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Abstract

Fair cake-cutting is a mathematical subfield that studies the problem of fairly
dividing a resource among a number of participants. The so-called “cake,” as
an object, represents any resource that can be distributed among players. This
concept is connected to supervised multi-label classification: any dataset can be
thought of as a cake that needs to be distributed, where each label is a player that
receives its share of the dataset. In particular, any efficient cake-cutting solution
for the dataset is equivalent to an optimal decision function. Although we are not
the first to demonstrate this connection, the important ramifications of this par-
allel seem to have been partially forgotten. We revisit these classical results and
demonstrate how this connection can be prolifically used for fairness in machine
learning problems. Understanding the set of achievable fair decisions is a funda-
mental step in finding optimal fair solutions and satisfying fairness requirements.
By employing the tools of cake-cutting theory, we have been able to describe the
behavior of optimal fair decisions, which, counterintuitively, often exhibit quite
unfair properties. Specifically, in order to satisfy fairness constraints, it is some-
times preferable, in the name of optimality, to purposefully make mistakes and
deny giving the positive label to deserving individuals in a community in favor
of less worthy individuals within the same community. This practice is known in
the literature as cherry-picking and has been described as “blatantly unfair.”

Keywords: Classification, Fairness, Cake-Cutting, Impossibility Results,
Cherry-Picking
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1 Introduction

In various social and economic contexts, the challenge of fairly allocating a divisible
resource among multiple participants has been of paramount importance. In particular,
when the resource is heterogeneous in nature, the players involved may disagree on the
value of a piece of it, further complicating how to distribute the resource in a suitable
way for all participants.

For instance, consider the problem of dividing land for agricultural purposes. The
yield of different crops depends on various factors, including the chemical components
in the soil, access to sunlight and water, and the overall geography of the land. For
this reason, different plots of land may be more effective for some crops than for
others. Efficiently allocating the land is imperative to maximize the total yield. In this
example, the different crops can be thought of as players demanding a certain amount
of land, each disagreeing about the value of a particular plot.

How to divide and distribute a heterogeneous resource (the land) among different
participants (the crops) is the kind of question that cake-cutting theory aims to solve.
After a cake has been partitioned, there are multiple ways to categorize the quality
of the distribution. A partition is called envy-free if no player would prefer to receive
another person’s piece, ensuring that no one is envious. In contrast, a partition is
called Pareto optimal if, to give a player a better piece, we would be forced to give a
worse piece to another player. Our work focuses solely on the latter.

In multi-label supervised learning, researchers must address a similar problem:
learning a decision function capable of predicting a label for each data point in a
dataset. This decision function essentially partitions the dataset, where each partition
corresponds to a possible label. From a cake-cutting perspective, each label acts as a
player: the more data points assigned to a specific label, the higher the prediction rate
for that label becomes.

For example, in binary classification, assigning the positive label to data points
previously labeled as negative results in an equal or increased true positive rate. Fur-
thermore, the dataset, or more precisely, the underlying distribution, behaves as a
heterogeneous resource: the likelihood of each label varies from data point to data
point. Hence, every label prefers some data points more than others.

Under some reasonable assumptions, not only are the two problems related, but
they are actually equivalent: every cake-cutting problem can be expressed as a multi-
label classification problem, and vice versa. Because of this connection, a number
of results from cake-cutting theory can be restated using multi-label classification
terminology. This translation sheds light on the space of possible decisions and fea-
sible model performances, generalizing concepts such as ROC curves and confusion
matrices.

These results find an important application in Fair ML [1]. In this field, researchers
focus on developing algorithms and models that minimize bias and discrimination,
ensuring equitable outcomes for all individuals, regardless of their demographic charac-
teristics. In order to measure discrimination, various mathematical metrics have been
developed to evaluate how unfair a classifier is. For group fairness especially, where a
decision is considered fair when different demographic groups are treated similarly, the
fairness criterion is often connected to the performance of the classifier in question.
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Fairness metrics are often used as additional objectives in optimization problems,
but the approach has been criticized for its naivety [2–4]. Moreover, it remains unclear
how the fairness term affects the learning process or the final model [5–7], and whether
these models can even be considered fair. We shed light on this issue: by employ-
ing cake-cutting theory, we mathematically prove that group fairness metrics can
frequently exhibit problematic behaviors, wherein the optimal solution inherently pos-
sesses unfair properties. If fairness is framed as an optimization problem, it is often
optimal to deliberately introduce errors or randomly assign labels. These errors occur
not between different communities, which would make them acceptable for the sake
of fairness, but within the same community. Accepting this implies that, in the name
of optimality, we should misrepresent a community by assigning the positive label to
less deserving candidates, even when better candidates from the same community are
available. This is not only inherently unfair, as it marginalizes worthy individuals from
minorities, but also because it can perpetuate stereotypes and biases, as less-capable
individuals are more likely to be assigned the positive label.

For example, a supposedly fair optimal model might prefer to hire a young person
even if a stronger candidate of the same age is available. People who mistakenly
believe that newer generations are lazy would then be more likely to have their beliefs
validated by the model’s selections. Confirmation bias would reinforce the stereotype
in a self-fulfilling prophecy.

The careless, if not malicious, selection of individuals solely to meet group fairness
constraints is often referred to in the literature as cherry-picking [8–10]. Generally,
cherry-picking is portrayed as a mischievous and absurd method to be avoided, capable
of meeting fairness constraints while still being unfair.

What is often overlooked in the literature, however, is that cherry-picking can be
a phenomenon that inevitably emerges from the optimization process itself. Unaware
practitioners might thus obtain a cherry-picking model without even realizing it. Our
results indicate that blindly optimizing fairness metrics will, in many cases, result in
counterintuitive and unfair outcomes, as optimal decisions may be forced to cherry-
pick. We strongly believe that these findings highlight why discussing fairness purely as
a mathematical optimization problem is disingenuous and potentially dangerous. On
the other hand, for a few fairness metrics, the optimal solution does not exhibit these
problematic behaviors. We demonstrate under which conditions this can or cannot
occur.

2 Notation & Definitions

2.1 Cake-Cutting Theory

Cake-Cutting Theory formalizes problems where a divisible resource needs to be dis-
tributed among different players in an optimal way. Each player exhibits preferences
on what portion of the resource they prefer to receive. It has applications in Game
Theory and Statistics. We suggest [11] as a reference.

Definition 1 (Cake-cutting). A cake-cutting instance is a triple (X,Σ,µ) where

• X is a set called the “cake”, and each player wants a metaphorical slice of it.
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• Σ is a σ-algebra on X, representing all the possible slices of the cake.
• µ := (µ1, . . . , µn) is a vector of n atomless1 finite measures on the measurable space

(X,Σ). Each measure represents a player who wants a piece of the cake, µi is how
much player i likes a particular slice.

Definition 2 (Slicing). Given a cake-cutting instance (X,Σ,µ), we call an ordered
partition S = (S1, . . . , Sn) of X into n measurable subsets a slicing. Each player µi

receives slice Si and likes it µi(Si).

Obviously, players can also evaluate pieces received by other players. This concept
plays an important role in cake-cutting theory, so we need to keep track of the opinions
of all the players for all the possible pieces.

Definition 3 (µ(S) and IPS). Given a cake-cutting instance (X,Σ,µ) and a slicing
S, we indicate with µ(S) the matrix defined as

[µ(S)]i,j := µi(Sj) ∀i, j ∈ [n]

The Individual Pieces Set (IPS) of X is the set of possible diagonals of µ(S), that is:

IPS(X) := {diagµ(S) : S is a slicing of X}

So the matrix µ(S) considers how players evaluate all the pieces in a given slicing,
while the IPS tracks how much each player likes their own piece, but does so for all
possible slicings. Since we want to split and distribute our cake so that every partici-
pant appreciates their slice, formally, it means that we would like to maximizeµi(Si).
This naturally gives rise to the following definition:

Definition 4 (Pareto pre-order). Let (X,Σ,µ) be a cake-cutting instance. Given two
slicings S,S′, we say that S′ is Pareto non-inferior to S (and similarly S is non-
superior to S′), and write S ≾ S′, if for all i ∈ [n] it holds µi(Si) ≤ µi(S

′
i), or

equivalently
diagµ(S) ≤ diagµ(S′)

A slicing S′ is said to be Pareto-maximal (and similarly minimal) if for any slicing S
such that S′ ≾ S, it also holds S ≾ S′.

2.2 Supervised Multi-label Classification

In supervised multi-label classification, we have a population of individuals X and a
set of possible labels Y . Each individual is associated with a probability distribution
over the labels, and our task is to find a probabilistic classifier that can predict the
labels of new individuals.

Definition 5. We define a supervised multi-label classification problem as a probabil-
ity space X × Y , where

• X is a set, called the feature space, with probability measure µX and σ-algebra ΣX .

1A measure µ is said to be atomless if for each positive measurable set A there exists B ⊂ A such that
0 < µ(B) < µ(A).
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• Y = {y1, . . . , yn} is the set of labels, with a conditional probability density function
pX(y|x) : X → ∆n, where ∆n is the n-dimensional simplex:

∆n := {t ∈ [0, 1]n : t1 + · · ·+ tn = 1}

Our objective is to find a measurable probabilistic classifier (or decision function)

d : X → ∆n that we can use to make predictions Ŷ , where Ŷ = y ∼ d(x) ∈ ∆n.
We can understand how well a classifier performs by looking at the confusion matrix
MX(d), which is defined as follows:

MX(d) :=

[∫
X

dj(x)pX(yi|x)µX(dx)

]
i,j∈[n]

=
[
P (Ŷ = yj , Y = yi)

]
i,j∈[n]

Our objective is to maximize the prediction probabilities, which correspond to the
diagonal entries of the confusion matrix, by minimizing the error probabilities, which
are the entries that are not on the diagonal. A decision d is said to be deterministic
if for almost all x ∈ X, there exists an i ∈ [n] such that di(x) = 1.

3 The Connection

The connection between cake-cutting and supervised learning is intuitive: if we limit
ourselves to deterministic decisions, then for any decision d, we can simply define a
slicing S so that

Sj = {x ∈ X : dj(x) = 1}
and then define probability measures µi by considering the entries of the confusion
matrix, that is:

µi(Sj) = P (Ŷ = yj , Y = yi) =

∫
X

dj(x)pX(yi|x)µX(dx)

But two problems need to be addressed to formalize this line of reasoning. First, it is
unclear how we can define a proper slicing when the decision used is not deterministic.
Secondly, a more technical problem may arise: the newly defined measures might not
be atomless, as the cake-cutting definition requires. When µX is atomless itself, it is
possible to prove that it doesn’t really matter whether a decision is deterministic or
not: any confusion matrix obtained by a probabilistic decision can also be obtained by
a deterministic one. This has been proven by [12]. But when µX is not atomless, we can
still circumvent the issue by simply considering an extra dimension: any probabilistic
decision on X can be seen as a deterministic decision on X × [0, 1), and hence a
cake-cutting problem on X × [0, 1). Formally:

Theorem 1. Consider a multi-label classification problem on X × Y . There exists a
cake-cutting instance (X × [0, 1),Σ,µ) such that for any matrix M , it holds:

M = MX(d) for a decision d ⇐⇒ M = µ(S) for some slicing S = (S1, . . . , Sn)
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Proof. First, let’s formalize the cake-cutting instance (X × [0, 1),Σ,µ) that we need.
We already know that the cake is X × [0, 1), so a natural choice for the σ-algebra Σ
is the product algebra ΣX ⊗ B([0, 1)), where ΣX is the original σ-algebra on X and
B([0, 1)) is the Borel σ-algebra on [0, 1).
Similarly, µ = (µ1, . . . , µn) is defined as the vector of the product measures µi such
that

µi (Q× [a, b]) := λ([a, b]) ·
∫
Q

pX(yi|x)µX(dx) = (b− a) · P (Q,Y = yi)

The use of the Lebesgue measure λ in the product guarantees that µi is an atomless
measure. We can now prove that such a cake-cutting instance satisfies the claim of the
proposition.
Let’s start by proving that, given a probabilistic decision d(x) ∈ ∆n, we can construct

a slicing S for the cake-cutting instance such that µi(Sj) = P (Ŷ = yj , Y = yi) for all
i, j ∈ [n]. We define Sj as follows:

Sj =

{
(x, t) ∈ X × [0, 1) :

j−1∑
k=1

dk(x) ≤ t <

j∑
k=1

dk(x)

}

Since
∑n

k=1 dk(x) = 1, we have that the slicing S = (S1, . . . , Sn) forms a partition of
X× [0, 1). They are also measurable, since the sub-graphs of measurable functions are
measurable sets in X× [0, 1). Therefore, every Sj is measurable, as it can be expressed
as the difference of measurable sets. Consequently,

µi(Sj) =

∫
Sj

pX(yi|x)µX(dx)⊗ dt

By Fubini-Tonelli’s theorem, the integral can be rewritten as

∫
X

(∫ ∑j
k=1 dk(x)

∑j−1
k=1 dk(x)

dt

)
pX(yi|x)µX(dx) =

∫
X

dj(x)pX(yi|x)µX(dx)

since the inner integral is just
∑j

k=1 dk(x)−
∑j−1

k=1 dk(x) = dj(x). Finally,∫
X

dj(x)pX(yi|x)µX(dx) = P (Ŷ = yj , Y = yi)

On the other hand, if we start with a slicing S = (S1, . . . , Sn) of X × [0, 1), we
can consider the probabilistic decision function d(x) = (d1(x), . . . , dn(x)) defined as
follows:

dj(x) =

∫ 1

0

1Sj (x, t)dt
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where 1Sj is the characteristic function of the set Sj . Since Sj is measurable, its
characteristic function is also measurable. Then, again by Fubini-Tonelli’s theorem,
we have that dj(x) is a measurable function in X, and it holds∫

X

dj(x)pX(yi|x)µX(dx) =

∫
X

(∫ 1

0

1Sj (x, t)dt

)
pX(yi|x)µX(dx) = µi(Sj)

Finally, d(x) ∈ ∆n because

n∑
j=1

dj(x) =
n∑

j=1

∫ 1

0

1Sj (x, t)dt =

∫ 1

0

n∑
j=1

1Sj (x, t)dt =

∫ 1

0

dt = 1

since
∑n

j=1 1Sj (x, t) = 1, given that S is a partition of X × [0, 1).

The theorem proves that for each classification problem, there exists an equivalent
cake-cutting instance. But the converse is also true: every cake-cutting problem can
be stated as a classification problem, up to a reparametrization. This is a classical
result [13], which involves the use of the Radon-Nikodym theorem. Consider a cake-
cutting instance (X,Σ,µ). Since µ is a vector of finite measures, we can define a new
probability measure µX such that

µX(Q) =

∑n
i=1 µi(Q)∑n
i=1 µi(X)

=

n∑
i=1

µi(Q)

∥µ(X)∥1

Every normalized measure µi/∥µ(X)∥1 is clearly absolutely continuous with respect to
µX ; hence, by the Radon-Nikodym theorem, there must be functions pX(yi|x) : X →
[0,+∞] such that

µi(Q)

∥µ(X)∥1
=

∫
Q

pX(yi|x)µX(dx)

In particular, it’s possible to choose them such that
∑n

i=1 pX(yi|x) = 1. Moreover,
µX is an atomless probability measure, since the measures µi are atomless as well. So,
as proven in [12], we have that any slicing of X is equivalent to a decision function
d : X → ∆n and vice versa, without the need of extra dimensions as in Proposition 1.

3.1 The Simplex as the One Cake

Being able to derive probabilities pX(y|x) for any cake-cutting problem provides a
different point of view on how to approach the problem: pX(y|x) can not only be seen
as a conditional probability but also as a measurable function pX(y|x) : X → ∆n.

This means that we can enrich the simplex ∆n with the pushforward measure
defined by µ∆ := µX ◦ pX(y|−)−1. Moreover, we can also define new conditional
probability distributions p∆(y|−) on ∆n such that

p∆(yi|t) := ti for all t = (t1, . . . , tn) ∈ ∆n
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meaning that the conditional distributions on ∆n correspond to the identity function.
The probability measure µ∆, together with the conditional distributions p∆(y|t),

allows us to discuss probabilistic decisions and, by extension, cake-cutting on ∆n.
In particular, if we consider a probabilistic decision function d : ∆n → ∆n, we have

P (Ŷ∆ = yj , Y = yi) =

∫
∆n

dj(t)p∆(yi|t)µ∆(dt) =

=

∫
∆n

dj(t)tiµ∆(dt) =

=

∫
X

dj(pX(y|x))pX(yi|x)µX(dx) = P (ŶX = yj , Y = yi)

where Ŷ∆ is sampled according to d and ŶX according to d ◦ pX(y|−).
So, the confusion matrix of any decision on X that only depends on the conditional

probabilities can be seen as the matrix for a decision on ∆n, and vice versa. But more
importantly, as a consequence of Weller’s theorem [14] stated in the next subsection,

any decision d on X is equivalent to a decision d̂ that only depends on pX(y|x).
Which means that ∆n, together with conditional probability p∆(y|t) := t, provides a
universal space where the only variable that changes is the underlying probability µ∆.
Critically, we must be aware that some of the choices of µ∆ may lead to measures that
are not atomless, hence by Proposition 1, the space ∆n × [0, 1) provides a universal
cake where the players µi are defined by

µi(Q× [a, b]) := (b− a) ·
∫
Q

ti · µ∆(dt)

for some probability measure µ∆ on ∆n.

3.2 Cake-Cutting for Classification

Let’s now return for a moment to the definition of Pareto maximality and discuss
in more detail some important differences. Since we now know that cake-cutting and
classification are two sides of the same coin, it seems natural to apply the Pareto pre-
order defined on slicings as a pre-order on decisions as well. This is indeed how we
will approach the problem, yet it is not the most general way to define an order on
decisions.

What we consider a “good decision” in classification is one that minimizes errors.
Hence, in full generality, given two decisions d,d′, we can say that one is better
(d ≾e d

′) than the other according to errors by defining ≾e such that

(d ≾e d
′) ⇐⇒ P (Ŷ = yj , Y = yi) ≥ P (Ŷ ′ = yj , Y = yi) for all i ̸= j

However, the Pareto pre-order on decision ≾ is defined as

(d ≾ d′) ⇐⇒ P (Ŷ = yi, Y = yi) ≤ P (Ŷ ′ = yi, Y = yi) for all i ∈ [n]

8



where Ŷ is sampled from d and Ŷ ′ from d′.
If n > 2, these two definitions are not equivalent. In particular, it does hold that

d ≾e d′ ⇒ d ≾ d′, but unless we are discussing binary classification, the converse
d ≾ d′ ⇒ d ≾e d

′ is false.

Example. You have been tasked with building an AI model to predict blood pres-
sure without the need for direct measurements. There are three possible labels,
Y = {low, even, high}, and you have developed two algorithms, d,d′ : X → ∆3, with
the following confusion matrices

MX(d)
Ŷ =

low even high
low 12% 15% 3%

Y = even 15% 15% 0%
high 0 0 40%

MX(d′)
Ŷ =

low even high
low 15% 5% 10%

Y = even 15% 15% 0%
high 0 0 40%

Looking at the diagonals, we can tell that d ≺ d′, but the error rates cannot be com-
pared directly. This means we cannot claim that d ≾e d′, nor d ≿e d′. In particular,
it’s debatable whether d is better than d′, since predicting high blood pressure in peo-
ple with low blood pressure can be more serious than predicting even blood pressure
instead.

That said, by limiting ourselves to the use of ≾ only, we naturally inherit a lot of
useful properties and results from cake cutting.

Similarly to what we have done for the Pareto pre-order, we can redefine concepts
from cake-cutting as concepts for classification. For instance, IPS(X) can be considered
as the set of diagonals of all possible confusion matrices for a classification problem
on X.

First of all, we can now properly state one of the major results from [12] using
machine learning terminology:

Theorem 2 (Dvoretsky, Wald, and Wolfovitz’s Theorem). Consider a classification
problem on X. The set of achievable confusion matrices

{MX(d) : d is a decision on X}

is closed and convex. In particular, so is IPS(X).

This finds an important use in the following theorem, which states that unless
there exist data points where certain labels can be excluded with absolute certainty,
suboptimal decisions can always be improved in any direction.

Theorem 3. Consider a classification problem on X such that

µX

(
{x ∈ X : pX(yi|x) = 0 for some i ∈ [n]}

)
= 0

If d : X → ∆n is not a Pareto maximal decision then, there exists ε > 0 such that

{diagMX(d)}+ [0, ε]n ⊆ IPS(X)

9



Proof. If d : X → ∆n is not Pareto maximal, then by the definition of Pareto maximal-
ity, there exists d′ ≻ d such that [MX(d)]i,i < [MX(d′)]i,i for some i ∈ [n]. Because of
Theorem 1, we can then find slicings S,S′ of X×[0, 1) equivalent to d,d′, respectively.
Let Q ⊆ S′

i be a set such that µi(Q) = µi(S
′
i)− µi(Si). Such a set must exist because

µi is an atomless measure. In particular, µj(Q) > 0 for all j ∈ [n], since almost every-

where pX(yj |x) > 0. Because of this, we can construct slicings S(j) = (S
(j)
1 , . . . , S

(j)
n )

for all j ∈ [n] defined as:

S
(j)
k :=

{
S′
k ∖Q if k ̸= j

S′
k ∪Q if k = j

Notice that S ≺ S(j) and µj(Sj) < µj(S
(j)
j ) for all j ∈ [n]. Due to Theorem 2, this

means that there exists ε > 0 such that

{diagµ(S)}+ [0, ε]n ⊆ IPS(X × [0, 1))

Hence, once again, we have the thesis by applying Theorem 1.

Another important result comes from the aforementioned Weller’s Theorem [14],
which provides a sufficient and necessary condition to construct Pareto maximal
decisions.

Theorem 4 (Weller’s Theorem [14]). A decision d : X → ∆n is Pareto maximal if
and only if there exists a sequence (ω(k))k∈N in ∆n ∩ (0, 1)n such that

• for all i, j ∈ [n], the limit limk→∞ ω
(k)
i /ω

(k)
j converges in [0,∞].

• for all i ∈ [n], almost everywhere on X,

di(x) > 0 ⇒ ∃ k ∈ N s.t.
pX(yi|x)
pX(yj |x)

≥ sup
k≥k

(
ω
(k)
i

ω
(k)
j

)
∀j ∈ [n]

Such a sequence (ω(k))k∈N is said to be w-associated with d(x).

For the binary case this theorem can be restated as follows:

Corollary 1. Consider a binary classification problem with labels Y = {0, 1}. A
binary decision d(x) = (d0(x), d1(x)) is Pareto maximal if and only if there exists
t ∈ [0, 1] such that almost everywhere on X, it holds

d1(x) = 1− d0(x) =


1 if pX(y0|x) = 0 or pX(y1|x) > t

0 if pX(y1|x) = 0 or pX(y1|x) < t

q(x) otherwise

for some measurable function q : X → [0, 1].

Proof. d is Pareto maximal if and only if there exists a sequence ω(k) = (ω
(k)
0 , ω

(k)
1 )k∈N

associated with the decision. Thus, we need to show that the decisions described by
the theorem are exactly those associated with such a sequence.

10



(a) Lines intersect at point
(0.25, 0.25, 0.5)

(b) ω(k) =

(
1

4
,
1

4
,
1

2

)
(c) ω(k) =

(
1− 1

2k
,
1

6k
,
1

3k

)
Fig. 1: Optimal decisions according to Weller’s Theorem on the ∆3 simplex with labels
Y = {red, green, blue}. The RGB decomposition of a color represents the conditional
distribution pX(y|x).

Since pX(y0|x) + pX(y1|x) = 1 and similarly ω
(k)
0 + ω

(k)
1 = 1, for any sequence in

∆2 ∩ (0, 1)2 we have

pX(y1|x)
pX(y0|x)

≥ ω
(k)
1

ω
(k)
0

⇐⇒ pX(y1|x) ≥ ω
(k)
1 ⇐⇒ pX(y0|x) ≤ ω

(k)
0

For the same reason, the limit limk→∞ ω
(k)
0 /ω

(k)
1 converges in [0,∞] if and only if

limk→∞ ω
(k)
1 converges in [0, 1].

Let’s now consider a decision d associated with a sequence ω(k). Now, Weller’s
theorem, even in the non-binary case, ties our hands for points where pX(yi|x) = 0 for
some i. In that case, almost everywhere, di(x) = 0; otherwise, di(x) > 0 would imply
that

0 =
pX(yi|x)
pX(yj |x)

≥ ω
(k)
i

ω
(k)
j

> 0

which, independently of the sequence ω(k), always results in a contradiction.

The other points instead depend on the sequence, so let’s call t := limk→∞ ω
(k)
1 . If

pX(y1|x) < t, then for the same reasoning as above, d1(x) = 0. Similarly, if pX(y1|x) >
t, then d1(x) = 0.
The only points where d(x) is not predetermined by Weller’s theorem are exactly those
where pX(y1|x) = t, and they can be freely assigned using a function q(x). Hence, we
have that

d1(x) =


1 if pX(y0|x) = 0 or pX(y1|x) > t

0 if pX(y1|x) = 0 or pX(y1|x) < t

q(x) otherwise

To see that any function written in this way is Pareto maximal, we can simply take

a sequence ω(k) such that limk→∞ ω
(k)
1 = t and apply Weller’s theorem similarly as

before.
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(a) IPS and Pareto maximal decisions. (b) The ROC curve for the same problem.

Fig. 2: IPS and ROC curve for a binary classification problem where half the popu-
lation has pX(y1|x) = 0.9 and the other half pX(y1|x) = 0.3.

The corollary shows that, for the binary case, optimal solutions are achieved by
selecting a threshold for the probability distribution. The only cases where the decision
is not determined in this way are those where the probability distribution coincides
with the threshold. For non-binary classification, a sequence ω(k) can be seen as the
generalization of what a threshold represents in the binary case.

Moreover, this shows that there is a connection between the ROC curve and the
IPS. The ROC is the curve traced by (P (Ŷ = 1|Y = 0), P (Ŷ = 1|Y = 1)) ∈ [0, 1]2 as
the decision threshold changes. Thanks to Weller’s theorem, we know this corresponds
to the Pareto maximal decisions for the problem. It’s easy to observe that the ROC
curve and the optimal points of the IPS are identical, merely mirrored and rescaled.

4 Fairness

We will use the theory developed in the previous sections to discuss fairness in machine
learning. Cake-cutting provides a useful framework to discuss how and when fair
decisions might exist. Let’s start with an illustrative scenario:

You have developed a new ML model for college applications able to predict if
a given applicant would be a good student and not drop out. Despite your best
efforts, the model seems to perform differently depending on the demographic group
considered.

In particular, the precision of the model P (Y = 1|Ŷ = 1) appears conveniently low
for men. This has raised concerns about the fairness of the model, as the difference in
precision suggests that the model is very strict when selecting which female candidates
to admit to college, while being more lenient on male candidates. You know that by
law, unfair treatment of different communities based on gender is not allowed, and
that the precision needs to be similar for all groups.
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Nonetheless, your model has been recently adopted by a conservative institution
which is aware that the performance needs to change to abide by the law. You have
been contacted to discuss how to proceed on the matter.

The university does not want to increase the precision for men: higher precision
would mean denying education to multiple candidates, possibly excluding many poten-
tially good students. You agree that denying education to anyone is not an option you
want to pursue.

You then propose to lower the precision for women, so to admit more of them. But
to your surprise, the university staff is against this idea: they claim they are already
overworked and that admitting more students would be a burden they cannot afford.
It’s pretty clear that the university doesn’t really care about the fairness of the model
nor about gender equality. To the point that they propose you a murky deal instead.
You have two options:

1. You do the ethical thing and lower the decision threshold for female applicants, so
that women who were previously at the verge of being selected are now admitted.
This group still likely contains a lot of suitable candidates. Consequently, you would
have to admit a larger number of them before achieving an equal precision rate as
that of males.

2. You accept the university’s proposal: they suggest tweaking the model to admit only
a few female students who would clearly drop out, purposefully making mistakes.
The number of additional students admitted would be kept to a minimum, all of
whom would drop out soon anyway. This approach would indeed be sufficient to
balance the errors and provide the same precision for both groups. This option
is highly unethical, but the university doesn’t care. They only care to show that
they are abiding by the law and that the precision is now ‘fair’. They completely
wash their hands of the matter: according to them, they are still giving women an
opportunity, it’s not their fault if they fail.

In the field of fairness in ML, researchers deal with the problem of creating predic-
tive models d : X → Y which have the extra requirement of ‘being fair’ to different
subgroups of the population. The elusive notion of fairness is often defined within the
problem and evaluated using a fairness metric.

In the context of our example, the definition of fairness was that the model’s
performance needed to be the same for men and women. Fairness constraints that
depend on how a classifier behaves on different subgroups of the population are often
called group fairness constraints to emphasize that it is possible to understand if
a classifier can be considered fair only by looking at how it performs on the full
population.

The two possible solutions proposed in the example are two different ways to satisfy
the fairness constraint. The first solution is, in our view, the correct ethical solution
where different thresholds are used for different groups to guarantee a fair outcome.
The second solution, instead, is an unethical way to circumvent fairness constraints
by intentionally making mistakes, a practice referred to as cherry-picking in fairness
literature.

13



This example, albeit unrealistic, illustrates the conceptual questions that fair ML
practitioners have to face: balancing performance and fairness, and choosing the fairest
solution among different options.

In this paper, we specifically focus on unethical decisions similar to the second one
in our example. Specifically, we investigate instances where cherry-picking solutions
may arise naturally from the definition of the fairness problem, despite being unethical.
In other words, when optimal solutions to fairness problems are not fair at all.

4.1 Fairness Definitions

To avoid the shortcomings presented at the start of Section 3.2, from now on we will
only work with the binary case where Y = {0, 1}, and we will also assume that any
pushforward measure µ∆ = µX ◦ pX(y|−)−1 is absolutely continuous with respect to
the Lebesgue measure on ∆2. This guarantees that the main hypothesis for Theorem 3
holds and that Pareto maximal solutions are deterministic. Furthermore, it avoids triv-
ial situations where, for instance, all people onX have the same conditional probability
pX(y|x). As a consequence, this also ensures that IPS (X) always has a non-empty
interior. We will denote by

pTN(d) := P (Ŷ = 0, Y = 0)

pTP(d) := P (Ŷ = 1, Y = 1)

the probability of a true negative pTN and the probability of a true positive pTP,
which correspond to the diagonal elements of a binary confusion matrix.

As mentioned in Section 4, fairness definitions depend on subgroups of the popula-
tion X. To identify these subgroups, referred to as sensitive groups, a finite partition
A = {Ai}i∈I of the space X into measurable sets is assumed. To simplify the discus-
sion, we assume the existence of only two groups: A := {♀,♂}. All the results can
be easily generalized to more groups and are independent of this assumption. More-
over, the use of “♂” and “♀” is only meant as an indication for the sensitive groups,
it does not have semantic meaning. Their use is simply syntactic sugar for the reader,
reminding them of the sensitive connotation. With a bit of notation abuse, we often
write “A = ♀” to indicate the set ♀, and similarly with ♂.

Definition 6 (Evaluation Metric). A real-valued function Φ(d, X) is said to be an
evaluation metric if:

• for all decisions d,d′ on X, it holds

d ≾ d′ ⇒ Φ(d, X) ≤ Φ(d′, X)

• for all decisions d on ∆2, it holds

Φ(d ◦ pX(y|−), X) = Φ(d,∆X)

where ∆X is the classification problem on ∆2 with the pushforward measure
obtained by X.
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We say that Φ is strict on X if the first property holds with strict inequalities.

Definition 7 (Fairness Measure). Given sensitive groups {♀,♂} of X, a (group)
fairness measure F(d♀,d♂, ♀,♂) is a positive-valued function such that

• for all decisions d♀,d
′
♀ on ♀ and d♂,d

′
♂ on ♂, it holds

M♀(d♀) = M♀(d
′
♀) ∧M♂(d♂) = M♂(d

′
♂) ⇒ F(d♀,d♂, ♀,♂) = F(d′

♀,d
′
♂, ♀,♂)

• for all decisions d♀,d♂ on ∆2, it holds

F(d♀ ◦ p♀(y|−),d♂ ◦ p♂(y|−), ♀,♂) = F(d♀,d♂,∆♀,∆♂)

where ∆♀ and ∆♂ are the classification problems on ∆2 with the pushforward
measures obtained by ♀ and ♂, respectively.

Definition 8 (Fairness Problem). A (group) fairness problem on X is an instance of
the following problem:

arg max
d : X→∆2

Φ(d, X)−F(d|♀,d|♂, ♀,♂)

where Φ is an evaluation metric and F a fairness measure.

The definition of an evaluation metric is quite natural: essentially, it states that an
evaluation metric is a function that outputs a higher value when a decision improves.
Instead, fairness measures are generally not evaluation metrics. What we require is
that a fairness measure depends solely on the quality of decisions within each sensitive
group, which is assessed by examining the confusion matrices.

Notice that this has two important implications. First, two decisions that appear
equivalent on X may have different fairness measurements because they could perform
differently across each sensitive group. The other implication is that this definition of
fairness only concerns what is called ‘group fairness,’ since the fairness metric doesn’t
change unless the decision for some sensitive group as a whole changes.

Moreover, it’s reasonable to expect that an evaluation of a decision might depend
on how difficult the problem is: for some problems, blindly assigning a label might be
close to the best decision, while for others, it might be far from it. An evaluation metric
should be able to capture this property, which is why we require an evaluation metric
to also depend on the classification problem. The second condition instead ensures that
the evaluation is invariant under the permutation of the conditional distributions. More
formally, if we consider a decision d that depends only on the conditional distribution
pX(y|x), then the evaluation of d should not change if we permute individuals who
have the same conditional distribution. This is also important for fairness measures,
as it ensures that no person in a sensitive group counts more than another.

On the other hand, without specifying some form of continuity, we could end up
with ill-behaved evaluation metrics that change abruptly when we slightly change the
classification problem on X. So we would like to consider only evaluation metrics and
fairness measures that behave as expected. In order to introduce these concepts, we
first need the following lemmas:
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Lemma 1. For any evaluation metric Φ, there exists a real-valued function
Φ̂(t, t′, E) : [0, 1]2 × B([0, 1]2) → R such that

Φ̂(pTN(d), pTP(d), IPS(X)) = Φ(d, X)

for all decisions d on X.

Proof. In the appendix.

Lemma 2. For any fairness measure F , there exists a real-valued function
F̂(t♀, t

′
♀, E♀, t♂, t

′
♂, E♂) : [0, 1]

2 × B([0, 1]2)× [0, 1]2 × B([0, 1]2) → R such that

F̂(pTN(d♀), pTP(d♀), IPS(♀), pTN(d♂), pTP(d♂), IPS(♂)) = F(d♀,d♂, ♀,♂)

for all decisions d♀ on ♀ and d♂ on ♂.

Proof. Similar proof as before.

The fact that we can translate fairness measures and evaluation metrics into
functions with real numbers as variables allows us to discuss differentiability.

Definition 9. An evaluation metric Φ is said to be continuous if Φ̂ is continuous
in all its variables, where continuity for IPS(X) is understood with respect to the
Fréchet-Nikodym metric. Φ is said to be smooth if it is also continuously differentiable
in (t, t′) ∈ [0, 1]2.

Similarly, we say that a fairness measure F is continuous if F̂ is continuous in all its
variables and smooth if it is also continuously differentiable in (t♀, t

′
♀, t♂, t

′
♂) ∈ [0, 1]4.

Let’s take a moment to understand some details about the previous definitions.
First, let’s formally introduce what the Fréchet-Nikodym metric is. Given two mea-
surable sets of a measure space, the Fréchet-Nikodym metric is defined as the measure
of their symmetric difference.

In our case, if we have two classification problems on X and X ′ respectively, we can
consider the symmetric difference IPS(X)△ IPS(X ′) of their IPSs, which is defined as:

λ (IPS(X)△ IPS(X ′)) := λ(IPS(X ′)∖ IPS(X)) + λ(IPS(X)∖ IPS(X ′))

where λ is the Lebesgue measure on [0, 1]2. In general, this is a pseudo-metric, but
for IPSs specifically, the symmetric difference is actually a well-defined distance. By
extensions, it is possible to talk about the distance between two classification problems,
by considering the distance between their IPSs. This means that we can properly
define what continuity means for functions that depend on a classification problem,
as we did for evaluation metrics and fairness measures.

The symmetric difference of the IPSs is a measure of how different two classifica-
tion problems are, because the larger the IPS, the easier the problem. So, requiring
continuity in X according to the symmetric difference is a way to ensure that evalu-
ation metrics work as intended. For similar reasons, we require fairness measures to
be continuous as well, this time with respect to the classification problem on each
sensitive group.
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Example (Precision). Precision is a smooth evaluation metric, since it can be
rewritten as:

P (Y = 1|Ŷ = 1) =
pTP(d)

pTP(d) + P (Y = 0)− pTN(d)

The values P (Y = 0) depends on the classification problem on X, and it is continuous
with respect to the measure of IPS(X).

Example (0-1 Loss). Consider the 0-1 loss function L(ŷ, y) := 1ŷ ̸=y.
The expected loss is

E
x∼µX

y∼pX(y|x)
ŷ∼d(x)

(L(ŷ, y)) = 1− (pTP(d) + pTN(d))

which is one minus a smooth evaluation metric. This pattern generalizes to margin-
based loss functions when sampling ŷ from the distribution d(x) instead of using a
score function.

5 Relationship with Fairness Literature

The initial example of section 4 illustrates that determining an optimal model under
fairness constraints can be far from straightforward. To address such questions,
Corbett-Davis et al. [15] have considered how to find optimal decisions when utilizing
the following fairness constraints:

• (Conditional) Statistical Parity: P (Ŷ = 1|A = ♂) = P (Ŷ = 1|A = ♀)
Which means that individuals from different sensitive groups should have the same
access to the positive label (for the “conditional” case, subgroups that satisfy the
same requirements are used).

• Equal Opportunity: P (Ŷ = 1|Y = 1, A = ♂) = P (Ŷ = 1|Y = 1, A = ♀)
Which means that the model’s errors on individuals who deserve the positive label
should be independent of the sensitive group to which they belong.

and proved that, if the evaluation function is “Immediate Utility”, an optimal fair deci-
sion can be attained by employing distinct thresholds on the probability distribution
for each sensitive group. Immediate utility is defined as follows:

Ut(d) := P (Ŷ = 1, Y = 1)− tP (Ŷ = 1)

where t is a constant within the range [0, 1]. They limit their results for the case where
fairness is a constraint to satisfy, rather than the more general case of a measure to
minimize.

Menon et al. [16] further improved on these results by showing that even when
the same fairness requirements are implemented as part of the maximization prob-
lem, the optimal classifier is still a threshold of the probability distribution. However,
their work, like Corbett-Davis et al., is limited to Immediate Utility. Our contribu-
tion generalizes these findings to encompass any evaluation metric. The importance
of these results is twofold: first, they demonstrate that some of the earliest methods
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for achieving fairness are not only still relevant but also theoretically optimal [17, 18].
This means that irrespective of the methodology used, the optimal solution to a fair-
ness problem can always be found by thresholding the probability distributions of the
different sensitive groups.

This is significant since it shows that the best way to achieve fairness is to train a
well calibrated classifier, able to correctly assign probability distributions to different
individuals, instead of using a more complex, and often less interpretable, model.

Secondly, these results can be used to measure the so-called “fairness-accuracy
trade-off”. The fairness-accuracy trade-off suggests that an unconstrained model will
outperform one that satisfies a fairness constraint [15, 16, 19]. The intuition behind
why this phenomenon occurs can be easily understood: the set of constrained models
is a subset of all possible models, hence there is a high probability that the best model
exists outside the constrained set. However, this point of view has also been challenged
[4, 5]. Researchers have shown that fair models are better suited to predict unbiased
data after introducing errors in the dataset through a biasing procedure.

5.1 The Cherry-Picking Problem

One important overlooked consequence of what Corbett-Davis et al. and Menon et al.
have proved is that, for some specific fairness problems, it’s not necessary to cherry-
pick to find optimal solutions. As mentioned in the introduction, in fairness literature,
cherry-picking refers to the practice of careless or malicious selection of individuals to
make a model appear fair, since it still satisfies the group fairness constraints.

Cherry-picking is often discussed to underline that group fairness constraints are
not enough to ensure the fairness of a model. In mathematical terms, we would say
that satisfying a group fairness constraint is a necessary but not sufficient condition
for a model to be fair. Cherry-picking is a clear counterexample that shows why it’s
not sufficient, since it has been described as “blatantly unfair” and yet able to satisfy
group fairness constraints [8, 9].

What is often overlooked is that cherry-picking can emerge as a consequence of
the choice of the fairness constraint and the evaluation used. In particular, optimal
“fair” decisions may be forced to cherry-pick. Before continuing with our discussion,
let’s formally define what we mean by cherry-picking.

Definition 10 (Cherry-picking). We say that a binary decision d doesn’t cherry-pick
if for almost all x, x′ ∈ A, it holds

If pX(y1|x) ≤ pX(y1|x′) then P
(
Ŷ (x′) = 0

∣∣ Ŷ (x) = 1
)
= 0

for any A ∈ {♀,♂}. If this doesn’t happen, we say that d cherry-picks.

Let’s unpack why a decision that doesn’t satisfy the previous definition can be
considered cherry-picking and deemed unfair. If a decision d cherry-picks, it means
that we are able to find individuals x, x′ from the same sensitive group A such that,
even if x′ better deserves to receive the positive label than x, the decision d will still
assign the positive label to x and not to x′.
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This means that the decision is selecting individuals not based on their merits, but
solely to satisfy certain fairness constraints.

It’s important to notice that this is different from the case where x and x′ belong to
different sensitive groups. In that case, the difference in outcomes can be more easily
justified. For instance, the distribution of the two groups be skewed due to societal
biases. Therefore, it’s acceptable if the decision for the privileged group is negative,
while the one for the unprivileged group is positive, in order to compensate the bias.
Or affirmative action policies may require the use of different criteria when assigning
the positive label to the two groups.

Cherry-picking can be characterized using Pareto optimality, as it follows from the
following lemma:

Lemma 3. A decision d : X → ∆2 doesn’t cherry-pick if and only if for all sensitive
groups A ∈ ♀,♂, the restricted decision d|A : A → ∆2 is Pareto maximal.

Proof. Direct consequence of Weller’s Theorem and Corollary 1.

Hardt et al. [18] were the first to show that there exist cases where cherry-picking
is necessary to satisfy group fairness constraints. They have shown that, for the case of
Equal Odds, unless the ROC curves of the two sensitive groups intersect, it’s impossible
to find a fair decision that doesn’t cherry-pick. It’s also interesting to note that in
their work, they had to prove properties about the space of possible decisions, which
would be automatically granted by cake-cutting theory, showing how much the two
fields are intertwined.

We greatly expand on their results by showing that, for a wide range of fairness
constraints, cherry-picking may be an unavoidable consequence of the optimization
process.

6 Results

What we are going to show is that the results from [15, 16] can be generalized to any
possible evaluation metric Φ. First of all, let’s demonstrate why Immediate Utility Ut

can be considered an evaluation metric:

Lemma 4. For all t ∈ [0, 1], Ut is a smooth evaluation metric.

Proof. We can simply rewrite it as

Ut(d) = (1− t) pTP(d) + t(pTN(d)− P (Y = 0))

which is clearly a non-decreasing function for pTN and pTP.

The first result we are going to prove is the following, which, together with the
previous lemma, generalizes the results of [15, 16] as claimed:

Theorem 5. Let F be one of the following group fairness measures:

• (Conditional) Demographic Parity Difference:

|P (Ŷ = 1|A = ♂)− P (Ŷ = 1|A = ♀)|
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• (Conditional) Equal Opportunity Difference:

|P (Ŷ = 1|Y = 1, A = ♂)− P (Ŷ = 1|Y = 1, A = ♀)|
• (Conditional) Equal Risk Difference:

|P (Ŷ = 0|Y = 0, A = ♂)− P (Ŷ = 0|Y = 0, A = ♀)|

Then, for any evaluation metric Φ, there exists a deterministic binary decision d such
that

d ∈ arg max
d : X→∆2

Φ(d, X)−F(d|♀,d|♂, ♀,♂)

that doesn’t cherry-pick.

In order to prove the theorem we will first need a couple of definitions and
properties to then derive the result.

Definition 11 (First-Quadrant Minimum). Let U ⊆ Rn be an open set and f : U → R
a function. We say that a point x is a first-quadrant minimum if for all y ∈ U , it holds

x < y ⇒ f(x) < f(y)

We say that the point x is a local first-quadrant minimum if there exists an open
neighborhood U ′ ⊆ U of x such that x is a first-quadrant minimum for f |U ′ .

The name “first-quadrant minimum” comes from the fact that x = 0 is a first-
quadrant minimum for a function f : R2 → R if it is a strict minimum for all the
points in the first-quadrant. As is often the case in calculus, this is tied to properties
of the partial derivatives.

Theorem 6. Let U ⊆ Rn be an open set and f : U → R a C1 function.
If x is a first-quadrant minimum, then there exists a point y ≥ x such that

∂f

∂xi
(y) > 0 ∀ i ∈ [n]

Proof. The full proof can be found in the appendix.

This purely mathematical result will provide an important tool. Informally, what
we are going to prove is that for all the fairness measures in Theorem 5, d|A is never a
local first-quadrant minimum for F . Therefore, we can simultaneously improve F and
Φ until we converge to a Pareto maximal d. When formalized, this line of reasoning
provides a proof for the following theorem, of which Theorem 5 is a corollary.

Theorem 7. Let F be a smooth fairness measure. If for all sensitive groups A ∈
{♀,♂}, it holds

min

(
∂F̂
∂tA

,
∂F̂
∂t′A

)
≤ 0

then, if d is not Pareto maximal when restricted on A, there exits d̂ ≻ d satisfying
F(d̂|♀, d̂|♂, ♀,♂) ≤ F(d|♀,d|♂, ♀,♂).
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In particular, for any continuous evaluation metric Φ, there exists a decision d
satisfying

d ∈ arg max
d : X→∆2

Φ(d, X)−F(d|♀,d|♂, ♀,♂)

that doesn’t cherry-pick.

Proof. Consider a decision d such that d|A is not Pareto maximal for a given sensitive
group, WLOG we can assume it to be A = ♀, and consider the function

f(t♀, t
′
♀) := F̂

(
t♀, t

′
♀, IPS(♀), pTN(d|♂), pTP(d|♂), IPS(♂)

)
By hypothesis, we have

min

(
∂f

∂t♀
,
∂f

∂t′♀

)
≤ 0

since
∂f

∂t♀
(t♀, t

′
♀) =

∂F̂
∂t♀

(
t♀, t

′
♀, IPS(♀), pTN(d|♂), pTP(d|♂), IPS(♂)

)
As a consequence, by Theorem 6, no point (t♀, t

′
♀) can be a local first-quadrant mini-

mum for f . Now since d|♀ is not Pareto maximal, and we assume µ∆ to be absolutely
continuous with regard to the Lebesgue measure, we can apply Theorem 3, and find
ε > 0 such that

{diagM♀(d)}+ [0, ε]2 ⊆ IPS(♀)

In particular, we know that there exists a point (t̂♀, t̂
′
♀) in the above set such that

f(t̂♀, t̂
′
♀) ≤ f(pTN(d|♀), pTP(d|♀)). But since (t̂♀, t̂

′
♀) is in the IPS, then we can find

a decision d̂♀ on ♀ such that (t̂♀, t̂
′
♀) =

(
pTN(d̂♀), pTP(d̂♀)

)
. We can now extend the

decision d̂♀ to a decision d̂ on the full space X in the following way:

d̂(x) =

{
d̂♀(x) if x ∈ ♀
d(x) otherwise

We then get d ≺ d̂, and more importantly F(d̂|♀, d̂|♂, ♀,♂) ≤ F(d|♀,d|♂, ♀,♂) which
proves the first half of the theorem.
In order to prove the “in particular” section, we consider the set Q of decisions that
maximize the fairness problem, that is

Q := arg max
d : X→∆2

Φ(d, X)−F(d|♀,d|♂, ♀,♂)

We can show that if d was in Q, then we also get d̂ ∈ Q since

Φ(d̂, X)−F(d̂|♀, d̂|♂, ♀,♂) ≥ Φ(d, X)−F(d|♀,d|♂, ♀,♂)

Since we assume that d was already a maximum of the problem, it means that d̂ is still
a maximum and the above inequality is an equality. This doesn’t prove yet that d̂♀ is

Pareto maximal for ♀, but it proves that d̂ is Pareto superior to d. As a consequence,
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we have that any maximal element in Q according to the Pareto order must also be
Pareto maximal for each A ∈ {♀,♂}, otherwise there is a strict upper bound in Q.
The question then becomes: “Does Q have elements that are maximal in Q according
to the Pareto order ?” and we can positively answer it by applying Zorn’s lemma. This
means that if we take a sequence {d(k)}k∈N of decisions in Q such that

d(0) ≾ d(1) ≾ · · · ≾ d(k) ≾ . . .

we need to be able to find an upper bound in Q. Consider a new decision d(∞) such
that

pTN(d(∞)) = sup
k∈N

pTN(d(k)) and pTP(d(∞)) = sup
k∈N

pTP(d(k))

Such decision must exist since the sequences

pTN(d(0)) ≤ pTN(d(1)) ≤ · · · ≤ pTN(d(k)) ≤ . . .

pTP(d(0)) ≤ pTP(d(1)) ≤ · · · ≤ pTP(d(k)) ≤ . . .

are monotonic and the IPS is compact. Also d(∞) must still be a maximum for the
fairness problem due to the continuity of Φ and F . This means that d(∞) is an upper
bound for the sequence. The only other property we need to prove is that Q is not
empty, which follows from the fact that the IPS is a compact set and the fairness
problem is a continuous one. So Q has maximal elements, which again means that
there exists d that satisfies the claim. The fact that d is deterministic follows from
Corollary 1 and once again our assumptions on µ∆.

It’s now easy to show that the fairness measures considered in Theorem 5 satisfy
the theorem’s claim, as we only need to check the behavior of their derivatives.

proof of Theorem 5. First of all, let’s formally define F̂(t♀, t
′
♀, E♀, t♂, t

′
♂, E♂) for all

the measures considered:

• Demographic Parity Difference:∣∣t′♂ − t♂ + P (Y = 0|A = ♂)− t′♀ + t♀ − P (Y = 0|A = ♀)
∣∣

• Equal Opportunity Difference:∣∣∣∣ t′♂
P (Y = 1|A = ♂)

−
t′♀

P (Y = 1|A = ♀)

∣∣∣∣
• Equal Risk Difference:∣∣∣∣ t♂

P (Y = 0|A = ♂)
− t♀

P (Y = 0|A = ♀)

∣∣∣∣
All these fairness measures are not continuously differentiable, but their square is. So,

instead of applying Theorem 7 to F̂ , we apply it to F̂
2
, removing the absolute value.
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In that case we have ∂F̂
2
/∂t♀ = 0 = ∂F̂

2
/∂t♂ when F is Equal Opportunity and

∂F̂
2
/∂t′♀ = 0 = ∂F̂

2
/∂t′♂ for Equal Risk. When F is Demographic Parity instead we

have

∂F̂
2

∂t♀
= −∂F̂

2

∂t′♀
and

∂F̂
2

∂t♂
= −∂F̂

2

∂t′♂

In particular, regardless of which measure F is, we can apply Theorem 7 and claim that
if the restriction of d on some sensitive group A is not Pareto maximal, then there exits
d̂ ≻ d with F2(d̂|♀, d̂|♂, ♀,♂) ≤ F2(d|♀,d|♂, ♀,♂), which implies F(d̂|♀, d̂|♂, ♀,♂) ≤
F(d|♀,d|♂, ♀,♂). Hence, the “In particular” section of Theorem 7 holds which proves
Theorem 5.

This result has three major consequences:

1. As already mentioned previously, this shows that the results from [15, 16] can
be generalized to any evaluation metric and not only apply to immediate utility.
Therefore, the result can be seen as an improvement of the theoretical state-of-the-
art.

2. The result has practical consequences on how to find fair solutions for the three pro-
posed measures. Since the optimal solutions are Pareto maximal for each sensitive
group, to find an optimal solution, one only needs to identify suitable thresholds
of the ROC curves for each sensitive group. This approach is not new and it has
been used since the beginnings of the field of fairness [17, 18, 20]. Now, however, we
also know that these methods not only discover fair solutions but can identify the
best overall solution when the conditional probability for a data point is correctly
modeled.

3. As a consequence, we also find that for these specific fairness measures, there isn’t an
inherent conflict between fairness and cherry-picking. Moreover, Theorem 7 extends
this result to any fairness measure that satisfies its hypothesis.

That said, these results for Demographic Parity, Equal Opportunity and Equal Risk
are far from being general. The condition proposed in Theorem 7, albeit general, is
also somewhat counterintuitive since it requires that, regardless of the decision we are
considering, if we can find a better decision for a sensitive group, then we can find one
that is equally fair if not more.

But, depending on the context, this does not always follow our intuition for fairness:
if a decision is already extremely good for one sensitive group and not for another, it’s
sometimes reasonable to expect that a decision that is even better for the first group
should be considered less fair.

To capture this intuition, we define the following class of fairness measures.

Definition 12. We will say that a fairness measure F is an error-based (fairness)
measure if there exists a smooth evaluation metric F such that

F(d♀,d♂, ♀,♂) = |F(d♀, ♀)− F(d♂,♂)|
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We say that F is strict on a set X if F is.

Essentially, an error-based measure uses an evaluation metric to compare the qual-
ity of the decision for the two communities. A decision is considered unfair if the
quality differs between the two groups. Equal Opportunity and Equal Risk are two
examples of error-based measures, as one compares the true positive rate and the
other the false positive rate between the communities. Another well-know error-based
measure is Predictive Parity (often called Calibration), which confronts the precision
of the classifier between groups and and is the focus of our initial example in Section
4. In contrast, Demographic Parity is not an error-based measure.

We are going to show that, for error-based measures, the result of Theorem 7
generally does not hold. More precisely, if the fairness measure is strict, then there
exists a sensitive partition and a evaluation metric such that all optimal decision
must cherry-pick. Equal Opportunity and Equal Risk are not strict, which is why
they manage to avoid this pitfall. But in general, evaluations tend to be strict for
error-based measures. More formally:

Theorem 8. Consider an error-based measure F . If F is strict on X then one of the
following must be true:

• There exists a partition {♀,♂} of X and an evaluation Φ such that any solution d
to the fairness problem

d ∈ arg max
d : X→∆2

Φ(d, X)−F(d|♀,d|♂, ♀,♂)

must cherry-pick.
• F(d, X) is constant for all Pareto maximal decisions on X.

Proof. The idea is to show that if the second point doesn’t hold, then the first one
must. So, let’s suppose F(d, X) is not constant for all Pareto maximal decisions. As a
consequence, if we consider the closed interval I defined as

I := {z ∈ R|F(d, X) = z for a Pareto maximal decision d}

we know it cannot be a singleton. Since F is continuous and the set of Pareto maximal
decision generate a compact boundary on the IPS, it follows I must indeed be an
interval I = [a, b] with a < b.
As a consequence, we have an open set Q ⊆ IPS(X) of decisions d such that F(d, X) ∈
(a, b). In particular, there must be a point (t̂, t̂′) ∈ Q where

∂F̂

∂t
(t̂, t̂′, IPS (X)) > 0 and

∂F̂

∂t′
(t̂, t̂′, IPS (X)) > 0

otherwise this would mean for all (t, t′) ∈ Q

∂F̂

∂t
(t̂, t̂′, IPS (X)) = 0 or

∂F̂

∂t′
(t̂, t̂′, IPS (X)) = 0
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(a) Point (t̂, t̂′) with level set for F(−, X). (b) (t̂, t̂′) is now a decision on ♀.

Fig. 3: A visualization of the proof for Theorem 8. After finding (t̂, t̂′) for a specific
level set of F, the set X is splitted into ♀ and ♂ and a new decision is constructed
based on the new level set F on ♂.

since F̂ is an increasing differentiable function. We can prove that one of the two must
always be equal to zero on Q, which is done in the appendix in Theorem 9.
As a consequence, we have that F̂ is a constant in one direction on Q which conflicts
with the fact that F is strict. Hence, the point (t̂, t̂′) must exist.
Fix constants 0 < ε, ε′ < 1 and consider now a partition {♀,♂} of X constructed in
the following way:

• ∂ IPS(♂) ∩ ∂ IPS(♀) = {(0, P (Y = 1)), (P (Y = 0), 0)}.
• 0 < λ(IPS(♂)∖ IPS(♀)) < ε
• µX(♀) = ε′

where ∂ IPS represents the boundary of an IPS and λ is the Lebesgue measure.
It’s sufficiently intuitive that such a partition always exists, but a formal proof of this
statement can be found in Corollary 3 in the appendix.
Moreover, if we set ε small enough we get that the point (t̂, t̂′) is in the interior

of IPS(♀), that the partial derivatives of F̂ are still strictly positive in a neighbor-

hood of (t̂, t̂′), and that F̂(t̂, t̂′, IPS(♀)) can be found in the set of optimal values of

F̂(−,−, IPS(♂)), since all of these depends on the continuity of F.

This means there is a decision d̂♂ that is Pareto maximal for ♂ and a decision d̂♀ in
the interior of IPS(♀) such that

F(d̂♂,♂) = F̂(t̂, t̂′, IPS(♀)) = F(d̂♀, ♀)

We can further suppose that d̂♂ is not a trivial decision (otherwise it is easy to pick
a new (t̂, t̂′) with the same properties).
We are now ready to find an evaluation metric that forces cherry-picking. Consider an
evaluation metric Φ, independent from the distribution, with the following properties:
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• Φ has a global maximum in d̂♂ for ♀
• Φ has a global maximum in d̂♀ for ♀∩{d : ♀ → ∆2 : F(d, ♀) = F(d̂♀,♂)}.

Notice that the second global maximum is taken on a specific level set of F, which
doesn’t conflict with the first global maximum requirement.
The existence of an evaluation metric with this property is a consequence of Theorem
10 proven in the appendix.
Since ♀ and ♂ are a partition of X, we can rewrite the distribution on X, so µX =
(1 − ε′)µ♂ + ε′µ♀. We can now prove that there exists constants ε′, c such that the
following fairness problem

arg max
d : X→∆2

c · Φ(d, X)−F(d|♀,d|♂, ♀,♂)

has only cherry-picking solutions: if we take ε′ and c indefinitely small we can notice
that any solution d that maximizes the problem must satisfy

F(d|♀,d|♂, ♀,♂) = 0 and Φc(d, X) = max
d : ♂→∆2

Φ(d,♂)

which means that d|♀ cannot be Pareto maximal since by the properties of Φ we know

that d|♀ = d̂♀ which is not Pareto maximal. Since the solution to the problem is con-
tinuous in ε′ and c, and all the properties shown hold true for a suitable neighborhood
of d, we can conclude that there exists also a ε′ and c such that the problem has only
cherry-picking solutions.

7 Conclusions, Future Work and Limitations

The results we have shown in this paper are quite formal and precise, so before
continuing with the conclusions we would like to specify what they are not claiming.

First of all, we are not claiming that all optimal solutions of every fairness problem
must cherry-pick. This is formally false, since we have shown that for some common
fairness measures there are always non-cherry-picking solutions. Also, for the other
fairness measure, this statement doesn’t hold true in general, and it very much depends
on the specific details of the problem at hand. For instance, if in our fairness problem
we use a constant evaluation metric, we shouldn’t expect any cherry-picking.

Similarly, we are not claiming that for any sensitive partition of the population
the cherry-picking phenomenon happens. We have shown that for some partitions,
cherry-picking could be unavoidable if we simply optimize the decision.

What we are claiming is that for a number of fairness measures and fairness prob-
lems, there is no guarantee that cherry-picking can be avoided. The problem is that
a priori it is often not clear if a fairness problem can guarantee at least a non-cherry-
picking solution, which means that practitioners should be extremely careful before
optimizing a fairness measure, since they could end up with cherry-picking solutions.

That said, we believe it would be interesting to investigate how often cherry-picking
occurs in practice and if there are some fairness measures that are more prone to it.
This is not an easy task in practice, as it would require almost perfect knowledge of
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the underlying distribution and is very dependent on the quality of the data. This is
indeed an interesting topic for future research.

That being said, we do expect this phenomenon to arise naturally sufficiently often:
the reasoning behind the proof of Theorem 8 requires finding a minority where the
quality of decisions is strictly worse than the majority. This is a common situation in
many real-world problems, where data collected from marginalized groups are often
of lower quality due to bias and discrimination.

Moreover, once again, our results show how people with malicious intentions can
exploit the fairness problem to appear fair on one hand, while unfairly treating some
groups on the other hand. They could even justify their choices as being “theoretically
optimal”.

Furthermore, the cherry-picking problem probably extends to scores as well. If we
manually set thresholds for each sensitive group to avoid cherry-picking, based on
scores optimized for fairness, we could still inadvertently cherry-pick. A model could
potentially unfairly distribute scores, ranking less-deserving individuals higher than
more-deserving ones, all while adhering to the fairness constraint. Consequently, any
decision based on these scores might seem non-cherry-picking solely because the true
scores are obscured by the model.

In light of these results, what we advocate is to stop viewing fairness as something
to optimize for. Instead, practitioners should prioritize building reliable classifiers
capable of providing well-calibrated scores. This ensures that all the information con-
tained in the data, even if biased, can be collected, and that the type and extent of
bias in the distribution can be measured to the best of our abilities.

Then, fairness policies should be considered as a post-processing step, where
the goal is either to correct the biases in the data to achieve the most equitable
outcome possible, or implementing affirmative action policies to guarantee a more
equitable world for future generations. This is transparent, easier to apply, and, most
importantly, it doesn’t hide any unfairness behind a veil of optimality.
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Appendix

In order to first prove proposition 6 we first need the following:
Theorem. Let f : [0, 1]n → R be a C1 function. If

∀x ∈ [0, 1]n ∃i ∈ [n] such that ∂xi f(x) ≥ 0

then
∃x ∈ [0, 1]n ∖ [0, 1)n such that f(0) ≤ f(x)

Proof. We are going to prove this via induction on the dimension n.
Case n = 1
In this case the theorem simply states that the function f : [0, 1] → R has non-negative
derivative and so it’s non-decreasing. Then clearly f(1) ≥ f(0).
Case n− 1 → n
Let’s now consider the set Q of points of [0, 1)n where f has a first-quadrant maximum,
formally

Q :=
{
x ∈ [0, 1)n : f(x) > f(y) ∀y ∈ [0, 1]n such that y > x

}
Q exhibits the following curious property that we can exploit:

Claim.
q ∈ Q ⇒ ∇f(q) = 0

Proof of the claim. Via contradiction, let’s assume the claim to be false. Then, there
exists i ∈ [n] such that ∂xi f(q) ̸= 0. We can safely assume that i = 1.
If ∂x1 f(q) > 0 we can find a ε > 0 so that the point q := (q1 + ε, q2, . . . , qn) is
such that f(q) ≥ f(q). Since q ∈ [0, 1)n we can choose an ε small enough such that
q ∈ [0, 1), but then by definition we have q ̸∈ Q which is a contradiction.
Otherwise if ∂x1 f(q) < 0, since all partial derivatives are continuous, we can find an
ε > 0 such that

x ∈ [q1, q1 + ε]× · · · × [qn, qn + ε] ⇒ ∂x1 f(x) < 0

Consider the function

g : [0, 1]n−1 → R
(x2, . . . ,xn) 7→ f(q1, q2 + εx2, . . . , qn + εxn)

Now, g must satisfy all the hypothesis of the proposition, in particular there always
is i ∈ {2, . . . , n} such that ∂xi g(x) ≥ 0 in [0, 1]n−1, otherwise we would have a point
where ∂xi f < 0 for all i ∈ [n]. By induction we can find a point q′ := (q′2, . . . , q

′
n) ∈

[0, 1]n−1 ∖ [0, 1)n−1 such that g(0) ≤ g(q′).
In particular if we now consider the point q := (q1, q2 + εq′2, . . . , qn + εq′n), it is such
that f(q) ≥ f(q). But this is a contradiction, since it would imply q ̸∈ Q.
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The claim says that Q is a subset of the set of stationary points of f . This is
important because the set of stationary points {∇f = 0} in [0, 1]n is a compact set
since ∇f is a continuous function and {0} is a closed set.
Because of this we can build a finite covering Fδ :=

{
H(t)

}
t∈I

of {∇f = 0}, depending
on a value δ > 0, made of hypercubes H(t) := H(α(t), r(t)) such that r(t) < δ for all
H(t) ∈ Fδ, where an hypercube is

H(α, r) := {x ∈ Rn : ∥x−α∥∞ < r} = {x ∈ Rn : |xi − αi| < r ∀i ∈ [n]}

The idea now is that for all ε > 0 we will find a sequence (x(k))k∈N in [0, 1]n starting
at x(0) := 0 and converging to a point x′ ∈ [0, 1]n∖ [0, 1)n such that f(0)−f(x′) < ε.
Therefore, since ε is arbitrary and [0, 1]n∖ [0, 1)n is closed, this also implies that there
exists x ∈ [0, 1]n ∖ [0, 1)n such that f(x) ≥ f(0).
We build our sequence using the following rules (and the axiom of choice): for every
element x(k−1) there are three possible situations, namely:

• x(k−1) ∈ [0, 1]n ∖ [0, 1)n,
• x(k−1) ∈ [0, 1)n ∖Q,
• x(k−1) ∈ Q.

If x(k−1) ∈ [0, 1]n ∖ [0, 1)n we have already arrived to the set we want to converge to,
so we simply pick x(k) := x(k−1)

If x(k−1) ∈ [0, 1)n ∖Q we know that the set{
y ∈ [x

(k−1)
1 , 1]× · · · × [x(k−1)

n , 1] : y ̸= x(k−1) and f(x(k−1)) ≤ f(y)
}

is non-empty, so we can pick any element from that set as x(k)

If x(k−1) ∈ Q then x(k−1) ∈ H for some H ∈ Fδ. Since H is a n-dimensional open
interval as is (0, 1)n there exist a, b ∈ Rn such that

H ∩ (0, 1)n = (a1, b1)× · · · × (an, bn)

In this case our choice for the next point in the sequence will be x(k) := b. If there
are multiple elements of Fδ we can choose from, any of them will work. Notice that
any sequence (x(k))k∈N built in such a way is non-decreasing in any direction, that is

x
(k)
i ≤ x

(k+1)
i ∀i ∈ [n], k ∈ N

Also, only a finite amount of elements lie in Q. We can assume that the sequence
(x(k))k∈N converges to the set [0, 1]n ∖ [0, 1)n: suppose it doesn’t, then, since the
sequence is non-decreasing and bounded by [0, 1]n, it must converge to a point p ∈
[0, 1)n. Now, since Fδ is a finite set, we can be certain that in a neighborhood of p
the points of the sequence are all outside Q, so there exists m ∈ N such that

f(x(m)) ≤ f(x(m+1)) ≤ · · · ≤ f(x(m+i)) ≤ . . . ∀i ∈ N
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Since f is continuous we also have f(x(m)) ≤ f(p). We can then redefine the sequence
removing all the points after x(m) and redefining x(m+1) := p, notice that this choice
of x(m+1) still follows the same rules previously stated. Continuing this new sequence
we get a sequence that converges to a point strictly closer to [0, 1]n∖ [0, 1)n; it follows
that the supremum of the possible point reachable in such a way is in [0, 1]n ∖ [0, 1)n.
So now we have a sequence (x(k))k∈N converging to x′ ∈ [0, 1]n ∖ [0, 1)n. Also, by the
same reasoning, the sequence can be chosen such that it is finite, so (x(k))k≤m for
some m ∈ N and x(k) ∈ [0, 1)n if and only if k < m. The only thing that remains to
be proven is that we can choose this sequence in a way such that f(0)− f(x′) < ε.
We have

f(0)− f(x′) = f(x(0))− f(x(m)) =
∑
k∈[m]

f(x(k−1))− f(x(k))

We can split the sum according to the rules we have followed to build the sequence,
since only x(m) ∈ [0, 1]n ∖ [0, 1)n one of the rules does not appear:∑
k∈[m]

f(x(k−1))−f(x(k)) =
∑
k∈[m]

x(k−1) ̸∈Q

f(x(k−1))−f(x(k))+
∑
k∈[m]

x(k−1)∈Q

f(x(k−1))−f(x(k))

Since f(x(k−1)) − f(x(k)) ≤ 0 if x(k−1) ̸∈ Q, the first term of the right-hand-side of
the equation is always non-negative; it follows

f(0)− f(x′) ≤
∑
k∈[m]

x(k−1)∈Q

f(x(k−1))− f(x(k))

So if we find a suitable bound for the sequence of points in Q we can prove the theorem.
First we notice that ∑

k∈[m]

∥∥∥x(k−1) − x(k)
∥∥∥
∞

≤ n

because∑
k∈[m]

∥∥∥x(k−1) − x(k)
∥∥∥
∞

≤
∑
k∈[m]

∑
i∈[n]

∣∣∣x(k−1)
i − x

(k)
i

∣∣∣ ≤ ∑
i∈[n]

∣∣∣x(0)
i − x

(m)
i

∣∣∣ ≤ n

so obviously the same bound holds for points in Q∑
k∈[m]

x(k−1)∈Q

∥∥∥x(k−1) − x(k)
∥∥∥
∞

≤ n

Now, for all i ∈ [n] we know that ∂xi f is a continuous function. But since [0, 1]n is
compact, ∂xi f is also uniformly continuous. As a consequence there exists δ > 0 such
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that for all x,y ∈ [0, 1]n

∥x− y∥∞ < δ ⇒ ∥∇f(x)−∇f(y)∥∞ < ε/n1.5

If we use such a δ to define our family Fδ then we have the following property: if
x ∈ H ⊆ Fδ then ∥∇f(x)∥∞ < ε/n. This is because by the definition of Fδ there
exists y ∈ Q such that

∥x− y∥∞ < δ ⇒ ∥∇f(x)∥∞ = ∥∇f(x)−∇f(y)∥∞ < ε/n1.5

That mean that if we consider any H ∈ Fδ we have that the gradient is everywhere
bounded in H. Since H is also convex, the function f is Lipschitz in H with constant
ε/n according to the ∞-norm. In fact if a, b ∈ H then if we consider the curve
γ(t) := tb+ (1− t)a

|f(a)− f(b)| =
∣∣∣∣∫ 1

0

∇f(γ(t)) · γ′(t)dt

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∫ 1

0

|∇f(γ(t)) · γ′(t)| dt

by Cauchy-Schwartz |∇f(γ(t)) · γ′(t)| ≤ ∥∇f(γ(t))∥ · ∥γ′(t)∥ so∫ 1

0

|∇f(γ(t)) · γ′(t)| dt < ε/n1.5 ·
∫ 1

0

∥γ′(t)∥ dt = ε/n1.5 ∥a− b∥ ≤ ε/n ∥a− b∥∞

since ∥a− b∥ ≤
√
n ∥a− b∥∞. Putting everything together, since if x(k−1) ∈ Q then

there exists H ∈ Fδ such that x(k−1),x(k) ∈ H, we have

f(0)− f(x′) ≤
∑
k∈[m]

x(k−1)∈Q

f(x(k−1))− f(x(k)) <
∑
k∈[m]

x(k−1)∈Q

ε/n
∥∥∥x(k−1) − x(k)

∥∥∥ ≤ ε

proving the theorem.

Theorem (6). Let U ⊆ Rn be an open set and f : U → R a C1 function.
If x is a first-quadrant minimum, then there exists a point y ≥ x such that

∂f

∂xi
(y) > 0 ∀ i ∈ [n]

Proof. Since U is open we can find an ε > 0 such that [x1, x1+ε]×· · ·×[xn, xn+ε] ⊆ U .
Consider the function

g : [0, 1]n → R
t 7→ −f(x+ εt)

If, by contradiction, for all y ̸= x such that yi ≥ xi for all i ∈ [n], we have ∂xjf(y) ≤ 0
for some j ∈ [n], then g satisfies the hypothesis of the previous proposition. So there
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exists q ∈ [0, 1]n ∖ [0, 1)n such that g(0) ≤ g(q), but then f(x + εq) ≤ f(x). So x
cannot be an first-quadrant minimum, which is a contradiction.

Theorem 9. Let f : U → R be a C1 function on an open convex set U ⊆ R2 such that

∂xf(x, y) · ∂yf(x, y) = 0

If f is never locally constant, that is, there is no open subset V ⊆ U such that f |V is
constant, then

∂xf(x, y) = 0 or ∂yf(x, y) = 0

Proof. Since f cannot be constant it means that there exists a point (x0, y0) where
the two partial derivative are not both zero at the same time. So let’s assume WLOG
∂xf(x0, y0) > 0 and ∂yf(x0, y0) = 0 (the case with < is equivalent). Since f is a C1

function, by the continuity of ∂xf , we know that there exists a neighborhood U0 of
(x0, y0) where ∂xf > 0, which means by hypothesis that also ∂yf = 0 in U0. This also
means that f(x0, y) = f(x0, y0) for all y such that (x0, y) ∈ U . It’s pretty obvious that
this holds in U0 but we can also show it for the full set U : to do so consider the value

ȳ := inf{y > y0|∂yf(x0, y) ̸= 0}

If we now focus on ∂xf , we can show ∂xf(x0, ȳ) = 0, to do so consider a sequence
(yk)k∈N converging to ȳ such that

yk ∈ {y > y0|∂yf(x0, y) ̸= 0} ∀k ∈ N

such sequence must exist otherwise ȳ wouldn’t be the infimum of that set. We already
know ∂xf(x0, yk) = 0 for all k ∈ N which then means by continuity

∂xf(x0, ȳ) = lim
y→ȳ

∂xf(x0, y) = lim
k→∞

∂yf(x0, yk) = 0

But then, since U is convex, the set {x0} × [y0, ȳ] belongs in U and so we have
∂xf(x0, y0) = ∂xf(x0, ȳ) since

∂y (∂xf(x0, y)) = ∂x (∂yf(x0, y)) = 0 ∀y ∈ [y0, ȳ]

Notice that the two partial derivatives always commute since one is constant as
proven in [21]. But that’s a contradiction since it would imply ∂xf(x0, y0) =
∂xf(x0, ȳ) = 0 which means ȳ doesn’t exist. A similar reasoning with the value
sup{y < y0|∂yf(x0, y) ̸= 0} proves that f(x0, y) = f(x0, y0) for all y such that
(x0, y) ∈ U .
In particular it holds that ∂xf(x, y) = ∂xf0(x) and ∂yf(x, y) = ∂yf1(y) for some func-
tion f0, f1. So f(x, y) is of the form f0(x) + f1(y). Which means that we can extend
the function f(x, y) to a set I0× I1 ⊇ U where I0, I1 are open interval, moreover there
exist open intervals I ′0 ⊆ I0 and I ′1 ⊆ I1 having ∂xf0 = 0 on I ′0 and ∂yf1 = 0 on I ′1 such
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that U ⊆ I ′0× I1∪ I0× I ′1. Since f is never locally constant we know U ∩ (I ′0× I ′1) = ∅,
so since U is also open it must be

U ⊆ I ′0 × (I1 ∖ I ′1) ∪ I ′1 × (I0 ∖ I ′0)

But U is connected so U ⊆ I ′0 × (I1 ∖ I ′1) or U ⊆ I ′1 × (I0 ∖ I ′0) which is equivalent to
the thesis.

Corollary 2. Theorem 9 works also if U is connected instead of convex.

Proof. We can cover U with convex open sets. For every convex set Theorem 9 holds,
which means that every set has either ∂xf = 0 or ∂yf = 0. Let U0 be the union of the
sets where ∂xf = 0 and similarly U1 with ∂yf = 0. The intersection U0 ∩ U1 must be
empty since f is never locally constant; but since U is connected it means U0 = ∅ or
U1 = ∅.

Theorem 10. Let F (x, y) be a monotonically increasing function in x and y. Consider
a C1 function G(x, y) such that for any point (x, y) satisfying F (x, y) = 0 it holds

∂xF (x, y) = 0 ⇒ ∂xG(x, y) ≥ 0 in a neighborhood of (x, y)

∂yF (x, y) = 0 ⇒ ∂yG(x, y) ≥ 0 in a neighborhood of (x, y)

then there exists a function Ĝ(x, y) monotonically increasing such that Ĝ(x, y) =
G(x, y) on the set F (x, y) = 0.

Proof. Consider the function Ĝ(x, y) := G(x, y) + α · F (x, y). Clearly Ĝ(x, y) has the

same value of G(x, y) on the set F (x, y) = 0. We can now choose α such that Ĝ(x, y)

is monotonically increasing. We can do this by imposing that the gradient of Ĝ(x, y)
is always positive. This means

∇Ĝ(x, y) = ∇G(x, y) + α∇F (x, y) ≥ 0

and so

α ≥ max
F (x,y)=0

max

(
−∂xG(x, y)

∂xF (x, y)
,−∂yG(x, y)

∂yF (x, y)

)
A positive α exists since the hypothesis implies that the right-hand side is always
bounded from above.

Lemma 5. Consider a binary classification problem X × Y . There exists a partition
{♀,♂} of X having measure µX(♀) = 1/2 = µX(♂) such that ∀ε > 0

∂ IPS(♀) ∩ ∂ IPS(♂) = {(0, P (Y = 1)), (P (Y = 0), 0)} and λ(IPS(♂)△ IPS(♀)) < ε

where λ is the Lebesgue measure on [0, 1]2.

Proof. Let’s first forget about the ε part and prove that we can find a partition {♀,♂}
that satisfies the other conditions.
As mentioned in Section 3.1 we can assumeX = [0, 1] = ∆2 and p∆(y1|x) = x by using
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the pushforward measure. Let a1 := sup{a ∈ [0, 1] : µX([a, 1]) = 1/2} and consider the
function ba := b(a) : [0, a1] → [0, 1] defined as

b(a) = inf{x ∈ [0, 1] : µX([a, x]) = 1/2}

Then the value P (Y = 1|x ∈ [a, ba]) is a continuous non-decreasing function as a
varies, in particular, it’s easy to see that

P (Y = 1|x ∈ [0, b0]) < P (Y = 1) < P (Y = 1|x ∈ [a1, 1])

which means there exists an interval [a♀, b♀] such that P (Y = 1|x ∈ [a♀, b♀]) = P (Y =
1). We can then define ♀ as this newly found interval ♀ := [a♀, b♀] and ♂ := X ∖ ♀.
Since P (Y = 1|A = ♀) = P (Y = 1) and µX(♀) = 1/2 = µX(♂) we have the following
properties:

P (Y = 1|A = ♂) =
P (Y = 1)− P (Y = 1|A = ♀)µX(♀)

µX(♂)
= P (Y = 1)

P (Y = 0|A = ♀) = 1− P (Y = 1|A = ♀) = 1− P (Y = 1) = P (Y = 0)

P (Y = 0|A = ♂) = 1− P (Y = 1|A = ♂) = 1− P (Y = 1) = P (Y = 0)

Take now a non-trivial Pareto optimal decision d♀ on ♀, we need to exhibit a decision
d♂ on ♂ such that pTP(d♀) < pTP(d♂) and pTN(d♀) < pTN(d♂). This suffices to
show that IPS(♀) ∩ IPS(♂) = {(0, P (Y = 1)), (P (Y = 0), 0)}.
Since d♀ is maximal and non-trivial, by Corollary 1, we know that there exists a
threshold a♀ < θ♀ < b♀ such that

1

2
pTN(d♀) =

∫ θ♀

a♀

pX(y = 0|x)µX(dx) > 0

1

2
pTP(d♀) =

∫ b♀

θ♀

pX(y = 1|x)µX(dx) > 0

Consider now a new threshold θ♂ such that

µX([0,min(a♀, θ♂)]) + µX([b♀,max(b♀, θ♂)]) = µX([a♀, θ♀])

which must exist since the dimension of ♀ and ♂ is the same. We can now define a
decision d♂(x) := 1[θ♂,1](pX(y = 1|x)) on ♂. We have now two cases:

Case 1: θ♂ ≤ a♀. In this case we have µX([0, θ♂]) = µX([a♀, θ♀]) > 0 so

1

2
pTN(d♂) =

∫ θ♂

0

pX(y = 0|x)µX(dx) =∫ θ♂

0

(1− x)µX(dx) >

∫ θ♂

0

(1− a♀)µX(dx) =
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∫ θ♀

a♀

(1− a♀)µX(dx) >

∫ θ♀

a♀

(1− x)µX(dx) =∫ θ♀

a♀

pX(y = 0|x)µX(dx) =
1

2
pTN(d♀)

and similarly

1

2
pTP(d♂) =

∫ a♀

θ♂

pX(y = 1|x)µX(dx) +

∫ 1

b♀

pX(y = 1|x)µX(dx) =

P (Y = 1)−
∫ θ♂

0

pX(y = 1|x)µX(dx) > P (Y = 1)−
∫ θ♀

a♀

pX(y = 1|x)µX(dx) =

=

∫ b♀

θ♀

pX(y = 1|x)µX(dx) =
1

2
pTP(d♀)

Case 2: θ♂ > a♀. In this other case we have µX([θ♂, 1]) = µX([θ♀, b♀]) > 0, and the
same reasoning as before holds by swapping the label.

This proves that IPS(♀) ⊂ IPS(♂) with only trivial intersection. We now need to prove
that we can arbitrarily limit how bigger the difference between the two is. Fix ε > 0,
and consider a finite collection of points {xi}i=0...k ⊆ X, satisfying

0 = x0 < x1 < · · · < xk = 1

such that 0 < µX([xi, xi+1]) < ε/2 for all i ∈ [k − 1].
On every Xi := [xi, xi+1], by conditioning on the interval, we can apply the same
reasoning as before and get a subpartition {♀i,♂i} satisfying the previous conditions.
We can then take the union of all the ♀i and ♂i and define ♀ :=

⋃
i ♀i and ♂ :=

⋃
i ♂i.

Let’s prove that ♀ and ♂ work as intended: first we need to show that they respect the
condition for ∂ IPS(♀) ∩ ∂ IPS(♂). This follows easily because it’s satisfied on every
Xi which are almost everywhere disjoint, so for every non-trivial decision on ♀ we can
find a Pareto superior decision on ♂ by carefully selecting how it behaves on all the
♂i. Moreover we still have µX(♀) = µX(♂) and P (Y |A) = P (Y ).
Now we need to show that the difference between the two is less than ε and strictly
positive. If d|♀ is Pareto optimal on ♀, then as before we have a threshold θ♀ that
characterises d|♀. In particular there exists j such that θ♀ ∈ [xj , xj+1] = Xj . We then
know that pTN(d|♀i) = P (Y = 0) for all i < j and pTP(d|♀i) = P (Y = 1) for all i > j.
Let’s take now any optimal decision d|♂ on ♂ such that pTN(d|♂) = pTN(d|♀) and
again consider the threshold θ♂ that characterises it. We will prove that θ♂ ∈ [xj , xj+1]
as well. Suppose they are not in the same interval, and WLOG θ♀ < θ♂. Then we
would have∫ 1

θ♀

pX(y = 1|x) · 1♀(x)µX(dx) ≥
∫ 1

xj+1

pX(y = 1|x) · 1♀(x)µX(dx) =
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=

k−1∑
i=j+1

∫ xi+1

xi

pX(y = 1|x)·1♀i(x)µX(dx) =
k−1∑

i=j+1

∫ xi+1

xi

pX(y = 1|x)·1♂i(x)µX(dx) =

=

∫ 1

xj+1

pX(y = 1|x) · 1♂(x)µX(dx) >

∫ 1

θ♂

pX(y = 1|x) · 1♂(x)µX(dx)

which is a contradiction since it would imply pTP(d|♀) > pTP(d|♂). The same rea-
soning holds if θ♀ > θ♂ by considering the probability of a true negative.
As a consequence θ♀ and θ♂ are in the same interval Xj , then by splitting the integral
as we just did, we can see that

1

2

(
pTP(d|♂)− pTP(d|♀)

)
=

=

∫ xj+1

θ♂

pX(y = 1|x) · 1♂j (x)µX(dx)−
∫ xj+1

θ♀

pX(y = 1|x) · 1♀j (x)µX(dx)

we already know that this quantity is strictly positive, but we can also bound it since∫ xj+1

θ♂

pX(y = 1|x) · 1♂j (x)µX(dx)−
∫ xj+1

θ♀

pX(y = 1|x) · 1♀j (x)µX(dx) ≤

≤
∫ xj+1

xj

pX(y = 1|x) · 1♂j (x)µX(dx)− 0 ≤
∫ xj+1

xj

1♂j (x)µX(dx) =

= µX(Xj)/2 < ε/4

which implies pTP(d|♂)− pTP(d|♀) < ε/2.
We know that there are two monotonically decreasing functions f♀, f♂ : [0, 1] → [0, 1]
such that for all t ∈ [0, 1] there exist Pareto maximal decisions d♀,d♂ such that
(pTN(d♀), pTP(d♀)) = (t, f♀(t)) and (pTN(d♂), pTP(d♂)) = (t, f♂(t)).
Hence, because of the symmetry of the IPS and since IPS(♀) ⊂ IPS(♂) we have

λ(IPS(♂)△ IPS(♀)) = λ(IPS(♂))− λ(IPS(♀)) = 2

∫ 1

0

f♂(t)− f♀(t)dt

but the difference betwenn f♂ and f♀ is exactly the difference of the probability
of a true positive between the two optimal decisions on ♂ and ♀ sharing the same
probability of a true negative. So

0 < 2

∫ 1

0

f♂(t)− f♀(t)dt < 2

∫ 1

0

ε

2
dt = ε

Corollary 3. Consider a binary classification problem X × Y . For all (ε, ε′) ∈ (0, 1)2

there exists a partition {♀,♂} of X having measure µX(♂) = ε′ and µX(♀) = 1 − ε′
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such that

∂ IPS(♀) ∩ ∂ IPS(♂) = {(0, P (Y = 1)), (P (Y = 0), 0)} and λ(IPS(♂)△ IPS(♀)) < ε

where λ is the Lebesgue measure on [0, 1]2.

Proof. It easy to see that if ε′ is a power of 1/2 then we can simply apply the previous
lemma multiple times in a row. If ε′ is not a power of 1/2 then we can simply consider
its binary expansion and apply the previous lemma on each digit.

Lemma 6. There exists a bijection between distributions µ∆ on ∆2 and the set of
all the possible IPSs.

Proof. We just need to prove that the set of maximal points in IPS(∆2) uniquely
identify the distribution µ∆. We prove it only for the case of µ∆ being absolutely
continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure, but the result holds in general.
let φ(x) : [0, 1] → [0, 1] be the convex function describing the set of maximal points in
IPS(∆2), we want to reconstruct the cumulative densitive function

F (T ) =

∫ T

0

f(t)dt

for some density f(x). Moreover, by Weller’s theorem, we know that the set of maximal
points in IPS(∆2) is described by the curve (X(T ), Y (T )) where

X(T ) =

∫ T

0

(1− t)f(t)dt Y (T ) =

∫ 1

T

t · f(t)dt

First we prove that the non-singleton intervals
[
T x, T x

]
satisfying[

T x, T x

]
= X−1({x})

for some x ∈ [0, 1] are at most countable. This is because at the point x the function
φ′(x) is discontinuous or undefined, we can remove the cases where either T x = 0 or
T x = 1 since they don’t affect the countability claim. For all ε > 0, we know that
in (T x − ε, T x) the density f(x) is not almost everywhere zero, otherwise [T x, T x]
wouldn’t be maximal. Moreover, by the Lebesgue differentiation theorem, we know
that almost everywhere we have

X ′(T ) = (1− T ) · f(T ) Y ′(T ) = −T · f(T )

which means that we can find a T ε ∈ (T x − ε, T x) such that f(T ε) > 0 and

φ′(xε) =
−T ε · f(T ε)

(1− T ε) · f(T ε)
=

−T ε

1− T ε
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for some xε. Similarly we can find a T ε ∈ (T x, T x + ε) such that f(T ε) > 0 and

φ′(xε) =
−T ε · f(T ε)

(1− T ε) · f(T ε)
=

−T ε

1− T ε

Bu then

lim
ε→0

φ′(xε) =
−T ε

(1− T ε)
̸= −T ε

(1− T ε)
= lim

ε→0
φ′(xε)

which shows that φ′(x) is discontinuous at x. Since φ(x) is convex, the set of discon-
tinuous points for the derivative is at most countable, which prove the countability of
the intervals.
We now know that, if for a point x the derivative φ′(x) is continuous and defined, then
there exists a unique Tx such that Y (Tx) = x. Moreoever in every neighborhood of Tx

the density f(x) is not almost everywhere zero. Using a similar argument as before,
we can find points xε → x such that f(xε) > 0 and

φ′(x) = lim
ε→0

φ′(xε) = lim
ε→0

−Txε

1− Txε

so given φ′(x) we can find Tx by solving

Tx =
φ′(x)

φ′(x)− 1

Moreover, given the point (x, φ(x)), we have

F (Tx) = x− φ(x)− P (Y = 1)

since

x− φ(x) =

∫ Tx

0

(1− t)f(t)dt−
∫ 1

0

t · f(t)dt+
∫ Tx

0

t · f(t)dt = F (Tx) + P (Y = 1)

So given a point (x, φ(x)), if φ′(x) is continuous in x, we know

F

(
φ′(x)

φ′(x)− 1

)
= x− φ(x)− P (Y = 1)

which define F uniquely.

Lemma (1). For any evaluation metric Φ, there exists a real-valued function

Φ̂(t, t′, E) : [0, 1]2 × B([0, 1]2) → R such that

Φ̂(pTN(d), pTP(d), IPS(X)) = Φ(d, X)

for all decisions d on X.
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Proof. We need to show that if we take a decision d on X and a decision d′ on
X ′ such that IPS(X) = IPS(X ′), pTN(d) = pTN(d′) and pTP(d) = pTP(d′) then
Φ(d, X) = Φ(d′, X ′).
First notice that equivalent decisions on a set have the same evaluation since the
evaluation is monotonic in ≾. This mean we can also suppose that d and d′ only
depend on the value of pX(y = 1|x) and pX′(y = 1|x), otherwise we can always find
equivalent decisions satisfing it. Which then means that we can suppose that d and
d′ are function of the simplex ∆2.
If pTN(d) = pTN(d′) and pTP(d) = pTP(d′) and ∆X = ∆X′ then the two decisions
are equivalent on ∆2, which would imply Φ(d, X) = Φ(d′, X ′). But we proved in
Lemma 6 that if IPS(X) = IPS(X ′) then ∆X = ∆X′ . So we have the thesis.
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