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A Parametric, Second-Order Cone Representable Model of Fairness for
Decision-Making Problems

Kaarthik Sundar · Deepjyoti Deka · Russell Bent

Abstract The article develops a parametric model of fairness called “ε-fairness” that can be represented using
a single second-order cone constraint and incorporated into existing decision-making problem formulations
without impacting the complexity of solution techniques. We develop the model from the fundamental result of
finite-dimensional norm equivalence in linear algebra and show that this model has a closed-form relationship
to an existing metric for measuring fairness widely used in the literature. Finally, a simple case study on the
optimal operation of a damaged power transmission network illustrates its effectiveness.
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1 Introduction

Decision-making problems are optimization problems that arise in various engineering applications, like com-
munication networks, vehicle routing, power grid operations, etc. Traditionally these optimization problems
strive for efficiency by minimizing total cost or maximizing total benefit. Depending on the application, the
cost can correspond to travel distance, damage, or control effort; the benefit can correspond to throughput,
revenue, etc. One common feature of all these problems is that the benefit or cost is usually spread across
multiple agents or entities. It is intuitively easy to see that the optimal solution to the decision-making prob-
lems that strive for efficiency may lead to an “unfair” distribution of benefits or costs across different agents,
i.e., a significant portion of the benefits or costs is limited to a subset of agents. Nevertheless, it is also not
difficult to realize that any attempt to obtain a fair distribution across agents will necessarily come at the
expense of decreasing the overall efficiency. Thus, there inherently is a trade-off between efficiency and fairness
that the decision-maker must make to ensure the equitable distribution of benefit or cost. This paper seeks to
mathematically quantify this trade-off by developing a parametric model for incorporating fairness that can
directly be embedded into existing optimization problem formulations that arise in various applications.

Modeling and incorporating fairness into optimization problems is not new in the optimization literature.
Examining the effect these models have on the solutions of the underlying optimization problem has been
studied in a variety of settings ranging from communication networks (see Bertsekas and Gallager 2021;
Shakkottai, Srikant, et al. 2008) and financial applications (see Stubbs and Vandenbussche 2009) to general
combinatorial optimization problems (see Bektaş and Letchford (2020) and references therein). Before we
present an overview of the existing literature, we set up the notations along the lines of recent work in

K. Sundar (corresponding author)
Information Systems & Modeling,
Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Mexico, USA
E-mail: kaarthik@lanl.gov

D. Deka
MIT Energy Initiative,
MIT,Cambridge, Massachusetts, USA
E-mail: deepj87@mit.edu

R. Bent
Applied Mathematics & Plasma Physics,
Los Alamos National Laboratory,
Los Alamos, New Mexico, USA
E-mail: rbent@lanl.gov

ar
X

iv
:2

41
2.

05
14

3v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

O
C

] 
 6

 D
ec

 2
02

4



2 Kaarthik Sundar et al.

Xinying Chen and Hooker (2023). To that end, we assume the underlying optimization problem with n agents
takes the form:

max {f(x) : x ∈ X} (1)

where, x ∈ Rm is the vector of decision variables, f(x) measures the efficiency of the solution x. In addition, we
consider a n-dimensional vector u of non-negative utilities assigned to the n agents, respectively, defined using
a vector-valued linear map W : X → Rn

⩾0 that changes with x. Enforcing fairness now corresponds to ensuring
the fairness of the distribution of utilities u; depending on the application, the utilities can correspond to
profit, negative cost, throughput, etc. With this setup, existing literature on incorporating fairness concerns
with the design of a scalar-valued concave utility function, denoted by U(u), that aggregates the vector
u of utilities into U(u) to represent the desirability/fairness of utility distribution.1 The following convex
optimization problem is then solved to enforce a certain level of fairness using the utility function U(u) :

max {U(u) : u = W (x),x ∈ X} (2)

The main challenge then is to design a function U(u) so that when (2) is solved to optimality, the optimal
utility distribution would be qualitatively the fairest for that particular U(u). Existing work, instead of
designing a single function U(u) seeks to design a parametric family of utility functions that enable empirically
studying the trade-off between efficiency and fairness.

The literature’s first widely used parametric utility function is “α-fairness” (Mo and Walrand 2000). Here,
the utility function is parameterized by α and is given by

Uα(u) =

{
1

1−α

∑
1⩽i⩽n u1−α

i for α ⩾ 0 and α ̸= 1,∑
1⩽i⩽n log(ui) for α = 1.

(3)

Uα(u) was introduced initially in the context of network congestion control by Mo and Walrand (2000). This
utility function is widely used in communication networks for resource allocation (Shakkottai, Srikant, et al.
2008) and, more recently, in applications like air traffic management (Yu et al. 2023). When α = 0, Uα(u)
reduces to the sum of the individual utilities, i.e.,

∑
1⩽i⩽n ui, that is referred to as the “utilitarian” criteria

(Xinying Chen and Hooker 2023). When α = ∞, it reduces to the minimum utility value in the vector u,
i.e., min1⩽i⩽n ui; this utility function is referred to as the “max-min” criteria for enforcing fairness and was
initially developed in political philosophy by Rawls (1971). The case when α = 1 is known as “proportional
fairness” was introduced in the context of communication networks in Kelly (1997). Nash studied this concept
as a solution for players bargaining over the allocation of a shared resource (Nash Jr 1950); hence, it is also
referred to as the “Nash bargaining solution” in economics. The general critique of the utility function Uα(u)
associated with α-fairness is that despite α quantifying efficiency-fairness trade-offs (see Xinying Chen and
Hooker 2023), it is often not apparent apriori for a particular trade-off, what value of α is appropriate for the
application.

The second widely used parametric utility function is called “p-norm fairness” and is given by the negative
of the ℓp norm (a concave function), as

Up(u) = −∥u∥p for p ⩾ 1. (4)

This utility function is widely used in the operations research literature for applications like vehicle routing,
facility location, and nurse rostering (Bektaş and Letchford 2020; Barbati and Piccolo 2016; Matl, Hartl,
and Vidal 2018; Martin et al. 2013). Note that the “min-max” and “utilitarian” criteria for enforcing fairness
correspond to p values of ∞ and 1, respectively. Existing literature (Bektaş and Letchford 2020) interprets the
value of p to quantify the trade-off between efficiency and fairness, but there is no straightforward technique
to identify the appropriate value of p for a given application and its impact on efficiency.

For both α-fairness and p-norm fairness, existing work uses fairness indices to quantify how fair the
solutions obtained by maximizing the corresponding utility functions are. To the best of our knowledge,
no direct or indirect relationship exists between either of the utility functions in (3) or (4) and any of the
fairness indices used in the literature (Xinying Chen and Hooker 2023). Hence, the general strategy used in
the literature is to solve (2) with Uα(u) (Up(u)) for a subset of α (p) values, compute the fairness indices a
posteriori using the optimal u and check if they provide a satisfactory trade-off between fairness and efficiency
for the application. Efficiency is measured by evaluating f(x) – the objective function in Eq. (1). One of the
most widely used (see Shakkottai, Srikant, et al. 2008; Schwarz, Mehlfuhrer, and Rupp 2011; Guo, Sheng,
Zhang, et al. 2013; Guo, Sheng, X. Wang, et al. 2014; Masoumi et al. 2023; Kumari and N. Jain 2023) fairness

1 In this article, we focus only on the literature that concerns parametric utility functions that quantify the inherent
trade-off between fairness and efficiency. For a general survey of other non-parametric utility functions, interested
readers are referred to Xinying Chen and Hooker (2023).
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indices to quantify fairness of utility vector u is “Jain et al.” (R. K. Jain, Chiu, Hawe, et al. 1984) index,
introduced again in the context of communication networks, and given by

Jain et al. Index: JI(u) ≜
1

n
·

(∑
1⩽i⩽n ui

)2∑
1⩽i⩽n u2

i

. (5)

JI(u) takes the value 1/n when exactly one element of u is non-zero and 1 when all the elements of u

are equal. Note that the denominator in (5) is the square of the 2-norm of u. Throughout the rest of the
presentation, we shall use the Jain et al. index to measure the fairness of u’s distribution. Interested readers
are referred to Xinying Chen and Hooker (2023) for other commonly used indices like the Gini index (Gini
1936), Robin Hood index (Kennedy, Kawachi, and Prothrow-Stith 1996) etc.

1.1 Contributions

To overcome the non-trivial task of choosing parameters α and p in existing fairness models to get the desired
efficiency-fairness trade-off, this article develops a novel, parametric, and convex model for fairness called
ε-fairness starting from the equivalence of finite-dimensional norms. The parameter ε ∈ [0, 1] indicates the
fairness level with ε = 0 and ε = 1, corresponding to an unfair and fair distribution of u. Crucially, we
show that ε-fairness can be incorporated as a second-order cone (SOC) constraint - g(u, ε) ⩽ 02, within the
optimization problem (1). The modified problem given in (6)

z(ε) = max {f(x) : u = W (x), g(u, ε) ⩽ 0,x ∈ X} (6)

directly enforces a certain level of fairness on the distribution of u. Note that since the SOC constraint
is convex, it ensures no additional algorithmic complexity is required to solve the underlying optimization
problem, i.e., if (1) is convex, (6) will continue to be convex. We then show that the existing Jain et al.
index can be expressed as a function of ε in closed form, which will also result in a systematic approach to
choosing ε for the application in question. Furthermore, we shall present beneficial theoretical properties like
monotonicity of z(ε) for ε-fairness, which allow for easy quantification of the trade-off between efficiency and
fairness and the development of approaches to select an appropriate value for ε.

The article is structured as follows: After developing the model of ε-fairness from in Sec. 2, we present
the theoretical results that relate ε-fairness with the Jain et al. index and the properties of ε-fairness in Sec.
3 followed by a case study on a power system operation problem in Sec. 4 and concluding with Sec. 5.

2 Development of ε-fairness

We start by invoking a well-known inequality that relates ∥u∥1 and ∥u∥2 for any u ∈ Rn
⩾0, derived using the

fundamental result of “equivalence of norms” (see Horn and Johnson 2012)

∥u∥2 ⩽ ∥u∥1 ⩽
√
n · ∥u∥2. (7)

In (7), it is not difficult to see that

(i) the first inequality, holds at equality, i.e., ∥u∥2 = ∥u∥1, when ui is zero for all but one component (most
unfair), and

(ii) the second inequality in (7) holds at equality, i.e.,
√
n · ∥u∥2 = ∥u∥1, when every component of u is equal

(most fair),

We use the intuition provided by (i) and (ii) to introduce the following parametric definition of fairness:

Definition 1 ε-fairness – For any u ∈ Rn
⩾0 and ε ∈ [0, 1], we say u is “ε-fair”, if (1− ε+ ε

√
n)·∥u∥2 = ∥u∥1.

Here, we say u is most unfair (fair) when ε = 0 (ε = 1), respectively. Indeed, at that value, u attains the
lower (upper) bound in (7). Furthermore, we define u to be “at least ε-fair ”, if(

1− ε+ ε
√
n
)
· ∥u∥2 ⩽ ∥u∥1. (8)

We remark that (1− ε+ ε
√
n) in Definition 1 is the convex combination of

√
n and 1, with ε as the multiplier.

The definition also allows modification of the optimization problem in (1) to restrict the feasible set of utility
vectors to be at least ε-fair, by adding (8) as a constraint, as presented in (6), i.e.,

g(u, ε) ⩽ 0 ≡
(
1− ε+ ε

√
n
)
· ∥u∥2 ⩽ ∥u∥1. (9)

When ε is set to 0 the (8) enforces the trivial bound on the 1-norm of u, i.e., ∥u∥2 ⩽ ∥u∥1. In the next section,
we present some theoretical results that will provide intuition on how ε-fairness enforces the distribution of
utilities to be fair.

2 for a fixed value of ε
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3 Theoretical properties

We start by introducing some notations. Let µ and σ2 denote the sample mean and variance of all the utility
values in the utility vector u. Then, combining the definitions of sample mean, sample variance, and the
assumption that all utility values are non-negative, we have

µ =
∥u∥1
n

and σ2 =
1

n− 1

(
∥u∥22 − nµ2

)
. (10)

From (8), enforcing u to be at least ε-fair is equivalent to

∥u∥22 ⩽
∥u∥21

(1− ε+ ε
√
n)

2

⇒ σ2 ⩽
n

n− 1

(
n

(1− ε+ ε
√
n)

2
− 1

)
µ2, (11)

where (11) follows from definitions in (10). If we define

h(ε) ≜
n

n− 1

(
n

(1− ε+ ε
√
n)

2
− 1

)
, (12)

then (11) reduces to

c2v ≜

(
σ

µ

)2

⩽ h(ε) (13)

where cv is the “coefficient of variation” in statistics (Everitt and Skrondal 2010), a standardized measure of
frequency distribution’s dispersion. It is not difficult to see that h(ε) is strictly decreasing with ε, indicating
that as ε is varied from 0 → 1, the upper bound on cv decreases from a trivial value of

√
n (always true) to 0

(enforces the utility values for all agents to be equal). In other words, ε-fairness enforces fairness by controlling
the dispersion in u’s distribution through ε. This observation leads to a simple bisection on ε ∈ [0, 1] providing
the value of ε that can result in the required fairness-efficiency trade-off. To the best of our knowledge, such
algorithms do not exist and, in general, are difficult to design for the utility functions Uα(u) and Up(u) for
varying α and p.

Next, we present a key result that enables us to identify trends in the feasibility and optimality of (6).

Proposition 1 Given ε̄ ∈ [0, 1], if the problem (6) is infeasible, then it is also infeasible for any ε ∈ [ε̄, 1].

Proof To prove this statement, we let

Yε ≜

{
(u,x)

∣∣∣∣∣ u = W (x), x ∈ X , and(
1− ε+ ε

√
n
)
· ∥u∥2 ⩽ ∥u∥1

}
.

Yε is the set of feasible solutions for (6). The proof now follows from the observation that for any ε1, ε2 ∈ [0, 1]
such that ε1 ⩾ ε2, (1− ε1 + ε1

√
n) ⩾ (1− ε2 + ε2

√
n) which gives Yε1 ⊆ Yε2 . ⊓⊔

The above proposition states that the size of the feasible set of solutions to (6) decreases as we increase ε.
In other words, if the distribution of utilities in u cannot be made ε̄-fair, it cannot be made any “fair-er”,
aligning with our intuitive understanding of fairness. A practical consequence of the proposition is that there
exists a 0 ⩽ εmax ⩽ 1 such that for any ε ∈ (εmax, 1], problem (6) is infeasible, and ε ∈ (0, εmax], problem (6)
is feasible. From here on, we shall refer to [0, εmax] as the “feasibility domain” for (6). We now state another
useful result in quantifying the trade-off between fairness and efficiency in optimization problems.

Proposition 2 The univariate function z(ε), defined in (6), monotonically decreases with ε for all values in
the feasibility domain of (6).

Proof The proof follows from the following two observations:

1. the feasible set of solutions of (6) becomes smaller as ε increases within its feasibility domain (see propo-
sition 1) and

2. the problem (6) is a maximization problem.

Together, the above observations lead to the conclusion that if ε1 ⩾ ε2, then z(ε1) ⩽ z(ε2). ⊓⊔
Proposition 2 tells us that when ε increases, the distribution of u becomes fairer but the maximum achievable
efficiency, given by z(ε), decreases. This conforms with our intuitive understanding of the trade-off between
fairness and efficiency and enables quantifying this trade-off for different values of ε. As emphasized in the
introduction, we reiterate that monotonicity property analogous to Proposition 2 and systematic techniques
to quantify the trade-off between efficiency and fairness are lacking in the state-of-the-art parametric utility-
based models of fairness.



SOC Representable Model of Fairness 5

0.0 0.5 1.0

ε

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

J
a
in

et
a
l.

in
d
ex

Fig. 1: Plot of JI(u) = w(ε) when n = 10.

3.1 Relationship to Jain et al. index

We now show that enforcing ε-fairness of the utilities is equivalent to setting the Jain et al. index of the utilities
to a bijective function of ε. This will translate any value of the Jain et al. index sought to an equivalent ε

value to enforce ε-fairness. To the best of our knowledge, this cannot be done using any of the existing models
of fairness.

Proposition 3 Enforcing u to be ε-fair is equivalent to setting

JI(u) =
(1− ε+ ε

√
n)2

n

Proof Utilizing the non-negativity of the utility values, Jain et al. index in (5) can be equivalently rewritten
as

JI(u) =
∥u∥21

n · ∥u∥22
.

Combining the above equation with the definition of enforcing ε-fairness of u leads to

JI(u) =
(1− ε+ ε

√
n)

2

n
≜ w(ε). (14)

It is also easy to observe that enforcing u to be at least ε-fair is equivalent to JI(u) ⩾ w(ε). ⊓⊔

Proposition 3 provides a bijective function, w(ε), that can translate any value of ε to an equivalent value of
the Jain et al. index as also observed in Fig. 1. The proposition shows that the ε-fairness model is a scaled
version of the Jain et al. index, i.e., the following statement holds for any u ∈ Rn⩾ 0:(

1− ε+ ε
√
n
)
· ∥u∥2 ⩽ ∥u∥1 Definition 1⇐======⇒ u is at least ε-fair

Proposition 3⇐=======⇒ JI(u) ⩾ w(ε)
Eq. (5) and take sq. root⇐==============⇒

√
n · w(ε) · ∥u∥2 ⩽ ∥u∥1

Hence, a practitioner can use either ε-fairness or JI(u) ⩾ w(ε) to enforce fairness and the above statement
guarantees that both approaches of enforcing fairness will yield the same results. R. K. Jain, Chiu, Hawe,
et al. (1984) hypothesize the formula for the Jain et al. index to be given by Eq. (5) and show that it
has desirable properties of population size independence, scale and metric independence, boundedness, and
continuity with respect to small changes in u without providing any insight as to how one can derive the
formula and mathematical quantification as to why it measures fairness. The development of ε-fairness in Sec.
2 starting from a fundamental result in linear algebra provides this much-needed foundation to the Jain et
al. index in Eq. (5). Furthermore, we remark that all the results proved in Sec. 3 can be extended to use the
Jain et al. index by replacing (1− ε+ ε

√
n) with

√
n · w(ε).

4 Case study

The case studies in this section are specifically designed to answer the following questions: (i) How can
ε-fairness be integrated into existing optimization problems, (ii) How can we both qualitatively and quantita-
tively illustrate that fairness is being enforced, and (iii) How can we quantify the trade-off between efficiency
and fairness? To that end, we choose the application of electric transmission network operations. This is
motivated by the rising interest in incorporating fairness into power system optimization to ensure social,
energy justice, and health impacts of grid operations are given their due importance (Mathieu 2023; Taylor
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et al. 2023; L. Huang et al. 2023; Hashmi et al. 2022; Z. Wang et al. 2023). In particular, we choose the
Minimum Load Shedding (MLS) problem formulated in Coffrin et al. (2018) with a Direct Current (DC)
power flow model that focuses on minimizing the sum of the load shed to each customer after an extreme
event damages a subset of components of the network. We incorporate ε-fairness into the MLS problem and
answer the questions posed at the beginning of this section using the theoretical results presented thus far.
We start with the formulation of the MLS problem.

4.1 Problem formulation

Consider a damaged power network with undamaged transmission lines L, buses B, generators G, and loads
(demands) D. We also let Gb and Db denote the subset of generators and loads co-located on bus b ∈ B.
In an electric power network, power is produced at the generators G and consumed at the loads or demand
locations D. The power injected into the system is transmitted using transmission lines; these lines, in turn,
have capacity limits (also referred to as thermal limits) indicative of the maximum amount of power that can
flow through the line. Furthermore, each bus in B is also associated with a voltage, a phasor quantity, i.e., it
has a magnitude and a phase angle. For a DC approximation of the physics of power flowing a network, the
voltage magnitude is assumed to be unity at all buses; the power flowing the line that connects bus i and j

is proportional to the phase angle difference at the two buses (with the proportionality constant given by the
susceptance of the line). Armed with this brief overview of electric power networks, we proceed by introducing
additional notations as follows: Let the decision variables θb denote the phase angle at bus b ∈ B, pg denote
the power generated by generator g ∈ G, pij denote the power flowing on the transmission line (i, j) ∈ L and
non-negative variable di indicate the amount of load shed at i ∈ D. Let parameters pmax

ij , bij be the respective
thermal limit and susceptance for line (i, j) ∈ L, and pmin

g , pmax
g be the generation lower and upper limits

∀g ∈ G. We use dmax
i ∀i ∈ D to represent the total power demands. The MLS problem is formulated as:

min
∑
i∈D

di subject to:

XDC ≜



pij = bij(θi − θj) ∀(i, j) ∈ L∑
g∈Gb

pg −
∑
i∈Db

(dmax
i − di) =

∑
j∈B

pbj −
∑
j∈B

pjb ∀b ∈ B

pg ∈ [pmin
g , pmax

g ] ∀g ∈ G
di ∈ [0, dmax

i ] ∀i ∈ D
−pmax

ij ⩽ pij ⩽ pmax
ij ∀(i, j) ∈ L


In the above definition of XDC, the first two equations are the power flow for each line (i, j) ∈ L and the nodal
balance at each bus b ∈ B. The remaining inequality constraints are the capacity limits. If we let d ∈ R⩾0

denote the vector of the individual load sheds di, i ∈ D, and e denote the vector of 1s, we can rewrite the
above formulation on the lines of (1) as

min {e⊺d : d ∈ XDC}. (15)

In (15), the total load shed, e⊺d, is inversely proportional to the efficiency of the system, i.e., the lower the
load shed, the higher the efficiency of the system. In this setting, an operator seeks to be fair to all the grid
customers by ensuring the d distribution is fair. We enforce this condition using the developed model for
ε-fairness, analogous to (6), as

z(ε) = min
{
e⊺d

∣∣∣d ∈ Xdc and
(
1− ε+ ε

√
|D|
)
∥d∥2 ⩽ ∥d∥1

}
. (16)

Furthermore, to compare the solutions obtained from enforcing ε-fairness to that obtained using the utility
function-based approaches, we formulate and solve the following problem that seeks to maximize the utility
function Up(u) for different values of p ⩾ 1:

d∗
p = argmax {Up(d) |d ∈ Xdc } and z∗p ≜ e⊺d∗

p (17)

Though the same formulation extends for the utility function for α-fairness, we do not present results with
Uα(d) as they were similar to those that were obtained using Up(d). Finally, in Eq. (17), z∗p denotes the sum
of the individual components of d∗

p.
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4.2 Network data and computational platform

All the case studies are performed on the Power Grid Library’s (Babaeinejadsarookolaee et al. 2019) IEEE
14-bus test system3 with 11 customers (loads). For the 14-bus network, random damage scenarios were
generated, each containing five damaged lines that caused non-zero total load shed for the MLS problem (15).
This resulted in 9765 scenarios on which the MLS problem and its fair variant were tested. The formulations
presented in this article were implemented in the Julia programming language (Bezanson et al. 2017) using
the JuMP (Dunning, Huchette, and Lubin 2017) package. All linear and SOC optimization problems were
solved using CPLEX (CPLEX 2022), a commercial linear and SOC programming solver. All experiments were
run on an Intel Haswell 2.6 GHz, 62 GB, 20-core machine at Los Alamos National Laboratory.

4.3 Distribution of load shed for varying ε

Here, we illustrate graphically what enforcing ε-fairness means for the MLS problem in terms of the distri-
bution of d. To that end, we let ε vary in the set {0.0, 0.3, 0.6, 0.9}, solve (16) with that value of ε for each
of the 9765 damage scenarios. The box plot of the load sheds for all scenarios in Fig. 2 shows that fairness
gets imposed when ε is increased. This type of qualitative analysis can also be done with existing parametric
utility function-based methods (Uα(u) and Up(u)) with one important caveat: fairness is not monotonic with
the parameters (α and p) in those functions; results demonstrating this failure in monotonicity is presented
in the subsequent sections.
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Fig. 2: Box plot of load shed obtained by solving the fair version of the MLS problem (16) for different values
of ε. Notice that when ε = 0.0, (16) and (15) are equivalent.

4.4 When enforcing ε-fairness is infeasible

Table 1 shows the number of damage scenarios for which (16) is infeasible for different values of ε. The number
of infeasible scenarios increases with ε, empirically validating the correctness of Proposition 1. Note that if
for a given ε ∈ [0, 1], no ε-fair solution exists, the value of ε has to be reduced to ensure ε < εmax; here the
value of εmax can be computed systematically using bisection on [0, 1]. At this juncture, we remark that it is
impossible to answer the question: “Is a certain level of fairness, specified through any combination or fairness

3 The choice of a small test network is motivated by the ease of visualizing results. We reiterate that enforcing
ε-fairness to existing optimization problems involves the addition of a single convex SOC constraint. If the original
optimization problem is convex, adding the SOC constraint does not change the computational complexity needed to
find the optimal solution. This was observed empirically when repeating all the experiments presented in this section
on a more extensive IEEE RTS-96 test network.
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Fig. 3: Jain et al. index of the load shed values for varying values of ε.
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Fig. 4: Jain et al. index of the load shed values for varying values of p in Eq. (17). Observe that the monotonicity
of the index values with respect to p does not hold.

metrics, attainable for a given application?” through any of the existing models for fairness. To the best of
our knowledge, ε-fairness, developed in this article, is the first model that allows us to answer these types of
practically relevant questions.

ε # infeasible scenarios

0.0 ⩽ ε ⩽ 0.5 0/9765
0.6 ⩽ ε ⩽ 0.7 813/9765

ε = 0.8 1443/9765
ε = 0.9 1715/9765
ε = 1.0 9131/9765

Table 1: Number of scenarios for which (16) is infeasible for different values of ε.

4.5 Jain et al. index for varying ε

We now present a plot showing that solutions obtained by enforcing ε-fairness are fair by computing the
Jain et al. index of the load shed values across customers for each damage scenario. Fig. 3 shows the box
plot of w(ε) values with n set to 11. One can also observe that the Jain et al. index monotonically increases
with increasing ε, indicating that the distribution of load sheds is getting fairer with increasing ε; this serves
as validation for the theoretical result in Sec. 3.1. We note that the box plot is shown only for the feasible
scenarios for all ε ∈ [0, 0.9]. We excluded ε = 1 as, in this case, only 634 out of the 9756 damage scenarios
were feasible (see Table 1), i.e., for these 634 instances, (16) is feasible for all values of ε ∈ [0, 1].

It was commented in the previous sections that the fairness level, as quantified using the Jain et al. index,
is non-monotonic as a function of p for the utility function corresponding to p-norm fairness. Fig. 4 shows
the box plot of the Jain et al. index of the load shed values for varying values of p. Similar to Fig. 3, the box
plot is only shown for the 9756 feasible damage scenarios. Specifically, monotonicity fails to hold in 7087 out
of the 9756 damage scenarios.
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4.6 Efficiency-fairness trade-off

We now present a systematic approach to quantify the trade-off between efficiency and fairness on the MLS
problem enabled by ε-fairness. For completeness, we present the results for the MLS problem where the
fairness is enforced using p-norm fairness, as in Eq. (17). To this end, we first state some obvious facts. For
the MLS problem, the maximum achievable efficiency (the minimum amount of load shed) is given by either
the optimal objective to (15) or the z(0) in (16) or z∗0 in (17), i.e., when no fairness constraints are imposed.

When ε > 0 in (16), fairness constraints are enforced and result in a monotonic decrease in efficiency (see
Proposition 2) or, correspondingly, an increase in the minimum load shed from z(0) to z(ε). We define this
reduction in efficiency as a function of ε, denoted by ηr(ε), to be the relative percent increase in load shed
when enforcing the distribution of load sheds in d to be at least ε-fair.

ηr(ε) ≜
z(ε)− z(0)

z(ε)
· 100% for any ε > 0 (18)

Fig. 5 presents the box plot of ηr(ε) for varying values of ε. It is clear from the plot that the efficiency
decreases monotonically with ε, as indicated by Proposition 2. In particular, for the MLS problem, the
maximum decrease in system efficiency is around 4% when ε-fairness is enforced with ε = 0.9. Fig. 5 would
be very useful for the transmission system operator to decide what level of fairness is acceptable based on
operational efficiency considerations.

Now, when p > 1 in (17), there is no monotonic behavior of the efficiency as a function of p unlike ε and
(16). To show this graphically, we compute

ηpr ≜
z∗p − z∗0

z∗p
· 100% for any p > 1 (19)

and Fig. 6 presents the box plot of ηpr for varying values of p. It is evident from the figure that there is no
clear relationship between the decrease in efficiency and the value of p. A similar trend was observed when
the utility function corresponding to the α-fairness model, i.e., Uα(·) in Eq. (17) for increasing α values. The
absence of a monotonicity property in the utility function-based approaches makes the design of an algorithm
to compute the parameter to achieve a desired fairness-efficiency trade-off difficult.

5 Conclusion and Future Work

This article develops a parametric model of fairness called ε-fairness that can be directly incorporated into
existing optimization problems by adding a single SOC constraint in practical applications. Theoretical prop-
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erties of ε-fairness that conform with our intuitive understanding of fairness are presented. A case study on
incorporating fairness in the optimal operation of a damaged power transmission network also shows how a
practitioner can use ε-fairness to quantify the inherent trade-off between fairness and efficiency.

Future work can proceed in any of the following tangents: (i) study the computational impact of in-
corporating ε-fairness to combinatorial optimization problems like vehicle routing and facility location, and
develop algorithms to address the additional complexity if one exists, (ii) extend the models and algorithms
to generalize to the notion of weighted fairness where specific agents are given higher priority or weights and
fairness has to be enforced in the distribution of weighted utilities, (iii) develop fast and possibly distributed
heuristics to enforce ε-fairness into problems for which similar heuristics to compute good quality fairness-
agnostic solutions exist in the literature, and (iv) develop approximation algorithms to incorporate fairness
into existing NP-hard decision-making problems.
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