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Abstract

For the fundamental problem of allocating a set of resources among individuals with varied preferences, the

quality of an allocation relates to the degree of fairness and the collective welfare achieved. Unfortunately, in many

resource-allocation settings, it is computationally hard to maximize welfare while achieving fairness goals.

In this work, we consider ex-ante notions of fairness; popular examples include the randomized round-robin

algorithm and sortition mechanism. We propose a general framework to systematically study the interpolation

between fairness and welfare goals in a multi-criteria setting. We develop two efficient algorithms (ε-MIX and

SIMPLE-MIX) that achieve different trade-off guarantees with respect to fairness and welfare. ε-MIX achieves an

optimal multi-criteria approximation with respect to fairness and welfare, while SIMPLE-MIX achieves optimality up

to a constant factor with zero computational overhead beyond the underlying welfare-maximizing mechanism and the

ex-ante fair mechanism. Our framework makes no assumptions on either of the two underlying mechanisms, other

than that the fair mechanism produces a distribution over the set of all allocations. Indeed, if these mechanisms are

themselves approximation algorithms, our framework will retain the approximation factor, guaranteeing sensitivity

to the quality of the underlying mechanisms, while being oblivious to them. We also give an extensive experimental

analysis for the aforementioned ex-ante fair mechanisms on real data sets, confirming our theoretical analysis.

1 Introduction

Since the dawn of civilization, human beings have been living in a social construct that necessarily requires making

group decisions based on possibly varied individual preferences. For problems like allocating limited natural resources,

managing airport traffic, matching markets, and assigning courses to students, it is desirable to have fairness on an

individual level while achieving global welfare guarantees. The theory of fair division focuses on the fundamental

problem of allocating a set of resources among a set of participating individuals with distinct preferences. Such

resource-allocation settings have spawned a flourishing line of research over multiple decades in economics, mathematics,

and computer science; see [BT96, RW98, PM16] for excellent expositions.

Fairness and economic efficiency are two pivotal goals for various allocation problems, and therefore several

important notions of fairness and economic welfare have been studied extensively in the literature [BL16, Bud11].

Nash social welfare and egalitarian social welfare are considered to capture important measures of economic efficiency

[Mou04, CKM+19]. The history of fair division has seen a lot of impressive existential as well as hardness results.

That is, we have existential results for meaningfully fair allocations of resources in quite general settings [Str80], but on

the other hand, we don’t have their algorithmic counterparts. In many cases, there are indeed hardness or impossibility

results that rule out polynomial-time algorithms for finding such allocations [Str08]. And not surprisingly, for various

allocation settings, the problem of simultaneously achieving fairness and maximizing welfare is difficult as well

[NRR13, SK02, RR10, ABKR19].

Consider the setting of fairly allocating indivisible items where each item needs to be allocated to a single

agent. In a scenario where a single valuable item needs to be allocated among multiple agents, it is impossible to

achieve the classical fairness notion of envy-freeness1. This non-existence has led to significant research on fairness

in deterministic allocations of indivisible goods in economics and computer science [BCM16], a vast majority of

1An allocation of resources is envy-free if every agent prefers her own share over that of any other agent’s share.
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which focuses on relaxed fairness and welfare properties (see the recent survey by [AAB+22]). Randomization plays

an important role in achieving ex-ante fairness, explored in recent works [AAGW15, FSV20, Azi20, CKK21]. In

the above example with one item, assigning it uniformly at random to an agent, we achieve ex-ante envy-freeness

[FSV20], i.e. prior to sampling an agent, no agent has a reason to envy the others as each has an equal chance of

receiving the item. Hence, studying ex-ante notions of fairness has become a significant line of research. Popular

mechanisms like randomized round-robin2 and sortition-based algorithms3 [FSV20, EKM+22, FGG+21] explore ex-

ante fairness notions in varied settings. Motivated by the variety, we assume that a fair mechanism can be expressed

as a random variable over the space of all solutions (i.e., allocations) and samples can be drawn from it. We will refer

to the distribution defined by the fair mechanism as a fair prior. We measure the welfare of a randomized allocation

as the expected welfare it achieves. Given a fair mechanism on one hand and a welfare-maximizing mechanism on the

other, a natural question that arises is how to compute allocations that retain closeness to both fairness and welfare

guarantees.

In this paper, we examine whether there exists a natural way to formulate the trade-off between the two extremes of

fairness and welfare in resource-allocation settings. That is, given the characterizations of two mechanisms, one that

defines the fair prior and the other that is welfare-maximizing, is there a computationally efficient way to meaningfully

interpolate between the two solutions of fairness and welfare?

Our Contribution:

We propose a general framework to systematically study the interpolation between the two pivotal goals of achieving

fairness and maximizing welfare for allocation problems. We define an instance of fair-to-welfare interpolation (FWI)

to consist of a fair prior distribution over allocations and a welfare-maximizing mechanism for a given allocation

problem. The goal is to find a new mechanism that (i) is close to the fair prior with respect to some distance function

while (ii) maximizing welfare.

For any desired choice of α ∈ (0, 1), we consider an algorithm to be α-fair if the total variation distance between

the output distribution of the algorithm and the fair prior may be upper bounded by α.

We develop two computationally-efficient algorithms ε-MIX and SIMPLE-MIX for the above problem of fair-to-

welfare interpolation. The first algorithm ε-MIX essentially achieves an optimal multi-criteria approximation with

respect to fairness and welfare with a small number of samples drawn from the fair prior. Our second algorithm

SIMPLE-MIX is even simpler with zero computational overhead. It matches the performance of ε-MIX up to constant

factors while satisfying an ancillary individual fairness property (discussed in detail in Section 4.2). We summarize

our main results as follows:

• For any instance of FWI, our algorithm ε-MIX draws O(1/ε2)-many samples from the given fair prior and

achieves optimal welfare while being α-fair.

• For any instance of FWI, our algorithm SIMPLE-MIX requires a single sample from the fair prior to be within a

constant factor from the optimal welfare while being α-fair.

Our framework neither makes any assumptions about the underlying fair mechanism, other than that it produces

a distribution over allocations, nor any assumptions about the welfare-maximizing mechanism. It is relevant to note

that both of our algorithms are oblivious to the welfare-maximizing mechanism. Indeed, if this mechanism is itself

an approximation algorithm, our framework will retain the approximation factor for any degree of interpolation,

guaranteeing sensitivity to the quality of the underlying algorithms, while being oblivious to them. Furthermore,

all of our results hold for any welfare function and any fair prior over the solution space.

We test and complement our theoretical results on popular ex-ante notions of fairness such as randomized round-

robin and sortition on real data sets.

2In a randomized round-robin mechanism, agents come in a uniformly random order and act greedily by choosing their most preferred item

from the pool of remaining items.
3The notion of sortition entails a random selection of representatives from the population providing an alternative method to democracy. Here,

the goal is to select a panel that is representative of the population such that individuals would ideally be selected to serve on this panel with equal

probability.
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Additional Related work:

Previous works have studied various notions of ex-post fairness along with welfare guarantees [CKM+19, AMS20,

ABKR19, BBS20] for the indivisible setting. Due to the hardness of computing such allocations, it is essential to relax

either the fairness or the welfare goals (and sometimes maybe both). Hence, exploring ex-ante notions of fairness

and welfare becomes relevant. In the economics literature, the first work to introduce the idea of finding a fractional

allocation and implementing it as a lottery over pure assignments is by Hylland and Zeckhauser [HZ79]. Randomness

has become an important design tool for mechanisms for solving allocation problems. Subsequent works implemented

this idea in various settings. Mechanisms such as the probabilistic serial rule [BM01] consider randomness to avoid

any bias towards the agents and achieve ex-ante fairness guarantees for all cardinal valuations that are consistent with

the ordinal preferences. Other such ex-ante-based mechanisms in this line of research include random priority [AS98],

vigilant eating [AB22], and several extensions of the probabilistic serial rule [BCKM13].

The works of Freeman et al. [FSV20] and Aziz [Azi20] study the possibility of achieving ex-ante and ex-post

fairness guarantees simultaneously in the classical fair allocation setting along with Pareto efficiency. There are works

in other related areas including voting [Azi19] and two-sided matching problems [BCKM13, CS02], that have also

explored the concept of randomization to circumvent the non-existence of various solutions concepts.

2 Notation and Framework

Consider a solution space S and a non-negative function V : S → R
+
0 defined on S. We say that the function V

assigns a value or welfare, V (i) to a solution i ∈ S. Further, we will use OPT to denote a solution in S with maximum

welfare i.e. OPT = argmaxi∈S V (i).
In what follows we will use Mλ to denote a welfare-maximizing mechanism with an approximation factor λ with

respect to V (OPT). We will denote A ∈ S to be the solution provided by Mλ, i.e, V (A) ≥ λV (OPT).
Furthermore, we consider probability distribution vectors p = {pi}i∈S over the solution space. Here pi ∈ [0, 1]

specifies the probability assigned to solution i ∈ S. We write ∆ := {p = {pi}i∈S : pi ∈ [0, 1],
∑

i pi = 1} to denote

the set of all distributions vectors over the solution space S. For p ∈ ∆, we linearly extend the definition of the value

function and write V (p) =
∑

i∈S pi · V (i). That is, V (p) is the expected value of a random variable that takes values

in the solution space S with distribution p.

We assume that a fair mechanism can be expressed as a random variable over the space of all solutions and we

call the corresponding distribution vector pf ∈ ∆ the fair prior. Given a distribution vector p ∈ ∆ and a distribution

vector pf of the fair mechanism, we model the distance of p to the fair prior pf using the standard notion of total

variation distance. That is, for a fair prior pf and an α ∈ [0, 1], we say that p ∈ ∆ is α-fair if

TV(p, pf ) :=
1

2

∑

i∈S

|pi − pfi | ≤ α.

We now define an instance of fair-to-welfare interpolation (FWI) with the following quadruplet I(V, pf ,Mλ, α),
where V is a value function, pf a fair prior which can be accessed via sampling,Mλ a welfare-maximizing mechanism,

and α ∈ (0, 1). Given an FWI instance, the goal is to develop an algorithm whose output has a distribution p, such

that p is α-fair and maximizes the value function V . In other words, we aim to solve the following constrained

maximization problem, whose optimal solution we will denote pOPT ,

max
p∈∆

V (p)

such that TV(p, pf ) ≤ α.

3 Interpolating Between Fairness and Welfare

In this section, we develop a computationally-efficient algorithm, called ε-MIX that, for any instance of FWI, essentially

achieves an optimal multi-criteria approximation with respect to fairness and welfare with a small number of samples

drawn from the given ex-ante fair mechanism. Our main result of this section is stated in Theorem 3.1.
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Theorem 3.1. Consider an instance I(V, pf ,Mλ, α) of FWI along with an approximation factor ε > 0 and let pε be

the distribution of the output of Algorithm 1. Then, pε is α-fair and obtains the following welfare guarantees

V (pε) ≥ λ · (1− ε) · V (pOPT).

using O(1/ε2)-many samples drawn from the fair prior.

The key idea of our algorithm ε-MIX is to redistribute mass from solutions with low welfare in the support of

ex-ante fair prior pf over to the solution provided by the welfare-maximizing mechanism (with approximation factor

λ). The issue with doing this greedily and explicitly is that it is typically computationally infeasible: the solution

space may be exponential in the size of the input and even if this is not considered an obstacle, it is computationally

infeasible to exactly determine the probability of a mechanism outputting a given solution.

Instead, we only access the fair prior distribution pf by independently drawing samples from it. For a given FWI

instance, ε-MIX begins with flipping a coin that returns heads with a probability α. If the coin flip comes up heads,

then it outputs the solution provided by the welfare-maximizing mechanism Mλ. Otherwise, it gathers an ensemble

of samples from the sampling mechanism and picks a solution that is among the top (1 − α)-fraction of the highest-

valued solutions. Observe that the above-described scheme is a natural way of mimicking the process of moving mass

from the α-fraction of the smallest-valued solutions in the fair prior pf to the solution of Mλ, only using the sampling

mechanism. However, when we are applying this sampling approach we can not guarantee that these (1− α)-fraction

of the highest-valued solutions of the ensemble are those in the top (1 − α)-fraction of the highest-valued solution in

the support of pf as well. However, we show that using O(ε−2) many samples, ε-MIX attains a welfare value that is

(1− ε)-close to the optimal, i.e., the value we could have obtained with the explicit knowledge of pf . We now present

ε-MIX formally in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: Fairness-to-welfare interpolation (ε-MIX)

Input: An instance I(V, pf ,Mλ, α) of FWI, and an approximation factor ε > 0.

Output: A solution i ∈ S drawn according to a distribution pε ∈ ∆ such that TV(pε, pf) ≤ α and

V (pε) ≥ λ · (1 − ε) · V (pOPT).
1: Flip a coin that returns heads with probability α.

2: if the coin flip = heads then

3: Run Mλ and denote its output by A ∈ S.

4: return A
5: else

6: Sample s :=
⌈

8((1− α)ε2)−1 log(2/ε)
⌉

many solutions according to the fair prior pf , and let Z
()
s be the

vector consisting of these solutions sorted in decreasing order of value.

7: Assign one unit of mass, wi = 1 to each entry i ∈ [s] of Z
()
s .

8: Remove a total of αs mass starting from the last entry of Z
()
s and moving upwards. Denote the updated weight

vector by wα.

9: return a solution from Z
()
s chosen with probability proportional to the weight vector wα.

10: end if

We now give our analysis of ε-MIX proving that it is α-fair and achieves the claimed λ(1 − ε) approximation

factor compared to the optimal V (pOPT). We will prove Theorem 3.1 using the following two lemmas. The first

lemma proves that ε-MIX is α-fair.

Lemma 3.2. For any instance, I(V, pf ,Mλ, α) of FWI, let pε denote the distribution of Algorithm 1’s output. Then,

we have

TV(pε, pf ) =
1

2

∑

i

|pεi − pfi | ≤ α.

Observe that Lemma 3.2 does not depend on the number of samples that ε-MIX draws from the fair prior, i.e.

ε-MIX is always α-fair. Our next lemma says that the welfare V (pε) of the output distribution is at least λ(1 − ε)
times the optimal V (pOPT).
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Lemma 3.3. Consider an instance I(V, pf ,Mλ, α) of FWI. For any ε > 0, let pε be the distribution of the output of

Algorithm 1 obtained by drawing O(1/ε2)-many samples from the fair prior pf . Then, we have the following welfare

guarantee,

V (pε) ≥ λ · (1− ε) · V (pOPT).

Combining Lemmas 3.2 and 3.3 yields Theorem 3.1, and hence we move on to their proofs. We begin by

introducing some useful notation. Let zs denote a set of s solutions i.e. zs ∈ S. We slightly abuse notation and

further also consider zs as an indicator vector over these solutions, where the entries of zs are sorted in decreasing

order of welfare and the j’th entry is referred to as z
(j)
s . Now, for any β ∈ (0, 1), consider the following random

mechanism T β. It creates a weight vector wβ ∈ R
s that is initially uniform. Then it removes a total of βs mass

iteratively, starting with i = s and continuing towards i = 1, creating a residual vector wβ . Given this vector T β picks

a solution in z
()
s proportional to the weight of wβ . By the above discussion, for any zs we can write

P(T β(zs) = i) =

s
∑

j=1

1

z
(j)
s =i

wβ
j / ((1− β)s) (1)

Now let Zs denote a random vector of length s, with i.i.d. solutions drawn according to pf . Further, let Z
(j)
s denote

the j’th order variable of Zs entries in terms of decreasing order. Observe that for β = α and s as stated in Step 6, the

mechanism Tα works identically to Steps 6-9 in Algorithm 1. Using this together with Equation (1) and that A ∈ S is

λ-approximate welfare-maximizing solution given by Mλ, we can write pεi as follows

pεi = α1i=A +

s
∑

j=1

E

[

1

Z
(j)
s =i

]

wα
j /s, (2)

and its expected value V (pε) as

V (pε) = αV (A) +

s
∑

j=1

E

[

V (Z(j)
s )

]

wα
j /s. (3)

It is perhaps instructive to observe that for α = 0, this mechanism T 0(zs) corresponds to drawing one entry in zs
uniformly at random. Combining Equations 1 and 2, we can write pfi as

pfi =

s
∑

j=1

E

[

1

Z
(j)
s =i

]

/s (4)

With the above notation, we are now ready to give the proof of Lemma 3.2 i.e. that ε-MIX is α-fair.

Proof of Lemma 3.2. We need to show that the ditance TV(pε, pf ) ≤ α, which by definition is equivalent to showing
∑

i∈S

∣

∣

∣
pεi − pfi

∣

∣

∣
≤ 2α. For any i ∈ [s], using the expression of pεi and pfi in equations (2) and (4) respectively, along

with the fact that wα
j ≤ wj for any j ∈ [s] and applying the triangle inequality, we get that the absolute difference

between pεi and pfi is

∣

∣

∣
pεi − pfi

∣

∣

∣
≤ α1i=A +

s
∑

j=1

E

[

1

Z
(j)
s =i

]

(wj − wα
j )/s.

Now since
∑

i∈S 1Z
(j)
s =i

= 1, we obtain using the linearity of expectations that

∑

i∈S

s
∑

j=1

E

[

1

Z
(j)
s =i

]

(wj − wα
j )/s = α

where the last equality follows using
∑

wj = s and
∑

wα
j = (1−α)s. Finally, combining the last two equations and

using the fact that 1i=A = 1 for i = A and zero otherwise, we get the desired bound of
∑

i∈S

∣

∣

∣
pεi − pfi

∣

∣

∣
≤ 2α. This

completes our proof.
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Next, we move on to prove Lemma 3.3 that says ε-MIX achieves an λ(1 − ε) approximation ratio compared

to V (pOPT). For this, we introduce some more notation. Recall that pOPT is the optimal solution to FWI, that is

TV(pOPT , pf ) ≤ α and V (pOPT) is maximized. In the following, we describe a characterization for the optimal

solution pOPT . Start with pf and remove α mass from the solutions in the supp(pf ), beginning with the smallest-

valued solution and moving towards solutions with higher value. We write pα,r to denote the residual mass left of

pf after the above procedure. Observe that pOPT is now obtained from pα,r by adding α mass to entry OPT. In this

way, pOPT is α-fair and it has added as much mass to the optimal solution i.e. it is indeed the optimal solution to the

constrained maximization problem of FWI. Note that
∑

i∈S pα,ri = 1 − α and hence pα,r/(1 − α) is a probability

measure on the top (1−α)-fraction of solutions in pf (in terms of welfare). In the following, we will use pα to denote

pα,r/(1− α). Finally, pOPT can be expressed using pα as follows

pOPT

i = α1i=OPT + (1 − α)pαi , (5)

implying that

V (pOPT) = αV (OPT) + (1− α)V (pα). (6)

Moreover, we write p̃α to denote (pf − pα,r)/α, i.e. a probability measure over the bottom α-fraction of solutions

in pf (in terms of welfare). Note that we may decompose pf using pα and p̃α in the following way

pf = (1− α)pα + αp̃α. (7)

Using the above machinery, we are now ready to present a lemma that will be crucial in proving our Lemma 3.3

that establishes the welfare guarantees for ε-MIX. The following lemma says that the expected welfare of a solution

picked between the 1 − α-top solutions of an ensemble of s =
⌈

8((1− α)ε2)−1 log(2/ε)
⌉

-many samples from the

fair prior is close to the expected welfare of pα.

Claim 3.4. Consider an instance I(V, pf ,Mλ, α) of FWI and an approximation factor ε > 0. Then, we have

s
∑

j=1

E

[

V (Z(j)
s )

]

wα
j /s ≥ (1− α)(1 − ε)V (pα)

Before proving Claim 3.4 we will introduce some notation. Recall that pα = pα,r/(1−α) and p̃α = (pf−pα,r)/α,

where pα,r was the resulting vector of removing α mass from the entries of pf starting from the lowest-valued entries.

Using this, we noticed in eq. (7) that we may decompose pf using pα and p̃α in the following way

pf = (1− α)pα + αp̃α.

Therefore, sampling from pf can be seen as first flipping a coin C (that returns heads with probability 1 − α), if the

coin flips is heads sample from pα, else sample from p̃α. We will view sampling from pf in this manner. For a sample

vector Zs with s i.i.d. samples from pf , let Ci be the coin flip used in for the i’th sample to determine to sample from

pα or p̃α. Further we define Cs =
∑s

i=1 Ci. That is Cs is the number of times we sample from pα. Furthermore

we write Zr1 , . . . , ZrC to denote the independent samples from the distribution pα in Zs and Zr̄1 , . . . , Zr̄s−C
the

independent samples from the distribution p̃α. Let Z
(1)
r , . . . , Z

(C)
r denote the order variables of Zr1 , . . . , ZrC in terms

of welfare in decreasing order. With this notation, we are now ready to prove Claim 3.4.

Proof of Claim 3.4. First recall that Z
(j)
s was the j’th order variables of Zs, ordered in terms of decreasing welfare.

Further, note that to show Claim 3.4 we have to argue that E
[

∑s
j=1 V (Z

(j)
s )wα

j /s
]

is larger than (1−α)(1−ε)V (pα).

Here wα was produced by assigning 1 unit of mass to a vector of length s and then removing αs units of mass starting

from index s and decreasing towards index 1. Thus we have that wα
j is 0 for j > ⌈(1 − α)s⌉ i.e.,

s
∑

j=1

V (Z(j)
s )wα

j /s =

⌈(1−α)s⌉
∑

j=1

V (Z(j)
s )wα

j /s

6



Further since V (Z
(j)
s )wα

j /s ≥ 0 we also have

⌈(1−α)s⌉
∑

j=1

V (Z(j)
s )wα

j /s ≥

⌈(1−α)(1−ε/2)s⌉
∑

j=1

V (Z(j)
s )wα

j /s

Therefore, if we can show that the expected value of
∑⌈(1−α)(1−ε/2)s⌉

j=1 V (Z
(j)
s )wα

j /s is lower bounded by (1−α)(1−
ε)V (pα) we are done.

To show this consider an outcome cs of CS such that cs ≥ ⌈(1− α)(1 − ε/2)s⌉ i.e. Zs contains at least

⌈(1− α)(1 − ε/2)s⌉ samples from p̃α. Since Zr̄j for j = 1, . . . , s − cs is an outcome from p̃α, the α-bottom of

pf in terms of welfare, we have that V (Zr̄j ) ≤ V (Zri) for any i = 1, . . . , cs and j = 1, . . . , s − cs. Combining this

with cs ≥ ⌈(1 − α)(1 − ε/2)s⌉ we may write
∑⌈(1−α)(1−ε/2)s⌉

j=1 V (Z
(j)
s )wα

j /s as
∑⌈(1−α)(1−ε/2)s⌉

j=1 V (Z
(j)
r )wα

j /s.

Further notice that

⌈(1−α)(1−ε/2)s⌉
∑

j=1

V (Z(j)
r )wα

j /s ≥

⌈(1−α)(1−ε/2)s⌉
∑

j=1

V (Zrj )w
α
j /s

Thus, their expectations also follow the same relation. Using the fact that Zrj is a sample from pα and that we have
∑⌈(1−α)(1−ε/2)s⌉

j=1 wα
j ≥ (1−α)(1−ε/2)s we get that the expectation of

∑⌈(1−α)(1−ε/2)s⌉
j=1 V (Zrj )w

α
j /s at least (1−

α)(1− ε)V (pα) conditioned on cs. That is we have shown for outcomes cs of Cs such that cs ≥ ⌈(1− α)(1 − ε/2)s⌉

E
[

⌈(1−α)(1−ε/2)s⌉
∑

j=1

V (Z(j)
s )wα

j /s

| Cs ≥ ⌈(1− α)(1 − ε/2)s⌉
]

≥ (1− α)(1 − ε/2)V (pα)

Thus if we can show that P [Cs ≥ ⌈(1 − α)(1 − ε/2)s⌉] ≥ (1 − ε/2) the claim follow by the law of total expectation

and (1 − ε/2)2 ≥ (1 − ε). To see that P [Cs ≥ ⌈(1− α)(1 − ε/2)s⌉] ≥ (1 − ε/2) is the case we use Hoeffdings

inequality. Notice that E[Cs] = (1 − α)s, thus Hoeffdings inequality yields that

P [Cs ≤ (1− α)(1 − ε/2)s] ≤ exp(−(1− α)sε2/8).

Now since we have for s =
⌈

8((1 − α)ε2)−1 log(2/ε)
⌉

that exp(−(1 − α)sε2/8) ≤ ε/2 we conclude that with

probability at least 1 − ε/2, Cs is strictly larger than (1 − α)(1 − ε/2)s and since Cs is an integer Cs is then also

larger than ⌈(1 − α)(1 − ε/2)s⌉, which concludes our proof.

We now present the proof of Lemma 3.3 that says pε achieves welfare guarantees with an approximation factor of

(1− ε)λ as compared to pOPT .

Proof of Lemma 3.3. We need to show that V (pε) is lower bounded by (1 − ε)λV (pOPT). To begin with, using

equation (3) we can express V (pε) as

V (pε) = αV (A) +

s
∑

j=1

E

[

V (Z(j)
s )

]

wα
j /s.

Using Lemma 3.4 and since A is the solution provided by Mλ i.e., V (A) ≥ λV (OPT), it follows that

V (pε) ≥ αλV (OPT) + (1 − α)(1− ε)V (pα)

≥ (1− ε)(αλV (OPT) + (1− α)V (pα)). (8)

Recalling the expression for V (pOPT) from equation (6) for comparison.

V (pOPT) = α · V (OPT) + (1 − α) · V (pα) . (9)
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Now, note that, for a = α · V (OPT), b = αλ · V (OPT) and x = (1 − α)V (pα), we have a ≥ b and x ≥ 0.

Algebraic manipulations then lead to the fact that we must have b+x
a+x ≥ b

a . Now combining this fact with equations (8)

and (9), we obtain that
V (pε)
V (pOPT) is lower bounded by

(1 − ε)(αλ · V (OPT) + (1 − α)V (pα))

α · V (OPT) + (1− α)V (pα)
≥ (1− ε)λ,

which concludes the proof.

4 Simple Mixing to achieve Fairness and Welfare guarantees

In this section, we present a faster and simpler algorithm SIMPLE-MIX for the problem of fair-to-welfare interpolation

(FWI). We show that SIMPLE-MIX is α-fair and achieves welfare guarantees that are optimal up to a constant factor.

An important feature of SIMPLE-MIX is that it has absolutely no computational overhead. Additionally, we will

present the ancillary individual fairness properties beyond the underlying welfare maximizing allocation and the ex-

ante fair mechanism at the end of this section.

For a given FWI instance, SIMPLE-MIX proceeds by flipping a coin that returns head with probability α. If

the coin comes up heads then the algorithm outputs the solution provided by the welfare-maximizing mechanism

Mλ else it outputs the solution drawn from the fair sample mechanism. Note that, this can be interpreted as an

interpolation between the λ-approximation solution with α mass and the fair prior distribution scaled with a factor

of 1 − α, see Algorithm 2 below. . We will show that SIMPLE-MIX is α-fair and attains an approximation factor of

min{λ, αλ + (1 − α)2}. Unlike the emix algorithm, SIMPLE-MIX has no computational overhead and in particular,

it does not have to evaluate the value of any solution.

Algorithm 2: Fairness-to-welfare interpolation (SIMPLE-MIX)

Input:An instance I(V, pf ,Mλ, α) of FWI.

Output: A solution i ∈ S drawn according to a distribution ps ∈ ∆ such that TV(ps, pf ) ≤ α and

V (ps) ≥ min{λ, αλ+ (1 − α)2}V
(

pOPT
)

.

1: Flip a coin that returns heads with probability α.

2: if the coin flip = heads then

3: Run Mλ, and denote its output by A ∈ S.

4: return A
5: end if

6: return a solution sampled according to the fair prior pf .

We now present the main theorem of this section stating that SIMPLE-MIX is α-fair and obtain an approximation

factor of min{λ, αλ+ (1− α)2} compared to the welfare of pOPT

Theorem 4.1. Consider an instance I(V, pf ,Mλ, α) of FWI and let ps be the distribution of the output of Algorithm 2.

Then, ps is α-fair and achieves the following welfare guarantee

V (ps) ≥ min{λ, αλ+ (1 − α)2} · V (pOPT).

Remark 4.2. Let us consider the ratio of min{λ, αλ+(1−α)2}/λ and note that it is minimized at λ = 1, and α = 1/2,

i.e. the ratio is lower bounded by min{1, 3/4} = 3/4. And hence, using Theorem 4.1, we obtain that SIMPLE-MIX

always achieves the following performance guarantees

V (ps) ≥
3

4
λ · V (pOPT)

of being optimal up to constant factors.

Before proving Theorem 4.1, we make a few observations about Algorithm 2. Recall that it returns the solution

A (given by the mechanism Mλ) with probability α and for the remaining probability, it returns a solution provided
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by the sampling mechanism for pf . Therefore, for any i ∈ S we can express the distribution ps of SIMPLE-MIX as

follows

psi = α1i=A + (1− α)pfi (10)

and, this implies that the expected welfare V (ps) achieves by SIMPLE-MIX may be expressed as

V (ps) = αV (A) + (1− α)V (pf ). (11)

Combining this with the fact that V (A) ≥ λV (OPT) we get the following lower bound on V (ps)

V (ps) ≥ αλV (OPT) + (1− α)V (pf ). (12)

Having the above observations, we are now ready to prove Theorem 4.1.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. We begin by showing that ps is α-fair, i.e. TV(ps, pf ) ≤ α. By the definition of total variation

distance, it suffices to show that
∑

i∈S

∣

∣

∣
psi − pfi

∣

∣

∣
≤ 2α. We first notice that equation (10) implies that psA ≥ pfA and

psi ≤ pfi for i 6= A i.e., we have |psA − pfA| = psA − pfA and for i 6= A |psA − pfA| = pfA − psA. We can therefore write

∑

i∈S

∣

∣

∣
psi − pfi

∣

∣

∣
= α+ (1− α) · pfA − pfA

+
∑

i∈S\{A}

pfi − (1− α) pfi ≤ α+
∑

i∈S\{A}

αpfi ≤ 2α

proving that ps is α-fair.

For proving the welfare guarantees of SIMPLE-MIX, we will show that the ratio V (ps)/V (pOPT) is at least as high

as min{λ, αλ + (1 − α)2}. We will split this analysis for the ratio into two cases. In the first case, we consider

the scenario when V (pf ) ≥ (1 − α)V (OPT). Using the lower bound of V (ps) in equation (12) and the fact that

V (OPT) ≥ V (pOPT) we obtain that V (ps) /V
(

pOPT
)

is lower bounded by

αλV (OPT) + (1− α)2V (OPT)

V (pOPT)
≥ αλ+ (1 − α)2.

as desired. Therefore, we move to the second case where V (pf ) ≤ (1−α)V (OPT). Recall that by using equation (6),

we can write V (pOPT) = αV (OPT) + (1 − α)pα. Further recall that equation (7) says that we can express pf =
(1− α)pα + αp̃α implying that we have pα = (pf − αp̃α)/(1− α). Now combining the above, we obtain

V (pOPT) = αV (OPT) + V (pf )− αV (p̃α)

≤ αV (OPT) + V (pf )

Since V (ps) ≤ αλV (OPT) + (1− α)V (pf ), we get that the ratio of V (ps)/V (pOPT) is lower bounded by

αλ · V (OPT) + (1− α) · V (pf )

α · V (OPT) + V (pf )
. (13)

We will now analyze the above expression as a function of V (pf ) and show that it is lower bounded by min{λ, αλ+
(1 − α)2}. Note that this will be sufficient to complete our proof. Hence, we move on to show that the expression in

equation (13) has the desired lower bound for the case when V (pf ) ≤ (1− α)V (OPT).

To this end, consider the function h(x) = αλ·V (OPT)+(1−α)x
α·V (OPT)+x , and its derivative h′(x), as follows

α(1 − α) · V (OPT)− αλ · V (OPT)

(α · V (OPT) + x)
2

We notice that the function h(·) is increasing for λ ≤ (1 − α) and decreasing otherwise. If h(·) is increasing, then

h(x) ≥ h(0) = λ holds true, otherwise if h(·) is decreasing, we have h(x) ≥ h((1 − α)V (OPT)) = αλ + (1 − α)2

for x ≤ (1− α)V (OPT). This completes our proof and the stated claim holds true.
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4.1 Welfare guarantees of SIMPLE-MIX are tight

In this section, we prove that for α ∈ [0, 1] and λ ≤ 1 such that either (i) α ≤ 1 − λ or (ii) λ = 1, there exists an

instance I(V, pf ,Mλ, α) of FWI for which the approximation factor on the welfare guarantees of SIMPLE-MIX, as

shown in Theorem 4.1 is tight.

Let us begin with the first case where α ≤ 1−λ. First, note that, for this case we have min{λ, λα+(1−α)2} = λ
and hence we need to show that V (ps) = λV (pOPT). We now consider the following FWI instance where the fair prior

pf is such that every solution in its support has a welfare value of 0 and V (A) = λ · V (OPT) for the output solution

A of the mechanism Mλ. Note that, for such an instance, we have V (pf ) = 0 and V (pα) = 0. Therefore, using

equation (6), we obtain that V (pOPT) = αV (OPT). Moreover, using equation (11) and V (A) = λ · V (OPT), we also

get that V (ps) = αλV (OPT) = λV (pOPT), as desired.

We now consider the second case where λ = 1 and 0 ≤ α ≤ 1. First, note that for this case, we have min{λ, λα+
(1 − α)2} = α + (1 − α)2 i.e. to show desired tightness, it suffices to construct an instance of FWI such that

V (ps) = (α+(1−α)2)V (pOPT). To this end, consider an instance with two solutions S1 and S2 with V (S1) = 1 and

V (S2) = 0. Further, let us assume that the fair prior pf puts β mass on S1 and 1− β mass on S2 for some β ∈ [0, 1].
And hence, we have V (pf ) = β. Since, λ = 1, we know that the mechanism Mλ must outputs the solution S1.

This implies that we can write V (ps) = α + (1 − α)β and V (pOPT) = min{α + β, 1}. Now for β = 1 − α we get

that V (pOPT) = 1 and V (ps) = α + (1 − α)2 = (α + (1 − α)2)V (pOPT), as desired. Since the above holds for any

β ∈ [0, 1], it must also hold for any α ∈ [0, 1] as well, thereby proving the stated claim.

4.2 Ancillary fairness properties of SIMPLE-MIX

For any instance I(V, pf ,Mλ, α) of FWI, the distribution ps of the output of our algorithm SIMPLE-MIX has the

following additional property: for any solution i ∈ S that is in the support of the fair prior pf , i.e., pfi > 0, i is also

in the support of ps. This is also the case for ε-MIX. However SIMPLE-MIX actually, also has the following stronger

property that

psi ≥ (1− α) · pfi (14)

for every solution i ∈ S, with equality for i 6= A. This follows from the fact that SIMPLE-MIX outputs a sample

drawn from the fair prior with probability 1 − α. Therefore, in addition to being α-fair, SIMPLE-MIX preserves the

support of the given fair prior as well, hence providing individual fairness guarantees.

Now consider a setting where our FWI framework models the classic problem of allocating a set [m] of m
indivisible items to a set [n] of n agents. We say an allocation is an n-partition of items into n bundles, one for

each agent. Hence, the set of solution space S consists of all possible allocations. An agent a ∈ [n] has a valuation

function ua : S → R
+
0 that defines her utility ua(i) from an allocation i ∈ S. Note that a distribution vector p ∈ ∆

is now a random allocation where an allocation i is selected with probability pi. With slight abuse of notation, for

any p ∈ ∆, we say her utility ua(p) =
∑

i∈S piua(i) is the expected utility she derives from the associated random

allocation to the distribution p. Finally, the value function V can model social welfare, V (p) =
∑

a∈[n] ua(p) or Nash

social welfare V (i) = (
∏

a∈[n] ua(p))
1/n of a random allocation associated with p ∈ ∆.

Using equation (14), we conclude that for any agent a ∈ [n], her utility in the distribution ps of SIMPLE-MIX is

ua(p
s) =

∑

i∈S

psi · ua(i)

≥ (1− α)
∑

i∈S

pfi · ua(i) = (1− α) · ua(p
f )

at least (1− α) times her utility in the fair prior, hence providing individual fairness guarantees in addition to being α
to fairness.

5 Experiments

We complement our theoretical analysis with an extensive practical evaluation. ε-MIX should theoretically produce

better welfare than SIMPLE-MIX. Nevertheless, the simplicity of SIMPLE-MIX, as well as its ancillary individual
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fairness property begs the question of whether the theoretical performance gap between the two algorithms also exists

in practice, or whether SIMPLE-MIX is the preferable algorithm. We conduct an experimental study on two main

scenarios: assignments and sortition. Both have natural ex-ante fair priors and represent practical use cases of our

framework. We considered FWI instances both reflecting the ex-ante fair mechanism randomized round-robin (RRR)

and sortition.

For RRR, we considered the problem of matching papers to reviewers using the AAMAS data set [BETS22].

Welfare is measured in terms of average reviewer preference for their assigned papers. Specifically, we model these

problems as weighted B-matching in a bipartite graph with one side of the bipartition corresponding to reviewers and

the other side corresponding to papers. RRR initially samples a random permutation. The reviewers then choose their

papers greedy from the top of the available preference list according to the order of the permutation. The selection is

repeated in a round-robin fashion until every paper has sufficiently many reviewers.

For sortition, we used the Adults data set [DG17], and following the line of work by [EKM+22], we modeled

welfare as voter representation in the generated committee of size k. Each individual is viewed as a point in Euclidean

space. Representation is modeled as the (squared Euclidean) distance between an individual and its closest representative.

The value of a committee of size k is the likelihood of a mixture model of k Gaussians each with an identity covariance

matrix centered around the points associated with members of the selected committee. The sortition mechanism

starts by selecting an initial committee such that the likelihood is maximized, followed by replacing some committee

members with randomly selected individuals.

Overall, it is possible to generate a (synthetic) instance where there is a detectable gap between ε-MIX and

SIMPLE-MIX. For real-world instances, this gap typically vanishes, see Figure 1. Thus, we conclude that the

SIMPLE-MIX algorithm, due to its simplicity, speed, and ancillary fairness property is, at least empirically, the

algorithm to use.
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Figure 1: The mean score for different scenarios of FWI with α ∈ (0, 1]
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Figure 2: Empirical standard deviations for the corresponding plots in Figure 1

5.1 Data sets

For the bidding scenarios, we use a synthetic data set and a real-world bidding data set [BETS22]. For the sortition

scenario, we use demographic data from UCI Adults [DG17].

Synthetic: We used a proof of concept synthetic data set that mimics a setup where NR-many goods have to be

distributed between NL-many agents. The data is an outcome of NR · NL-many uniform random variables on the
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interval [0, 1]. These outcomes were now taken to be the weights of a fully connected weighted bipartite graph with

NL nodes on the left and NR nodes on the right. For values of NR and NL can be seen in Table 1.

AAMAS: These two bidding data sets include partially the 2015 and 2016 reviewer’s preference toward paper. The

data consisted of each reviewer’s preference list with labels ”yes”, ”maybe”, ”no response” or ”no”. From this data,

we created a complete weighted bipartite graph with the reviewers NL as left nodes and the NR papers as the right

nodes (see Table 1 for the value of NR and NL). The weights of the edges were decided by the label, respectively

weighted {1, 1/2, 0, 0}.

UCI-Adult: This is a typical data set used in the sortition scenarios. The data set contains a range of demographic

features related to individuals. We choose the features age, education year, marital status, relationship, hours per

week, race and sex. After reducing duplicates, we retain NP = 17749 distinct individuals. We now defined a metric

between points. We 1-hotted the categorical features and interpreted the numerical features as coordinates in Euclidean

space similar to [EKM+22].

Senario Dataset

Assignment

NL NR

AAMAS 2015 201 613

AAMAS 2016 161 442

Synthetic 100 5

Sortition
# Points

UCI-Adult 17749

Table 1: Datasets

5.2 Evaluation Details

We ran SIMPLE-MIX and ε-MIX for α ∈ {1/20, 2/20, . . . , 19/20} (and ε = 0.1, 0.05, 0.01). For each value of

α (and ε) SIMPLE-MIX and ε-MIX we repeated the experiment Nrounds times and reported the empirical mean.

Additionally, we reported the standard deviation of the empirical mean estimator over Nbatch runs(See Figure 2 for

standard deviations). Further, the number of samples Nε from the fair prior used by ε-MIX were only depending on ε
for the Goods Bidding data. For the other cases, we choose a fixed sample number Nε. Table 2 displays the numbers

Nrounds, Nbatch and Nε in detail.

Dataset Nε Nrounds Nbatches

SIMPLE-MIX ε-MIX SIMPLE-MIX ε-MIX

AAMAS 2015 50 100 50 10 5

AAMAS 2016 50 100 50 10 5

Synthetic

ǫ = 0.1 ⌈ 2397
1−α ⌉ 100 50 10 5

ǫ = 0.05 ⌈ 11805
1−α ⌉ 100 50 10 5

ǫ = 0.01 ⌈ 423865
1−α ⌉ 100 50 10 5

UCI-Adult 50 20 10 5 5

Table 2: Specifications for the experiments.

5.2.1 FWI Instance: Resource allocation

In this data set, the purpose is to assign a set of limited items to a set of agents. That is, each item must have one

in-going edge, which defines our solution space S. The value function V was calculated as the sum of a set of 5 such

edges. MAX-MATCHING [Gal86] as welfare-maximizing mechanism Mλ, has an approximation factor of 1. The fair
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mechanism pf was made by first choosing without replacement NR agents out of the NL. Then, each chosen agent

paired goods in order of their preference list.

Result: We refer to the first plot titled, Synthetic, in Figure 1. We see that the empirical mean of ε-MIX is higher

than that of SIMPLE-MIX as expected from the analysis. We further notice that the gap between SIMPLE-MIX and

ε-MIX increases for ε decreasing as expected, that is as ε-MIX converges towards the optimal solution.

5.2.2 FWI Instance: Reviewers Matching

To define the solution space S for the paper-matching data sets, we set constrain for the solution as: 1) each paper

should get three reviewers. 2) the difference between the number of papers two reviewers got should be no more than

one. The latter constraint holds if and only if, when reviewers receive no more than ⌈3 · NR/NL⌉ papers. Therefore,

each reviewer will get no more than nine papers in AAMAS 2015, and ten in AAMAS 2016. The value function V
was taken to be the sum of all selected edges in such a solution.

The welfare-maximizing mechanism Mλ use GREEDY. This GREEDY algorithm, proceeded as follows: Sorted

all the edges by their weights. Picked the edge with the highest weight, if it still obeys the two constraints above.

The fair prior was taken to be repeating the following procedure until each paper is assigned three reviewers: draw

without replacement all the reviewers. Following the order in which the reviewers were drawn, we let the reviewers

pick the paper they liked the most among the set of papers that didn’t have three reviewers already.

Result: We refer to the second plot titled, AAMAS15, in Figure 1. Here, we see that the plot of the empirical

means of ε-MIX and SIMPLE-MIX indicates that ε-MIX slightly out preforms SIMPLE-MIX. This pattern of slight

outperformance of ε-MIX for the AMMAS16 graph is more muted if even present.

5.2.3 FWI Instance: Sortition

In this task, we aim to find a group of NK people representing the general public. Thus we define the solution space

S to be the family of subsets consisting of NK individuals out of the entire set. The value function is described

as follows. We measure representation via the NK-means objective, where, given a set K of NK representatives,

we consider the cost function log(L(K|P )) =
∑

p∈P mink∈K ‖p − k‖2, derived as the negative log likelihood of a

mixture of NK-univariate Gaussians with the the value function

L(K|P )) :=
∏

p∈P

exp(−min
k∈K

‖p− k‖2) · C,

where C is an absolute constant.
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Figure 3: Number of the center K affects Likelihood L

We use RANDOMREPLACE [EKM+22], a sortition mechanism, as fair prior pf and KMEANS++ [AV07] as

welfare-maximizing mechanism Mλ. We initialize the panel for RANDOMREPLACE by KMEANS++ and set q =
⌊3/4 ·NK⌋. Subsequently, we select q centers and replace a chosen center c with a point chosen uniformly at random

from the q closest neighbors of c. We considered all ranges of NK from 1 to 2000. As NK increases, the evaluation

score gradually approaches 1, as Figure 3. For the purpose of testing the fairness mechanism, in the α interval test in

Figure 1, we fixed NK = 600.

Result: In terms of representation, purely optimizing the likelihood always yielded better values than the sortition

mechanism. Nevertheless, the sortition mechanism added input points into the set of candidate centers that the

optimization algorithm consistently avoided, thus balancing out representation with the chance of certain individuals

to be part of the selected set. As was the case with the other algorithms, our mechanisms seamlessly interpolated

between the two solutions.
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