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Abstract

We study the problem of allocating indivisible items to budget-constrained agents, aiming to
provide fairness and efficiency guarantees. Specifically, our goal is to ensure that the resulting
allocation is envy-free up to any item (EFx) while minimizing the amount of inefficiency that this
needs to introduce. We first show that there exist two-agent problem instances for which no EFx
allocation is Pareto-efficient. We, therefore, turn to approximation and use the (Pareto-efficient)
maximum Nash welfare allocation as a benchmark. For two-agent instances, we provide a
procedure that always returns an EFx allocation while achieving the best possible approximation
of the optimal Nash social welfare that EFx allocations can achieve. For the more complicated
case of three-agent instances, we provide a procedure that guarantees EFx, while achieving a
constant approximation of the optimal Nash social welfare for any number of items.

1 Introduction

One of the central open challenges in the fair division literature is the (approximately) envy-free
allocation of indivisible goods [3, 2], i.e., goods that cannot be shared among multiple agents.
Envy-freeness is a very natural and well-motivated goal: an allocation of goods among a group of
agents is envy-free when no agent would prefer the set of goods allocated to some other agents
over the ones allocated to her. However, the fundamental challenge that arises when the goods are
indivisible is that envy-freeness may only be achievable by discarding all the goods, which provides
no value to any of the agents. An illustrative example of this fact arises when two agents compete
over a single indivisible good: if the good is allocated to any of the agents, the other agent is bound
to envy her.

To overcome this obstacle, the currently most vibrant line of research in fair division focuses
on relaxations of envy-freeness, aiming to provide approximations of this natural fairness property
without sacrificing too much value. Two such relaxations that have dominated these efforts are
envy-freeness up to some good (EF1) (defined explicitly by Budish [7] and implicitly in the earlier
work of Lipton et al. [16]) and the more demanding envy-freeness up to any good (EFx) (defined
by Caragiannis et al. [9]). Both of these notions ensure that any envy from agent i toward agent
j would disappear if i were to remove just one of the goods allocated to agent j (her favorite good
in the case of EF1 and any good in the case of EFx). Therefore, any envy that may exist in EF1
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and EFx allocations is up to just one good, which nicely sidesteps the aforementioned single-good
illustrative example. In fact, for the well-studied case where the agents’ valuations are additive
across the goods (i.e., each agent i has a value v;(g) for each good g and a value v;(S) = > g vi(9)
for any set S of goods), a notable result by Caragiannis et al. [9] shows that returning the highly
appealing allocation that maximizes the Nash social welfare (NSW), i.e., the geometric mean of the
agents’ values, always satisfies EF1. Therefore, unlike envy-freeness, EF1 can be combined with
Pareto efficiency. EFx allocations, on the other hand, are much more elusive: if all the goods need
to be allocated, then for instances involving more than three agents we do not even know if EFx
allocations exist. For instances with up to three agents, Chaudhury et al. [10] proved the existence
of EFx allocations using a highly non-trivial procedure that does not guarantee Pareto efficiency.

Rather than assuming that all the goods need to be allocated, a recent line of work has instead
proposed procedures that may donate some of the goods, as long as the allocation of the remaining
goods (i.e., the ones not donated) satisfies EFx as well as some approximate efficiency guarantees
[8, 12, 6]. Notably, using this approach for the case of additive valuations, Caragiannis et al. [8]
were able to produce EFx allocations whose Nash social welfare is at least half of the optimal
Nash welfare. Therefore, these allocations simultaneously guarantee fairness, in the form of EFx,
and efficiency, by approximating a highly desirable Pareto-efficient allocation (unlike other Pareto-
efficient allocations, the one maximizing the Nash social welfare is known to provide a natural
balance between fairness and efficiency). In this paper, we study the extent to which analogous
results that combine fairness and efficiency can be achieved beyond the special case of additive
valuations, and we study the more demanding setting where the agents face budget constraints.

The fair allocation of indivisible goods among agents with additive valuations but hard budget
constraints was first studied by Wu et al. [18]. In this setting, each good g is associated with a cost
¢(g), and each agent i has a budget B; which restricts her to allocations with a total cost within
her budget (i.e., she can be allocated a set of goods S only if 37 g c(g) < B;). These “budgets”
can correspond to actual monetary budgets, but they can also capture several natural space or
time limitations beyond that (e.g., when each agent faces, possibly different, capacity constraints
for storing the goods allocated to her). Wu et al. [18] showed that maximizing the Nash welfare
subject to these budget constraints does not guarantee EF1, in contrast to the setting without
budgets [9]. Restricting their attention to the Nash welfare maximizing allocation, they showed
that it is approximately EF1 in the sense that agent i’s value for j’s bundle after removing a good
from it can be no more than 4 times her value for her own bundle. Furthermore, they showed
that this approximate EF1 bound is tight. Subsequent work on this setting remained focused on
the same allocation, proving improved approximate EF1 guarantees for the special case where all
agents have identical valuations [15], or approximate-EFx guarantees for the special case where the
values are all binary (i.e., v;(g) € {0,1} for all g) [13]. Very recent work by Barman et al. [4] has
shown the existence of EF2 allocations (in which no agent envies another agent if he could remove
2 goods from everyone’s bundle) even in the budgeted setting.

Our Results. We study the fair allocation of indivisible goods among agents with budget
constraints and rather than restricting our attention to the maximum Nash welfare allocation,
which does not guarantee EF1 or EFx, we instead guarantee EFx exactly and follow the approach
of Caragiannis et al. [8]. That is, we do not assume that all goods need to be allocated (which,
in fact, may be infeasible in a setting with budgets) and instead provide efficiency guarantees
by proving that our allocations approximate the Nash welfare optimal outcome, which is Pareto-
efficient. In the presence of budget constraints, even achieving EF1 without sacrificing too much



efficiency becomes a non-trivial problem, which is in contrast to the trivial ways in which EF'1 can be
achieved in the unrestricted additive valuations case (e.g., using a round-robin procedure). In fact,
our first result shows that even for instances involving just three goods and two agents with equal
budgets, simultaneously guaranteeing EF1 and Pareto efficiency is infeasible. We then complement
this negative result with two positive results for instances involving an arbitrary number of goods
and two or three agents of arbitrary budgets.

In Section 3 we focus on instances involving two agents and provide a procedure that returns
an EFx allocation with a +/0.5 = 0.7 approximation of the optimal Nash welfare. We then show
this procedure is optimal in a strong sense: it achieves the best possible approximation that one
can guarantee not just for EFx allocations, but even for the more permissive EF1 guarantee. This
procedure starts from the budget-feasible allocation with the optimal Nash welfare and, if this is
not EFx already, it partitions the bundle of the “envied” agent into two sub-bundles, so that an
EFx allocation can be achieved by matching the two agents to two of the three bundles.

In Section 4 we study instances involving three agents. Even if all these agents have the same
budget, this is significantly more complicated than unrestricted additive valuations because of the
limited ways in which goods can be reallocated across agents’ bundles without violating budget
feasibility. When each agent’s budget is different, this obstacle becomes even more pronounced,
as one agent’s feasible bundle may be infeasible for another. We provide a procedure that first
considers the extreme solution of letting the agents arrive in increasing order of their budgets and
choosing their favorite budget-feasible bundle among the remaining goods. We then observe that if
in the resulting allocation an agent ¢ envies some agent 7 who arrived earlier, this allows us to lower
i’s budget to be equal to agent j’s, without sacrificing too much efficiency. Using this intuition,
our procedure either reaches an EFx allocation with different budgets or reduces the problem to
an instance with equal budgets. Our main result in this section shows that the EFx allocations
returned by our procedure always guarantee a constant approximation of the optimal Nash welfare
(i.e., an approximation that does not grow with the number of goods or the size of the budgets).

Additional related work. Following the approach introduced by Caragiannis et al. [8], i.e.,
donating goods to limit the envy, recent work has also aimed to achieve EFx while minimizing the
number of donated goods [12, 6]. This is in contrast to the results of Caragiannis et al. [8] and
our results in this paper, which do not optimize for the number of goods donated, as long as the
resulting allocation is approximately efficient. Note that minimizing the number of donated goods
does not provide any efficiency guarantees in general (e.g., even donating a single good could lead
to very low efficiency if that was a highly valued good). Some of this work also ensures that no
agent envies the set of donated, which limits the amount of donated value. In fact, even an EFx
allocation that donates none of the goods is not necessarily efficient: e.g., if each agent values a
distinct subset of goods, an allocation that partitions each such subset “equally” among all the
agents is envy-free, yet inefficient. For the special case where all the agents have just two values
for the goods and additive values across goods, Amanatidis et al. [1] showed that maximizing the
Nash welfare does yield EFx allocations. In general, however, efficiency and fairness cannot be fully
achieved simultaneously.

Chaudhury et al. [11] consider the more general class of subadditive valuations and focus on
allocations that are approximately, rather than exactly, EFx and that approximate the Nash social
welfare optimal outcome. Feldman et al. [14] then capture the tension between EFx and the Nash
social welfare by providing tight bounds regarding the trade-off of the approximations achievable
for these two notions, both for additive and subadditive valuations.



2 Preliminaries

Given a set of indivisible goods M = {1,...,m}, we seek to allocate (a subset of) these goods to
a group of agents N = {1,...,n}, where each good g € M has a cost ¢(g) > 0 and each agent
i € N has a budget B; > 0. For each subset of goods S C M, we let ¢(S) = Eges ¢(g) represent
the total cost of S and say that S is budget-feasible for agent i if ¢(S) < B;. Each agent i has a
value v;(g) > 0 for each good g and her value for being allocated a budget-feasible subset of goods
S C M is additive, ie., v;(S) = >  cgvi(g). Given a set of goods G that may not be budget-
feasible for agent 4, we use v}"**(G) = maxgcg.c(s)<B, vi(S) to denote the maximum value that the
agent can achieve through a subset S of G that is budget-feasible for her. We also use S/**(G) to
denote the subset of goods in GG that is budget-feasible for ¢ and achieves the maximum value, i.e.
V(@) = vi( S ().

An allocation X = (Xy,...,X,,) determines what subset of goods X; C M each agent i € N
gets. Since the goods are indivisible, these sets need to be disjoint, i.e., X; NX; = @ for all ¢, j € N.
We say that an allocation is budget-feasible if ¢(X;) < B; for all i € N. Note that we do not require
an allocation X to be complete (i.e., that every good is allocated to some agent); in fact, it may be
infeasible to do that in a budget-feasible allocation.

Given the agents’ budget constraints, an allocation X is enwvy-free if no agent ¢ would improve
her value by replacing their bundle with a subset of another agent’s bundle that is budget-feasible
for 4. Formally, for any two agents i,j € N we have v;(X;) > v***(X;), so i has no “justifiable
complaints.” It is well-known that, even in the absence of any budget constraints, it may be
impossible to allocate indivisible goods in an envy-free way, while ensuring that agents receive
any positive value.! To address this issue, the fair division literature has introduced the following
approximate envy-freeness notions, adjusted to our setting:

Definition 1. (EF1) An allocation X is envy-free up to one good (EF1) with respect to budgets if
for any two agents i,j € N and every S C X; with c¢(S) < B, there exists a good g € S such that

vi(X;) > v (S\ {g})-

Definition 2. (EFz) An allocation X is envy-free up to any good (EFx) with respect to budgets
if for any two agents i,j € N, every S C X; with ¢(S) < B; and all goods g € S, we have

0i(X;) > v (S\ {g})-

We also use the term EFz-envy to refer to a violation of the EFx property for some pair of
agents, as follows:

Definition 3. In allocation X, an agent i EFx-envies another agent j if there exists S C X; with
c(S) < B; and g € S such that

v (X;) < vi(S\ {g}).

Given these envy notions, we define the EFx-feasibility graph G gp, which indicates the bundles
we could assign to each agent such that they would not EFx-envy any other agents.

For example, consider a simple instance with n = 2 agents and m = 2 goods, such that both agents i € {1,2}
value the first good v;(1) = 100 and the second good v;(2) = 50. If any agent is allocated the first good, the other
agent will envy them, so the first good needs to remain unallocated. Given that the first good remains unallocated,
though, this similarly implies that whoever receives the second good would be envied, so both goods would have to
remain unallocated, leading to a value of 0 for both agents.



Definition 4. Given a subset of agents N' C N and a set S of disjoint bundles of goods (i.e.,
SiNS; =0 for all S;,S; € S), the EFx-feasibility graph Grre(N',S) is an undirected bipartite
graph whose edges are defined as follows:

E(Gpre) ={(i,5;) = v"(S5)) = " (Sk \ {g}) Yk, Vg € Sk}

In other words, if there is an edge between some agent ¢ and bundle S; in Ggr,, then allocating
S; to agent ¢ will satisfy the EFx constraint for her, irrespective of how the other bundles are
allocated. Therefore, a perfect matching in Ggp, corresponds to an EFx allocation (and hence it
is “EFx-feasible”).

Note that it is always possible to remove any type of envy by keeping all the items unallocated.
However, this comes at a great cost in terms of efficiency. To avoid this, we combine envy-freeness
guarantees (which capture fairness) with (approximate) guarantees in terms of Pareto efficiency:

Definition 5. An allocation X is Pareto-efficient if there does not exist any other allocation X'
such that vi(X}) > v;(X;) for some agent i, and v;(X};) > v;(X;) for all agents j € N.

Our first result in Section 3 shows that even for an instance involving just three items and two
agents with the same budget, it is impossible to simultaneously guarantee EFx (in fact, not even
EF1) and Pareto efficiency. We, therefore, turn to approximation and, among the multiple Pareto-
efficient allocations, we use as a benchmark the particularly appealing Pareto-efficient allocation
that maximizes the Nash social welfare (NSW) objective:

Definition 6. The Nash social welfare of an allocation X is

1/n
NSW(X) = (H vi(X,-)> .

iEN
Specifically, we use the term p-efficiency to determine how closely our outcome approximates
the optimal Nash social welfare.

Definition 7. If X is the set of all budget-feasible allocations and X%7T = argmaxx ¢y NSW(X) is a
maximum Nash welfare allocation, then X € X is p-efficient, i.e., a p approximation, if

NSW(X) > p - NSW(XPT).

Note that, since our benchmark, X%7, is Pareto-efficient, any p-efficient allocation is also ap-
proximately Pareto-efficient, with approximation factor p. Without loss of generality, we normalize
the agents’ valuations so that for each agent i, their value in the Nash welfare maximizing solution
is equal to 1, i.e., v;(X%T) = 1.2

Finally, in section 4, we use the term monopoly value of some given agent i with respect to a
given budget B to refer to the maximum value that this agent could achieve if she were allowed to
choose any bundle S C M with cost at most B.

Definition 8. For each agent i, let m;(B) denote the monopoly value of agent ¢ with respect to
budget B, i.e.

mi(B) = SQMH:H?({S)gB vi(S)-

2Note that since the NSW objective is scale-independent, scaling an agent’s values for each item by the same constant
does not affect the Nash welfare optimal outcome, just its value, so this is without loss of generality.



3 Instances Involving Two Agents

To exhibit the difficulties that arise in the presence of budgets, we first show that simultaneously
guaranteeing EFx (in fact, even EF1) and Pareto-efficiency is infeasible. We exhibit this using an
instance with just three items and two agents with equal budgets. Furthermore, using the same
instance we prove an impossibility result regarding the best approximation of the maximum Nash
welfare that is achievable by EF1 allocations.

Theorem 1. There exists a problem instance with two agents of equal budget such that no budget-
feasible allocation is both EF1 and Pareto-efficient. Furthermore, for the same instance, no budget-
feasible allocation is both EF1 and (\/1/2 + €)-efficient, for ¢ > 0.

Proof. Consider the following instance with two agents, where By = By = 1, and the set of three
items {1,2,3}, whose costs are:

1/2, for g e {1,2
c(g):{/ g€{1,2}
1, for g =3

The values of the items from each agent’s perspective are as follows:

12, ge{1,2} f14e ge{1,2}
vi(g) = 0, g=3 va(g) = L g=3.

For any € < 1, the budget-feasible allocation that maximizes NSW allocates items {1,2} to agent 1
and item {3} to agent 2, leading to a NSW of 1. To verify this, note that if agent 1 were to receive
none of these two items her value, and thus also the NSW, would be 0. Also, if agent 1 received just
one of these two items, for a value of 1/2, the value of agent 2 would be at most 1 + & (since she
can afford just one of the remaining two items), leading to NSW less than 1.

However, the NSW maximizing allocation is not EF1 for agent 2, and any EF1 allocation for agent
2 has to leave one item unallocated and is not Pareto-efficient. The budget-feasible EF1 allocation

with the largest NSW is X = ({1},{2}), with NSW(X) = /1/2- (1 4+ ¢) < 4/1/2 + &. Therefore, no
budget-feasible EF1 allocation can achieve a NSW approximation of 1/1/2 + €. O

3.1 EFx Allocations for Two-Agent Instances

We now propose Procedure 1, which takes as input a set of two agents (labeled 1 and 2) and an
arbitrary budget-feasible allocation for these two agents, and returns a budget-feasible allocation
that is EFx (therefore also EF1) with a NSW at least a /1/2 fraction of the original allocation’s
NSW. Therefore, if we choose the NSW optimal allocation as the original allocation, this procedure
returns a \/W—efﬁcient EFx allocation. Note that this is optimal in quite a strong sense, as it
achieves the best approximation of the optimal NSW that is possible not just by EFx allocations,
but even for the more permissive family of EF1 allocations, as shown in Theorem 1.

Our procedure first checks whether the input allocation is already EFx, in which case it simply
returns this allocation, or whether the agents both EFx-envy each other, in which case it “swaps”
their bundles (while respecting their budget constraints) and terminates. Otherwise, if just one of
them envies the other, for simplicity we reindex the agents so that it is agent 1 who EFx envies
agent 2. The procedure then continues with two different approaches based on the “amount” of
envy agent 1 has towards agent 2’s bundle, Xs.



If agent 1 prefers X5 at most 2 times more than she likes her own, we proceed as follows: agent
1 repeatedly removes her least valued good ¢ from X5 and sets it aside in a separate bundle, R.
The procedure terminates when it can find a “matching” between the two agents and two of the
three bundles (X1, X3, or R) that yields an EFx allocation. The crucial observation is that agent
1 removes items from Xy only while it EFx-envies that bundle (otherwise an EFx allocation is
reached), and since she always removes her least valued item from it, even if after some removal
she becomes EFx-feasible with another bundle, she will remain EFx-feasible with X5. This ensures
that at some point if no matching has been found already, at least two of the three bundles will
be EFx-feasible for agent 1 (specifically X; and Xs as shown in Lemma 1), allowing us to find a
matching by giving agent 2 the one she prefers. Note that the existence of this matching relies on
the assumption that v1(X;) > $01"®(Xs).

If this assumption is not true, we use a different approach - the leximin++ procedure (Algorithm
2) of Plaut and Roughgarden [17]. Intuitively, this procedure splits a bundle of items between two
agents such that an EFx allocation can be achieved when agents have general valuations (which
includes our budget-feasible v™#* function). We use this to split X, into two parts such that agent 1
would be EFx-feasible with both if these bundles were the only ones participating in the matching.
This similarly allows us to prove the existence of at least two edges for agent 1 in the EFx-feasibility
graph, which implies the existence of a perfect matching.

In order to prove the desired efficiency guarantees, we show a stronger statement in terms
of individual value guarantees. More specifically, we show that Procedure 1 always finds a per-
fect matching in which agent 1 (the envying agent) gets a weakly higher value than in the input
allocation, whereas agent 2 (the envied agent) gets at least half of her original value.

Procedure 1: (EFx-2A) EFx allocation for 2 agents

Input: Set of two agents {1,2}; budget-feasible allocation X for these agents
if X is EFz then return X
if both of the agents EFz-envy each other in X then return (S7"**(Xs), S5 (X))
Reindex the agents so that agent 1 EFx-envies agent 2
if v1(X;) > $01%(X5) then
R+ 0
while Gpr,({1,2}, (X1,X2, R)) does not have a perfect matching do
g < argming,cx, v1(h)
Xy ¢ X2\ {g}
R+ RU{g}
Update the edges of Gppy

© 0w N O oA W N+
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else
, < leximin++(Xo,v , U > agent splits X9 into two bundles
5 X5 Xa, o™, v gent 1 splits X

Construct Ggp,({1,2}, (X1, X5, X7))
Let {(1,X}), (2,X%)} be a perfect matching in Ggp, which

(a) maximizes the value of agent 2
17 (b) under (a) maximizes the value of agent 1
18 return (S7*(X7), S**(X3))

For the following lemmas, let g; be the item removed in iteration ¢ of the while loop for the
case when v1(X;) > $0I"(X,). Also, let X} and R! be the state of the bundles at the end of this
iteration (after moving g; from X} to R'). Note that if the input allocation X is already EFx, or if

[ S O SO
o oA W N




both agents EFx-envy each other in X, we can immediately return a budget-feasible EFx allocation
in which both agents (weakly) improve their value. If none of these two statements are true, it
must be that one agent (agent 1 by the reindexing in line 4) EFx-envies the other, while the second
agent does not envy the first. For this reason, for the rest of the analysis, we assume that agent 1
EFx-envies agent 2.

Note that every agent has at least one edge in Ggp, since they must be EFx-feasible with at
least their favorite bundle.

Lemma 1. If any agent has at least two edges in Ggp,, a perfect matching can be found.

Proof. Without loss, say agent 1 has at least two edges in Ggp,. Then, we can match agent 2 with
her favorite bundle (which must be EFx-feasible to her) and agent 1 with one of her EFx-feasible
bundles, besides the one matched to agent 2, which is guaranteed to exist since she is feasible with
at least two bundles. O

Lemma 2. Ifv1(Xy) > maX(X2) Procedure 1 always finds a perfect matching in Ggry.

Proof. If the input allocation forms a perfect matching, we are done. Otherwise, both agents are
initially only feasible with a single bundle, by Lemma 1, and since there is no perfect matching,
both agents must only be feasible with the same bundle. By the reindexing in line 4, this bundle
is XQ.

Clearly, removing items from Xs will eventually create a new edge in Ggp, for agent 1, either
towards X7 or R. Since R is initially the empty set and agent 1 moves one item from Xy to R at
each iteration, there exists an iteration ¢ such that vP®*(X%) < 20@%(X,), where X5 is the input
bundle. Let ¢t be the first such iteration. If a perfect matching is found before iteration ¢ — 1,
we are done. Otherwise, in iteration t — 1, we have v"®(X5™1) > SulaX(X,). Since v (XY4) =

P (XET\ {g)) < FU¥(X,), it must be that in iteration ¢ — 1, agent 1 becomes EF x-feasible
with X; due to the assumptlon that v (X1) > $0P%(Xy).

As shown earlier in this proof, agent is initially EFx-feasible with only Xs5. By Lemma 1, since
a perfect matching was not found before iteration ¢ — 1, it must be that agent 1 had a single
feasibility edge throughout these iterations, and so at each iteration ¢ < t — 1, it must be that
(X {gp}) = v?aX(XgH) > v1(X1) (note that g is picked in such a way that this inequality
holds). Thus, in iteration ¢ — 1, agent 1 is also EFx-feasible with Xg_l.

Since agent 1 is EFx-feasible with both X; and Xg_l in iteration ¢t — 1, a perfect matching exists
by Lemma 1. O

Lemma 3. If vi(X1) > $v®(Xy), Procedure 1 returns an EFx allocation such that agent 1 gets
a weakly higher value than her initial value, while agent 2 gets at least half of her initial value,
Moreover, no agent envies the unallocated bundle.

Proof. Note that a perfect matching in Gpp, implies an EFx allocation. If the input allocation
forms a perfect matching, we are done. Otherwise, by Lemma 2, a perfect matching always exists.
Let t—1 be the final iteration of the while loop (before a matching is returned), and X7] and X3 be the
bundles in the returned matching assigned to agents 1 and 2. Note that max {Ug (Xé_l), Ug(Rt_l)} >
%vg(Xg), where Xy is the input bundle, since Xg_l UR'™ = X,. Since agent 2 is EFx-feasible with
her favorite bundle and the returned matching maximizes agent 2’s value, it must be that

* _ 1
vy (X5) > max {vg (X4) vg(Xt 1) vo (R 1)} > 5’[)2(X2).



Also, agent 2 clearly does not envy the unallocated bundle, since X3 is her favorite bundle.

By the argument of Lemma 2, agent 1 becomes EFx-feasible with X; in iteration ¢’ — 1, where ¢/
is the earliest iteration for which v®(X%) < Jv2%(X,). Notice that fu{na"(Xg_l) > pax(RY-1)
since Xg_l U R"~1 = X,. Therefore, agent 1 could not have been EFx-feasible with R*~2 in
iteration ¢’ — 2. This implies that in the returned matching, agent 1 can be matched to either X;
or Xg_l = X471 If she is matched to Xi, then clearly vJ®(X%) = v;(X;), and if she is matched
to Xg, then v (X¥) = v?(X{™ ) > 01 (X)) by the argument of Lemma 2. Furthermore, agent 1
will similarly not envy the unallocated bundle since otherwise matching her to this bundle would
increase her value and violate condition (b) in line 17. O

Lemma 4. If v1(Xy) < %v?aX(X2), Procedure 1 always finds a perfect matching in Ggpy.

Proof. 1f the input allocation forms a perfect matching, we are done. Otherwise, since X,UXY = Xo,
it must be that max {v(X5), vP@*(X4)} > 20P%(X5) > v1(X1). Since one of X} and X4 is agent
1’s favorite bundle (wlog X}), and so it must be EFx-feasible. Note that v1"**(X7) > v5**(X,\ {g})
for any g € X/, by the outcome of leximin++. If v3(X;) < v"*(X%), then agent 1 is also EFx-
feasible with v1"*(X7). Otherwise, if v1(Xy) > 01"*(X7), then vy (X;) > v5*(X, \ {g}) and so
agent 1 is also EFx-feasible with X;. Since agent 1 is EFx-feasible with at least two bundles, a
perfect matching exists. ]

Lemma 5. Ifv;(X;) < %U?“(Xg), Procedure 1 returns an EFx allocation such that one agent gets
a weakly higher value than her initial value, while the other gets at least half of her initial value,
Moreover, no agent envies the unallocated bundle.

Proof. Lemma 4 implies the existence of a perfect matching and also that agent 1 is EFx-feasible
with at least two bundles. Note that max {va(X5), v2(X5)} > v2(X2), since X}, U X4 = X,. Since
agent 2 is EFx-feasible with her favorite bundle and the returned matching maximizes agent 2’s
value, it must be that

. 1
0y (X5) > max {va(X5), v2(X3) } > 5’02(X2)-

Also, for the same reason, she will not envy the unallocated bundle.

Lemma 4 also implies that at least two of agent 1’s feasible bundles will have value at least
v1(X7) for her. Since the returned matching will allocate at least one of these two bundles to agent
1 (by the maximality of condition (b) in line 17) and so her value v]"**(X7) for her allocated bundle
is weakly better than her initial value. Moreover, agent 1 will not envy the unallocated bundle
or otherwise, we could increase agent 1’s value and contradict the maximality of condition (b) in
line 17. U

We now show the main result of this section.

Theorem 2. EFz-24 returns a budget-feasible EFx allocation such that one agent gets a weakly
higher value than her initial value, while the other gets at least half of her initial value, Moreover,
no agent envies the unallocated bundle.

Proof. Note that the returned allocation is budget-feasible by definition of S™2*. Combining Lem-
mas 3 and 5 gives the desired efficiency and envy guarantees. O



Note that since EFx-2A returns a budget-feasible allocation, some items from the matched
bundles, X} and X3, might be left out (if the agent they are allocated to does not have sufficient
budget for the whole bundle). In Lemma 6, we show that this is the case with at most one of X}
and X3, and the left-out part is not EFx-envied (respectively envied) by the agents. We use this
lemma for the three agents procedure later on.

Lemma 6. In the allocation returned by EFz-24, one of X} and X5 will be completely allocated (to
the agent with the higher budget), while the other bundle may be partially allocated. If R’ is the
left-out part, then one agent will not envy R’, while the other will not EFz-envy it.

Proof. Note that the allocated bundles X7 and X3 are subsets of the input bundles, which are
budget-feasible for the respective agents. Without loss of generality, let agent 2 be the one with
the (weakly) higher budget. Thus, the input bundles X; and Xs are budget-feasible for agent 2.
Since X3 is a subset of one of these two bundles, it is budget-feasible for agent 2. Therefore, X3 is
completely allocated and so R’ (possibly empty) must be a subset of Xj.

Since agent 2 does not EFx-envy X and R’ is a subset of this bundle, agent 2 will not EFx-envy
R'. For agent 1, by definition, her most valuable budget-feasible subset of X3 is S7***(X%). This
implies that she cannot envy R’ (w.r.t. her budget) or otherwise R’ should be her most valuable
budget-feasible subset of X7. O

4 EFx Allocations for 3-Agent Instances

In the case of two-agent instances, we were able to design a somewhat simple procedure in which
the envying agent splits the envied bundle into two parts in such a way that an EFx allocation
with optimal efficiency is returned. In the case of three-agent instances, however, things become
significantly more complicated, since two agents may envy the third agent, yet disagree on how
their bundle should be split. Furthermore, the fact that each of the three agents can have a vastly
different budget, adds to the complexity of the problem. To address this issue, we first try to
reduce the problem to the case of equal budgets. In order to do so, we consider the “monopoly
value” of the higher-budget agents, if we were to limit their budget to the lowest one (see Section 2
for a definition). If all agents’ monopoly value with the smallest budget is “high enough” (this
threshold is determined by a parameter o whose exact value we determine later on), then we
reduce the problem to the case of equal budgets. If not, then we essentially let the agents arrive
in increasing order of their budgets and choose their preferred budget-feasible bundle among the
remaining goods. Note that we assume that |M| > 3, since otherwise, the problem is trivial - the
maximum NSW allocation is EFx.

Our main procedure, Procedure 2, first reindexes the agents in increasing order of their budgets,
such that agent 1 has the smallest budget, followed by agent 2, and then 3. Then, it runs a pre-
processing phase (described in Section 4.1) which allows each agent to set aside a single “high
value” good. Next, our procedure checks whether we can reduce the input instance to one where
all agents have equal budgets By, while still guaranteeing constant efficiency through the monopoly
value m(By), and if so, we call Procedure 4 which returns an EFx allocation for instances with
equal budgets (see Section 4.2). Otherwise, we run Procedure 5 (see Section 4.3). Once one of
these subroutines returns an allocation, we provide each agent with the option of dropping the
bundle they were assigned in exchange for the “high-value” good set aside for them during the pre-
processing phase. This ensures that agents with a lot of value concentrated on a single item have
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the opportunity to achieve at least that much value if it is set aside for them in the pre-processing
phase.

Procedure 2: (EFx-3A) EFx allocation for 3 agents

Input: Parameter
Reindex the agents in increasing order of their budgets, such that By < By < Bj
M, (s1, 82, 83) < Procedure 3

if ma(B1) > « and m3(By) > « then
5 BQ, B3 — B1

6 X ¢ Procedure 4

7 else

8 X < Procedure 5

9 for : € N do
10 if v;(s;) > v;(X;) then

11 X; 84

12 return X

w N =

'™

4.1 The Pre-Processing Step: Procedure 3

We now present the pre-processing subroutine that we rely on to set aside one item for each agent.
This subroutine tries to match them with one of their favorite three items and set it aside to
ensure that they will never end up with a lower value. We carefully design this procedure so that
this matching satisfies some useful properties that we use later on to prove the desired EFx and
efficiency guarantees. In more detail, we use the maximum NSW allocation to “prioritize” the agents
who have a favorite item in their respective maximum NSW bundle. Specifically, we guarantee that
all these agents will be matched to a good that is at least as valuable as the most valuable good
in their bundle (note that this can be achieved by just matching each such agent with her favorite
good in her bundle). Then, given this hard constraint, we choose the maximum weight matching
using the agents’ values for the corresponding goods as the weights. This procedure returns the
goods matched to each agent (observe that each agent gets one), sets them aside, and removes them
from M. Note that Procedure 2, at the very end, gives each agent the option to pick their set-aside
item if that would increase their value, which acts as a safety net for their value guarantee.

Procedure 3: Pre-processing for 3 agents

1 Input: Set of items M, maximum NSW allocation X%T(M)

2 For each agent i, let S; be the set of their most favorite three budget-feasible goods in M

3 Let G be a bipartite graph with vertices {1, 2, 3}, corresponding to agents, on one side, and
vertices S7 U Sy U S3, corresponding to goods, on the other. An edge with weight v;(g)
connects each agent i to each good g € S;

4 Let P be the set of all matchings of G such that every agent ¢ with S¥ = 5; N X%PT =£ () is
matched to an item of value at least maxyes- vi(g)

5 Let P be a maximum weight matching in P and for each agent i, let s; be the good they

are matched to in P

M+ M \ {81,82783}

return M, (s, S2, S3)

N o
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Lemma 7. At the end of Procedure 3, vi(s;) > vi(g) for all agents i and all g € M \ {s1, s2, s3}.

Proof. First, note that all agents are matched to an item since there are 3 agents and at least 3
items in S; U Sy U S3. Assume by contradiction that some agent 4 is matched to an item s; and
v;i(si) < vi(g) for some item g € M \ {s1,s2,s3}. Then, g should either be in S; or agent i should
be matched to g instead of s; (which would increase the weight of the matching). O

From this point on, let X%7T be the maximum NSW allocation on the remaining items M \
{51, 82, s3}. We now lower bound each agent’s value in the maximum NSW allocation on the remain-
ing items using the following lemma.

Lemma 8. At the end of Procedure 3, at least one of the following three cases must hold for agents
i, k:

o v;(XPT) > 1 — 3v;(si) and Uj(X?PT) = v(XPT) =1
o v(XPT) > 1 —2v(s;) and v;(XIT) > 1 —v;(s;) and vp(XPT) =1
o v(XPT) > 1 —vi(s;) and v;(XFT) > 1 —v;(s;) and vi(XPT) > 1 — vg(sk)

Proof. By the definition of the procedure, each agent ¢ is matched with an item of value at least
maxge s Vs (g). If all three agents are matched to items in X7, i’s value for these items is no more
than v;(s;), so she can lose no more than 3v;(s;) by removing the set-aside items, and her remaining
value is at least 1 — 3v;(s;). Since all the set-aside items were part of X" and no other items are
removed, the other agents will have their initial maximum NSW value left among the remaining
items.

If two agents are matched to items in X*T and the last agent is matched to an item in v, (X?PT),
i’s remaining value after removing these is at least 1 — 2v;(s;), while j’s remaining value is at least
1 —w;(sj), similarly as above. The last agent k loses no value.

If all agents are each matched to an item in a different maximum NSW bundle, then the remaining
value for each is at least 1 minus the value of their set-aside item. O

4.2 The Equal Budget Case: Procedure 4

We now introduce Procedure 4 which outputs an EFx allocation with high NSW when the agents
have equal budgets. The main idea behind this procedure is to reduce the budget-feasible problem
to the case of unrestricted additive valuations. To do this, it removes a fraction of each agent’s
bundle in the NSW maximizing allocation, so that the set of all remaining items Z is affordable for
every agent, i.e., the total cost across these items is within the common budget B;. It does so,
however, while keeping enough value for every agent. The procedure then computes a complete
EFx allocation (i.e., all items in Z are allocated), which was proven to exist by Chaudhury et al.
[10] - note that their existence proof is algorithmic, so we can use this approach to find a complete
EFx allocation. Lastly, as an optimization, we allow agents to swap bundles with each other if they
envy each other since the computed EFx allocation only guarantees the absence of EFx-envy. Note
that before the procedure starts, we assume that the budgets are normalized to 1, which is without
loss of generality.

We crucially use the fact that the value of every agent for any item is upper bounded by the
value of their set-aside item to ensure that each agent can maintain roughly 1/n of their original
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value using at most a 1/n of their total budget. Note that our procedure can handle any number
of agents, however, we use n = 3 for most of the analysis.

Procedure 4: EFx allocation for 3 agents with equal budgets
1 Input: Maximum NSW allocation X = X%T(M/)

2 for 2 € N do

3 while ¢(X;) > L do

4 X; < X; \ { argmin %
geX; g

5 7 + UjenX;

6 X6 < a complete EFx allocation of Z

7 if i envies j and j envies k and k envies i for any agents i, j, k then
ALG yALG ALG ALG YALG ALG

9 while i envies j for any agents i, j do
ALG ALG ALG ALG

10 X; ,Xj — Xj , X

11 return XALG

XI_JPT)

Lemma 9. After line 4 of Procedure 4, v;(X;) > MT‘ —v;(s;) for all agentsi € {1,...,n}.

Proof. We can find an upper bound for the total value that the procedure removes from each
bundle, in two ways. For each bundle X; in the max NSW allocation, let R; be the set of items that
we remove in the while loop on line 3. Define p, as the density of each item g. Moreover, let ¢; be

the last item removed from X; in the while loop. Note that py, is upper bounded by p; = vilsi)
¢,
for all agents 4, by Lemma 7. Thus, we get the following inequality:
D vilg) = clg) - pg
geR; geR;
<> clg)
geR;
1 .
< (1=t )0
1 . .
(1ot e
n ¢,
1 ’UZ'(SZ')
=(1-=). (51). 1
(1-3) e 0

Notice that when ¢y, is infinitesimally small, this upper bound makes the sum of the values of
the items removed to be unbounded. However, by value normalization, we also know that

douilg+ Y wilg) =wXPD),

gER; 9€Xi\R;
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so we get the second upper bound:

> wilg) = vi(XPFT) -

geR;

> wilg)

9€EX\R;

<uXPN - > clg)p;

9EX\R;

Thus, we get that

> vilg) < min{(1),(2)}

geR;
( V; (S;
v (XPT) — 1. vilsi) + vi(s4),

if v;(s;) > v;(XPT) - ¢

(1 _ l) . M + vi(si),

n e,
Lif vi(si) < vi(XPT) - ¢,
vi (X37)

< 0 (XPPT) — + v ().

Therefore, for all agents ¢, at the end of the while loop on line 3,

0i(X3) > 03 (XOPT) (mx?‘”) _wT) w(si))
= M — v;(85). O

We now show that our budget-feasible valuation function v™#* is subadditive, which we use in
the later proofs.

Lemma 10. For any agent i with budget B;, any bundle X, and any item g € X, the following
inequality holds

v (X\{g}) 2 v (X) — 0" (g).
Proof. Let S = S*(X) and note that v]"*(X) = v;(5). If g € SP**(X), then v}***(g) = v;(g) and
SO

v (X) = 0" (g) = vi(S) —vilg) = vi(S\ {g}) < " (X\ {g}),

since S C X.
If g ¢ S"™(X), then v"™(X) = v"*(X \ {g}), so v;"*(X \ {g}) = v;"™(X) — v;]"**(¢g), since
v"™(g) = 0. O
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Lemma 11. For three-agent instances with equal budgets, Procedure 4 returns a budget-feasible
EFzx allocation with the following individual guarantees:

vi(XP) wilsi)

v; (X4L6) > for an agent i

9 3
v (XOPTy 9
o v;(X46) > i 9J ) _ U]?() ) for an agent j # i
X OPT
o v (XHE) > % — vg(sg) for an agent k # i, j

Proof. By construction, ¢(Z) < 1 since n agents contribute a cost of at most 1/n each. Notice
that in the returned allocation, each agent gets a subset of Z, and so the final allocation is budget-
feasible. The returned allocation is EFx since X*¢ is an EFx allocation in line 6 and the while
loop in line 9 only removes envy.

We now aim to bound how much value each agent has left in X*¢. Since ¢(Z) < 1, we can
apply the result of Chaudhury et al. [10] and get X*¢ a complete EFx allocation of the items in Z.
Thus, the individual value for each agent in XAMC is guaranteed by the EFx-ness of the allocation.
Notice that although this allocation is EFx, it might be possible that all three agents form an envy
cycle (i.e., i envies j, j envies k, k envies ¢ for any agents 7, j, k) or two of them envy each other.
The if statement in line 7 and the while loop in line 9 address this and swap the bundles of such
agents until there are no envy cycles. This implies that at least one agent does not envy anyone,
while another agent may only envy a single other agent. Specifically, for agents i, j, k, if ¢ does not
envy anyone, then j can only envy 4, while &k may envy both ¢ and j. Thus, for such agent ¢« who
does not envy anyone else, we can guarantee the following three inequalities:

(XE) 2 o (00)

0 (XI) 3 oo (X9)
o 0;(X;) < vi(XPH0) + o (XALE) + v (XpH6),
which implies v; (X2:€) > Ui(Xi).

For agent j who may only envy ¢, we have the following three inequalities:

o v;(XJH9) = v (XE N\ {g}) Vg € XPHE
o v; (X3 = v (XG0
° 'Uj(X ) S (XALG) —l—'U (XALG) +Umax(xALG)

Since v**(g) < v (s]) by Lemma 7 and}gmax(XALG \{g}) > vP>(X}¢) — v**(g) by Lemma 10 for
all g € X3, we get that v;(X3*) > M

Lastly, for agent k, we similarly have the following three guarantees:
o vp(X3H0) = o™ (X \ {g1}) Vg1 € XJHE

o 0 (XAG) > oPx(XEC\ {go}) Vgy € XHLC
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o p(Xp) < o (XEEE) 4 ™ (XGHE) + o (X,

Since v**(g1) < vy (sy) and similarly for go by Lemma 7 and v (X486 \ {g;}) > opax(XH6) —
’Uk(Xk) — QUk(Sk)

v (gy) by Lemma 10 and similarly for the following inequality, we get that vy, (X4-¢) >
v; (XGPT)
3

3

By Lemma 9, v;(X;) > —vj(s;) for all agents ¢, and so the statement holds. O

Lemma 12. Procedure j returns an allocation X*L¢ that is budget-feasible, EFx, and {/ ﬁ—
efficient.

Proof. Note that Procedure 4 returns a budget-feasible EFx allocation by Lemma 11. We now look

(Y OPT e
at the agents’ value guarantees. By Lemma 11, one agent i gets a value of at least % _ uilsi)

3
(XOPT e OPT
another agent j gets at least vj(gj ) 2UJ?ESJ ), while the third agent k gets at least L();’“ ) _

vg(sg). Since each agent i can choose her set-aside item s; at the end, it must be that v;(X;) >
max(v; (X#€), v;(s;)). By Lemma 8, v;(X%¥T) can take three different values based on which bundle
the set-aside items were initially part of and later removed from. Note that since line 5 in EFx-3A
reduces the budgets of agents 2 and 3 to Bj, we can only guarantee that va(XJFT) > « and
v3(XFT) > « through their monopoly values. Via an exhaustive case analysis deferred to the

appendix, we show that NSW(XAL¢) > ¢/ ﬁ O

4.3 The Remaining Case: Procedure 5

Below, we present the description of Procedure 5, which we call when some agent cannot be satisfied
with a reduced budget. This procedure starts by assigning agent 1 her monopoly bundle and running
EFx-2A on agents 2 and 3 with the remaining items. Intuitively, the subroutine checks how much
more value agents 2 and 3 have for agent 1’s bundle, handling the cases where at least one of them
would lose a lot of value if their budget was reduced to B;. If agents 2 and 3 do not envy agent
1, then we return the allocation. The case when one agent envies agent 1 and the other is “far”
away from envying agent 1 (that will be agent 3 or otherwise we reindex the agents without loss) is
more tricky and requires more careful analysis. At a high level, since agent 3 has much more value
for her bundle compared to any other bundle she could get with a budget of By, she can afford to
lose a few subsets of her bundle that cost at most B;. Note that both agents 1 and 2 split agent
1’s monopoly bundle, which fits into a budget of By, so as long as we guarantee that agent 3 gets
a bundle that she values more than anything she could get with a budget of By, she will not envy
the other agents.

In order to guarantee that the final allocation is EFx, we use the round-robin procedure in line
11 on X3 (agent 3’s bundle). Intuitively, this procedure splits X3 into two parts, in a round-robin
fashion, such that the resulting parts, X5 and X%, are “roughly” equal in value (up to one item)
for agent 3.
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Procedure 5: Subroutine for Procedure 2

1 Input: Set of items M

2 X ¢ ST (M)

3 (X2, X3) + max NSW allocation for agents 2, 3 and items M \ X;
4 (Xg,X3) < EFX—QA({Q, 3} , (Xg, Xg))

5 if ma(B1) < a and m3(B;) < a then

6 return (X, Xo, X3)

7 Reindex agents 2 and 3 such that m3(By) < «

8 if UQ(XQ) > vg(Xl) then

9 return (Xl, Xg, Xg)

10 (X}, X%) « EFx-2A({1,2},(0,X1))

Let agent 3 run round-robin by value with himself on X3 and (X}, X%) be the two resulting
partitions

12 X35+ X3\ ATMAXge fxr xrr) v2(S)

13 X+ Spex(X%)

14 Xj « X]

15 if 01 (X)) < v1(X]) then

16 Xi+« X/

17 X5« X5\ XY

18 return (X7, X}, X%)

[y
=

Lemma 13. If Procedure 5 returns the allocation X4L¢ = (X1,X5,X3) in line 6, this allocation is

budget-feasible, EFx for any a < 1—10, and | %-eﬁ?cient.

Proof. First, notice that X; = ST (M) is budget-feasible for agent 1 by definition. Since Xo
and X3 result from running the EFx-2A procedure, they are budget-feasible for agents 2 and 3 by
Theorem 2 and so the returned allocation is budget-feasible.

We now look at each agent’s value guarantee. Note that agent 1 gets her monopoly bundle, so
v1(X1) > vy (XPT). In line 4 agents 2 and 3 run EFx-2A((X2,X3), M \ (X1 U X3 U X3)), resulting
in an EFx allocation (X3,X3) for agents 2 and 3. We note that neither agent 2 nor 3 envies
M \ (X1 U X3 U X3) or otherwise they can get the envied subset resulting in an allocation with
higher NSW, contradicting the optimality of the allocation in line 3. Let R be the set of unallocated
items and R’ be the set of left-out items (as defined in Lemma 6) after running EFx-2A in line 4.
We then get the following five inequalities:

> vy (X3 \ {g}) VgeXs
> vy (R)
> (R if R’ C Xo

Xg) > v (M \ (X3 UXy UX3))

5. va(XPT) < 09(Xq) + v2(Xg) + v58%(X3) + vP¥(R) + vPa(R') + v (M \ (X3 U Xa UX3)) .

Inequalities (1) and (2) follow from the properties of EFx-2A, and inequality (3) follows from
Lemma 6. Inequality (5) is true since the union of the bundles in the right-hand side is M. Since
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v2(X1) < a by case assumption (mg(B1) < « by the if statement in line 5), v5"**(g) < va(s2) by
Lemma 7 anciwvénax(Xg \ {g}) > v8**(X3) — v5"**(g) for all g € X3 by Lemma 10, we get that
’UQ(XQ) > v2 (X9 )—E’vg(sz)—a

Similarly, for agent 3, we get the following five inequalities:
o u3(X3) > v (X2 \ {g}) VgeXy
o v3(X3) > v3"(R)

(
(

o v3(X3) > vP™(R') if R C X3

o v3(X3) > v (M \ (X3 UXaUX3))
(

o U3 XDPT) < Ug(Xl) + UmaX(Xg) + Ug(Xg) + UénaX(R) + UgnaX(M \ (Xl U Xg U Xg)),

v3(XFT)—v3(s3)—a
5

Thus, v3(X3) >
a.

, similarly as above and by case assumption which implies v3(X;) <

We obtain that the NSW guarantee is the following:

NSW(X*)3 > max (01(XPT), v1(s1)) -

max <”2(X3PT) — ez O‘,v2(52)> .

max <”3<X§PT> ~tal) - “,vg,(sg)) |

Note that at least one of agents 2 and 3 will strictly not envy the other after running EFx-2A,
however, to simplify the analysis, we just use the fact that they do not EFx-envy each other.
Also, R’ can only be a subset of one of Xy and X3, whereas for simplicity we include both cases
simultaneously. Via an exhaustive case analysis deferred to the appendix, we show that NSW(XA¢) >

3/ (1—a)?
166
For the envy, note that agent 1 does not envy agents 2 or 3 because she picked her monopoly

bundle with respect to her budget. Agents 2 and 3 do not EFx envy each other by the property of
EFx-2A. For a < 1_Ta, they do not envy agent 1 since their value for X; is at most « and they each
get at least I_Ta (in the case where all the set-aside items were initially part of their maximum NSW
bundle - see the complete proof in the appendix). O

Lemma 14. If Procedure 5 returns the allocatzon XALE = (X1, Xy,X3) in line 9, this allocation is

budget-feasible, EFx for any o < and { 4 ~¢-¢clficient.

107

Proof. Note that after line 7, the algorithm guarantees that ms(B;) > « and m3(B;) < a. Since
we do not perform any operations on the bundles as compared to their state in line 6, the budget-
feasibility and EFx guarantees for all agents remain the same as in Lemma 13. Moreover, the
individual value guarantees for agents 1 and 3 are the same as before. Only the value guarantees
for agent 2 change, since now vy(X3) > v9(Xy). For agent 2’s value, we get the following six
inequalities:

° 'U2(X2) Z Ug(Xl)
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® Uy XQ)
® Uy XQ)
) > PR if R C X

o v3(Xo) > vBaX(M \ (X1 UXs UX3))

(
(
o vy(Xo
(
o va(XFT) < wa(X1) + v2(Xa) + v5(X3) + 08 (R) + vF™X(R') + o5 (M \ (X1 U X2 UX3))
Similarly as in the previous proof, we get that vy(Xg) > M
We obtain that the NSW guarantee is the following;:

NSW(XAE)? > max (v1 (XTFT), v1(s1)) -

max <”2(X3PT) - “2(32),v2(32)> :

6
v3(XPT) — v3(s3) —
max< 357 E 3(53) ,v3(33)>.
Via an exhaustive case analysis deferred to the appendix, we get that NSW(XALE) > & i-_Toé' O

Lemma 15. If Procedure 5 returns the allocatwn XALG = (X3, X%, X%) in line 18, this allocation is

budget-feasible, EFx for a <

35, and { 613 57 -efficient.

Proof. For budget-feasibility, note that X} is budget-feasible for agent 1 since both X} and X/
are budget-feasible for her. Agent 2 gets X, C X; by the outcome of EFx-24 in line 10, and since
¢(X1) < By < By, X}, is budget-feasible for agent 2. Agent 3 also gets a budget-feasible bundle in X3
by the outcome of EFx-2A in line 4, and since X3 C X3, the returned allocation is budget-feasible.
We now consider the individual value guarantees of the agents. Note that X; is agent 1’s
monopoly bundle. By running EFx-2A in line 10, we get that vy (X)) > v1 (X5 \ {g}) for all g €
X4, and vy (Ry) = 0, where R; is the set of unallocated items after running EFx-2A here. Since
v1(X)) + v1(Xf) = v1(Xy) > v1(X%T) and agent 1 has the option to increase her value by picking
I, we get vy (X3) > w Note that there are no left-out items (as defined by Lemma 6).
For agent 2, we have vy(Xa) > v8"**(X3 \ {g¢}) for all g € X3 from running EFx-2A on agents
2 and 3 in line 4. Since v9(Xs) < v2(X;) by case assumption and vo(XFT) < v9(Xy) + v2(Xa) +
VA (X 3) + 0l (R ) + 8 (R ) +oRaX (M \ (X3 UXUX3)), where Ry is the set of unallocated items

OPT\__
and R is the set of left-out items after running EFx-2A in line 4, we have v(X;) > M;

this is shown in more detail in the previous lemma. By the outcome of EFx-2A in line 10, we get
Xy 2 o i)

Now consider the value of agent 3. Similarly, we know that v3(X$T) < v3(X1) + v5**(Xy) +
v3(X3) + VP (Ry) + vPa(RS) + v (M \ (X3 UX2UX3)), and v3(X1) < a by case assumption, and

v3(X3) > o8 (X2 \ {g}), for all g € X5, and v3(X3) > v§"*(R3) by the properties of EFx-2A. Thus,

OPTY__ _
we get that v3(X3) > us(Xs) 5v3(83) < this is shown in more detail in the previous lemma. Assume

without loss of generality that vs(X4) > v3(X%). Since v3(X3) > % — v3(s3) in line 12 (due
to round-robin producing an EF1 allocation as shown in [9]), and v3(X{) < a by case assumption
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(m3(B1) < asince we did not return in line 6), we have that the final value of agent 3 for X3 after
OPTY__ _ 0PTY_ _
line 17 is Ug(Xg) > vs(;(s) —v3(s3) —a = v3(X3 )1513(53) a 1)3(83) 0= vz (XFT) 111(;)3(33) lla.
Since at the end of Procedure 2 each agent can choose between their bundle returned by Pro-

cedure 5 and their set-aside item, we obtain the following NSW guarantee:

NSW(X*4)? > max (Ul(X?FT); v(s1) , v1(31)> .

ax <U2(X3PT) - 02(82)’2}2(82)) ‘

12

OPTY _ _
maX(?}g(Xg ) 111(;03(33) 1104’1)3(83)>.

Via an exhaustive case analysis deferred to the appendix, we show that NSW(XAL¢) > 3/ é;%lﬁ

We now show that the allocation is EFx. Agent 1 does not EFx envy agent 2 since they run
EFx-2A in line 10 and v1(X3) > v1(X]). She also does not envy agent 3 since she can pick the most
valuable budget-feasible bundle out of X3 in line 16.

Without loss, assume that agent 2 removes X5 from X3, i.e. Xj = X% in line 12. Note that
v2(Xg) > v8*(X3 \ {g}) for all g € X3 by the outcome of EFx-24 in line 4. By Theorem 2, running
EFx-2A in line 10 guarantees that v (X%) > UQ(QXZ) > Uénax(}éa\{g}) > o (X5\{g'}) = vB"**(X5\{¢'})
for all ¢ € X3, where the first inequality is true by case assumption since vy(Xg) < v2(X;) (the
procedure did not return in line 9). Thus, agent 2 does not EFx envy agent 3. If agent 1 picks

T = X/, agent 2 does not EFx envy her since this bundle is a subset of X3, and otherwise, the
outcome of EFx-2A in line 10 handles the envy.

Lastly, consider the envy of agent 3. By definition of Procedure 2, we have m3(By) < «, which
implies that v3(X}) < « and v3(X}) < «, since both Xj and X, cost at most B;. Thus, for

v3(XFT)—11vs(s3)—1lex 1
max( 0 ,v3(83)) > a for a < 5,

the returned allocation is EFx for agent 3. O

We now present the main result of our paper - achieving an EFx allocation with constant NSW
for three-agent instances.

Theorem 3. For instances with 3 agents, Procedure EFz-34 returns a budget-feasible EFx allocation
with constant efficiency.

Proof. By Lemmas 12, 13, 14, 15 all the terminal points in the procedure return a budget-feasible
EFx allocation. If any of the agents choose their set-aside item at the end of Procedure 2, the final
allocation is budget-feasible by the budget-feasibility constraint on each agent’s set-aside item. The
final allocation is also EFx since agents who choose their set-aside item weakly improve their value
and so they do not EFx-envy any other agent and are not EFx-envied by any other agents since
they have a single item.

The efficiency guarantee is obtained by finding the value of a that maximizes the NSW guarantee
implied by the above lemmas, subject to the envy and nonnegativity constraints. For o = %, all
the constraints are satisfied, and the NSW of the returned allocation at each termination point is at
least 1/171. O
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5 Conclusion and Open Problems

The main open problem is whether a constant approximation of the maximum Nash welfare is
achievable through EFx budget-feasible allocations for an arbitrary number of agents. In fact, this
question is open even for EF1 budget-feasible allocations. Note that in very recent and indepen-
dent work, Barman et al. [5] extended the result of Chaudhury et al. [12] to allow for generalized
assignment constraints. This captures our setting and implies the existence of budget-feasible EFx
allocations in which no agent envies the charity for an arbitrary number of agents. While their algo-
rithm does not yield a bounded approximation of the maximum NSW, we believe that a modification
using some of the ideas introduced in our paper can be shown to achieve a constant approxima-
tion of the NSW objective for a constant number of agents and, in general, a O(n) approximation.
Specifically, in the modified algorithm each agent initially sets aside the most valuable item from
the bundle they receive in the maximum NSW allocation (if such bundle is not empty) and then a
budget-feasible EFx allocation (with respect to the charity as well) is computed on the remaining
goods using the ComputeFEFx procedure described in [5]. Lastly, each agent can pick their preferred
set of goods between the bundle allocated to them by ComputeFEFx and the single good that they
set aside in the first step. Similarly to our analysis in this paper, setting aside a good for each agent
acts as a safety net against situations in which a very valuable good for one agent is allocated to
another agent or to charity, which would still achieve EFx but can severely reduce efficiency. How-
ever, even if this approach could guarantee a linear approximation to the maximum NSW objective,
it does not look like it could be used to achieve a constant approximation (or better than O(n)),
which remains an interesting open problem.

Another interesting direction is to study the approximation achievable via budget-feasible envy-
free allocations of divisible goods. Although maximizing the NSW with divisible goods is always envy-
free for (unrestricted) additive valuations, this is not true in the presence of budget constraints. For
example, consider the following instance with two agents, both with a budget of 1, and two goods
with cost ¢(1) = ¢(2) = 1, where the valuations are v;(1) = 1,v1(2) = 0, and va(1) = 0.6,v2(2) =
0.4. The maximum NSW allocation gives agent 1 the whole good 1 and agent 2 the whole good 2 for
a NSW of 1/0.4. However, the best envy-free allocation in terms of NSW gives agent 1 a 3/4 fraction of
good 1 and agent 2 a 1/4 fraction of good 1 and a 3/4 fraction of good 2. This allocation has a NSW
of v/0.3375. Therefore, this instance yields no better than a 0.918 approximation of the maximum
Nash welfare. Similarly to the indivisible case, the work of Barman et al. [5] provides an algorithm
that returns a budget-feasible envy-free allocation (with respect to charity as well) for instances
with divisible items. This implies an O(n) approximation to the maximum NSW but it would be
interesting to seek either a constant factor approximation procedure or provide an impossibility
result for such a guarantee.
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APPENDIX

Complete proofs of Lemmas 12, 13, 14, 15

Lemma 12. Procedure 4 returns an allocation X4C that is budget-feasible, EFz, and 1/ ﬁ-
efficient.

Proof. Note that Procedure 4 returns a budget-feasible EFx allocation by Lemma 11. We now look
v (XFT)  wi(se)

at the agents’ value guarantees. By Lemma 11, one agent i gets a value of at least —5— — =5+,
. (X OPT . 0PT
another agent j gets at least 5 (91 ) _ 21)’358’), while the third agent k gets at least wXT)

vk (sg). Since each agent i can choose her set-aside item s; at the end, it must be that v;(X;) >
max(v; (X#€), v;(s;)). By Lemma 8, v;(X%¥7T) can take three different values based on which bundle
the set-aside items were initially part of and later removed from. Note that since line 5 in EFx-3A
reduces the budgets of agents 2 and 3 to Bj, we can only guarantee that vo(XJFT) > « and
v3(X3FT) > «a through their monopoly values. Below, we compute all the possible distinct allocations
(irrespective of agent ids, since they lead to the same NSW guarantee by symmetry).

1-— 2
NSW(XAE)3 > max <%(Sl) - vl(sl),vl(sl)> - max <% - @7@(32)) .
max <% - 03283),1)3(33))
L oa a
—21 15 12
1- 2
NSW(X*)3 > max Suilsi) 01(81)7?}1(81) - max (g — 1)2(32),1)2(32)) .
9 3 9
max <% — vggs?’),vs(sza))
1 o «
>- .= =
—18 18 12
1- 2
NSW(XA%)3 > max Suilsi) Ul(sl),vl(sl) max [ £ — U2(s2),vg(s2) .
9 3 9 3
a
max (5 — va(ss), vy (53))
1 o «
>— .= .=
—15 15 18
1-2 — 2
NSW(X*)3 > max <% _ 01(31)701(81)> . max <a 1;)2(32) B 1)2;82)7?}2(32)) :
max <% - 03283),1)3(33))
1 o «
>— .= =
—20 16 12
1-2 —
NSW(X*C)3 > max <% _ v1(31)7v1(31)> . max <Oz 1;)2(32) _ U2(382),v2(82)> .
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% - 2U3 3(83)>

<

1 a «
- .= .=
—20 1
_9 2 _
NSW(XALG) Ul 31 Ul( ) Ul(sl) . max « 7}2(32) _ 1)2(82),?}2(82) .
3 9 3
o
max (5 03(33)>
o
>
=17 13 18
1-2 2 —
NSW(XMO)P > max < 51(81) _ ”1;91),211(31)) . max <%2(32) _ v2(32),v2(32)> .
max <% - v3(333) 3(33)>
1 a «
s— .2 .2
—17 19 12
NSW(XMO)? > max 1—2vi(s1) 01(31)’1)1(81) max (&= v2(52) 202(82)’7]2(82) .
9 3 9 3
o
max (5 — v3(s3), 03(33)>
1 o «o
S e
—14 16 18
1-2 2
NSW(X“‘G)3 > max vi(s1) — Ul(sl),vl(sl) - max @ U2(s2),v2(32) .
9 3 9 3
o —v3(s
max <% — v3(33),v3(33)>
1 o «o
s— .= .2
—14 15 19
1-— — 2
NSW(XAL)3 2max< 7191(31) v (s1), 01 (s1) max( va(s2) 7}2:582)7112(52)) '
max <Oé - 1)3(83) ( (Sg))
9
1 a «
s— .2 .2
—19 16 13
For all of the inequalities, it holds that NSW(X) > {/ 15?—;18 O

Lemma 13. If Procedure 5 returns the allocatz’on XALE = (X1, X4,X3) in line 6, this allocation is

budget-feasible, EFx for any a < Y (1 a -eﬂiczent

10 , and

Proof. First, notice that X; = ST"*(M) is budget-feasible for agent 1 by definition. Since Xp
and X3 result from running the EFx-2A procedure, they are budget-feasible for agents 2 and 3 by
Theorem 2 and so the returned allocation is budget-feasible.

We now look at each agent’s value guarantee. Note that agent 1 gets her monopoly bundle, so

v1(X7) > v1(X%T). In line 4 agents 2 and 3 run EFx-2A((Xy, X3), M \ (X1 U X3 U X3)), resulting
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in an EFx allocation (X3,X3) for agents 2 and 3. We note that neither agent 2 nor 3 envies
M \ (X1 U X3 U X3) or otherwise they can get the envied subset resulting in an allocation with
higher NSW, contradicting the optimality of the allocation in line 3. Let R be the set of unallocated
items and R’ be the set of left-out items (as defined in Lemma 6) after running EFx-2A in line 4.

We then get the following five inequalities:
1. v (Xo X3 \ {g}) Vg € X3

) 2
2. () Xg) > ’UmaX
) >

A/_\/—\
~—

3. v9(Xo R/) if R C Xo

4. v Xg) énaX(M \ (Xl U Xg U Xg))

5. va(X5T) < va(X1) + v2(X2) + v5(X3) + v§™¥(R) + v5*(R') + 05 (M \ (X1 UX2 UX3)) .

Inequalities (1) and (2) follow from the properties of EFx-2A, and inequality (3) follows from
Lemma 6. Inequality (5) is true since the union of the bundles in the right-hand side is M. Since
v2(X1) < a by case assumption (mg(B1) < « by the if statement in line 5), v5"**(g) < va(s2) by
Lemma 7 and v5*(X3 \ {g}) > v5**(X3) — v5"**(g) for all ¢ € X3 by Lemma 10, we get that

v9(Xa) > Uz(Xng);’vz(sz)_a.
Similarly, for agent 3, we get the following five inequalities:

o v3(X3) > v (X2 \ {g}) Vg€ X

o v3(X3) > v (R)

(
(

o v3(X3) > vlX(R') if R C X3

o v3(X3) > VP (M \ (X1 UX3 UX3))
(

o U3 XDPT) < Ug(Xl) + Uénax(Xg) + Ug(Xg) + UénaX(R) + UgnaX(M \ (Xl U Xg U Xg)),
v3(XFT)—w3(s3)

Thus, v3(X3) > 5 —2 similarly as above and by case assumption which implies v3(X;) <
a.

We obtain that the NSW guarantee is the following;:
NSW(X*€)? >max (v1 (XTFT), v1(s1)) -

e (2O 2 ).

S SRR

Note that at least one of agents 2 and 3 will strictly not envy the other after running EFx-2A,
however, to simplify the analysis, we just use the fact that they do not EFx-envy each other.
Also, R’ can only be a subset of one of Xy and X3, whereas for simplicity we include both cases
simultaneously.

We now compute all the possible distinct allocations:

NSW(XA)3 > max (1 — 3v1(s1), v1(s1)) - max <1_U2($,v2(32)> - max (%,’L@(S:ﬁ)
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1 1—-a 1—«
> .

46 6
1-2 - 1— -

NSW(XA)3 > max (1 — 2vy(s1), v1(s1)) - max < vzéSz) a,vg(32)> - max <W77}3(83)>

>1 l-a 1-a

-3 7 6

1- - 1-2 -

NSW(XAE)3 > max (1 — 2v1(s1), v1(s1)) - max <%,Ug($2)> - max ( vgés;),) a,vg(33)>

>1 l—-a 1-«a

-3 6 7

1-3 - 1— -

NSW(XA)3 > max (1 — vy (s1),v1(s1)) - max < Uzész) a,v2(32)> - max <w,v3(33)>

>1 l-a 1-a

2 8 6

1- - 1- -

NSW(XAE)3 > max (1 — vy (s1),v1(s1)) - max (%,vﬂsﬁ) - max < 3?}?’;33) a,’l)g(83)>

>1 l—-a 1-«a

2 6 8

1-4 - 1— -
NSW(X*)3 > max (1,v1(s1)) - max < v2és2) a,v2(32)> - max <%,’U3(83)>
1- - 1-4 -
NSW(XAE)3 > max (1,1 (s1)) - max <%,02(32)> - max < v3é33) a,vg(33)>
3/ (1—a)?

For all of the inequalities, it holds that NSW(X) > R

For the envy, note that agent 1 does not envy agents 2 or 3 because she picked her monopoly
bundle with respect to her budget. Agents 2 and 3 do not EFx envy each other by the property of
EFx-2A. For a < 1_Ta, they do not envy agent 1 since their value for X; is at most « and they each

get at least I_Ta (in the case where all the set-aside items were initially part of their maximum NSW
bundle). O

Lemma 14. If Procedure 5 returns the allocation X4L¢ = (X1,X,X3) in line 9, this allocation is

budget-feasible, EFx for any o < 1—10, and { ﬁ—eﬁﬁcz’ent.

Proof. Note that after line 7, the algorithm guarantees that mo(B1) > « and ms(B;1) < a. Since
we do not perform any operations on the bundles as compared to their state in line 6, the budget-
feasibility and EFx guarantees for all agents remain the same as in Lemma 13. Moreover, the
individual value guarantees for agents 1 and 3 are the same as before. Only the value guarantees
for agent 2 change, since now v2(X3) > v9(Xy). For agent 2’s value, we get the following six
inequalities:

o 13(Xz) > v2(Xy)
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o v(X2) = vy (X3 \ {g}) Vg€ Xz

o v2(X2) = X(R)

o 1y(Xo) > V(R if R C Xy

o 1y(Xy) > v (M \ (X1 UXyUX3))

o u(XPT) < Ug(Xl) + v9(Xa) + vHaX(X3) 4+ VP (R) + v (R) + vaX(M \ (X1 U Xy U X3))

OPTY__
Similarly as in the previous proof, we get that vy(X3) > M.

We obtain that the NSW guarantee is the following:
NSW(X*€)? >max (v1 (XTFT), v1(s1)) -

e (T ) )

max <”3(XQPT) — vals) = a,v3(33)> .

5

Then, similarly as in the full proof of Lemma 13, we get the following possible allocations:

NSW(X*%)3 > max (1 — 3v;(s1), v1(s1)) - max <1_U72(82),v2(32)> - max (M,Ug(&;))

6 5
1 1 1—«
>_._.
4 7 6
1-2 1-— —
NSW(XALG)3 >max (1 — 2v1(s1),v1(s1)) - max <%,02(32)> - max <%,03(33)>
1 11—«
S22,
-3 8 6
1-— 1-2 —
NSW(XM“G)3 >max (1 — 2v1(s1), v1(s1)) - max <%,v2(32)> - max ( vgés;),) a,v3(33)>
1 1 1—«
>_._.
-3 7 7
1-— 1-— -
NSW(X“‘G)3 >max (1 —vi(s1),v1(s1)) - max <%(82),02(32)> - max <w,vg(33)>
1 11—«
S22,
-2 9 6
1-— 1-— —
NSW(XM“G)3 >max (1 —v1(s1),v1(s1)) - max (%,m(@)) - max < 3?}?’;33) a,v3(33)>
1 1 1—«
>_._.
-2 7 8
1-2 1-2 -
NSW(X“‘G)3 >max (1 —vi(s1),v1(s1)) - max <#,vg(32)> - max < U3és3) a,?)g(Sg))
1 11—«
S22,
-2 8 7
1-4 1- -
NSW(X*)3 > max (1,v1(s1)) - max (%,m(@)) - max <%,’U3(83)>
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1 11—«

>1-—
- 10 6
1-— 1-4 —
NSW(X*)3 > max (1,v1(s1)) - max <%,v2(32)> - max < ’L)géSg) a,v3(33)>
1 1-«a
>1. -
-7 9
For all of the inequalities, it holds that NSW(X) > ¢ i‘T‘J‘G. O

Lemma 15. If Procedure 5 returns the allocation X4¢ = (X%, X%, X%) in line 18, this allocation is

budget-feasible, EFx for a < %, and { 61_1_39_31 -efficient.

Proof. For budget-feasibility, note that X;j is budget-feasible for agent 1 since both X} and X
are budget-feasible for her. Agent 2 gets X, C X; by the outcome of EFx-24 in line 10, and since
c(X1) < By < By, X, is budget-feasible for agent 2. Agent 3 also gets a budget-feasible bundle in X3
by the outcome of EFx-2A in line 4, and since X3 C X3, the returned allocation is budget-feasible.

We now consider the individual value guarantees of the agents. Note that X; is agent 1’s
monopoly bundle. By running EFx-2A in line 10, we get that v (X)) > v (X5 \ {g}) for all g €
X4, and vy (Ry) = 0, where R; is the set of unallocated items after running EFx-2A here. Since
v1 (X)) + v1(Xf) = v1(X1) > v1(XPT) and agent 1 has the option to increase her value by picking
XY, we get v (X7) > w Note that there are no left-out items (as defined by Lemma 6).

For agent 2, we have vy(X2) > v5***(X3 \ {g}) for all g € X3 from running EFx-2A on agents
2 and 3 in line 4. Since v9(Xs) < v2(X;) by case assumption and vo(XFT) < v9(Xy) + v2(Xa) +
VA (X3 ) + v (Ry) + v (RY ) 4+ v (M \ (X3 UX2UX3)), where Ry is the set of unallocated items

;. . . _ . . UQ(XgPT)—Uz(Sz).
and R is the set of left-out items after running EFx-2A in line 4, we have v3(X;) > —=2—%——;

this is shown in more detail in the previous lemma. By the outcome of EFx-2A in line 10, we get

vp(Xp) > ) (),
Now consider the value of agent 3. Similarly, we know that v3(X$T) < v3(X1) + v5**(Xy) +

v3(X3) + VP (Ry) + vPa(RS) +v5ax (M \ (X3 UX2UX3)), and v3(X1) < a by case assumption, and
v3(X3) > v8*(X2\ {g}), for all g € Xy, and v3(X3) > v§***(Ry) by the properties of EFx-2A. Thus,

v3(XPT)—v3(s3)—
we get that v3(Xs3) > —

without loss of generality that vs(X4) > v3(X%). Since v3(X35) > % — v3(s3) in line 12 (due
to round-robin producing an EF1 allocation as shown in [9]), and v3(XY) < « by case assumption
(m3(B1) < a since we did not return in line 6), we have that the final value of agent 3 for X3 after
line 17 is v3(X3) > 258 _ 4a(s3) —a = vs<X‘§*’T)Igs(s:«s>—a —uy(s3) — o = Us(XgPT)—llléis(Ss)—Ua_

Since at the end of Procedure 2 each agent can choose between their bundle returned by Pro-
cedure 5 and their set-aside item, we obtain the following NSW guarantee:

NSW(XALG)3 > max <U1(X?PT)2_ 1)1(81) 7 U1(31)> .

e (O )

OPTY _ _
max(vg(Xg ) 111(;03(33) 1104’1)3(83)).

; this is shown in more detail in the previous lemma. Assume
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Similarly as in the full proof of Lemma 13, we get the following possible allocations:

NSH(XMO) > max (L"’l(sl),m(slo . max <1_"’72(32),v2(82)> - max (1 — Lvs(s3) = 11a,v3(s3)>

2 12 10
1 1 1-1la
>" ..
-6 13 21
1-3 1-2 1-11 —11
NSW(XA)3 > max vl(sl),vl(sl) - max w,vz(&) - max va(s3) a,’l)g(Sg)
2 12 10
1 1 1-1la
>" ..
-5 14 21
1-3 1-— 1-12 —-11
NSW(XAL%)3 > max Ul(sl),vl(sl) - max M,ﬂz(sz) - max vs(53) a,v3(33)
2 12 10
1 1 1-1la
-5 13 22
1-2 1-3 1-11 —11
NSW(XA)3 > max w,vl(sl) - max w,’l&(Sg) - max v3(53) a,’l)g(Sg)
2 12 10
1 1 1-1la
>" ..
—4 15 21
1-2 1-— 1-11 —-11
NSW(XAL%)3 > max Ul(sl),vl(sl) - max M,ﬂz(sz) - max vs(53) a,v3(33)
2 12 10
1 1 1-1la
>_.__ .
—4 13 23
1-2 1-2 1-12 —11
NSW(XA)3 > max vl(sl),vl(sl) - max w,vz(&) - max va(s3) a,’l)g(Sg)
2 12 10
1 1 1-1la
>" ..
4 14 22
1-— 1-4 1-11 - 11
NSW(XAL%)3 > max w,vl(sl) - max w,vg(Sg) - max vs(53) a,v3(33)
2 12 10
1 1 1-1la
>" ..
-3 16 21
1- 1- 1-14 —11
NSW(XA)3 > max w,vl(sl) - max M,vg(@) - max vs(53) a,?)g(Sg)
2 12 10
1 1 1-1la
>_ ..
-3 13 24

For all of the inequalities, it holds that NSW(X) > +{/ é_lélﬁ

We now show that the allocation is EFx. Agent 1 does not EFx envy agent 2 since they run
EFx-2A in line 10 and v;(X3) > v1(X]). She also does not envy agent 3 since she can pick the most
valuable budget-feasible bundle out of X3 in line 16.

Without loss, assume that agent 2 removes X5 from X3, i.e. X5 = X} in line 12. Note that

v2(X2) > v8"**(X3\ {g}) for all g € X3 by the outcome of EFx-2A in line 4. By Theorem 2, running

max

EFx-2A in line 10 guarantees that ve(X%) > U2(§<2) > % ();3\{9}) > v (X5\{g'}) = v (X5\{g'})
for all ¢ € X3, where the first inequality is true by case assumption since vy(Xa) < v2(X;) (the
procedure did not return in line 9). Thus, agent 2 does not EFx envy agent 3. If agent 1 picks
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T = X/, agent 2 does not EFx envy her since this bundle is a subset of X3, and otherwise, the

outcome of EFx-2A in line 10 handles the envy.
Lastly, consider the envy of agent 3. By definition of Procedure 2, we have m3(B;) < «, which
implies that v3(X3) < « and v3(X}) < a, since both Xj and X/ cost at most B;. Thus, for

XOPTY _11v3(s3)—11
max (BRIl ) > o for @ <

the returned allocation is EFx for agent 3. U
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