arXiv:2003.08125v1 [cs.GT] 18 Mar 2020

Achieving Envy-freeness and Equitability with Monetary Transfers

Haris Aziz

UNSW Sydney and Data61 CSIRO, Australia

Abstract

When allocating indivisible resources or tasks, an envy-free allocation or equitable allocation may not exist. We present a sufficient condition and an algorithm to achieve envy-freeness and equitability when monetary transfers are allowed. The approach works for any agent valuation functions (positive or negative) as long as they satisfy superadditivity. For the case of additive utilities, we present a characterization of allocations that can simultaneously be made equitable and envy-free via payments.

Keywords:

JEL: C62, C63, and C78

1. Introduction

A fundamental problem that often arises in several settings is that of allocating items, resources, or tasks in a fair manner. There are several notions of fairness that have been considered in the literature. Among them, two of the strongest ones are envy-freeess (no agent should envy another agent’s outcome) and equitability (every agent should get the same utility). When monetary transfers are not allowed, there may not exist any outcome that is envy-free or equitable. This leads to the question: under what conditions fairness can be achieved via monetary transfers?

Contributions. We consider the situation where we use monetary transfers to achieve both properties simultaneously. Our results include the following.

We first present a sufficient condition for allocations that can lead to equitability and envy-freeness by monetary transfers. In contrast to most of the related results that focus on additive or positive valuations, the statement holds for any superadditive valuations whether they are positive or negative. It also leads to a natural and simple algorithm to achieve envy-freeness and equitability. The result holds if we replace the payment balance conditions with the condition that agents get subsidies.

Email address: haris.aziz@unsw.edu.au (Haris Aziz)

For the domain of additive valuations, we provide a complete characterization of allocations that can lead to equitability and envy-freeness by monetary transfers.

We use our insights to design a polynomial-time distributed algorithm that finds an allocation and payment such that the new allocation achieves as much social welfare as a given allocation and the outcome satisfies envy-freeness, equitability, and payment balance. Finally, we discuss issues around computation and bounds for minimal payments to achieve fairness.

2. Related Work

In the fair division literature (see, e.g. [3, 5, 6]), envy-freeness [10] and equitability [11, 20] are well-known fairness properties. When the items are divisible goods, an equitable and envy-free allocation is guaranteed to exist [1]. On the other hand, when considering indivisible goods, neither of the two properties are guaranteed to be achievable.

In this paper, we consider achieving these properties with the help of monetary transfers. Fair allocation with money is well-established, especially in the context of room-rent division. A feature of most of the work in the area is that each agent has demand for exactly one item (room)[2, 14, 16, 22, 23]. More general models where envy-freeness is achieved via side-payments have been considered by Haake et al. [12] and Meertens et al. [17]. Chevaleyre et al. [9] consider the distributed allocation of goods and focussed on convergence to envy-free and efficient outcomes via trades among agents.

More recently, there has been focus on computing envy-free allocations when agents have demands for multiple items and monetary transfers are allowed [12]. In particular, Halpern and Shah [13] popularized the problem of finding allocations for which minimal subsidies will result in envy-freeness.^1 In followup work, the computational of minimal subsidies has been considered in further depth both from the perspectives of exactly minimal subsidies [7] and approximately minimal subsidies [8]. In our model, the valuations can be positive or negative and we additionally target equitability. In particular, we use a simple formula for the payment given to each agent.

3. Setup

We consider the setting in which there is a set N of n agents and a set T of m tasks . Each agent i ∈ N has a valuation function v_i : 2^T → R. The function v_i specifies a value v_i(A) for a given bundle A ⊆ T . The value can be positive or negative. We assume that v_i(∅) = 0 for all i ∈ N.

1The problem of computing minimal subsidies to achieve fairness can be viewed under the framework of “control of fair division” [4] whereby fairness is achieved by minimal modification to the original problem.

The valuation function of an agent i is supermodular if for each i ∈ N, and A, B ⊆ T , 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 ⊆ T such that A ∩ B = ∅, the following holds: v_i(A ∪ B) = v_i(A) + v_i(B). The valuation function of an agent i is superadditive if for each i ∈ N, and A, B ⊆ T such that A ∩ B = ∅, the following holds: v_i(A ∪ B) ≥ v_i(A) + v_i(B). Note that supermodularity and additivity are stronger conditions than superaddivity. We assume that valuations satisfy the weaker notion of superaddivity.

An allocation X = (X_1, . . . , X_n) is a partitioning of the tasks into n bundles where X_i is the bundle allocated to agent i. For an allocation X, the social welfare SW (X) is ∑ i∈N 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 ⊆ T 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_i) − p_j . In other words, we assume quasi-linear utilities. An outcome (X, p) is envy-free if for all i, j ∈ N, it holds that u_i(X_i, p_i) ≥ u_i(X_j , p_j ). An outcome (X, p) is equitable if for all i, j ∈ N, u_i(X_i, p_i) = u_j (X_j , p_j ). An allocation X is envy-freeable if there exists a payment function p such that (X, p) is envy-free. An allocation X is equitable-convertible if there exists a payment function p such that (X, p) is equitable. An allocation X is EFEQ-convertible if there exists a payment function p such that (X, p) is both equitable and envy-free.

For any given allocation X, the corresponding envy-graph is a complete directed graph with vertex set N. For any pair of agents i, j ∈ N the weight of arc (i, j) is the envy agent i has for agent j under the allocation X: w(i, j) = v_i(X_j ) − v_i(X_i). For any path or cycle C in the graph, the weight of the C is the sum of weights of arcs along C.

4. Sufficient and necessary conditions to achieve fairness

We note that every allocation is trivially equitable-convertible: each agent can be given money so that their utility is equal to max_{i∈N} v_i(X_i). On the other hand, not every allocation is envy-freeable or EFEQ-convertible.

We say that an allocation is reassignment-stable, if it maximizes the social welfare across all reassignments of its bundles to agents. Halpern and Shah [13] assumed positive additive utilities and presented the following elegant characterization of envy-freeable allocations.

Theorem 1. Under positive additive utilities, the following conditions are equivalent for a given allocation:

(i) the allocation is envy-freeable

(ii) the allocation is reassignment-stable

(iii) for the allocation, there is no positive weight cycle in the corresponding envy-graph

The equivalence between the first two conditions has been proved previously (see e.g., Haake et al. [12] and Mu’alem [18]). Reassignment stability was referred to as local-efficiency by Mu’alem [18].

We explore the conditions under which an allocation is EFEQ-convertible. Firstly, we show that even for positive additive utility, reassignment-stability is not sufficient to simultaneously achieve envy-freeness and equitability via payments.

Example 1. Even for positive additive valuations and a given envy-freeable allocation, there may not exist any payments to the agents to achieve both envyfreeness and equitability. Consider an instance with the following additive utilities. We consider an allocation X indicated with the squares in which agent 1 gets a and 2 gets b. a b 1 200 100 2 2 1

The allocation is envy-freeable because it is reassignment-stable. We show that there exist no payments to achieve both envy-freeness and equitability simultaneously. Without loss of generality suppose that agents are paid money. The minimum amount needed to obtain equitability is to pay 199 to agent 2. We can maintain equitability by giving equal amounts of money to both the agents. Note however, that the outcome will continue having envy. Agent 1 envies agent 2: u_i(X_1, p_1) = 200 + 0 < 100 + 199 = u_1(X_2, p_2).

The example above shows that reassignment-stability is not sufficient to achieve envy-freeness and equitability. Reassignment-stability was the key technique used by Halpern and Shah [13] and Brustle et al. [7] in their algorithmic results to achieve envy-freeness. In our quest to achieve both envy-freeness and equitability via monetary transfers, we focus on allocations that are transferstable. We say that an allocation X is transfer-stable if there exist no i, j ∈ N such that v_i(X_i ∪X_j ) > v_i(X_i)+v_j (X_j ). We note that under additive valuations, transfer-stability is stronger than the reassignment-stability property.

Lemma 1. Under additive valuations, if an allocation is transfer-stable, then it is reassignment-stable.

Proof. Suppose there exists a reassignment which increases total welfare. This means that the movement of at least one bundle X_j to some agent i increases the social welfare, which implies that the allocation is not transfer-stable.

Since transfer-stability is a stronger property than reassignment-stability, a natural question is whether it can be used to achieve stronger fairness guarantees. We answer the question in the affirmative in the following lemma. The lemma applies to the class of superadditive valuations.

Lemma 2. For a transfer-stable allocation X, suppose each agent i makes a payment equal to p_i = v_i(X_i) − SW (X)/n. Then if agent valuations are superadditive, the outcome (X, p) is envy-free and equitable.

Proof. We first want to prove envy-freeness: for all i, j ∈ N, it holds that u_i(X_i, p_i) ≥ u_i(X_j , p_j ). By transfer-stability of allocation X,

v_i(X_i) + v_j (X_j ) ≥ v_i(X_i ∪ X_j ).

Since v_i is superadditive, it follows that

v_i(X_i ∪ X_j ) ≥ v_i(X_i) + v_i(X_j ).

By combining the two inequalities above, we get

v_i(X_i) + v_j (X_j ) ≥ v_i(X_i) + v_i(X_j ) ⇐⇒ v_j (X_j ) ≥ v_i(X_j ) ⇐⇒ 0 ≥ v_i(X_j ) − v_j (X_j ) ⇐⇒ v_i(X_i) − v_i(X_i) + SW (X)/n ≥ v_i(X_j ) − v_j (X_j ) + SW (X)/n ⇐⇒ v_i(X_i) − (v_i(X_i) − SW (X)/n) ≥ v_i(X_j ) − (v_j (X_j ) − SW (X)/n) ⇐⇒ v_i(X_i) − p_i ≥ v_i(X_j ) − p_j ⇐⇒ u_i(X_i, p_i) ≥ u_i(X_j , p_j ). The last inequality indicates that agent i is not envious of j and hence (X, p) satisfies envy-freeness.

Next, we argue that the outcome (X, p) satisfies equitability. Each agent i ∈ N gets utility v_i(X_i)−p_i = v_i(X_i)−(v_i(X_i)−SW (X)/n) = SW (X)/n. Since each agent has the same utility SW (X)/n, the outcome satisfies equitability.

The payment function p_i = v_i(X_i) − SW (X)/n used in the lemma is not new. It is referred to as the Knaster payments [15] and is inspired by the idea that each agent should get utility that is at least the proportionality guarantee v_i(T )/n that was popularized by Steinhaus [21]. In the literature on fair allocation with money, Knaster payments have typically been applied on welfare maximizing allocations. Raith [19] discusses them prominently in the context of 2 agents and additive valuations. We show that it is sufficient to consider superadditive valuations and transfer-stable allocations for Knaster payments to achieve both equitability and envy-freeness.

Our insights also show that any social welfare maximizing allocation is EFEQ-convertible.

Corollary 1. For superadditive utilities, a social welfare maximizing allocation is EFEQ-convertible.

Proof. A social welfare maximizing allocation is transfer-stable. By Lemma 2, it is EFEQ-convertible.

In Lemma 2, we have shown that for (super)additive valuations, transferstability is a sufficient condition to simultaneously achieve equitability and envyfreeness via payments. Next, we show that transfer-stability is also a necessary condition.

Lemma 3. Under additive utilities, if an allocation is EFEQ-convertible, then it is transfer-stable.

Proof. Suppose an allocation X is not transfer-stable. Then there exist agents i, j ∈ N such that

v_i(X_j ) > v_j (X_j )

The inequality is depicted in Figure 1.

iX_iX_j v_i(X_i) v_i(X_j ) jv_j (X_i) v_j (X_j )

<

Figure 1: A case in the proof of Lemma 3

If X is not envy-freeable, we are done so we assume that X is envy-freeable. Then it must be that

v_j (X_i) ≤ v_i(X_i)

or we can swap the allocations of i and j to get a welfare improvement which means that is not envy-freeable which implies that it is not EFEQ-convertible. The case is depicted in Figure 2.

iX_iX_j v_i(X_i) v_i(X_j ) jv_j (X_i) v_j (X_j )

<≤

Figure 2: A case in the proof of Lemma 3

By the characterization result of Halpern and Shah [13], we know that X does not admit an envy-cycle. Therefore, either v_i(X_i) ≥ v_i(X_j ) or v_j (X_j ) ≥ v_j (X_i)

We first consider the case v_i(X_i) ≥ v_i(X_j ) which is depicted in Figure 3.

iX_iX_j v_i(X_i) v_i(X_j ) jv_j (X_i) v_j (X_j )

<≤

≥

Figure 3: A case in the proof of Lemma 3

Since v_i(X_j ) > v_j (X_j ), it follows that

v_i(X_i) ≥ v_i(X_j ) > v_j (X_j ).

Since i gets a strictly higher value than j from her allocation, we need to pay money to agent j to ensure equitability. In particular, agent j is paid amount v_i(X_i) − v_j (X_j ). In that case agent i’s estimation of agent j’s outcome is v_i(X_j )+(v_i(X_i)−v_j (X_j )) where we know that v_i(X_i)−v_j (X_j ) > 0. Therefore agent i is envious of agent j. Hence X is not EFEQ-convertible.

iX_iX_j v_i(X_i) v_i(X_j ) jv_j (X_i) v_j (X_j )

<≤

≤

Figure 4: A case in the proof of Lemma 3

In Figure 3, we assumed that v_j (X_j ) < v_j (X_i). Next we consider the other case v_j (X_j ) ≥ v_j (X_i) which is depicted in Figure 4.

We distinguish between two cases (a) v_i(X_i) ≥ v_i(X_j ) and (b) v_i(X_i) < v_i(X_j ).

We already considered case (a) v_i(X_i) ≥ v_i(X_j ) in the previous analysis (Figure 3). Therefore, we now consider case (b) and assume that v_i(X_i) < v_i(X_j ) which is depicted in Figure 5.

We distinguish between two further final cases: case v_i(X_i) ≥ v_j (X_j ) and the case v_i(X_i) < v_j (X_j ).

iX_iX_j v_i(X_i) v_i(X_j ) jv_j (X_i) v_j (X_j )

<≤

≤ <

Figure 5: A case in the proof of Lemma 3

(i) v_i(X_i) ≥ v_j (X_j ) which is depicted in Figure 6.

iX_iX_j v_i(X_i) v_i(X_j ) jv_j (X_i) v_j (X_j )

<≤

≤ <

≥

Figure 6: A case in the proof of Lemma 3

Since v_i(X_i) < v_i(X_j ), agent 1 is envious of agent 2 and needs money to

remove the envy. On other hand, we know that v_i(X_j ) > v_j (X_j ) so agent

2 needs more money to achieve equitability. Both the properties cannot

be met.

(ii) v_i(X_i) < v_j (X_j ) which is depicted in Figure 7.

iX_iX_j v_i(X_i) v_i(X_j ) jv_j (X_i) v_j (X_j )

<≤

≤ <

<

Figure 7: A case in the proof of Lemma 3

Since v_i(X_i) < v_i(X_j ), agent 1 is envious of agent 2 and needs money to

remove the envy. The exact amount needed to remove envy is v_i(X_j ) −

v_i(X_i). But then the new utility of agent i is v_i(X_j ) which we know (see

Figure 7) is more than v_j (X_j ) so equitability is violated.

We have proved that in all the cases, if an allocation is not transfer-stable,

then it is not EFEQ-convertible.

We obtain the following result: transfer-stability characterizes EFEQconvertible allocations.

Theorem 2. Under additive utilities, an allocation is EFEQ-convertible if and only if it is transfer-stable.

Proof. The statement follows from Lemma 2 and Lemma 3.

Corollary 2. Assuming that we have access to an oracle that gives the utility of an agent for a bundle in constant time, then for additive valuations, there exists a O(n^2) algorithm to check whether a given allocation is EFEQ-convertible.

Proof. By Theorem 2, we need to check whether the allocation is transfer-stable or not.

5. An algorithm to achieve fairness with payments

The following lemma shows that a greedy distributed approach can achieve a transfer-stable allocation.

Lemma 4. Suppose there exists an oracle that computes the value of an agent for a bundle of tasks in time f(I). Then, for any given allocation X, a transferstable allocation can be computed in O(n^4f(I)) such that SW (Y ) ≥ SW (X).

Proof. We take any pair of agents i, j ∈ N and check if v_i(X_i ∪ X_j ) > v_i(X_i) + v_j (X_j ). This can be checked in time O(f(I)m) for a pair of agents and in O(f(I)n^2) for all pairs of agents. If v_i(X_i ∪ X_j ) > v_i(X_i) + v_j (X_j ), we give the allocation of j to agent i which results in agent j getting an empty bundle. With each such operation the total social welfare increases. Hence, we the process terminates. Next, we prove that the process terminates in a polynomial number of steps.

With each operation, one of the two cases occurs. The first case is that an additional agent j completely loses her bundle. When a bundle going to another agent who has a non-empty bundle, then the number of agents who have an empty bundle increases. Such operations can happen at most n − 1 times. Now suppose that the the number of agents who have an empty bundle does not increase. This is only possible in the case that that agent i had an empty allocation who gets the bundle X_j . Since each transfer of a bundle is welfare improving, it cannot happen that a bundle is returned to an agent i. Therefore such operations can happen at most n − 1 times until the bundle will not move to any agent with an empty allocation.

Hence these operations can happen at most n^2 times until no more transfers are possible.

Lemma 2 and Lemma 4 give us an easy constructive method to achieve envyfreeness and equitability. The method is presented as Algorithm 1. We use the algorithm in the proof of Lemma 4 to obtain a transfer-stable allocation.^2 After that we use the payment function specified in Lemma 2 to achieve envy-freeness and equitability. Algorithm 1 leads to the following theorem.

Algorithm 1 Envy-freeness and equitability with payments Input: Allocation Y and valuations functions v_i for each agent i ∈ N. Output: Allocation X and payment function p 1: Allocation X ←− Y 2: while there exists some i, j ∈ N s.t. v_i(X_i ∪ X_j ) > v_i(X_i) + v_j (X_j ) do 3: X_i ←− X_i ∪ X_j 4: X_j ←− ∅ 5: end while 6: For each agent i, p_i ←− v_i(X_i) − SW (X)/n 7: p^′_i ←− p_i − max{p_j : j ∈ N, p_j > 0} 8: return (X, p) where p is balanced or (X, p^′) where p^′ is negative.

Theorem 3. Suppose agents have superadditive valuations. Then for a given allocation Y , an allocation X and payment function p can be computed in polynomial time such that

(i) the outcome (X, p) is equitable and envy-free,

(ii) SW (X) ≥ SW (Y ), and

(iii) p is balanced.

Note that our result allows for some payments to be positive, i.e., some agents need to pay money. If we insist on simply using subsidies from a third party to achieve envy-freeness, then we can find the largest payment p^′_i made by an agent i and give each agent an additional amount of p^′_i so that agents only get money and do not need to give money. To be precise, if the balanced payment is p, we can get negative or zero payments p^′ as follows: p^′_i is set to p_i − max{p_j : j ∈ N, p_j > 0}. By doing this, we obtain the next theorem.

Theorem 4. Suppose agents have superadditive valuations. Then for a given allocation Y , an allocation X and payment function p^′ can be computed in polynomial time such that

(i) the outcome (X, p^′) is equitable and envy-free,

(ii) SW (X) ≥ SW (Y ), and

(iii) for each i ∈ N, p^′_i ≤ 0.

2In practice in several domains such as routing-based task allocation, one would expect most reasonable and balanced allocations to be transfer-stable.

EFEQ-convertible ⇐⇒

=⇒ =⇒ envy-freeable ⇐⇒ transfer-stable reassignment-stable

=⇒ equitable-convertible ⇐⇒

=⇒ no restriction

Figure 8: Properties of allocations under additive valuations

Note that if we are not given an initial allocation, then we can achieve an outcome satisfying envy-freeness and equitability in an even simpler way. We bundle all the tasks together and then give the bundle T to an agent i for which value v_i(T ) is the highest. By construction, the allocation is transfer-stable. We then implement the payment function as specified in Algorithm 1.

6. Minimal payments to achieve fairness

When using payments to achieve fairness, one may want to use the minimal exchange of money or subsidy to achieve fairness. The problem has been explored by Halpern and Shah [13] and Brustle et al. [7] when the goal is envyfreeness.

Suppose a given allocation X is EFEQ-convertible. Then there is a lineartime algorithm to compute the minimal payments to achieve both envy-freeness and equitability. The key insight is that for EFEQ-convertible allocations, it is sufficient to simpy focus on achieving equitability. Any additional and uniform payment for all agents does not affect envy-freeness. Therefore, we can give agents sufficient money to ensure that each agent has utility equal to max_{i∈N} v_i(X_i). Next, we consider the problem in which we can choose a suitable allocation so as to require minimal payments to acheive fairness.

Theorem 5. Computing the minimum payments to simultaneously achieve envy-freeness and equitability is strongly NP-hard. Unless P = NP, there exists no deterministic polynomial-time algorithm that approximates within any given positive factor the minimum payments to simultaneosly achieve envy-freeness and equitability.

The proof follows from the fact that checking whether there exists an envyfree allocation (that requires zero payments to achieve envy-freeness) is NPcomplete if the agents have identical valuations. Under identical valuations, envy-freenss also implies equitability. The inapproximability result follows from the fact than even checking whether zero payment is required is NP-hard.

In order to achieve reasonable bounds on the maximum subsidy to achieve envy-freeness, Halpern and Shah [13] and Brustle et al. [7] assume valuations in which v_i(t) ≤ 1 for all i ∈ N and t ∈ T . Our goal is to achieve envyfreeness and equitability simultaneously. We first note that we inherit any lower bounds on subsidies required to get envy-freeness. Therefore, when an EFEQconvertible allocation is given, the minimum subsidy required is (n − 1)m in the worst case. We also observe that at least (n − 1)m payment may be required even when an EFEQ-convertible allocation is not given and we can choose an EFEQ-convertible allocation intelligently. The reason is that in order to achieve transfer-stability, it may be the case that all the items need to be given to the same agent.

7. Conclusions

Achieving fairness via payments is an interesting reseach direction. In this paper, we focussed on envy-freeness and equitability and presented a characterization of allocations that are EFEQ-convertible allocation.

Figure 8 highlights some of the insights from this paper and the paper of Halpern and Shah [13]. It will be interesting to explore other desirable fairness properties.

Acknowledgements

Aziz is supported by a UNSW Scientia Fellowship, and Defence Science and Technology (DST) under the project “Auctioning for distributed multi vehicle planning” (DST 9190). He thanks Ioannis Caragiannis, Alex Lam and Bo Li for helpful comments and pointers.

References

[1] Alon, N., 1987. Splitting necklaces. Advances in Mathematics 63, 241–253.

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

[3] Aziz, H., 2020. Developments in multi-agent fair allocation. In: Proceedings of the 34th AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence (AAAI).

[4] Aziz, H., Schlotter, I., Walsh, T., 2016. Control of fair division. In: Proceedings of the 25th International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence (IJCAI).

[5] Bouveret, S., Chevaleyre, Y., Lang, J., 2016. Fair allocation of indivisible goods. In: Brandt, F., Conitzer, V., Endriss, U., Lang, J., Procaccia, A. D. (Eds.), Handbook of Computational Social Choice. Cambridge University Press, Ch. 12, pp. 284–311.

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

[7] Brustle, J., Dippel, J., Narayan, V. V., Suzuki, M., Vetta, A., 2019. One dollar each eliminates envy. CoRR abs/1912.02797.

[8] Caragiannis, I., Ioannidis, S., 2020. Computing envy-freeable allocations with limited subsidies. CoRR abs/2002.02789. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2002.02789

[9] Chevaleyre, Y., Endriss, U., Maudet, N., 2017. Distributed fair allocation of indivisible goods. Artif. Intell. 242, 1–22.

[10] Foley, D., 1967. Resource allocation and the public sector. Yale Econ Essays 7 (1), 45–98.

[11] Freeman, R., Sikdar, S., Vaish, R., Xia, L., 2019. Equitable allocations of indivisible goods. In: Proceedings of the 28th International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence (IJCAI). pp. 280–286.

[12] Haake, C.-J., Raith, M., Su, F., 2002. Bidding for envy-freeness: A procedural approach to n-player fair-division problems. Social Choice and Welfare 19 (4), 723–749.

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

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

[15] Knaster, B., 1946. Sur le probleme du partage pragmatique. de h. steinhaus.

Annales de le Societ Polanaise Mathematique 19, 228–230.

[16] Maskin, E., 1987. On the fair allocation of indivisible goods. In: Feiwel, G. (Ed.), Arrow and the Foundations of the Theory of Economic Policy. MacMillan, pp. 341–349.

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

[18] Mu’alem, A., 2009. On multi-dimensional envy-free mechanisms. In: Algorithmic Decision Theory, First International Conference, ADT 2009, Venice, Italy, October 20-23, 2009. Proceedings. pp. 120–131.

[19] Raith, M. G., 2000. Fair-negotiation procedures. Math. Soc. Sci. 39 (3), 303–322.

[20] Robertson, J. M., Webb, W., 1997. Near exact and envy-free cake division.

Ars Combinatorica 45, 97–108.

[21] Steinhaus, H., 1948. The problem of fair division. Econometrica 16, 101– 104.

[22] Su, F., 1999. Rental harmony: Sperner’s lemma in fair division. The American Mathematical Monthly 106 (10), 930–942.

[23] Svensson, L.-G., 1983. Large indivisibles: An analysis with respect to price equilibrium and fairness. Econometrica 51 (4), 939–954.