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Abstract

One cannot make truly fair decisions using integer linear programs un-
less one controls the selection probabilities of the (possibly many) opti-
mal solutions. For this purpose, we propose a unified framework when
binary decision variables represent agents with dichotomous preferences,
who only care about whether they are selected in the final solution. We de-
velop several general-purpose algorithms to fairly select optimal solutions,
for example, by maximizing the Nash product or the minimum selection
probability, or by using a random ordering of the agents as a selection cri-
terion (Random Serial Dictatorship). As such, we embed the “black-box”
procedure of solving an integer linear program into a framework that is
explainable from start to finish. Moreover, we study the axiomatic prop-
erties of the proposed methods by embedding our framework into the rich
literature of cooperative bargaining and probabilistic social choice. Lastly,
we evaluate the proposed methods on a specific application, namely kidney
exchange. We find that while the methods maximizing the Nash prod-
uct or the minimum selection probability outperform the other methods
on the evaluated welfare criteria, methods such as Random Serial Dicta-
torship perform reasonably well in computation times that are similar to
those of finding a single optimal solution.

1 Introduction
When solving an integer linear program (ILP), solvers traditionally return one
of the possibly many optimal solutions in a deterministic way (e.g., CPLEX,
2021; Gurobi, 2023). This might not be desirable in practical applications where
the implications of the selected solution are of great importance to the agents
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involved. Consider, for example, the following zero-one knapsack instance.

max 2x1 + x2 + x3 + x4

s.t. 2x1 + x2 + x3 + x4 ≤ 3

x1, x2, x3, x4 ∈ {0, 1}

This simple instance could represent a wide range of practical problems. Imag-
ine, for example, that a school has three remaining spots while five students
want to enroll at that school. Decision variable x1 represents two of those stu-
dents who are twins, and only want to be selected together, while the other
decision variables represent individual students.

There are four optimal solutions for this instance: {x1, x2}, {x1, x3}, {x1, x4},
and {x2, x3, x4}. One possible way to fairly choose between these solutions is
to select solution {x2, x3, x4} with a probability of 40%, and each of the other
solutions with a probability of 20%. In this way, each student is selected with
an equal probability of 60%. Nevertheless, commercial solvers, such as Gurobi
and CPLEX, will always return solution {x2, x3, x4} for their default parameter
settings, regardless of the order in which the variables are input into the solver.1
This means that Gurobi and CPLEX will never select the twins in our example,
for no clear reason. Using a solver without being aware of this issue may there-
fore result in an unfair treatment of some of the agents involved. Moreover, this
small example shows that one cannot claim to make a fair decision using an ILP
unless one controls the selection procedure of the optimal solutions.

To overcome this undesirable behaviour, we will discuss methods to control
the selection probabilities of the optimal solutions of ILPs with multiple optimal
solutions, in order to improve both fairness and transparency in decision-making
processes that use ILPs. Since it is well-known that enumerating all optimal
solutions of an ILP formulation is computationally challenging in general, we
will pay special attention to methods that do not require a full enumeration. We
will refer to the problem of controlling the selection probabilities for the optimal
solutions of ILPs as fair integer programming. In Sections 4-6, we study the
fair integer programming problem for ILPs with binary decision variables, each
representing an agent with dichotomous preferences. Dichotomous preferences
can be used to model simple settings where a yes/no decision should be made
for each agent to decide whether they are selected in the final solution, or to
model more complex settings where agents only care whether a certain criterion
is satisfied by the final solution, e.g., an agent is happy if and only if “their” set
is covered by the final solution, or if and only if the agent’s submodular utility
function reaches a certain treshold. The general class of ILPs that we study
can be used to model various network problems, knapsack, facility location,
scheduling, matching, kidney exchange, etc. In Section 7, we will discuss how
the proposed methods can be extended to settings in which the agents have
cardinal preferences, i.e., a utility value for each of the possible outcomes, or to

1We tested this for the default settings of Gurobi 9.1.1 and CPLEX 12.9, both implemented
in C++.
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allow positive selection probabilities for near-optimal solutions, whose objective
values are at most ϵ percent worse than the optimum.

Important to note is that the methods discussed in this paper are com-
plementary to the literature on inequity and group fairness (e.g., Karsu and
Morton, 2015), because our analysis takes place after the decision-maker has
implicitly described a set of optimal solutions that are all equally desirable in
her opinion. In other words, we assume the set of optimal solutions to satisfy
all inequity and group fairness criteria that the decision-maker deems relevant
for a specific application. The input to our problem is then a formulation that
describes this set of optimal solutions, but it is irrelevant for our methods which
(linear) constraints it contains or whether or not it is the last step of a hi-
erarchical optimization process. One should note that symmetry breaking and
dominance rules, which are typically used to lower computation times of ILPs by
reducing the number of optimal solutions, should be adopted with care. When
using a dominance rule, for example, which exploits the fact that an optimal so-
lution exists in which a certain property is satisfied, the resulting formulation is
no longer guaranteed to describe all optimal solutions to the original instance.2
Because we optimize various fairness criteria over the convex hull of the optimal
solutions, this might result in selection probabilities over the optimal solutions
that are sub-optimal with respect to the chosen fairness criterion.

Our main contributions are the following. First, we study how to fairly select
optimal or near-optimal solutions for a general class of ILPs that we introduce
in Section 2. As such, we extend the recent results by Flanigan et al. (2021a)
and St-Arnaud et al. (2022) to a general class of problems in which a subset of
agents should be selected under certain constraints. We provide an overview of
the extensive relevant literature for related problems from various subfields of
Operations Research, Economics, and Computer Science in Section 3. Moreover,
we propose general-purpose algorithms to construct selection probabilities over
the optimal solutions that satisfy various fairness criteria, for example, by max-
imizing the Nash product or the minimum selection probability of the agents,
or by using a random ordering of the agents as a selection criterion (Random
Serial Dictatorship).

Second, we study the axiomatic properties of the proposed methods by em-
bedding our setting into the rich literature on cooperative bargaining and prob-
abilistic social choice.

Third, we evaluate the proposed methods for a specific application, namely
the kidney exchange problem (see Section 8). We find that while the methods
maximizing the Nash product or the minimum selection probability outperform
the other methods on the evaluated welfare criteria, methods such as Random
Serial Dictatorship perform reasonably well in computation times that are sim-
ilar to those of finding a single optimal solution.

Considering the potential real-life impact of selecting one of the multiple op-
2Consider, for example, the pseudo-polynomial dynamic programming algorithm by Lawler

and Moore (1969) for the problem of minimizing the weighted number of tardy jobs on a single
machine, which exploits the observation that there exists an optimal solution in which all on-
time jobs are ordered according to earliest due date.
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timal solutions of an ILP, we put strong emphasis on devising tangible methods
with a clear underlying intuition. As such, we embed the “black-box” proce-
dure of solving an integer programming formulation into a framework that is
explainable from start to finish.

2 Definitions
We start by defining the general class of integer linear programs for which we
will study the selection procedure of an optimal solution. Define a set A of n ∈ N
agents with corresponding binary decision variables x ∈ {0, 1}n, a matrix A ∈
Rm×n, and vectors v ∈ Rn and c ∈ Rm, with m ∈ N. Additionally, consider a
vector of k ∈ N auxiliary integer decision variables y ∈ Zk, with corresponding
parameters w ∈ Rk and B ∈ Rm×k.3 Consider the following integer linear
program.

max v⊺x+w⊺y

s.t. Ax+By ≤ c

x ∈ {0, 1}n,y ∈ Zk

Denote the set of all ILPs of the above form by Ξ. For each instance ξ ∈ Ξ, a
binary decision has to be made for each of the agents in A, and we say that an
agent i ∈ A is selected in a given solution x if xi = 1.

Let S(ξ) = {(x1,y1), (x2,y2), . . . , (x|S(ξ)|,y|S(ξ)|)} be the set of all optimal
solutions of an ILP ξ ∈ Ξ. Moreover, denote the objective value of the solutions
in S(ξ) by z∗(ξ). We are mainly interested in the projection of S(ξ) onto the
x-variables, which we denote by Sx(ξ). In the remainder of this paper, we will
simply refer to S(ξ) by S when the ILP ξ ∈ Ξ is clear from the context, and
the same holds for z∗, Sx, and other related notations that will be introduced
further on. Moreover, we will denote the convex hull of Sx by Conv(Sx).

Based on S, we can partition the set of agents A in the following disjoint
subsets:

(i) Y = {i ∈ A : ∀s ∈ S : xs
i = 1};

(ii) N = {i ∈ A : ∀s ∈ S : xs
i = 0};

(iii) M = {i ∈ A : ∃s, t ∈ S : xs
i ̸= xt

i}.

The set Y, resp. N , consists of the agents that are always, resp. never, selected,
while the setM contains the agents that are selected in some, but not in all of
the optimal solutions in S. Unless there exists a solution that selects all agents
in M, any deterministic selection of one of the solutions s ∈ S will clearly
disadvantage at least one agent i ∈ M for which xs

i = 0. A fair treatment
3Note that most results in our paper continue to hold when the y-variables are continuous,

rather than integer. While the set of optimal solutions might be infinite for y ∈ Rk, causing
the uniform distribution in Section 5.1, for example, to be ill-defined, the projection of the
set of optimal solutions onto the x-variables will still be finite.
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of the agents in M therefore requires randomization. Given a set of optimal
solutions S, a lottery λ = (λs)

|S|
s=1 is a probability distribution over S, with∑|S|

s=1 λs = 1 and λs ≥ 0 for all s ∈ {1, . . . , |S|}. Denote the set of all lotteries
for a set of optimal solutions S by ∆(S).

In general, decision-makers mostly care about the selection probabilities of
the agents for ILPs in Ξ, rather than about the selection probabilities of the
optimal solutions. A distribution is a vector d ∈ [0, 1]n, corresponding to the
selection probabilities of the agents in A for an ILP in Ξ. We assume probabil-
ity di to be the canonical utility of agent i ∈ A (similarly to, e.g., Aziz et al.,
2019). Clearly, not all such vectors can be obtained through lotteries over the
optimal solutions, as illustrated in Example 1 below. The following definition
formalizes this idea.

Definition 1. Given an ILP ξ ∈ Ξ, a distribution d ∈ [0, 1]n is realizable over
the corresponding set of optimal solutions S if there exists a lottery λ ∈ ∆(S)
such that

d =

|S|∑
s=1

λsx
s. (1)

A lottery λ ∈ ∆(S) that satisfies Equation (1) is said to realize d, and
we denote the set of all lotteries that realize a distribution d by ∆d(S) ⊆
∆(S). Note that Definition 1 is equivalent to saying that, given an ILP in Ξ,
a distribution d is realizable over a set of optimal solutions S if it lies in the
convex hull of the x-variables of the solutions in S.

Lastly, a distribution rule is a function f : Ξ→ [0, 1]n that maps each integer
linear program ξ ∈ Ξ to a distribution f(ξ) ∈ [0, 1]n. Because of the one-to-one
mapping between an ILP ξ and its set of optimal solutions S(ξ), we will use
f(ξ) and f(S) interchangeably in the remainder of this paper.

The following example illustrates the introduced terminology.

Example 1. Consider the following zero-one knapsack instance with four agents,
and a capacity of 6.

max 4x1 + 3x2 + x3 + x4

s.t. 4x1 + 2.5x2 + 2.5x3 + 2.5x4 ≤ 6

x1, x2, x3, x4 ∈ {0, 1}

The optimal objective value for this instance equals z∗ = 4, and there are three
optimal solutions, namely S = {(1, 0, 0, 0), (0, 1, 1, 0), (0, 1, 0, 1)}. Because all
agents appear in some, but not in all of the optimal solutions in S, all agents
belong to M, and Y = N = ∅. A possible lottery λU is to select each of
the optimal solutions in S with an equal probability, i.e., λU = { 13 ,

1
3 ,

1
3}. The

corresponding distribution dU is equal to ( 13 ,
2
3 ,

1
3 ,

1
3 ), which means that agent 2

is selected with a probability of 2
3 by lottery λU , while all other agents are

selected with a probability of 1
3 . Now consider the distribution dE = (η, η, η, η),

which select all agents in M with an equal probability η. Then dE is not
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realizable in this instance for any value η ∈ [0, 1], because no lottery λ =
(λ1, λ2, λ3) satisfies λ1 = λ2 = λ3 = η, and λ2 + λ3 = η.

3 Related work
Although the body of literature that deals with fairness and transparency in
algorithmic decision-making is vast and rapidly expanding, very few papers
explicitly discuss the problem of how to select one of the optimal solutions of
some general ILP in a fair and transparent way. Nevertheless, because of the
generality of the problem at hand, various fields of research cover topics that
are closely related to it, and in the remainder of this section we aim to provide
a concise overview of the relevant literature.

3.1 Fair integer programming for specific problems
We will first discuss two specific problem settings, which are both special cases
of the general setting studied in this paper, in which the fair integer program-
ming problem has been studied. First, Flanigan et al. (2021a) and Flanigan
et al. (2021b) study the selection probabilities of optimal solutions for sortition,
which is the problem of randomly selecting a panel of representatives from the
population to decide on policy questions. The constraints in their model are
simply quota stating lower and upper bounds for various subsets of the pop-
ulation (e.g., female, older than 65). While Flanigan et al. (2021a) study the
distribution rules that we discuss in Sections 5.1-5.3, and propose a column gen-
eration framework for them, Flanigan et al. (2021b) study how to implement
these distribution rules as a uniform lottery over a set of m panels.

A second specific problem setting for which the selection probabilities of
optimal solutions have been studied in the literature is kidney exchange. In
kidney exchange, patients who suffer from kidney failure and who have an in-
compatible kidney donor, are matched to the incompatible donor of another
patient such that the matched donors’ kidneys can be transplanted. While var-
ious formulations to model the kidney exchange problem as an ILP exist (e.g.,
Abraham et al., 2007; Roth et al., 2007; Dickerson et al., 2016), the objective
typically consists of maximizing the number of transplants. As pointed out by
Farnadi et al. (2021) and Carvalho and Lodi (2023), however, there may be
many solutions maximizing the number of transplants. Roth et al. (2005) in-
troduce an egalitarian mechanism, which equalizes the individual probabilities
of receiving a transplant as much as possible, and which outputs a lottery over
the maximum-size matchings for pairwise exchanges (no exchange cycles of size
three or larger). Li et al. (2014) show that Roth et al.’s egalitarian solution
can be computed efficiently. Alternatively, Farnadi et al. (2021) propose and
evaluate three different methods to enumerate all maximum-size matchings for
kidney exchange problems with longer exchange cycles, and then discuss how
to optimize two families of probability distributions over the optimal solutions.
Moreover, St-Arnaud et al. (2022) propose a column generation procedure for
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the rules discussed in Section 5.3, and for the maximin rule (which is only the
first step of the leximin rule discussed in 5.2).

Further, a recent stream of papers study, for settings where decisions have
to be made repeatedly, how to improve fairness over time (e.g., Bampis et al.,
2018; Lackner, 2020; Lodi et al., 2022; Elkind et al., 2022).

3.2 Cooperative bargaining and probabilistic social choice
There are two more general problem settings, each with their own terminology
and solution concepts, in which our problem can be embedded. First, in cooper-
ative bargaining, a set of two or more participants is faced with a set of feasible
outcomes in the utility space, simply called the feasible set. If the participants
can reach a unanimous agreement on one of the feasible outcomes, then each
of the participants receives the corresponding utility. If unanimity cannot be
reached, a given disagreement outcome is the result. We refer the reader to Roth
(1979), Thomson (1994), and Peters (2013) for a detailed overview of results. In
our case, the feasible set corresponds to the convex hull of the optimal solutions
of the ILP under consideration, while the disagreement outcome is the origin
for all agents in M, who are selected in some, but not in all of the optimal
solutions.

Second, in probabilistic social choice, all agents report their (ordinal) prefer-
ences over a set of outcomes. The goal is then to select a lottery over the set of
outcomes in order to satisfy certain desirable criteria. Well-studied probabilistic
social choice functions are Random (Serial) Dictatorship (Gibbard, 1977), and
maximal lotteries (Fishburn, 1984; Brandl et al., 2016). Our problem can be
stated in the terminology of probabilistic social choice theory by letting each of
the optimal solutions correspond to one of the outcomes.

Following the corresponding literature in probabilistic social choice under di-
chotomous preferences (e.g., Bogomolnaia and Moulin, 2004; Bogomolnaia et al.,
2005; Aziz et al., 2019), we will make the assumption that an agent’s canonical
utility for a lottery over the optimal solutions of an ILP is simply the expected
value of the binary variable associated to them, namely the probability with
which she is selected by the lottery. In the context of cooperative bargaining,
so-called binary lottery games have been experimentally studied, for example,
by Roth and Malouf (1979), Roth et al. (1981), Roth and Murnighan (1982),
and Murnighan et al. (1988).

The main difference between the fair integer programming problem we study
and the literature on cooperative bargaining and probabilistic social choice is
the way in which the set of possible outcomes is expressed. An underlying as-
sumption in cooperative bargaining and probabilistic social choice is that the set
of possible outcomes is given explicitly, by describing the convex and bounded
feasible set (cooperative bargaining), or by listing all possible outcomes (prob-
abilistic social choice). In our setting, however, the set of possible outcomes is
described implicitly as the set of optimal solutions to an integer programming
formulation. This implies that, in general, it is NP-hard, and thus computa-
tionally challenging, to already obtain one of the optimal solutions (e.g., Karp,
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1972). Moreover, returning the set of all optimal solutions to an ILP belongs
to complexity class #P, which is the analogue to NP, but defined for count-
ing problems instead of for decision problems (Valiant, 1979a,b; Danna et al.,
2007). As a result, we put strong emphasis on methods that obtain a maximally
fair lottery over the optimal solutions of an integer linear program, for various
fairness metrics, without having to generate the set of all optimal solutions.

3.3 Other related work
We conclude this section by giving a concise overview of other streams of liter-
ature related to our setting. First, Danna et al. (2007) and Serra and Hooker
(2020) illustrate that many ILPs with binary decision variables have multi-
ple, and possibly many, optimal solutions for MIPLIB instances, and Farnadi
et al. (2021) and Carvalho and Lodi (2023) illustrate this for kidney exchange
instances. Moreover, Serra and Hooker (2020) discuss how to represent (near)-
optimal solutions in weighted decision diagrams, which can be easily queried.
An alternative to generating all optimal solutions is to sample one of the opti-
mal solutions. One possible solution method for the more general problem of
random sampling in convex bodies are (geometric) random walks, and we refer
to reader to Vempala (2005) for an overview.

With respect to the fairness of the returned solution, Chen and Hooker (2022)
provide a recent overview of the related problem of selecting a utility vector
from a set of feasible utility vectors in order to maximize a given social welfare
function, without allowing for randomization. Moreover, Bertsimas et al. (2011)
introduce the price of fairness concept, which quantifies the relative loss in
utility between the utility-maximizing solution and the maximally fair solution.
Michorzewski et al. (2020) extend their results when agents have dichotomous
preferences, and Dickerson et al. (2014) and McElfresh and Dickerson (2018)
study the price of fairness in kidney exchange.

4 Partitioning the agents
When the set of optimal solutions S cannot be fully enumerated, the partitioning
of the set of agents A into the disjoint subsets Y, N , and M is crucial to
obtain fair selection probabilities for the agents involved. Indeed, when this is
not done systematically, an agent that actually belongs to M might be falsely
considered to belong to Y or to N , thus being unrightfully advantaged, resp.
disadvantaged, compared to the other in agents in M. The greedy covering
procedure by Farnadi et al. (2021), for example, which identifies a subset S ′
of the optimal solutions such that each agent in M appears in at least one
solution in S ′, may falsely consider agents to belong to Y while they actually
belong to M.

The following proposition shows that this partitioning can be done by call-
ing the solver at most n + 1 times for ILPs in Ξ that differ from the original
formulation in at most one constraint, regardless of the size of S.
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Proposition 1. Given an integer linear program ξ ∈ Ξ, we can partition the set
of agents A into disjoint subsets Y, N and M by solving at most n+ 1 integer
linear programs in Ξ that differ in at most one constraint from ξ.

Proof. Given an ILP ξ ∈ Ξ with corresponding set of agents A, we will describe
an algorithm that will partition A into subsets Y, N , and M by solving at
most n+ 1 ILPs in Ξ. Define vectors Y ,N ∈ Rn, and initialize them such that
each of their elements is equal to −1. The main idea of the proposed algorithm
is to store in vectors Y and N which agents cannot belong to sets Y and N ,
respectively. Yi is set to zero for agent i ∈ A if we know that i /∈ Y, and Yi = −1
otherwise (and the same holds for N).

First, we start by finding an optimal solution (x,y) for ξ, and we then
partition A into two groups: those who are selected in (x,y), and who therefore
do not belong to N , and those who are not selected, and who therefore do not
belong to Y. This means that for each agent i ∈ A either Yi = 0 or Ni = 0 after
this first step.

Next, we will solve at most one ILP in Ξ for each agent i ∈ A. If we know
for an agent i that they do not belong to N , because Ni = 0, we will verify
whether they belong to Y by checking whether an optimal solution to ξ exists
in which agent i is not selected. We check this by constructing a problem ξ′

which is equal to ξ with the additional constraint that xi = 0. If the optimal
objective value of ξ′ is not equal to the optimal objective value of ξ, or if the
resulting problem is infeasible, then it must hold that i ∈ Y, which means that
agent i is selected in all optimal solutions of ξ. Otherwise, i ∈ M. A similar
reasoning holds for the agents of which we know that they do not belong to Y.

Each time we find a solution with the optimal objective value in the above
steps, we update Y and N by setting Yj to zero if agent j ∈ A is not selected in
that optimal solution, and setting Nj to zero if agent j is selected. Therefore, for
some agents j ∈ A we might already know that they belong toM before having
to solve their corresponding ILP as described above, because Yj = Nj = 0.
Hence, the described algorithm solves at most n + 1 integer linear programs
in Ξ.

In the remainder of this paper, we will assume that we know the partitioning
of the set of agents A into Y, N , and M, unless stated otherwise. Moreover,
because any lottery λ ∈ ∆(S) will always, resp. never, select the agents in Y,
resp. N , we will only focus on the selection probabilities of the agents in M.
Considering that any ILP ξ ∈ Ξ can be transformed into an equivalent ILP
in which the agents in Y ∪ N are replaced by parameters, we assume the set
of agents A to be equal to M in the remainder of this paper, unless stated
otherwise.

5 Distribution rules
In this section, we will introduce several distribution rules and their computa-
tional properties. We propose frameworks to find distributions optimizing a lin-
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ear or a concave objective function, and we illustrate the proposed frameworks
to find distributions maximizing the egalitarian and the Nash social welfare.
Note, however, that our frameworks can be easily modified to find distributions
optimizing other objective functions. Moreover, we propose a method to apply
the Random Serial Dictatorship rule, which has been extensively studied in the
social choice and matching literature, to our setting.

In general, we can distinguish two different ways to realize a distribution d
for a specific integer linear program in practice. First, one could explicitly
find a lottery λ that realizes d, together with the optimal solutions s ∈ S for
which λs > 0, and then select solution s ∈ S with probability λs. Secondly, one
could specify a method that outputs only one solution s ∈ S according to an
underlying lottery λ that realizes d, without explicitly generating all relevant
solutions in S. The following definition formalizes this distinction (a similar dis-
tinction for probabilistic assignments has been made by Demeulemeester et al.,
2023).

Definition 2. Given an integer linear program ξ ∈ Ξ and a distribution d ∈
[0, 1]n that is realizable over the corresponding set of optimal solutions S,

(i) a decomposition of d is a tuple (S ′,λ′), with λ′ ∈ ∆d(S ′) and S ′ ⊆ S such
that λ′

s > 0 implies that s ∈ S ′;

(ii) an implementation of d is an algorithm that randomly selects a single
solution s ∈ S according to a lottery λ ∈ ∆d(S).

Note that, given an implementation, neither the distribution which it real-
izes, nor the underlying decomposition from which a solution is sampled are
assumed to be explicitly known (see Section 5.4 for an example). Clearly, a de-
composition of a distribution d implies its implementation, but not vice versa.
Given the computational complexity of generating optimal solutions in integer
programming, as discussed in Section 3, obtaining a decomposition of a distribu-
tion is not always tractable. Therefore, we will pay special attention to cases in
which we can find an implementation of a distribution without first generating
its decomposition.

5.1 Uniform
The uniform distribution is the distribution resulting from selecting each solu-
tion in S with equal probability.

Definition 3. Given an integer linear program ξ ∈ Ξ, the uniform distribu-
tion dU is the distribution realized by lottery λU = { 1

|S| , . . . ,
1
|S|}.

We are not aware of any general method to obtain dU for all ILPs in Ξ
without counting all optimal solutions in S. Although doing so is #P-complete
in general, as discussed in Section 3, this approach might still be tractable in
practice for smaller instances (see, e.g., Farnadi et al., 2021).
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5.2 Leximin distribution
Next, we discuss a distribution rule that aims to determine the selection proba-
bilities from an egalitarian perspective. Clearly, a distribution rule that selects
each agent inM with the same probability is not realizable for all instances in
Ξ, as is illustrated in Example 1. Therefore, we focus on a distribution that
is egalitarian in nature, and that will always be realizable, by construction,
namely the leximin distribution. The intuition behind the leximin distribution
is to first maximize the lowest selection probability for the agents inM, then to
maximize the second-lowest selection probability, etc. We propose an algorithm
to compute the leximin distribution by iteratively generating optimal solutions
to be used in its decomposition.

For any distribution d ∈ Rn, denote by lex(d) ∈ Rn the vector that is
obtained by reordering the elements of d in non-decreasing order. Given an
ILP ξ ∈ Ξ, we say that a distribution d ∈ [0, 1]n lexicographically dominates
a distribution q ∈ [0, 1]n when either lex(d)1 > lex(q)1, or there exists an
index i ∈ {2, . . . , n} such that lex(d)i > lex(q)i while lex(d)j = lex(q)j for
all 1 ≤ j < i.

Definition 4. Given an integer linear program ξ ∈ Ξ, a leximin distribu-
tion dL ∈ Conv(Sx) is a distribution that is not lexicographically dominated by
any other distribution q ∈ Conv(Sx).

Note that there will be a unique leximin distribution for each ILP ξ ∈ Ξ.
Imagine, by contradiction, that there would be two leximin distributions p and
q. Then the average of p and q would lexicographically dominate both p and q.

Unlike for the uniform distribution, it is possible to find a decomposition
of dL without counting the number of solutions in S by using a similar approach
as Airiau et al. (2022, Theorem 1). Each iteration of our algorithm consists of
two steps, denoted as the upper and the lower problem. In the upper problem,
we start by identifying the largest value such that all agents whose selection
probabilities have not yet been fixed in the previous iterations can be selected
with at least that probability. Next, in the lower problem, we identify the
agents whose selection probabilities are exactly equal to this value in the leximin
distribution, we fix their selection probabilities to the obtained value, and we
proceed to the next iteration. Whereas Airiau et al. (2022) explicitly know the
set of possible outcomes, however, we will adopt a column generation approach
in each step of the algorithm to avoid full enumeration of the optimal solutions.

In each iteration t of the algorithm, let Nt ⊆ M denote the set of agents
whose selection probabilities have been fixed in the previous iterations, where
Nt = ∅ in the first iteration. First, we find the largest value γ for which there
still exists a distribution d ∈ Conv(Sx) that selects all agents in M\ Nt with
a probability of at least γ. We will do this by solving the column generation
framework [RMPt], which corresponds to the upper problem of our algorithm
in iteration t. Consider an ILP ξ ∈ Ξ, and denote by S̃ ⊆ S the subset of
the optimal solutions that we initially include in the restricted master problem.
Then we set γ∗ equal to the objective value of the following linear program
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[RMPt], where decision variable λs refers to the weight of solution (xs,ys) ∈ S̃
in the corresponding lottery, and where dLi refers to the selection probabilities
that were fixed in the previous iterations for the agents in Nt.

[RMPt] max γ (2a)

s.t.
|S̃|∑
s=1

λsx
s
i ≥ γ ∀ i ∈M \Nt, (2b)

|S̃|∑
s=1

λsx
s
i = dLi ∀ i ∈ Nt, (2c)

|S̃|∑
s=1

λs = 1, (2d)

λs ≥ 0 ∀ s ∈ {1, . . . , |S̃|}. (2e)

Denote the dual variables related to constraints (2b), (2c), and (2d) by µ ∈
R|M\Nt|

− , ν ∈ R|Nt|, and ρ ∈ R, respectively. Then an optimal solution for [RMPt],
with dual variables µ∗,ν∗ and ρ∗, is optimal over all solutions in S if no so-
lution xs ∈ Sx has a negative reduced cost. This means that for all solu-
tions x ∈ Sx the following should hold:∑

i∈M\Nt

µ∗
i xi +

∑
i∈Nt

ν∗i xi + ρ∗ ≥ 0. (3)

The pricing problem then consists of the constraints of the original prob-
lem ξ, and an additional constraint to enforce that the original objective value
is optimal, i.e., v⊺x + w⊺y = z∗, while the objective function of the pricing
problem minimizes the left-hand side of Equation (3). If the pricing problem
finds a solution x′ ∈ Sx \ S̃x with a strictly negative reduced cost, then x′ is
added to S̃x and the restricted master problem [RMPt] is solved again. An op-
timal solution γ∗ over S is found in iteration t when the pricing problem cannot
find a solution with a strictly negative objective value.

Next, after we have found γ∗, we want to identify the agents inM that are
selected with a probability equal to γ∗ in the leximin distribution by solving the
lower problem. Note that simply fixing the probabilities for all agents for whom
constraints (2b) are binding might result in a lexicographically dominated dis-
tribution, because some of these agents might be selected with a higher prob-
ability in the leximin distribution, while other agents might be selected with
probability γ∗ as well. To verify whether agent j ∈ M \ Nt is selected with
probability γ∗, we solve the following linear program over a subset S̃ ⊆ S of the
optimal solutions:

[LPjt] max θ (4a)
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s.t.
|S̃|∑
s=1

λsx
s
j ≥ γ∗ + θ, (4b)

|S̃|∑
s=1

λsx
s
i ≥ γ∗ ∀ i ∈M \Nt, (4c)

|S̃|∑
s=1

λsx
s
i = dLi ∀ i ∈ Nt, (4d)

|S̃|∑
s=1

λs = 1, (4e)

λs ≥ 0 ∀ s ∈ {1, . . . , |S̃|}. (4f)

Similarly to the column generation procedure for the upper problem [RMPt],
denote the dual variables of constraints (4b)-(4e) by π ∈ R−, µ ∈ R|M\Nt|

− ,
ν ∈ R|Nt|, and ρ ∈ R, respectively. Then an optimal solution for [LPjt] with
dual variables π∗, µ∗, ν∗, and ρ∗ is optimal over all solutions in S if for all
solutions x ∈ Sx it holds that

π∗xj +
∑

i∈M\Nt

µ∗
i xi +

∑
i∈Nt

ν∗i xi + ρ∗ ≥ 0. (5)

Hence, the pricing problem of formulation [LPjt] consists of minimizing the
left-hand side of Equation (5) over the constraints of the original ILP ξ, and
an additional constraint v⊺x+w⊺y = z∗ to enforce that the original objective
value is optimal. If the pricing problem finds a solution x′ ∈ Sx \ S̃x with
a strictly negative reduced cost, then x′ is added to S̃x and the restricted
master problem [LPjt] is solved again. An optimal solution θ∗ over S is found
in iteration t when the pricing problem cannot find a solution with a strictly
negative objective value.

If θ∗ = 0 is the optimal objective value of [LPjt] over the set of all optimal
solutions S for an agent j ∈ M \ Nt, then we add agent j to Nt, and we set
dLj = γ∗. Note that there must be at least one agent j ∈ M \ Nt for whom
this is the case, because otherwise γ∗ was not the optimal objective value of the
upper problem [RMPt] over all solutions in S. When the lower problem [LPjt]
has been solved for all agents j ∈ M \ Nt, the algorithm proceeds to the next
iteration unless M = Nt.

Clearly, the described algorithms will require at most |M| iterations to out-
put a decomposition (S̃,λ) of dL, where λ are the weights that are found in
the last linear program that was solved, and S̃ ⊆ S is the subset of the optimal
solutions that has been generated throughout the algorithm. This implies that
the upper problem [RMPt] should be solved at most |M| times to optimality
over all solutions in S, and that formulation [LPjt] in the lower problem should
be solved at most |M|

2 (|M|+1) times to optimality over all solutions in S. Gen-
erally, later iterations will be less computationally heavy, because the solution
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distribution from the previous iteration and the corresponding subset of optimal
solutions can be used as a “warm start” by a solver.

We are not aware of any method to directly obtain an implementation of dL

without first constructing its decomposition.

5.3 Custom selection criteria
Given an integer linear program ξ ∈ Ξ, assume that a decision-maker wants
to find a distribution df that minimizes a convex function f : Rn → R, or,
equivalently, that maximizes a concave function −f . The choice of this function
is problem-specific. One could, for example, minimize the k-norm

Lk(d) =

(∑
i∈M

dki

) 1
k

, (6)

for a real number k ≥ 1 (Farnadi et al., 2021). Alternatively, one could maximize
the geometric mean

fN (d) =

(∏
i∈M

di

) 1
|M|

. (7)

While the solution that maximizes the geometric mean is also known as the
Nash (bargaining) solution (Nash, 1950) in the related literature on cooperative
bargaining games, it is rather known as the maximum Nash welfare solution in
social choice literature (e.g., Caragiannis et al., 2019).

Assuming the full set of optimal solutions S for a given ILP ξ ∈ Ξ is known,
we can find a decomposition of df using the following formulation [Cf (S)], where
the decision variables df ∈ [0, 1]n and λ ∈ ∆df (S) represent a distribution and
a realizing lottery, respectively, and each element (xs,ys) ∈ S corresponds to
an optimal solution of ξ.

[Cf (S)] min f(df ) (8a)

s.t.
|S|∑
s=1

λsx
s = df , (8b)

|S|∑
s=1

λs = 1, (8c)

λs ≥ 0 ∀ s ∈ {1, . . . , |S|}. (8d)

When the set of optimal solutions S is not known and cannot be fully enu-
merated efficiently, however, the form of the objective function f plays a crucial
role. For a linear objective function f , such as the arithmetic mean, a “classical”
column generation approach as described for formulation [RMPt] in Section 5.2
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can be adopted in a straightforward way. For a non-linear objective function f ,
however, this approach is no longer possible, and we will discuss how to adapt
the column generation procedure for convex programs that satisfy strong dual-
ity. A similar approach has been recently proposed by Flanigan et al. (2021a)
for sortition, and by St-Arnaud et al. (2022) for kidney exchange, which are
both problems that are a special case of the ILPs in class Ξ. Our discussion is
similar to Section 8 in the Supplementary information of Flanigan et al. (2021a).

Denote by [Cf (S̃)] the variant of formulation [Cf (S)] which minimizes a dif-
ferentiable and convex function f over a subset S̃ ⊆ S of the optimal solu-
tions. Denote the dual variables related to constraints (8b)-(8d) in [Cf (S̃)] by
µ ∈ R|M|, ρ ∈ R, and ν ∈ R|S̃|. The column generation procedure proceeds
as follows. In each iteration t, we solve [Cf (S̃t)], where S̃1 is some non-empty
subset of S in the first iteration, and S̃t is defined in the previous iteration, oth-
erwise. Let (λ∗,d∗) denote an optimal solution to the primal problem [Cf (S̃t)]
with dual variables µ∗, ρ∗ and ν∗, and let (x′,y′) be an optimal solution to
the convex program min{

∑
i∈M µ∗

i xi : (x,y) ∈ S}. As we discuss in detail in
Appendix A, program [Cf (S̃t)] satisfies strong duality, and the Karush-Kuhn-
Tucker conditions therefore imply that in its primal optimum µ∗

i = ∂
∂di

f(d∗)
should hold. We have found a distribution d∗ which minimizes f over the so-
lutions in S, and a corresponding decomposition (S̃t,λ∗) of d∗, if the following
optimality condition holds: ∑

i∈M
µ∗
i x

old
i ≤

∑
i∈M

µ∗
i x

′
i, (9)

where (xold,yold) ∈ S̃t is some solution with λ∗
old > 0. If condition (9) does

not hold, we let S̃t+1 = S̃t ∪ {(x′,y′)}, and proceed to the next iteration.
In Appendix A, we prove the correctness of this procedure by showing that it

terminates after a finite number of iterations, and by showing that condition (9)
indeed implies the optimality of a distribution d∗.

5.4 Random Serial Dictatorship
Informally speaking, the Random Serial Dictatorship (RSD) distribution dRSD

is the expected outcome of the following procedure. After randomly ordering
the agents, the first agent in this order selects the solutions in S in which she
is selected, then the second agent selects the solutions in which she is selected
among the remaining solutions, etc. The procedure ends when a unique solution
remains, which will occur by construction.

Define σ ∈ R|M| to be a strict ordering over the agents in M, and denote
the set of all orderings by Σ. Moreover, consider the Serial Dictatorship func-
tion SD : Ξ × Σ → S, which, given an ILP ξ ∈ Ξ and an ordering σ ∈ Σ, will
output one of the solutions in S according to the procedure described above.
Our definition of SD coincides with the common definition in voting (e.g., Aziz
and Mestre, 2014). Using this notation, we can define the RSD distribution as
follows.
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Definition 5. Given an integer linear program ξ ∈ Ξ, the Random Serial
Dictatorship (RSD) distribution dRSD ∈ [0, 1]n is given by

dRSD =
1

|M|!
∑
σ∈Σ

SD(ξ, σ). (10)

Obtaining a decomposition of dRSD is not straightforward. First, one should
find all optimal solutions in S, because they represent the alternatives from
which the agents can choose. Second, even given the set of optimal solutions,
it is #P-complete to determine the exact probabilities in the RSD distribution
(Aziz et al., 2013). Only when each of the agents inM is selected in exactly one
of the optimal solutions in S, the RSD distribution can be calculated in linear
time (Aziz et al., 2013).

We observe that, similarly to the assignment and the voting setting where
the RSD mechanism is well-studied, computing the exact RSD probabilities is
computationally challenging, whereas implementing its result is rather straight-
forward. In fact, we will discuss two different implementations of dRSD, which
both modify the formulation to enforce the random ordering of the agents inM.

First, assume that the objective weights v and w of some ILP ξ ∈ Ξ are
integer. In that case, given a random ordering σ ∈ Σ of the agents, one can then
simply perturb the objective function of ξ. Denote the order of agent i ∈ M
in σ by σ−1(i). Moreover, define the perturbation vector δ =

(
1
2k

)|M|
k=1

. When
we replace the objective function of ξ by∑

i∈A\M

vixi +
∑
i∈M

(
vi + δσ−1(i)

)
xi +w⊺y, (11)

each solution (xs,ys) ∈ S will be found according to an underlying lottery λRSD

that realizes dRSD. To show that perturbation δ obtains the desired result,
note that any perturbation δ′ ∈ R|M| will implement dRSD if the two following
requirements are satisfied.

(i) The obtained solution after the perturbation should still be optimal to
the original problem. Because of our assumption that the objective coeffi-
cients v and w, and decision variables x and y are integer, the difference
between the objective values of an optimal and a non-optimal solution
is greater than or equal to one. Hence, a perturbation δ′ should sat-
isfy

∑|M|
i=1 δ′i < 1.

(ii) The order of the agents in the random ordering σ ∈ Σ should be respected.
Given integer v,w,x, and y, a sufficient condition for this requirement to
hold is that a perturbation δ′ satisfies δ′i >

∑
j:j>i δ

′
j .

Clearly, perturbation δ satisfies both requirements. A clear advantage of using
objective perturbation δ is that we can implement dRSD by only solving an
ILP ξ ∈ Ξ once. Indeed, although we assumed that the partition of the set of
agents into Y, N , and M is known, it is also possible to extend δ such that
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it contains a value for each of the agents in A, and to then solve ξ with the
perturbed objective function for some random ordering of the agents in A. A
drawback of using perturbation δ is that numerical issues could occur for a large
number of agents. More specifically, the precision of the solver might not be
able to distinguish between the agents that appear at the end of the random
ordering σ. In order to circumvent this issue for a solver with precision ω,
one can choose to perturb only the objective coefficients of at most the first
⌊− log2(ω)⌋ agents in σ, fix their solution values, and to then do the same for
the next ⌊− log2(ω)⌋ agents, etc.

A second method to implement dRSD neither depends on the precision of
the solver, nor requires integer objective coefficients v, but iteratively solves at
most |M| integer linear programs in Ξ using Algorithm 1. Algorithm 1 will first
find an optimal solution in which the first-ranked agent in σ is selected. Next,
the algorithm will verify whether there exists an optimal solution in which the
two first-ranked agents in σ are selected. If such a solution exists, we enforce
that the second-ranked agent is selected in the remainder of the algorithm. The
algorithm continues until all agents in σ have been checked in this manner.

Algorithm 1 Iterative implementation of dRSD

Input: ξ ∈ Ξ,σ ∈ Σ, z∗

Output: s ∈ S
1: for i ∈ {1, . . . , |M|} do
2: ξ ← ξ with additional constraint xσ(i) = 1
3: Obtain an optimal solution (x,y) with objective value z for ξ
4: if z = z∗ then
5: s← (x,y)
6: else
7: ξ ← ξ without constraint xσ(i) = 1
8: end if
9: end for

6 Axiomatic implications
In this section, we study which axiomatic properties are satisfied by the distri-
bution rules described in Section 5. Interestingly, the following result implies
that all axiomatic results that have been obtained for collective choice under
dichotomous preferences (Bogomolnaia and Moulin, 2004; Bogomolnaia et al.,
2005), also hold for distribution rules over optimal solutions of integer linear
programs in Ξ.

Proposition 2. For every possible set of outcomes T ⊆ 2A, there exists an
ILP ξ ∈ Ξ such that Sx(ξ) = T , where Sx(ξ) is the projection of S(ξ) on the
x-variables.
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Proof. Consider an arbitrary set of possible outcomes T = {o1, . . . ,o|T |}. We
will construct an ILP ξT ∈ Ξ such that Sx(ξT ) is equal to the set of outcomes T .

Denote by |ot| =
∑

i∈A oti the number of agents who are selected in out-
come ot. Define a binary decision variable yt for each outcome ot ∈ T . Consider
the following integer linear program ξT ∈ Ξ with decision variables x ∈ {0, 1}n,
which represent whether the agents in A are selected, and y ∈ {0, 1}|T |.

max
∑
i∈A

xi +

|T |∑
t=1

(n− |ot|)yt (12a)

s.t.
|T |∑
t=1

yt = 1 (12b)∑
i∈A:oti=1

xi +
∑

i∈A:oti=0

(1− xi) ≥ nyt ∀ ot ∈ T (12c)

∑
i∈A

xi +

|T |∑
t=1

(n− |ot|)yt = n (12d)

x ∈ {0, 1}n (12e)

y ∈ {0, 1}|T | (12f)

Constraints (12b) enforce that exactly one of the y-variables that correspond to
the outcomes in T can be selected. The following constraints ensure that when yt

is set to one, the only feasible solution of ξT is outcome ot. Constraints (12c)
impose that when yt is set to one, all x-variables of the agents that are selected
in outcome ot should also be set to one, and that the x-variables of the agents
that are not selected in ot should be set to zero. Lastly, constraints (12d) enforce
the objective value to be equal to n, which is also the objective value of each of
the outcomes in T , by construction.

Corollary 1. All axiomatic results that have been obtained for collective choice
under dichotomous preferences (fair mixing) also hold for distribution rules over
optimal solutions of integer linear programs in Ξ.

Corollary 1 follows from the observation that there are no imposed con-
straints on the set of possible outcomes in collective choice under dichotomous
preferences. For relevant axiomatic properties in probabilistic social choice un-
der dichotomous preferences, we refer the reader to Bogomolnaia and Moulin
(2004), Bogomolnaia et al. (2005), Duddy (2015), Aziz et al. (2019), and Brandl
et al. (2021).

When studying a specific class of problems that can be modeled by an ILP
in Ξ, such as kidney exchange or knapsack, it may be the case that there exist
sets of outcomes that do not correspond to the set of optimal solutions of any
instance of that specific problem class. To illustrate this, one can observe, for
example, that the set {(1, 0), (1, 1)} cannot correspond to the optimal solutions
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Table 1: Axiomatic properties of the discussed rules, where “determ.” refers to
returning one of the optimal solutions in a deterministic way (Aziz et al., 2019).

determ. uniform leximin RSD Nash

Anonymity & neutrality ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Individual fair share ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓
Unanimous fair share ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓
Average fair share ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓
Core fair share ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓

Pareto-efficiency - ✗ ✓ ✗ ✓

of any knapsack instance with two items in which the weights of the items in
the objective function are strictly positive. Regardless, Corollary 1 still has the
following implications with respect to the validity of the axiomatic results from
collective choice under dichotomous preferences for such a specific subproblem
that can be modeled by an ILP in Ξ. First, all positive results of the type “(rule)
satisfies (axiom)” remain valid. Second, the negative results of the type “(rule)
does not satisfy (axiom)” are not guaranteed to hold for specific subproblems.
To prove such negative axiomatic results for a specific class of subproblems,
it suffices to provide an example instance in which a rule does violates the
considered axiom. Third, as a result, characterization results of the type “(rule)
is the only rule satisfying (set of axioms)” are also not guaranteed to hold for
specific classes of subproblems that can be modeled by an ILP in Ξ.

We will briefly discuss the axiomatic properties of the introduced distribution
rules, but we refer the reader to Aziz et al. (2019) for a complete overview.4 We
will not discuss results with respect to strategy-proofness, because the type
of information that is reported by the agents in the fair integer programming
problem depends on the application at hand (and will influence the constraints
or the objective function). In any case, they do not simply report which of
the outcomes they like, as is the case in collective choice under dichotomous
preferences.

Table 1 summarizes which axioms are satisfied by the discussed distribution
rules. We say that a distribution rule is anonymous if it treats agents symmet-
rically, i.e., the selection probabilities of the agents do not change when their
names or labels are changed. Similarly, a distribution rule is neutral if it treats
outcomes symmetrically.

Furthermore, one could consider several proportionality axioms, which build
on the idea that individuals and groups of like-minded agents should receive their
“fair share” of the selection probabilities. From an individual perspective, the
individual fair share (IFS) property entails that each agent inM has at least a
1

|M| -fraction of the decision power, and is therefore selected with a probability of

4Note that the rules we introduced are named differently in Aziz et al. (2019): RSD is
referred to as Random Priority (RP), leximin as Egalitarian, and maximum Nash welfare as
Nash max product (NMP).
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at least 1
|M| . Alternatively, given a subset K ⊆M of agents who have identical

preferences, the unanimous fair share (UFS) property requires that each agent
in K is selected with a probability of at least |K|

|M| , which is proportional to the
size of that group. Clearly, UFS implies IFS. Lastly, Aziz et al. (2019) propose
two strengthenings of UFS, which impose bounds on the selection probabilities
for groups of agents who are selected in the same optimal solution (average fair
share), or for coalitions of agents (core fair share). We refer the reader to their
paper for an exact definition of both properties.

Table 1 shows that the Nash rule satisfies all of the introduced propor-
tionality properties, and therefore provides the best guarantees to groups of
agents, while RSD only satisfies UFS, and leximin only satisfies IFS. The uni-
form rule, which is not discussed in Aziz et al. (2019), even violates IFS for
|M| ≥ 3. To illustrate this, one can observe that for a set of optimal solu-
tions {(1, 0, 0), (0, 1, 0), (0, 0, 1), (0, 1, 1)}, the uniform rule would select the first
agent with a probability of 1

4 < 1
|M| = 1

3 . Table 1 also shows that any dis-
tribution rule that deterministically selects one of the optimal solutions, which
is the approach that is currently adopted by solvers such as Gurobi (Gurobi,
2023) or CPLEX (CPLEX, 2021), violates all of the introduced proportionality
properties, including the weakest axioms of anonymity and neutrality.

Lastly, a feasible distribution d ∈ Conv(Sx) is Pareto-efficient if there is
no alternative distribution d′ ∈ Conv(Sx) such that d′ ≥ d, and at least one
inequality d′i ≥ di is strict. As shown by Aziz et al. (2019), the deterministic and
the leximin rules output a Pareto-efficient distribution, whereas RSD and the
uniform rule violate this axiom. While the deterministic rule is Pareto-efficient
when all x-variables have strictly positive objective coefficients, the way in which
the deterministic rule selects an optimal solution determines whether it is still
Pareto-efficient when some of the objective coefficients are zero.

7 Extensions
In this section, we study how to extend the proposed methods and results
to find distributions over optimal and near-optimal solutions, or to problems
where agents have cardinal instead of dichotomous preferences over the solu-
tions. While each extension is discussed independently, they can be jointly
applied.

7.1 Near-optimal solutions
To consider near-optimal solutions, let Sϵ(ξ) denote the set of solutions with
objective values at least equal to (1− ϵ)z∗(ξ), i.e., v⊺xj +w⊺yj ≥ (1− ϵ)z∗(ξ)
for all solutions (xj ,yj) ∈ Sϵ(ξ).

Except for the algorithm that implements RSD through perturbing the ob-
jective function, all solutions methods that were described in Sections 4-5 remain
valid when finding a distribution over the near-optimal solutions. For the par-
titioning algorithm (Proposition 1) and for the implementation of RSD, this
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simply implies checking whether a solution belongs to Sϵ(ξ) instead of to S(ξ).
When imposing that a solution belongs to Sϵ(ξ) in the other solution methods,
we can simply replace the constraint that the objective value is equal to z∗(ξ)
by v⊺xj+w⊺yj ≥ (1−ϵ)z∗(ξ). From an axiomatic point of view, the discussion
in Section 6 remains unchanged.

7.2 Cardinal preferences
A second possible extension to our model is to assume that the agents have
cardinal utilities, i.e., they associate a real value to each of the optimal solutions.

7.2.1 Notation

Consider the larger class of mixed-integer linear programs Θ which is equal to Ξ
except for the fact that x ∈ Rn instead of x ∈ {0, 1}n. We then let the utility
that an agent experiences when an optimal solution for a formulation in Θ is
selected be equal to the value of the agent’s x-variable in that solution. We
assume that the agents’ utilities satisfy the Von Neumann-Morgenstern axioms,
allowing us to compare lotteries over the optimal solutions. We additionally
make the assumption that the convex hull formed by the optimal solutions of
a formulation in Θ is bounded, which follows from the assumptions that the
agents do not experience infinite utility in any of the optimal solutions.

Instead of partitioning the agents into the sets Y,M, and N (Proposition 1),
we are now interested in the lowest and the highest utilities they experience from
any of the optimal solutions. We define the dystopia point o(ξ) of a formulation
ξ ∈ Θ as the point in which the utility of each of the agents is equal to the lowest
utility they receive in any of the optimal solutions of ξ, i.e., oi(ξ) = min{xi :
(x,y) ∈ S(ξ)}, where S(ξ) denotes the set of optimal solutions of ξ. Similarly,
denote the utopia point u(ξ) as the point in which each of the agents receive
their maximally attainable utility in any of the optimal solutions, i.e., ui(ξ) =
max{xi : (x,y) ∈ S(ξ)}.5 Clearly, both the dystopia and the utopia point
can be found by solving n modified versions of the original formulation, each
minimizing/maximizing the utility of one specific agent under the additional
constraint that the original objective value is equal to the optimum objective
value of ξ.

7.2.2 Connection with cooperative bargaining

This relaxed setting is closely related to the n-person cooperative bargaining
problem, as the feasible region in the n-person bargaining problem is also gen-
erally assumed to be non-empty, convex, closed, and bounded (e.g., Thomson,
1994; Peters, 2013). There are two main differences with our setting, however.
First, the literature on cooperative bargaining mostly focuses on the axiomatic
properties of the solution concepts, and less on computing or implementing the

5The utopia point is also referred to as the ideal point or the aspiration point in the
literature on cooperative bargaining.
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resulting lotteries. The methods that we have introduced in Section 5 can be
extended in a straightforward way to compute several well-known solution con-
cepts from cooperative bargaining, as we will explain in the remainder of this
section.

Second, the general assumption in n-person cooperative bargaining games is
the existence of a disagreement point that belongs to the feasible region. The
interpretation of this point it that will be the selected outcome if the agents
fail to reach an agreement on which point in the feasible region to select. A
general assumption in cooperative bargaining is the existence of another point
in the feasible region that Pareto-dominates the disagreement point. In our
setting, however, it is not clear which point to select as such a disagreement
point. In fact, such a Pareto-dominated disagreement point that belongs to the
feasible region might not even exist for some fair integer programming instances.
Consider, for example, the linear program max{x1+x2 : x1+x2 = 1, x1, x2 ≥ 0},
where the feasible region is the line between optimal solutions (1, 0) and (0, 1).

Nevertheless, most solution concepts from cooperative bargaining do not
crucially depend on the belonging of the disagreement outcome to the feasible
region, because they explicitly impose the constraint that the outcome belongs
to the feasible region, for example. For this reason, and because of the ambiguity
in choosing a disagreement point in our setting, we propose to replace the role
of the disagreement point by the dystopia point o(ξ).

7.2.3 Distribution rules and axiomatic results

Whereas we measured fairness of a solution by simply comparing the selection
probabilities of the agents in the case of dichotomous preferences, comparing
the unscaled utilities of the agents could lead to extremely unbalanced solutions
for cardinal preferences, because higher utility values will contribute more to
the objective function that is being maximized and will, therefore, favour the
corresponding agents. Instead, we will compare the experienced utilities in the
final distribution to the dystopia or the utopia point, as this reflects how much
the utility of an agent changes compared to their worst or best utility in any of
the optimal solutions. By replacing the disagreement point with the dystopia
point, the column generation frameworks from Section 5.2 (for linear objective
functions) and 5.3 (for minimizing convex objective functions) can be used to
find lotteries over the set of optimal solutions representing several well-known
solution concepts from cooperative bargaining.

First, Raiffa (1953) and Kalai and Smorodinsky (1975) studied the cooper-
ative bargaining solution concept that, in the spirit of the leximin rule (Sec-
tion 5.2), maximizes the fraction of the maximum possible utility improvement
of the worst-off agent, with respect to the disagreement point. When replacing
the disagreement point by the dystopia point, this is equivalent to finding a
distribution d that maximizes the following objective function:

max

{
min
i∈A

di − oi(ξ)

ui(ξ)− oi(ξ)
: d ∈ Conv(S(ξ))

}
. (13)
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Imai (1983) extended the Raiffa-Kalai-Smorodinsky solution by lexicographi-
cally maximizing the vector containing the fractions of the maximum possible
utility improvement that are experienced by the agents in the resulting distribu-
tion. Both solution concepts can be implemented using the column generation
framework from Section 5.2.

Second, the Nash rule from Section 5.3 was originally introduced by Nash
(1950) for the two-person bargaining game. In the case of cardinal preferences,
it is the distribution that maximizes the product of the differences between an
agent’s utility in the solution and their utility in the dystopia point:

max

{∏
i∈A

(di − oi(ξ)) : d ∈ Conv(S(ξ))

}
. (14)

Third, the RSD rule from 5.4 could also be extended by letting the agents
sequentially retain the optimal solutions that maximize their utility difference
between the final distribution and the dystopia point. While an approach similar
to Algorithm 1 would still work, the perturbation method that is described in
Section 5.4 is no longer applicable.

Many other solution concepts have been proposed in the literature on n-
person cooperative bargaining that could be implemented in our setting using
the column generation procedures from Sections 5.2-5.3, and we believe it is
an interesting research direction to identify and study attractive rules for our
setting. We refer the reader to Thomson (2022) for a survey on recent results
on the cooperative bargaining problem.

Lastly, axiomatic characterizations have been proposed for many solution
concepts in the cooperative bargaining literature, see Thomson (1994, 2022)
and Peters (2013) for an overview. While our setting differs slightly because
of the difficulty of identifying a disagreement point within the feasible region,
replacing it by the dystopia point does not affect the validity for most of the
discussed axioms. A detailed study of which axiomatic results can, and cannot,
be judiciously transferred to the fair integer programming problem lies outside
the scope of our paper, however.

8 Computational experiments
In this section, we investigate the performance of the distribution rules that were
discussed in Section 5. Among the many possible problem settings to which our
proposed methods can be applied, we focus on the kidney exchange problem,
because it is a prime example of a setting where the implications of choosing one
of the optimal solutions are large. We evaluate how the proposed distributions
compare to the optimal Nash product and to the optimal minimum selection
probability, and we compare the required computation times to obtain them.

We compare the exact methods that were introduced in Section 5 with the
following two heuristics:
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(i) Perturb: perturb the objective coefficients of each agent i with a small
value γi that is generated from the uniform distribution [− 1

n

∑
i∈A vi,

1
n

∑
i∈A vi],

(ii) Re-index: change the order in which the x-variables are entered into the
solver according to a random ordering of the agents σ.

8.1 Computational setup
Before describing our findings, we first discuss the details of the implementation,
and the evaluated formulation for the kidney exchange problem.

8.1.1 Implementation details

All experiments are implemented with C++, compiled with Microsoft Visual
Studio 2019, and run on an AMD Ryzen 7 PRO 3700U processor running at
2.30 GHz, with 32GB of RAM memory on a Windows 10 64-bit OS. All linear
and integer linear programs are solved using Gurobi 10.0, with default parameter
settings, and with a precision of 10−5 to avoid numerical issues.

In the implementation of the algorithm to find a partitioning of the agents
into sets Y, M, and N (Proposition 1), we add a callback to the solver that
aborts the optimization as soon as the best upper bound on the objective func-
tion is smaller than the known optimal objective value, because we are only
interested in knowing whether or not an optimal solution exists with the inclu-
sion of an additional constraint in each step.

In the implementation of the column generation framework for the leximin
rule (Section 5.2), formulations [RMPt] and [LPjt] are modeled using a single
model by changing the objective function, and by adding and removing con-
straint (4b) when required. Additionally, both frameworks are initiated with a
subset S̃ of the optimal solutions such that each of the agents inM is selected
in at least one of the solutions in S̃. Such a subset is found using a greedy algo-
rithm, which iteratively adds a constraint to the original formulation to enforce
the selection of at least one of the agents who is not yet selected by the solutions
in S̃, until the model becomes infeasible.

Lastly, for the uniform distribution, and for the distributions that adopt
randomness, we limit the number of iterations/found solutions to 1,000.

8.1.2 Kidney exchange

The first application we consider is the kidney exchange problem, in which
(incompatible) patient-donor pairs are matched with each other in such a way
that the matched donors’ kidneys can be successfully transplanted. The kidney
exchange problem is known to be NP-hard when the maximum allowed length
of the exchange cycles is at least equal to three (Abraham et al., 2007). While
many formulations for this problem exist, we implement the cycle formulation
(Abraham et al., 2007; Roth et al., 2007) because of its clear intuition. Note,
however, that while more efficient formulations exist, the scope of this paper is
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not to find the most efficient formulation for a problem, but simply to assess
the performance of the discussed distributions for a given formulation.

Let V denote the set of all patient-donor pairs, and let C denote the set of all
cycles of such pairs such that the donor of a pair in the cycle is compatible with
the patient of the next pair in the cycle. Let xv be a binary decision variable
which equals one if the donor from pair v ∈ V receives a transplant. Moreover,
let yc be a binary decision variable which equals one if cycle c ∈ C is selected
for an exchange. Consider the following formulation [IPKE], which maximizes
the number of executed transplants:

[IPKE] max
∑
v∈V

xv (15a)

s.t.
∑

c∈C:v∈c

yc = xv ∀ v ∈ V (15b)

xv ∈ {0, 1} ∀ v ∈ V (15c)
yc ∈ {0, 1} ∀ c ∈ C (15d)

We evaluate formulation [IPKE] on the kidney exchange instances that were
used in Farnadi et al. (2021), in which the number of patient-donor pairs ranges
from 10 to 70, with 50 instances for each size. The data are based on the US pop-
ulation characteristics presented in Saidman et al. (2006), and were generated
using the generator proposed by Constantino et al. (2013). We only consider
cycles of length at most three, following the observation by Roth et al. (2007)
that cycles of size four or larger can often be decomposed into cycles of size at
most three. Our methods can be extended to larger cycles in a straightforward
way, as well as to formulations which allow for transplant chains initiated by
altruistic donors.

8.2 Results
Figure 1 illustrates how the different distributions perform with respect to the
minimum selection probability and the Nash product of the agents inM, com-
pared to the optimum. For each value of |M|, the results in Figure 1 are av-
eraged over all instances with that number of agents in M. In general, we can
conclude that distributions perform worse on criteria that they do not optimize
as instances grow larger.

The leximin and the Nash distribution each outperform the other distri-
butions on the criteria that they do not optimize, and perform close to the
optimum. The RSD distribution obtains the third-highest performance on all
criteria. Lastly, the uniform distribution, as well as the perturb and the re-index
heuristics, all have ratios that are close to or equal to zero for larger instances.
The minimum selection probability by the uniform distribution, for example,
was less than 5% of the optimum in 30 out of the 50 instances with 70 patient-
donor pairs, and for the perturb and re-index heuristics, the minimum was less
than 5% in almost all instances of size 70. In comparison, the minimum selec-
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Figure 1: Average ratio of minimum selection probability (left) and Nash prod-
uct (right) for agents in M compared to the optimum in kidney exchange in-
stances, with respect to the number of agents inM.

tion probability by RSD is at least 40% of the optimum in all kidney exchange
instances.

For reference, Figure 1 also shows how the ratio of 1
|M| performs compared

to the discussed rules, reflecting a situation in which all agents in M have an
equal share of the decision power. We showed in Section 6 that the uniform
rule violates the individual fair share property, and we can conclude from our
computational experiments that this is not merely a theoretical result, but a
common observation in practice.

Table 2 displays the required computational effort to find a partitioning of
the agents, and to obtain each of the distributions. The computation time for
finding an implementation of RSD is, as expected, very close to that of finding
a single optimal solution, excluding the time to find a partitioning of the agents
into Y, M, and N . Combining this observation with the performance of RSD
in Figure 1, this presents RSD-variants as a pragmatic method to control the
selection probabilities of the optimal solutions. Furthermore, we can observe
that the computation times for the leximin distribution scale better than for
the Nash distribution in the kidney exchange instances.

9 Conclusion and future research directions
Following the observation that selecting one of the optimal solutions of an inte-
ger linear program in a deterministic way may result in an unfair treatment of
the agents involved, we have introduced the fair integer programming problem,
which studies how to control the selection probabilities of the optimal solu-
tions of integer linear programs. We propose column generation frameworks to
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Table 2: CPU time (in s) to find an optimal solution (topt), to find a partitioning
of the agents into Y,M, and N , and to compute the different distributions for
the kidney exchange instances (KE). The asterisk-symbol (*) indicates that the
distribution requires a prior partitioning of the agents, of which the time is not
included.

inst topt Partition RSD* Leximin* Nash* Uniform

KE10 0.002 0.007 0.002 0.004 0.060 0.003
KE20 0.006 0.059 0.006 0.054 0.137 1.678
KE30 0.010 0.161 0.010 0.159 0.251 15.105
KE40 0.014 0.301 0.016 0.446 0.578 47.775
KE50 0.019 0.469 0.027 0.769 0.967 77.588
KE60 0.021 0.714 0.038 2.147 3.301 83.760
KE70 0.030 1.046 0.064 2.518 14.425 115.546

find distributions over the optimal solutions that optimize linear functions (e.g.,
maximizing the minimum selection probability of the agents), or that maximize
concave functions (e.g., the Nash product of the agents’ selection probabilities).
Moreover, we describe methods inspired by the Random Serial Dictatorship
(RSD) mechanism that use a random ordering of the agents as a selection cri-
terion. While we have developed our methods for integer linear programs with
binary decision variables, which represent agents with dichotomous preferences,
we discuss in Section 7 how our methods can be adapted to include the selec-
tion of near-optimal solutions, and to integer linear programs with real decision
variables, which correspond to agents with cardinal preferences.

We have evaluated the proposed methods on the kidney exchange problem,
and find that the Nash rule and the leximin rule outperform the proposed meth-
ods on the evaluated welfare criteria, followed by the RSD rule. Moreover, we
show that the RSD distribution can be implemented through an intuitive algo-
rithm in computation times that are similar to those of finding a single optimal
solution. This result illustrates that addressing the fair integer programming
problem does not necessarily cause an increase in the computational time for
decision-makers and practitioners. Given the prevalence of integer programming
formulations having multiple optimal solutions, we believe, therefore, that con-
trolling the selection probabilities of the optimal solutions should be an essential
step for decision-makers and practitioners who make high-impact decisions using
integer programming techniques.

We identify three major directions for future research. First, our paper fo-
cuses on developing general-purpose algorithms that can be applied to a wide
class of integer linear programs. The design of dedicated algorithms for specific
problems that exploit the combinatorial structure of the problem at hand is
an interesting research direction. Such specialized algorithms to compute the
maximin distribition in polynomial time have been proposed, for example, by Li
et al. (2014) for the kidney exchange problem, or by García-Soriano and Bonchi
(2020) for cases where the optimal solutions form a matroid. Second, we sug-
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gest investigating the existence of alternative distributions other than RSD that
can be implemented in computation times similar to those of finding a single
optimal solution, possibly inspired by the wide range of solution concepts in
the cooperative bargaining literature, or by introducing fairness considerations
into the literature on symmetry breaking in integer programming. Lastly, we
have focused on comparing the welfare performance of our column generation
procedures to rules of which the underlying distributions could only be accu-
rately computed by generating many optimal solutions (uniform, RSD, perturb,
re-index). Therefore, we could only work with relatively small instances. A
more extensive computational study of the column generation frameworks and
of RSD implementations on larger instances and on other types of problems is
a promising direction for future work.
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A Proof of correctness column generation proce-
dure Section 5.3

We adopt the same notation as in Section 5.3. Before proving the correctness
of the column generation procedure described in Section 5.3, we point out that
the following two conditions are satisfied. First, for any non-empty subset of
the optimal solutions S̃, convex program [Cf (S̃)] is clearly feasible. Second, for
any convex function f : Rn → R and for any non-empty S̃ ⊆ S, convex program
[Cf (S̃)] satisfies strong duality. This follows from the observation that [Cf (S̃)]
satisfies Slater’s condition (e.g., Boyd and Vandenberghe, 2004, Ch. 5.2.3) for
any non-empty subset S̃ ⊆ S, because its constraints are linear. As a result,
the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions for a solution (λ,df ) of [Cf (S̃)] to
be optimal over all solutions in S̃ are both necessary and sufficient.6

Given a solution (λ∗,d∗) of [Cf (S̃)] with dual variables µ∗, ρ∗ and ν∗, the
KKT conditions imply that f is minimized over all optimal solutions in S̃ ⊆ S
in point (λ∗,d∗) if and only if the following conditions are satisfied:

Constraints (8b)− (8d),

ν∗s ≥ 0 ∀ s = 1, . . . , |S̃|, (16a)

ν∗sλ
∗
s = 0 ∀ s = 1, . . . , |S̃|, (16b)

∂

∂di
f(d∗) = µ∗

i ∀ i ∈M, (16c)

6Note that a variant of the described column generation would still work when additional,
possibly convex, constraints are added to [Cf (S̃)], as long as the resulting convex program
still satisfies strong duality (e.g., Flanigan et al., 2021a).
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∑
i∈M

µ∗
i x

s
i + ρ∗ = ν∗s ∀ s = 1, . . . , |S̃|. (16d)

First, we show that the proposed column generation procedure terminates
after a finite number of iterations. To do so, it suffices to show that the new
solution (x′,y′) that is found in each iteration t was not yet in S̃t. Starting from
condition (16d), and by using the complementary slackness conditions (16b),
the assumption that λ∗

old > 0, and conditions (16b) that νs ≥ 0 for all solutions
in S̃t, we obtain that∑

i∈M
µ∗
i x

old
i = −ρ =

∑
u∈M

µ∗
i x

s − νs ≤
∑
i∈M

µ∗
i x

s
i , (17)

for all solutions (xs,ys) ∈ S̃t. When condition (9) does not hold, this implies
that

∑
i∈M µ∗

i x
′
i <

∑
i∈M µ∗

i x
old
i ≤

∑
i∈M µ∗

i x
s
i , for all solutions (xs,ys) ∈ S̃t,

which shows that (x′,y′) /∈ S̃t.
Second, we show that condition (9) is indeed an optimality condition, and

that a solution (λ∗,d∗) of [Cf (S̃t)] minimizes f over all solutions in S if con-
dition (9) holds. To show this, we will extend the variables λ∗ and ν∗ to all
solutions in S. Let λ∗

s and ν∗s remain unchanged for solutions (xs,ys) ∈ S̃t, and
let λ∗

r = 0 and ν∗r =
∑

i∈M µ∗
i x

r
i + ρ∗ for all solutions (xr,yr) ∈ S \ S̃t. Next,

we show that if Condition (9) holds, d∗, µ∗, ρ∗, and these extended variables
λ∗, and ν∗ satisfy the KKT conditions for [Cf (S)] over all solutions in S, and
will therefore minimize f over S.

Most of the conditions are directly implied by the fact that the KKT condi-
tions hold for [Cf (S̃t)], because all variables in the equations remain the same
(Equation (16c) remains unchanged, and Equations (8d), (16a), (16b), and (16d)
remain unchanged for all solutions (xs,ys) ∈ S̃t). Clearly, the conditions im-
posed by Equations (8b) and (8c) are satisfied, because the newly introduced
variables are equal to zero. Moreover, λs = 0 for all (xs,ys) ∈ S \ S̃t, which
satisfies the conditions imposed by Equations (8d) and (16b). The conditions
imposed by Equations (16a) are satisfied for all solutions (xs,ys) ∈ S \ S̃t by
using our assumption that Condition (9) holds:∑

i∈M
µ∗
i x

s
i ≥

∑
i∈M

µ∗
i x

′
i ≥

∑
i∈M

µ∗
i x

old
i ≥

∑
i∈M

µ∗
i x

old
i − ν∗old = −ρ∗ (18)

By definition of ν∗s for all solutions (xs,ys) ∈ S \S̃t, Equation (18) implies that
ν∗s ≥ 0. Lastly, the definition of the new ν∗s implies that conditions (16d) hold.
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