arXiv:2408.08711v1 [cs.GT] 16 Aug 2024

Weighted Envy-free Allocation with Subsidy

Haris Aziz^1, Xin Huang^2, Kei Kimura^2, Indrajit Saha^2, Zhaohong Sun^2, Mashbat Suzuki^1, and Makoto Yokoo^2

1UNSW Sydney, Australia 2 Kyushu University, Japan

September 6, 2024

Abstract We consider the problem of fair allocation with subsidy when agents have weighted entitlements. After highlighting several important differences from the unweighted cases, we present several results concerning weighted envy-freeability including general characterizations, algorithms for achieving and testing weighted envy-freeability, lower and upper bounds for worst case subsidy for non-wasteful and envy-freeable allocations, and algorithms for achieving weighted envy-freeability along with other properties.

Keywords: Fair Division, Envy-free, Pareto Efficiency.

1 Introduction

A fundamental problem that often arises in several settings is that of allocating resources in a fair manner. We consider scenarios where agents have valuations over bundles of indivisible items. The goal is to compute allocations of items that are fair. The gold standard for fairness is envy-freeness, which requires that no agent prefer another agent’s allocation. For indivisible item allocation, an envy-free outcome may not exist. There are several approaches to achieve envy-freeness. These include randomisation and the use of monetary subsidy. In this paper, we focus on achieving envy-freeness with monetary subsidy.

The literature on envy-free allocation with monetary subsidies / payments / transfers has a long tradition in mathematical economics. For example, the literature on envy-free room-rent division can be viewed as a special case where each agent is supposed to get one item (see, e.g., (Klijn, 2000)). More recently, Halpern and Shah (2019) studied the problem of finding allocations for which minimal subsidies will result in envy-freeness. We revisit envy-freeness with subsidies with one important extension which is that agents have weighted entitlements. Weighted entitlements have been considered in many different contexts in fair division.

We show that the results under weighted entitlements pose considerable challenges and can often have sharply contrasting results from the case of equal entitlements. On the other hand, we also present several results where we generalize some of the celebrated results on envy-free with monetary transfers.

Contributions Our first contribution is to show that several celebrated results concerning envy-free allocation with money do not extend to the weighted case. In particular, the following do not hold for the weighted case.

• A welfare maximizing allocation is envy-freeable.

• Given any partition of items, there always exists a way to allocate the bundles in the partition so it is envy-freeable.

• For additive valuations, envies can be eliminated by allocating at most one unit of money for each agent.

• There always exists an allocation that is both envy-freeable and envy-free up to one item for additive valuations.

Nonetheless, we present a generalized characterization of weighted envyfreeness with money by showing its equivalence with two other carefully specified properties. We show that a weighted envy-freeable allocation can be computed and verified in polynomial time. We show further results for the case of additive, matroidal, and also binary additive valuations. In particular, we provide upper and lower bounds for worst-case subsidy for non-wasteful and envy-freeable allocations under several valuations for each agent. The results are summarized in Table 1. We then explore compatibility of weighted envy-freeability and approximate weighted envy-freeness for indivisible items. In contrast to the unweighted case, we show that even for two agents, there may not exist an weak envy-free up to one item and envy-freeable allocation. We then present an algorithm that computes envy-free up to one transfer and envy-freeable allocation.

2 Related Work

2.1 Envy allocation with money

The literature on envy-free allocation with monetary subsidies / payments / transfers has a long tradition in mathematical economics, e.g., (Alkan et al., 1991; Gal et al., 2017; Haake et al., 2002; Klijn, 2000; Maskin, 1987a,b; Meertens et al., 2002; Moulin, 2004; Su, 1999; Sun and Yang, 2003; Svensson, 1983; Tadenuma and Thomson, 1993). Most of these works deal with the case where each agent is interested in at most one item (unit-demand). With large enough subsidies, an envyfree allocation is guaranteed to exist (Maskin, 1987b) and can be computed in polynomial time (Aragones, 1995; Klijn, 2000).

Table 1: Upper and lower bounds for worst case subsidy for non-wasteful and envy-freeable allocations under several valuations for each agent. We assume that for any agent and any subset of items the value of the subset for the agent is at most the size of the subset.

valuation lower bound upper bound general/ m ·^{wmax}_{wmin} m ·^{wmax}_{wmin} super-modular [Prop 3] [Prop 1] additive 2 ·^{wmax}_{wmin} m ·^{wmax}_{wmin} [Thm 7] [Prop 1] matroidal^m_2 · (^{wmax}_{wmin} − 1) m ·^{wmax}_{wmin} [Thm 8] [Prop 1] binary additive^{wmax}_{wmin}^{wmax}_{wmin} [Thm 5] [Thm 6]

More recently, multi-demand fair division with subsidy has attracted considerable attetion. Halpern and Shah (2019) showed that an allocation is envyfreeable with money if and only if the agents cannot increase the social welfare by permuting bundles. Brustle et al. (2020a) showed that for additive valuations where the value of each item is at most 1, giving at most 1 to each agent is sufficient to eliminate envies. They also show that for monotone valuations, an envyfree allocation with subsidy 2(n − 1) for each agent exists. Goko et al. (2024) developed a truthful mechanism that gives at most 1 for each agent when valuations are represented as rank functions of matroids. Caragiannis and Ioannidis (2022) studied the computational complexity of approximating the minimum amount of subsidies.

The case where multiple items can be allocated to each agent while the agents pay some amount of money to the mechanism designer, is extensively studied in combinatorial auctions (Cramton et al., 2005). A representative mechanism is the well-known VCG mechanism, which is truthful and maximizes social surplus. Envy-freeness is not a central issue in combinatorial auctions, with a notable exception presented by Pápai (2003).

2.2 Fair allocation with entitlements

There is a long-standing tradition in fair division to revisit settings and extend them to the case of weighted entitlements. In a classic book by Brams and Taylor (1996), many algorithms and results are extended to the cases of weighted entitlements. This tradition continues in the context of the allocation of indivisible items (see, e.g., (Babaioff et al., 2023; Chakraborty et al., 2021; Aziz et al., 2020, 2019; Farhadi et al., 2019)).

3 Model

We consider the setting in which there is a set N of n agents and a set M of m items. We assume each agent i ∈ N is associated with its weight w_i, where ∑ i w_i = 1 and ∀i ∈ N, w_i > 0 hold. Let w_{min} = min_i w_i and w_{max} = max_i w_i. Each agent i ∈ N has a valuation function v_i : 2^M → R^+ . The function v_i specifies a value v_i(A) for a given bundle A ⊆ M. When A = {g}, i.e., A contains just one item, we often writhe v_i(g) instead of v_i({g}).

The valuation function of an agent i is super-modular if for each i ∈ N, and A, B ⊆ M, v_i(A ∪ B) ≥ v_i(A) + v_i(B) − v_i(A ∩ B). The valuation function of an agent i is additive if for each i ∈ N, and A, B ⊆ M such that A ∩ B = ∅, the following holds: v_i(A ∪ B) = v_i(A) + v_i(B). The valuation function of agent i is binary additive if it is additive and for each i ∈ N and g ∈ M, v(g) ∈ {0, 1} holds. The valuation function of an agent i is superadditive if for each i ∈ N, and A, B ⊆ M such that A ∩ B = ∅, the following holds: v_i(A ∪ B) ≥ v_i(A) + v_i(B). Note that super-modularity and additivity are stronger conditions than superaddivity.

An allocation X = (X_1, . . . , X_n) is a partitioning of the items into n bundles where X_i is the bundle allocated to agent i. We assume allocation X must be complete, i.e., ⋃ i∈N X_i = M holds; each item must be allocated to some agent. For an allocation X, the classical weighted social welfare SW (X) is ∑ i∈N w_i · v_i(X_i). An outcome is a pair consisting of the allocation and the payments made by the agents. Formally, an outcome is a pair (X, p) where X = (X_1, . . . , X_n) is the allocation that specifies bundle X_i ⊆ M for agent i and p specifies the payment p_i made by agent i. If p_i is negative, it means agent i gets money. We say that p is balanced if ∑ i∈N p_i = 0. An agent i’s utility for a bundle-payment pair (X_j , p_j ) is u_i(X_j , p_j ) = v_i(X_j )− p_j . In other words, we assume quasi-linear utilities. An outcome (X, p) is envyfree if for all i, j ∈ N, it holds that u_i(X_i, p_i) ≥ u_i(X_j , p_j ). An allocation X is envy-freeable if there exists a payment function p such that (X, p) is envy-free.

A mechanism is a function from the profile of declared agents’ valuation functions to an outcome. We say a mechanism is truthful if no agent can obtain a strictly better outcome by misreporting its valuation function.

Definition 1 (Weighted envy-freeable). An outcome (X, p) is weighted envyfree if for all i, j ∈ N : 1 w_i (v_i(X_i) + p_i) ≥ 1 w_j (v_i(X_j ) + p_j ).

An allocation X is weighted envy-freeable if there are payments (p_1, . . . , p_n) for agents such that (X, p) is weighted envy-free.

Definition 2 (Pareto efficiency). We say allocation X dominates another allocation X^′ if ∀i ∈ N, v_i(X_i) ≥ v_i(X^′_i ) and ∃j ∈ N, v_j (X_j ) > v_j (X^′_j ) hold. We say X is Pareto efficient (PE) if it is not dominated by any other allocation.

Definition 3 (Non-wastefulness). We say allocation X is non-wasteful if ∀i ∈ N, ∀g ∈ X_i, if v_i(X_i) = v_i(X_i \ {g}) holds, then v_j (X_j ∪ {g}) = v_j (X_j ) for all j ≠ i. In other words, no item can be transferred from one agent to another and the transfer results in a Pareto improvement. Clearly, Pareto efficiency implies non-wastefulness, but not vice versa.

Definition 4 (Weighted welfare maximizing allocation). We say allocation X maximizes the weighted social welfare if for any allocation X^′, SW (X) ≥ SW (X^′) holds.

A weighted welfare maximizing allocation is Pareto efficient, but not vice versa.

Example 1. Assume a family tries to divide inheritance. Agent 1 is the spouse, whose weight is 1/2. Agents 2 and 3 are children, whose weights are 1/4. There are two items: g_1 is a house, and g_2 is a car. Some money is also left, but the testament says the money can be divided among agents only to make the outcome weighted envy-free; the remaining amount should be donated to charity. Assume v_1(g_1) = 100, v_2(g_1) = 70, v_3(g_1) = 0, and v_1(g_2) = 40, v_2(g_2) = 60, v_3(g_2) = 0.

There are two envy-freeable allocations: ({g_1, g_2}, ∅, ∅), i.e., allocating both items to agent 1, and ({g_1}, {g_2}, ∅), i.e., agent 1 obtains g_1, while agent 2 obtains g_2. For the first allocation, we need to pay 65 to agents 2 and 3. For the second allocation, no subsidy is needed, the allocation is weighted envy-free.

4 A General Characterization and its Implications

We first give a general characterization of weighted envy-freeable allocations. For the characterization, we generalize a couple of previously studied mathematical objects to the weighted case.

Definition 5 (Weighted reassignment-stable). We say that an allocation X is weighted reassignment-stable if ∑ i∈N v_i(X_i) w_i ≥ ∑ i∈N v_i(X_{π(i)}) w_{π(i)} for all permutations π of N.

Definition 6 (Weighted envy-graph). For any given allocation X, the corresponding weighted envy-graph is a complete directed graph with vertex set N. For any pair of agents i, j ∈ N, ℓ(i, j) is the length of edge (i, j), which presents the fact that agent i has envy toward agent j under the allocation X: ℓ(i, j) = 1 w_j v_i(X_j ) − 1 w_i v_i(X_i).

For any path or cycle C in the graph, ℓ(C) is the length of the C, which is the sum of lengths of edges along C.

Theorem 1. The following conditions are equivalent for a given allocation:

1. the allocation is weighed envy-freeable

2. the allocation is weighted reassignment-stable

3. for the allocation, there is no positive length cycle in the corresponding envy-graph

Proof. (1) =⇒ (2) Suppose X is envy-freeable. Then, there exists a payment vector p such that for all agents i, j^1_{wi} (v_i(X_i) + p_i) ≥^1_{wj} (v_i(X_j ) + p_j ). Equivalently,^1_{wj} v_i(X_j ) − 1 w_i vi(Xi) ≤ 1 w_i pi − 1 w_j pj . Consider any permutation π of N. Then, ∑ i∈N 1 w_{π(i)} v_i(X_{π(i)}) − 1 w_i v_i(X_i) ≤ ∑ i∈N ( 1 w_i p_i − 1 w_{π(i)} p_{π(i)} ) = 0.

The last entry is zero as all the weighted payments are considered twice and they cancel out each other. Hence X is weighted reassignment-stable.

(2) =⇒ (3) Suppose some allocation X has a corresponding weighted envy-graph with a cycle C of strictly positive length. Then consider a permutation π such that π(i) = i if i /∈ C and if i ∈ C, then π(i) is the agent that i points to in C. In that case ∑ i∈N v_i(X_i) w_i < ∑ i∈N v_i(X_{π(i)}) w_{π(i)} , which means that X is not weighted reassignment stable.

(3) =⇒ (1) Suppose (3) holds. Let ℓ_i be the maximum length of any path in the weighted envy graph that starts from i, which is well-defined since there is no positive length cycle. Let each agent i’s payment be p_i = ℓ_i · w_i. Then

p_i/w_i = ℓ_i ≥ ℓ(i, j) + ℓ_j = 1 w_j v_i(X_j ) − 1 w_i v_i(X_i) + p_j /w_j .

This implies that (X, p) is weighted envy free and hence X is envy-freeable.

Next, we make some observations that highlight why several aspects do not extend when generalizing to the case of weighted entitlements.

Observation 1. In the unweighted case, any welfare maximizing allocation is envy-freeable. In the weighted case, there exists an instance where a weighted welfare maximizing allocation is not envy-freeable.

Observation 2. In the unweighted case, for any partition of M into n bundles, we can always find an envy-freeable allocation based on the partition. In the weighted case, there exists an instance and a partition of the items into bundles such that no assignment of the bundles to the agents results in an envy-freeable allocation.

We point out that a weighted welfare maximizing allocation may not be weighted envy-freeable.

Example 2 (A weighted welfare maximizing allocation may not be weighted envy-freeable). Consider the case with two agents 1, 2, with weights 3/4, 1/4, respectively. There are two identical items. Agent 1 values one item as 90, while agent 2 values one item as 30. The marginal utility for the second item is 0 (these items are substitutes). The weighted social welfare is maximized by allocating one item for each agent. This allocation does not satisfy weighted reassignment-stability: 90 w_1 + 30 w_2

= 240 < 90 w_2 + 30 w_1

= 400.

Also, consider a partition where each bundle contains one item, there is no envy-freeable allocation based on this partition.

Our characterization suggests a simple method for computing a weighted envy-freeable allocation and testing whether a given allocation is weighted envyfreeable.

Proposition 1. There always exists an envy-freeable and non-wasteful allocation. Furthermore, assuming for any i ∈ N, A ⊆ M, v_i(A) ≤ |A| holds, the maximum subsidy for each agent is at most m ·^{wmax}_{wmin} .

Proof. Allocate all items to agent i, where v_i(M) is the largest. If some items A ⊂ M are useless for i, i.e., v_i(M) = v_i(M \ A) holds, then we allocate A to agent i^′, where v_i′ (A) is the largest, and so on. It is clear that allocation X obtained by this procedure is non-wasteful. Let us check this allocation X satisfies weighted reassignment stability. Clearly, for each i, j ∈ N, v_i(X_i) ≥ v_j (X_i) holds. For the sake of contradiction, assume X does not satisfy reassignment-stability, i.e., there exists permutation π where ∑ i∈N v_i(X_i)/w_i < ∑ i∈N v_i(X_{π(i)})/w_{π(i)} holds. Let π^{−1} denote the inverse function of π. Then, ∑ i∈N (v_i(X_i) − v_π−1_{(i)}(X_i))/w_i < 0 must hold. However, this contradicts the fact that for each i, j ∈ N, v_i(X_i) ≥ v_j (X_i) holds.

WLOG, let us assume the longest path in the envy graph from i is (i, i − 1, . . . , 1). Then, the path length is ∑_i k=2 v_k(X_{k−1})/w_{k−1} − v_k(X_k)/w_k. Since v_k(X_k) ≥ v_{k−1}(X_k) holds, the path length is bounded by v_1(X_1)/w_1. Thus, the payment for each agent is bounded by m ·^{wmax}_{wmin} .

Proposition 2. Given an allocation X, it can be checked in polynomial time whether X satisfies weighted envy-freeability.

Proof. Checking whether X is envy-freeable is equivalent to checking if X is weighted reassignment stable. Consider the complete bipartite graph G that has vertex set N on one side and a copy of N on the other side and edge set N × N, and the cost of each edge {i, j} ∈ N × N is defined as v_i(X_j )/w_j . Then, it follows the definition of weighted reassignment stability that X is weighted reassignment stable if and only if its induced matching in G is a maximum weight perfect matching.

Proposition 3. Assume for any B ⊆ M and i ∈ N, v_i(B) ≤ |B| holds. Then, the subsidy for each agent can be m ·^{wmax}_{wmin} and the total amount of subsidy can be (n − 1)m ·^{wmax}_{wmin} . Proof. Let us assume all agent has an all-or-nothing valuation for M. w_1 = w_{min} and w_2 = w_3 = . . . w_n = w_{max}. v_1(M) = m and v_i(M) = m − ϵ for i ≠ 1. Then, the only envy-freeable allocation is allocating M to agent 1. We need to pay (m − ϵ) ·^{wmax}_{wmin} for the rest.

Note that an all-or-nothing valuation is one instance of a super-modular valuation. Thus, this bound also holds for a super-modular valuation.

Observation 3. Negative results in the unweighted case carry over to the weighted case, since the unweighted case is equivalent to the weighted case where each weight w_i = 1/n. For example, it is NP-hard to compute the minimum subsidy required to achieve envy-freeness even in the binary additive case assuming the allocation is non-wasteful (by the Corollary 1 in Halpern and Shah (2019)).

The following theorem is similar to Theorem 2 in Halpern and Shah (2019).

Theorem 2. Given a weighted envy-freeable allocation, the minimum subsidy for each agent is the length of the longest path in weighted envy-graph times her weight.

Proof. Let p_i be the subsidy for the agent i. By the definition of weighted envy-freeness, we have^{vi (Xi)+pi}_{wi} ≥^{vi(Xj )+pj}_{wj} for any i and j.

Let U_i be the longest path from i and ℓ_i be the length of the path. Sum up ∑ (i^′,j^′ )∈U_i v_i′ (X_i′ )+p_i′ w_i′ ≥ ∑ (i^′ ,j^′ )∈U_i v_i′ (X_j′ )+p_j′ w_j′ . Then we have p_i w_i − p_k w_k ≥ ℓi where k is the last agent in the path U_i. As the subsidy is non-negative, we have p_i ≥ w_i · ℓ_i.

On the other hand, if we let p_i = w_i · ℓ_i, then it is weighted envy-free. Let ℓ_i (and ℓ_j ) be the length of the longest path from i (and j). We have ℓ_i ≥ ℓ(i, j)+ℓ_j. Therefore, weighted envy-free is implied by^{vi (Xi)+pi}_{wi} −^{vi(Xj )+pj}_{wj} = ℓ_i − ℓ(i, j) − ℓ_j ≥ 0.

5 Restricted Domains

In this section, we present results for special classes of valuations.

5.1 Super-modular valuation

The condition of super-modularity can be re-written as follows: for any X, Y, Z ⊆ M, where X ⊆ Y , v_i(X ∪Z)−v_i(X) ≤ v_i(Y ∪Z)−v_i(Y ), by choosing X = A∩B, Y = B, and Z = A \ B. This condition means the marginal value for adding Z weakly increases when the original bundle becomes larger.

Definition 7 ((Unweighted) social-surplus maximization). For a subset of agents S ⊆ N and a subset of items A ⊆ M, let X^{S,A} denote all possible allocations of A among S. We call X^{S,A} ∈ X^{S,A} is a (unweighted) social surplus maximizing allocation with respect to S and A if ∑ i∈S v_i(X^{S,A}_i ) ≥ ∑ i∈S v_i(X_i) holds for any X ∈ X^{S,A}. If S = N ans A = M we omit “with respect to N and M” and just say a (unweighted) social surplus maximizing allocation.

For allocation X, let V (X) denote ∑ i∈N v_i(X_i). It is clear that any socialsurplus maximizing allocation is Pareto efficient, but not vice versa.

Theorem 3. When valuations are super-modular, an unweighted social-surplus maximizing allocation is envy-freeable.

Proof. First, we show that for unweighted social-surplus maximizing allocation X and for any i, j ∈ N, v_i(X_i) ≥ v_j (X_i) holds. This is because, if v_i(X_i) < v_j (X_i) holds, we can consider another allocation X^′, where for all k ≠ i, j, X^′_k = X_k, X^′_i = ∅, X^′_j = X_j ∪ X_i, i.e., we assign X_i to j instead of i. Then, V (X^′) ≥ v_j (X_i) + ∑ k≠i vk(Xk) > vi(Xi) + ∑ k≠i vk (Xk) = V (X) holds from

super-modularity. This contradicts the fact that X is an unweighted socialsurplus maximizing allocation.

Next, for the sake of contradiction, assume an unweighted social-surplus maximizing allocation X does not satisfy weighted reassignment-stability. Then, there exists permutation π s.t. ∑ i∈N v_i(X_i)/w_i < ∑ i∈N v_i(X_{π(i)})/w_{π(i)} holds.

Let π^{−1} denote the inverse function of π. Then, ∑ i∈N (v_i(X_i)−v_π−1_{(i)}(X_i))/w_i < 0 holds. However, for each i, v_i(X_i) ≥ v_j (X_i) holds for any j. This is a contradiction.

Definition 8 (VCG mechanism). The VCG chooses allocation X = X^{N,M} . Agent i, who is allocated X_i, pays the amount V (X^{N\{i},M} )−V (X^{N\{i},M\Xi} ).

Theorem 4. When valuations are super-modular, the VCG mechanism with a large up-front subsidy (i.e.,we first distribute C · w_i to agent i. If agent i obtains a bundle, it pays the VCG payment from C · w_i) is weighted envy-free, Pareto efficient, and truthful.

Proof. Truthfulness and Pareto efficiency are clear. We show that it is weighted envy-free. We first show that in the VCG, for each agent i who obtains X_i and pays q_i, q_i ≥ v_j (X_i) holds for any j ≠ i. For the sake of contradiction, assume q_i = V (X^{N\{i},M} ) − V (X^{N\{i},M\Xi} ) < v_j (X_i) holds. Then, V (X^{N\{i},M} ) < v_j (X_i) + V (X^{N\{i},M\Xi} ) holds. However, if we consider an allocation of M to agents except for i, we can first allocate M \ X_i optimally among N \ {i}, then allocate X_i additionally to agent j. Then, the total valuation of this allocation is at least v_j (X_i) + V (X^{N\{i},M\Xi} ) due to super-modularity. This contradicts the fact that V (X^{N\{i},M} ) is the total valuation when allocating M optimally among agents except for i.

If agent j has an envy toward agent i, (v_j (X_j ) + C · w_j − q_j )/w_j < v_j (X_i) + C · w_i − q_i)/w_i holds. Then, (v_j (X_j ) − q_j )/w_j < (v_j (X_i) − q_i)/w_i must hold. However, v_j (X_j ) − q_j ≥ 0, and v_j (X_i) − q_i ≤ 0 hold. This is a contradiction.

5.2 Binary additive

In this section, without loss of generality, we assume for each g ∈ M, there exists at least one agent i s.t. v_i(g) = 1 holds (otherwise, g is useless for every agent and we can remove g from M without affecting weighted envy-freeness). Then, non-wastefulness is equivalent to the fact that for each agent i, v_i(X_i) = |X_i| holds.

Observation 4. In a binary additive case, any non-wasteful allocation is Pareto efficient and maximizes unweighted social welfare. Since a binary additive valuation is a special case of a super-modular valuation, it is also envy-freeable.

Theorem 5. There exists a case that the subsidy for one agent becomes^{wmax}_{wmin} for any envy-freeable, non-wasteful allocation.

Proof. Assume there are three agents 1, 2, 3 with weights w_{max}, w_{min}, w_{min}, respectively. There is only one item g, where v_1(g) = 0 and v_2(g) = v_3(g) = 1. In an envy-freeable allocation, the item must be allocated to either 2 or 3. WLOG, assume the item is allocated to 2. Then, we need to pay 1 for agent 3 to eliminate his envy toward 2. Then, we need to pay^{wmax}_{wmin} for agent 1 to eliminate his envy toward 3.

In the following, we will show a polynomial time algorithm to reach an allocation that requires at most w_{max}/w_{min} subsidy for each agent. Let us first introduce a new notion.

Definition 9 (Positive path). Given an allocation X, we say that there is a positive path from agent i to agent j, if there is a path {i_0, i_1, . . . , i_k} such that: (1) i_0 = i and i_k = j; (2) v_{it} (X_{it+1} ) > 0 for t ∈ {0, 1, . . . , k − 1}.

For the ease of notation, we always think there is a positive path from i to i. Lemma 1. On binary additive instance, Algorithm 1 will return an allocation such that if there is a positive path from i to j, then we have^{vi (Xi)+1}_{wi} ≥^{vj (Xj )}_{wj} .

Proof. We prove this by induction. It is true with empty allocation. Suppose that before we allocate item g, the statement is true.

First, let us look at the agents outside the set R (defined in line 3). Let X^′ denote the allocation after processing line 8. Let T = ⋃ i∈R X^′_i be the set of all items in the bundle, which is owned by some agent in the set R. If i /∈ R, then we have v_i(T ) = 0. Otherwise, agent i could have a positive path to some agent

Algorithm 1 Polynomial time algorithm for w_{max}/w_{min} subsidy Require: Allocation X is empty at the beginning 1: for g : 1 to m do 2: V = {i | v_i(g) = 1} 3: R = {i | there is a positive path from i to j ∈ V } 4: u = arg min_{i∈R}^{vi(Xi )+1}_{wi} 5: Find a positive path from u to j ∈ V 6: Add g to X_j 7: Along the path from u to j, for each edge (i_t, i_{t+1}) in the path, find an item g^′ ∈ X_{it+1} such that v_{it} (g^′) = 1.

8: Move g^′ from bundle X_{it+1} to bundle X_{it} 9: end for

in R. No matter what changes we made inside R, they do not influence any agent i /∈ R in terms of a positive path starting from i.

Now we only need to consider how this allocation could influence a positive path starting from agents in set R. After the allocation, only agent u’s utility increases by 1. We can show that no one would break the statement because of this. Before the allocation, the value^{vu (Xu )+1}_{wu} is the minimum among the set

R. We have^{vi (Xi )+1}_{wi} ≥^{vu(Xu )+1}_{wu} =^{vu (X ′u )}_{wu} . Here X^′_u is the bundle after the allocation.

Even if the utility of all agents except u does not change, the allocation could add a lots of new positive paths and/or increase the length of existing positive paths. Next we show that all affected positive paths satisfying the statement. Notice that only the bundles in the path from u to j change. Let P be the set of agents in the positive path from u to j. Then, only edge (i_0, i_1) where i_1 ∈ P can be changed after the allocation. It could add some new positive paths or increase the length of some existing positive path. However, those new affected paths could only end with an agent c such that there is a positive path (before the allocation) from u to c, because there is a positive path from u to any agent in set P before the allocation. Note that c can be any agent in N. Any affected positive path must be in the form i to some agent b ∈ P and then end up with some agent c. Before the allocation, we have a positive path from u to b and then to c. So, by the assumption of our induction, we should have

v_u(X_u )+1 w_u ≥ v_c (X_c) w_c . As for any i ∈ R, we have v_i(X_i )+1 w_i ≥ v_u(X_u )+1 w_u ≥ v_c (X_c) w_c .

So for any possible affected positive paths, the statement still holds true.

Theorem 6. There exists a polynomial time algorithm to find an envy-freeable and non-wasteful allocation such that the subsidy for each agent is at most^{wmax}_{wmin} .

Proof. The polynomial time algorithm is Algorithm 1. We give a short proof that it is polynomial time. First, the number of for loops is bounded by m. Inside the loop, we can use breadth-first-search (BFS) to identify the set R efficiently. All remaining computations can be performed efficiently.

Next, we analyze the output of Algorithm 1.

Claim 1. For any path P from i to j in the weighted envy-graph, we have ℓ(P ) ≤^{vj (Xj )}_{wj} −^{vi (Xi )}_{wi} . Proof. As for any h and k, we have v_h(X_k) ≤ v_k(X_k) since the allocation is non-wasteful. Using this, we have

ℓ(P ) = ∑ (h,k)∈P ℓ(h, k)

= ∑ (h,k)∈P v_h(X_k) w_k − v_h(X_h) w_h ≤ ∑ (h,k)∈P v_k (X_k) w_k − v_h(X_h) w_h = v_j (X_j ) w_j − v_i(X_i) w_i .

(1)

Let i be any agent. Suppose that P is a longest weighted path from i in the weighted envy-graph. If path P is a positive path, then we have ℓ(P ) ≤^1_{wi} by Lemma 1. If path P is not a positive path, then we can divide it into three consecutive parts P_1, P_2 and P_3 such that P_3 is a positive path and P_2 contains only one edge (k, h) such that v_k (X_h) = 0. By Claim 1, we have ℓ(P_1) ≤^{vk (Xk )}_{wk} −^{vi(Xi )}_{wi} . By Lemma 1, we have ℓ(P_3) ≤ 1/w_h. For path P_2, we have ℓ(P_2) = −^{vk (Xk )}_{wk} . Sum them together we have ℓ(P ) ≤^1_{wh} −^{vi (Xi )}_{wi} .

Thus, any path length is obviously bounded by 1/w_{min}. So, the subsidy is bounded by w_{max}/w_{min}.

Corollary 1. Consider the output of Algorithm 1. For any agent i, if v_i(X_i) ≥ w_i/w_{min} − 1, then the subsidy of i is bounded by 1.

Proof. There are two bounds of the longest path of weighted envy-graph in the proof of Theorem 6: 1)^1_{wi} ; 2)^1_{wmin} −^{vi(Xi )}_{wi} . If we have v_i(X_i) ≥ w_i/w_{min} − 1, then both bounds converge to^1_{wi} . The subsidy is bounded by w_i ·^1_{wi} = 1.

Somewhat surprisingly, if the binary condition is violated even slightly, Theorem 6 ceases to hold even in settings very close to the unweighted case.

Theorem 7. There may not exist an envy-freeable and non-wasteful allocation such that the subsidy for each agent is at most^{wmax}_{wmin} even for 2 agents, 2 identical items with agents having additive valuations and marginal values at most one.

Proof. Consider the case with two agents 1, 2, with weights w_1 = 1/2 + ε, w_2 = 1/2 − ε, respectively, where ε is a sufficiently small positive real number. There are two identical items. Agent 1 values one item as 1, while agent 2 values one item as 1 − δ for sufficiently small δ > 0. First, we see that any allocation that allocates one item for each agent does not satisfy weighted reassignmentstability: 1 w1 + 1 − δ w2 = 2 ( 1 − 2ε + (1 − δ)(1 + 2ε) 1 − 4ε^2 ) < 1 w2 + 1 − δ w1 = 2 ( 1 + 2ε + (1 − δ)(1 − 2ε) 1 − 4ε^2 ) . Hence, such an allocation is not envy-freeable. Then let us consider the other non-wasteful allocations X = (M, ∅) and X^′ = (∅, M). First, we see that allocation X^′ = (∅, M) is not envy-freeable. Indeed, it does not satisfy weighted reassignment-stability: 0 w_1 + 2(1 − δ)

w_2 = 4(1 − δ) 1 − 2ε < 2 w_2 + 0 w_1 = 4 1 − 2ε . Next, we see that allocation X = (M, ∅) is envy-freeable but requires a subsidy greater than^{wmax}_{wmin} for agent 2. Allocation X is envy-freeable, since it satisfies weighted reassignment-stability: 2 w_1 + 0 w_2 = 4 1 + 2ε ≥ 0 w_2 + 2(1 − δ) w_1 = 4(1 − δ) 1 + 2ε . Now, there is an edge from agent 2 to agent 1 that has length^{2(1−δ)}_{w1} in the weighted envy graph. Hence, we have to give agent 2 a subsidy of^{2(1−δ)}_{w1} · w_2 = 2(1−2ε)(1−δ) 1+2ε by Theorem 2. This amount that is close to 2 is greater than w_{max} w_{min} = 1+2ε 1−2ε that is close to 1, since ε and δ are sufficiently small.

Another valuation that is slightly more general than binary additive would be a matroidal valuation. A matroidal valuation, which is based on a rank function of a matroid, is defined as follows. For each agent, we have F, where F ⊆ M holds for each F ∈ F. We assume F is a matroid, i.e., ∅ ∈ F, F^′ ⊆ F ∈ F implies F^′ ∈ F, and for any F, F^′ ∈ F where |F | > |F^′|, there exists an item g ∈ F \ F^′ s.t. F^′ ∪ {g} ∈ F. Then, v_i(A) = max_{F ∈F} |A ∩ F |. A binary additive valuation is a special case of a matroidal valuation; we can assume agent i has F = {F | F ⊆ B}, where B = {g | g ∈ M, v_i(g) = 1}. The following theorem shows that we cannot bound the subsidy for each agent by w_{max}/w_{min}. Theorem 8. For matroidal valuations, there exists an instance such that the minimum subsidy needed is^m_2 · (^{wmax}_{wmin} − 1).

Proof. Assume there are two agents 1, 2, with weights w_{max}, w_{min}, respectively. There are m = 2k items. The valuation of each agent i for bundle X_i is given as: min(k, |X_i|), i,e., each agent needs at most k items (we can assume F = {F | F ⊆ M, |F | ≤ k}). Then, the only non-wasteful allocation allocates k items for each agent. The edge from agent 1 to agent 2 in the envy graph has length k/w_{min} − k/w_{max}. Thus, we need to pay k(w_{max}/w_{min} − 1) to agent 1.

6 Approximate EF Allocations that are Envyfreeable

In this section, we try to achieve envy-freeability along with weighted EF1 type properties.

Definition 10. An allocation X is said to be (strongly) weighted envy-free up to one item (WEF1) if for any pair of agents i, j with X_j ≠ ∅, there exists an item o ∈ X_j such that v_i(X_i) w_i ≥ v_i(X_j \ {o}) w_j . Definition 11. An allocation X is said to be weakly weighted envy-free up to one item (WWEF1) if for any pair of agents i, j with X_j ≠ ∅, there exists an item o ∈ X_j such that

either v_i(X_i) w_i ≥ v_i(X_j \ {o}) w_j or v_i(X_i ∪ {o}) w_i ≥ v_i(X_j ) w_j . By definition, if an allocation is WEF1, then it is WWEF1. We focus on additive valuations in what follows in this section. Next, we examine the question of whether WEF1 and weighted envy-freeability are compatible. Our first observation is that even for 2 agents, the Weighted Picking Sequence Protocol (Chakraborty et al., 2021), which outputs a WEF1 allocation for any number of agents with additive valuations, does not satisfy weighted envy-freeability.

Example 3. Suppose there is one item a and v_1(a) = 1, v_2(a) = 2, w_1 = 4/5, and w_2 = 1/5. Agent 1 gets the first turn and gets a. However, this allocation is not envy-freeable since it does not satisfy weighted reassignment stability.

In the unweighted case, for additive valuations we can always find an envyfreeable EF1 allocation by the “iterated matching algorithm” proposed by Brustle et al. (2020b).

In the weighted case, there exists an instance such that there exists no (weighted) envy-freeable and WWEF1 allocation.

Theorem 9. There may not exist envy-freeable allocation that is WWEF1 even for 2 agents, 2 identical items with agents having additive valuations.

Proof. Consider the case with two agents 1, 2, with weights 3/5, 2/5, respectively. There are two identical items. Agent 1 values one item as 120, while agent 2 values one item as 60. First, we see that any allocation that allocates one item for each agent does not satisfy weighted reassignment-stability: 120 w_1 + 60 w_2

= 200 + 150 = 350 < 120 w_2 + 60 w_1

= 300 + 100 = 400.

Hence, such an allocation is not envy-freeable. Then let us consider the other allocations X = (M, ∅) and X^′ = (∅, M). We show that these allocations are not WWEF1. It is easy to see that those allocations are not WEF1 since one agent gets two items and the other gets nothing. Now, consider allocation X. Then for any item o ∈ X_1, we have

v_2(X_2 ∪ {o}) w_2

= 150 < v_2(X_1) w_1

= 200.

Hence, A is not WWEF1. For allocation X^′, for any item o ∈ X^′_2, we have

v_1(X^′_1 ∪ {o}) w_1

= 200 < v_1(X^′_2) w_2

= 600.

Hence, X^′ is not WWEF1 either.

For this reason, we now consider a weaker notion.

Definition 12 (Weighted envy-free up to one item transfer (WEF1-T) (Aziz et al., 2023; Hoefer et al., 2023)). An allocation X is said weighted envy-free up to one item transfer (WEF1-T) if for any pair of agents i, j with X_j ≠ ∅, either

v_i(X_i ) w_i ≥ v_i (X_j ) w_j or there exists some o ∈ Xj such that v_i(X_i +o) w_i ≥ v_i (X_j −o) w_j .

Next, we present a particular version of Weighted Adjusted Winner (Chakraborty et al., 2021) which needs to make decisions differently to get the desired axiomatic properties we are after. Here, Weighted Adjusted Winner is a protocol that finds a WEF1 and PE allocation for two agents with additive valuations.

We call the rule Biased Weighted Adjusted Winner Procedure that is biased towards the agent who expresses higher value for a ‘contested’ item.

Biased Weighted Adjusted Winner Procedure We normalize the valuations so that the sum of values over all items is the same for both agents. We sort items as^{v1(o1)}_{v2(o1)} ≥^{v1(o2 )}_{v2(o2 )} ≥ · · · ≥^{v1(om)}_{v2(om)} .

We want to place a boundary so all the items left of the boundary are given to agent 1 and all the items right of the boundary are given to agent 2. Concretely, let d ∈ {1, 2, ..., m} be a number satisfying^1_{w1} ∑_{d−1} r=1 v_1(o_r) <^1_{w2} ∑_m r=d v_1(o_r) and^1_{w1} ∑_d r=1 v_1(o_r) ≥ 1 w_2 ∑_m r=d+1 v1(or). We then see if it is possible to split the items so

that we reach WEF. If yes, we are done. If not, we get a fractional allocation X by cutting the contested item o_d fractionally to ensure WEF. We give it to the agent who has a higher value for it to ensure that the obtained allocation is weighted envy-freeable.

Theorem 10. The outcome of the Biased Weighted Adjusted Winner Procedure satisfies WEF1-T and weighted envy-freeability.

Proof. We first prove the algorithm is guaranteed to first achieve a fractional WEF allocation that splits at most one good. For the case of 2 agents, WEF is equivalent to the weighted proportionality (WPROP) that requires that each agent i gets a value that is at least v_i(M)w_i. We know that if items are ordered according to the algorithm but agent 2’s valuation function is v_1, then there is a unique way to split at most 1 item to get a WPROP (equivalently WEF) outcome for agents 1 and 2. Now consider changing the valuation of agent 2 from v_1 to v_2. The leftmost boundary to achieve WPROP for agent 1 does not move but the rightmost boundary for agent 2 to achieve WPROP can only move right as more weight is transferred right. Hence, there exists a WEF allocation that can be achieved by splitting up at most one item.

If there is no contested item, the allocation is WEF and hence WEF1-T. Consider the case that there is a contested item. If the contested item o_d is transferred to the envious agent, the envious agent is not envious any more. Hence, the outcome is WEF1-T.

Next, we prove that the outcome is weighted envy-freeable. If there is no contested item, then the envy graph has no positive weight so the allocation is weighted envy-freeable. The second case is that there is a contested item o_d. L is allocated to agent 1 and R is allocated to agent 2 while excluding o_d. Furthermore, let us assume o_d can be divided into two items o_{dl} and o_{dr} ; in the fractional allocation, o_{dl} is allocated to agent 1 and o_{dr} is allocated to agent 2 in a WEF manner. Let us assume o_d is allocated to agent 1. Then, v_1(o_{dl} ) ≥ v_2(o_{dl} ) and v_1(o_{dr} ) ≥ v_2(o_{dr} ) hold. Since the fractional allocation is weighted envy-free, (v_1(L)+v_1(o_{dl} ))/w_1 ≥ (v_1(R)+v_1(o_{dr} ))/w_2 and (v_2(R)+v_2(o_{dr} ))/w_2 ≥ (v_2(L)+ v_2(o_{dl} ))/w_1 holds. We show that when allocating o_d to agent 1, reassignment stability is satisfied, i.e., (v_1(L)+v_1(o_d))/w_1 +v_2(R)/w_2 ≥ v_1(R)/w_2 +(v_2(L)+ v_2(o_d))/w_1 holds. We obtain: (v_1(L) + v_1(o_d))/w_1 + v_2(R)/w_2 − v_1(R)/w_2 − (v_2(L) + v_2(o_d))/w_1 ≥ (1/w_1 + 1/w_2)(v_1(o_{dr} ) − v_2(o_{dr} )) ≥ 0. The case that o_d is allocated to agent 2 can be proved in a similar way.

It remains open whether weighted envy-freeability and WEF1-T are compatible for any number of agents.

7 Monetary envy-freeness (MEF)

To achieve weighted envy-free, sometimes it costs too much subsidy. However, in practice, the subsidy could be very limited. A natural question here is: how do we achieve partial fairness when we only have limited subsidies? A possible solution is to first give the subsidy to those whom nobody envies and do not create more envy due to the subsidy. Motivated by this consideration, we define the following concept.

Definition 13. We say that an outcome (A, p) is monetarily envy-free (MEF) if (A, p) is weighted envy-free or it is the case that if for any two agents i, j ∈ N such that i weighted envies j, then p_j = 0.

Note that the definition bypasses the issues of whether the indivisible item allocation is fair or not. It ensures that the money is allocated in a way to respect a fairness condition. Next, we present an extended definition of weighted envy-graph that also considers payments.

For any given allocation X, the corresponding weighted envy-graph respecting payments is a complete directed graph with vertex set N. For any pair of agents i, j ∈ N the length of edge (i, j) is the envy agent i has for agent j under the allocation X: ℓ(i, j) =^1_{wj} (v_i(X_j ) + p_j ) −^1_{wi} (v_i(X_i) + p_i). For any path or cycle C in the graph, the length of the C is the sum of the lengths of edges along C.

Next we show that if an allocation is weighted envy-freeable, we can allocate money in a way so it is MEF.

Theorem 11. If an allocation is weighted envy-freeable, then we can allocate any amount of money in a way so the outcome is MEF.

Proof. Let ℓ_i be the maximum length of any path in the weighted envy-graph that starts from i. If the total money d is at exactly ∑ i∈N ℓ_i · w_i let each agent i’s payment be p_i = ℓ_i · w_i. If d > ∑ i∈N ℓ_i · w_i, we then first allocate the money ∑ i∈N ℓ_i ·w_i so that i’s payment be p_i = ℓ_i ·w_i in which case the outcome is WEF according to the characterization. The surplus amount is paid in proportion to the weights of the agents, which is WEF as well.

The last case is if d < ∑ i∈N ℓ_i ·w_i. In that case, we identify the set of agents N^∗ who have the highest ℓ_i. Note that there is no agent j outside N^∗ who has zero or positive edge to any agent in N^∗ because if this is the case, j would be in N^∗. Therefore, any agent in i ∈ N^∗ can be given a tiny amount of money without leading some agent outside N^∗ to become envious. No agent in i ∈ N^∗ has a strictly positive edge to k ∈ N^∗ or else k would not be a part of N^∗. When we allocate the money in proportion to the weights, all the ℓ_i for i ∈ N^∗ decrease at the same rate. As we do this, the set N^∗ may increase. Eventually, all the money is allocated.

For additive valuations and unweighted agents and money, there is a simple algorithm to compute an MEF outcome. We use the algorithm of Brustle et al. (2020b) to compute an allocation that is both EF1 and envy-freeable. After that, we use the algorithm above to allocate the money is an MEF way. The outcome is MEF.

8 Conclusions

Envy-free allocation with monetary subsidy is a fundamental problem. In this paper, we examine the topic when agents can have asymmetric entitlements. We showed that weighted entitlements pose new challenges, and various results do not extend from unweighted to weighted entitlements. We present both contrasting results and also certain generalizations. It remains open whether weighted envy-freeability and WEF1-T are compatible for any number of agents. Also, as shown in Table 1, for additive and matroidal valuations, there exist large gaps between the lower and upper bounds. Possible future work includes narrowing/eliminating these gaps.

Acknowledgements This work was supported by the NSF-CSIRO grant on “Fair Sequential Collective Decision-Making” (RG230833). The authors affiliated with Kyushu University are partially supported by JSPS KAKENHI Grant Number JP21H04979 and JST ERATO Grant Number JPMJER2301.

References

A. Alkan, G. Demange, and D. Gale. Fair allocation of indivisible goods and criteria of justice. Econometrica, 59(4):1023–1039, 1991.

E. Aragones. A derivation of the money Rawlsian solution. Social Choice and Welfare, 12(3):267–276, 1995.

H. Aziz, H. Chan, and B. Li. Weighted maxmin fair share allocation of indivisible chores. In Proceedings of the 28h International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence (IJCAI), 2019.

H. Aziz, H. Moulin, and F. Sandomirskiy. A polynomial-time algorithm for computing a Pareto optimal and almost proportional allocation. Operations Research Letters, 48(5):573–578, 2020.

H. Aziz, A. Ganguly, and E. Micha. Best of both worlds fairness under entitlements. In Proceedings of the 22nd International Conference on Autonomous Agents and Multi-Agent Systems (AAMAS), pages 941–948. ACM, 2023.

M. Babaioff, T. Ezra, and U. Feige. Fair-share allocations for agents with arbitrary entitlements. Mathematics of Operations Research, 2023.

S. J. Brams and A. D. Taylor. Fair Division: From Cake-Cutting to Dispute Resolution. Cambridge University Press, 1996.

J. Brustle, J. Dippel, V. V. Narayan, M. Suzuki, and A. Vetta. One dollar each eliminates envy. In EC ’20: The 21st ACM Conference on Economics and Computation, Virtual Event, Hungary, July 13-17, 2020, pages 23–39. ACM, 2020a.

J. Brustle, J. Dippel, V. V. Narayan, M. Suzuki, and A. Vetta. One dollar each eliminates envy. In Proceedings of the 21st ACM Conference on Economics and Computation (ACM-EC), pages 23–39, 2020b.

I. Caragiannis and S. Ioannidis. Computing envy-freeable allocations with limited subsidies. In Proceedings of the 18th International Workshop on Internet and Network Economics (WINE), pages 522–539, 2022.

M. Chakraborty, A. Igarashi, W. Suksompong, and Y. Zick. Weighted envyfreeness in indivisible item allocation. ACM Trans. Economics and Comput., 9(3):18:1–18:39, 2021.

P. Cramton, Y. Shoham, and R. Steinberg, editors. Combinatorial Auctions.

MIT Press, 2005.

A. Farhadi, M. Ghodsi, M. T. Hajiaghayi, S. Lahaie, D. M. Pennock, M. Seddighin, S. Seddighin, and H. Yami. Fair allocation of indivisible goods to asymmetric agents. J. Artif. Intell. Res., 64:1–20, 2019.

Y. Gal, M. Mash, A. D. Procaccia, and Y. Zick. Which is the fairest (rent division) of them all? J. ACM, 64(6):39:1–39:22, 2017.

H. Goko, A. Igarashi, Y. Kawase, K. Makino, H. Sumita, A. Tamura, Y. Yokoi, and M. Yokoo. A fair and truthful mechanism with limited subsidy. Games and Economic Behavior, 144:49–70, 2024.

C.-J. Haake, M. G. Raith, and F. E. Su. Bidding for envy-freeness: A procedural approach to n-player fair-division problems. Social Choice and Welfare, 19: 723—749, 2002.

D. Halpern and N. Shah. Fair division with subsidy. In Proceedings of the 12th International Symposium on Algorithmic Game Theory (SAGT), pages 374–389, 2019.

M. Hoefer, M. Schmalhofer, and G. Varricchio. Best of both worlds: Agents with entitlements. In Proceedings of the 22nd International Conference on Autonomous Agents and Multi-Agent Systems (AAMAS), pages 564–572. ACM, 2023.

F. Klijn. An algorithm for envy-free allocations in an economy with indivisible objects and money. Social Choice and Welfare, 17:201–215, 2000.

E. Maskin. On the fair allocation of indivisible goods. In G. Feiwel, editor, Arrow and the Foundations of the Theory of Economic Policy, pages 341– 349. MacMillan, 1987a.

E. S. Maskin. On the fair allocation of indivisible goods, pages 341–349. Palgrave Macmillan UK, London, 1987b.

M. Meertens, J. A. M. Potters, and H. Reijnierse. Envy-free and Pareto efficient allocations in economies with indivisible goods and money. Mathematical Social Sciences, 44(3):223–233, 2002.

H. Moulin. Fair division and collective welfare. MIT press, 2004.

S. Pápai. Groves sealed bid auctions of heterogeneous objects with fair prices.

Social Choice and Welfare, 20(3):371–385, 2003.

F. E. Su. Rental harmony: Sperner’s lemma in fair division. American Mathematical Monthly, 10:930–942, 1999.

N. Sun and Z. Yang. A general strategy proof fair allocation mechanism. Economics Letters, 81(1):73–79, 2003.

L.-G. Svensson. Large indivisibles: an analysis with respect to price equilibrium and fairness. Econometrica, pages 939–954, 1983.

K. Tadenuma and W. Thomson. The fair allocation of an indivisible good when monetary compensations are possible. Mathematical Social Sciences, 25(2): 117 – 132, 1993.