, we know that there are B, arrivals with quantile larger than p;*® and
7 — B, arrivals with quantiles less than pj*¢. Let X, = Ber(, (p¢® — \/2log7/7)*) with E[X,|B,] =
(1 — By —27log7)*. Then we have that

P <p§e > py 4/ 2logT/T Bt) <P <Xt —E[Xi|B] > /2logT/T
otg

where the last inequality follows from the Hoeffding inequality. It follows that P(pf® > p;® +
\/2logT/7) <1/7*. Analogously, we can show the same for the case of p;*® > ps® + /2log7/7. O

Bt> §P<XtZT—Bt

Bt> S 1/7'4

EC.3.3. Proof of Lemma 3]

Proof of Lemma[3.  We have that [pi™ —p;®| = [pi"® — p§® +pf° —p;"*| < |p™* — p§°| + |pf° —pi™|-
By the definition of the algorithm we have that |p;*® — p¢¢| < \/2log 7/7. Now conditional on B;, we
have that event A, ; implies the event A, and hence we have that A5, implies Af, which implies
that P(A3,|B,) <P(A{,|B;). Using the proof of Lemma 2 we have that P(A3,|B,) <2/7* and the

claim of the lemma follows. O
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EC.3.4. Proof of Lemma 4

Proof of Lemma[j. We have that A§, = Ui_,j:ngQ]o:@{pfwg € Qi,p;® € Q;} where A° denotes the
interior of the set A. Consider the event {p;"® € Q;,p;"® € Q;} such that Q; N Q3 = (. From the
definition of p;*® in Algorithm 2 and the fact that Q7 N QS = 0 implies that [ps® —p;&| > V2logT /7.

Using Lemma 2] and the union bound completes the proof. O

EC.3.5. Proof of Lemma

Proof of Lemmalld.  Assume that p;*® < ¢!, then according to the definition of p;*® defined in
Section 5.3, we have that p;*® = ¢*. Compensation is provided only if ¢’ € [p;*®, p;"¢]. Suppose that
is the case, then we have that F~!((p;"8)*) <0, < F~1(p;*¢) = F~(¢*) = u;. The CwG policy would
accept the candidate with ability 6, since 6, > F~!((p;"®)") where as the OTG would want to reject
the candidate with ability 6;, because in the future it knows that it can select a candidate with
ability at least u; > 6. Hence to persuade the OTG, we need to compensate it u, — 0, = F~!(p;*¢) — 6,

and maximum compensation can hence be F~!(p;*®) — F~1((p;*®)*). An analogous analysis can be

done for the case when p;*® > ¢ which follows similarly. O
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