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Abstract

We study fair division of m indivisible chores among n agents with additive preferences. We
consider the desirable fairness notions of envy-freeness up to any chore (EFX) and envy-freeness
up to k chores (EFk), alongside the efficiency notion of Pareto optimality (PO). We present the
first constant approximations of these notions, showing the existence of:

1. 5-EFX allocations, which improve the best-known factor of O(n?)-EFX.

2. 3-EFX and PO allocations for the special case of bivalued instances, which improve the
best-known factor of O(n)-EFX without any efficiency guarantees.
3. 2-EF2 + PO allocations, which improve the best-known factor of EFm + PO.

A notable contribution of our work is the introduction of the novel concept of earning-
restricted (ER) competitive equilibrium for fractional allocations, which limits agents’ earnings
from each chore. Technically, our work addresses two main challenges: proving the existence of
an ER equilibrium and designing algorithms that leverage ER equilibria to achieve the above
results. To tackle the first challenge, we formulate a linear complementarity problem (LCP)
formulation that captures all ER equilibria and show that the classic complementary pivot
algorithm on the LCP must terminate at an ER equilibrium. For the second challenge, we
carefully set the earning limits and use properties of ER equilibria to design sophisticated
procedures that involve swapping and merging bundles to meet the desired fairness and efficiency
criteria. We expect that the concept of ER equilibrium will be instrumental in deriving further
results on related problems.

1 Introduction

Allocation problems frequently arise in various contexts, such as task allocation, partnership dis-
solution, or the division of inheritance. The question of fairly allocating indivisible items has been
studied across multiple disciplines, including computer science, economics, social choice theory, and
multi-agent systems. While earlier work primarily focused on goods (items that provide value to
agents), there has been a growing interest in the fair division of chores (items that impose a cost
to agents) in recent years. In this paper, we study the fundamental problem of fairly allocating a
set of m indivisible chores among n agents with additive disutility functions.

Among various choices, envy-freeness (EF) [22] is the most natural fairness concept, where every
agent (weakly-)prefers the items allocated to her over those assigned to other agents. However,

*Work supported by NSF Grants CCF-1942321 and CCF-2334461.
TUniversity of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, USA
HUniversity of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, USA
$University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, USA



with indivisible items, EF allocations need not exist, e.g., consider allocating one task between two
agents, suggesting relaxations of EF to suit the discrete case. The two most popular and compelling
relaxations are envy-freeness up to any item (EFX) and envy-freeness up to one item (EF1). For
goods, an allocation is said to be EFX (resp. EF1) if no agent i is envious of another agent h after
the counter-factual removal of any (resp. some) good assigned to h. Conversely, for chores, which
impose a cost on the agents receiving them, an allocation of chores is said to be EFX (resp. EF1)
if no agent i is envious of another agent h after the counter-factual removal of any (resp. some)
chore assigned to i. Thus, EFX is the closest discrete analog to EF, with the relationship being
EF — EFX =— EF1l. In contrast to EF, EF1 allocations always exist and can be computed
in polynomial time for both goods [33] and chores [13]. However, the existence of EFX allocations
remains a major open problem in discrete fair division, for more than three agents in the case of
goods and for more than two agents in the case of chores.

EFX for Chores. The existence of EFX allocations is regarded as the ‘biggest open problem in
discrete fair division’ [38]. For chores, the existence of EFX allocations is known only under certain
additional assumptions about the instance. For example, they are known to exist when the number
of chores is at most twice the number of agents [30], or when there are two types of chores [8]
(see Section 1.3 for an expanded discussion). Alternatively, one may inquire about the existence
of approximate-EFX allocations for all instances. In an a-EFX allocation of chores, the disutility
of an agent after the removal of any chore assigned to her is at most « times her disutility for the
chores assigned to any other agent, for some o > 1. Currently, the best-known result for chores
is the existence of O(n?)-EFX allocations [39]. In contrast, for goods, the existence of 0.618-EFX
allocations is known [1], and is improved to 2/3 [3] for special cases. This disparity motivates the
first main question of this paper:

Do «-EFX allocations of chores exist for some constant o > 17

Since a fair allocation can be subpar in terms of overall efficiency, seeking allocations that
are both fair and efficient is an ideal goal. The standard notion of economic efficiency is Pareto-
optimality (PO): an allocation is PO if no redistribution makes at least one agent better off without
making any other agent worse off. Therefore, we seek allocations that are simultaneously PO and
satisfy some relaxation of envy-freeness.

EFX and PO for Chores. For goods, it is known that EFX and PO allocations need not exist,
and verifying their existence is NP-hard [24]. However, in the case of bivalued instances, where the
value of each agent for the items is one of two given numbers {a, b}, an EFX and PO allocation
exists [1] and can be computed in polynomial time [25] for goods. Bivalued instances model soft
and hard preferences and are extensively studied in discrete fair division [1, 25, 21, 27, 28, 39, 4].
For bivalued instances of chores, the existence of EFX and PO allocations is known for n = 3 agents
[28], and (n — 1)-EFX when n > 4, without efficiency guarantees [39]. This prompts the question:

Do a-EFX and PO allocations exist for any o > 1, even for structured classes such as
bivalued instances?

EF1 and PO for Chores. The existence of an allocation that is both EF1 and PO is another
important open question in discrete fair division. While EF1 allocations exist, achieving them with
PO is challenging: verifying PO itself is coNP-hard [20].

For goods, Caragiannis et al. [14] proved that an allocation with the highest Nash welfare — the
product of agents’ utilities — is both EF1 and PO. While this shows existence, it does not lead to fast



computation, given that computing an allocation with maximum Nash welfare is APX-hard [31, 26].
An alternative approach to obtain PO is through competitive equilibria (CE). In CE allocations,
agents are endowed with a fictitious amount of money, goods are assigned prices, and each agent is
allocated goods that give them ‘maximum value-for-money’. The latter property ensures that the
allocation is fractionally PO (fPO), a stronger efficiency property than PO. Barman et al. [10] and
later Garg and Murhekar [23] utilized this approach to develop pseudo-polynomial time algorithms
for computing an EF1 and PO allocation for goods.

The case of chores turns out to be significantly harder than that of goods. In fact, the existence
of an EF1 and PO allocation of chores is an open question, let alone its computation. Moreover, it is
unclear whether allocations that are PO and satisfy multiplicative approximations to envy-freeness
up to the removal of k chores (a-EFk) exist for any a > 1 and constant k! In an a-EFk allocation
of chores, for any two agents ¢ and ¢, the disutility of ¢ after the removal of k chores assigned to her
is at most « times her disutility for the chores assigned to ¢. This raises the following fundamental
question addressed in this paper:

What are the best values of a and k for which an a-EFk and PO allocation of chores
is guaranteed to exist?

It is important to note that an arbitrary PO allocation is EF-m given m chores. However, for
any constant k, it may not satisfy a-EFk for any a > 1. A natural approach to address the above
question is to adapt techniques from goods to chores. However, the settings are only superficially
similar, and all approaches fall short. Firstly, it is unclear whether there is a welfare function
analogous to Nash, which guarantees EF1 and PO, for the chores. The second approach of using
CE for chores has shown promise but is currently limited to specific settings. The existence of
an EF1 and PO allocation is known only for structured instances like n = 3 agents [28], bivalued
instances [27, 21], or two types of chores [8]. These algorithms use the CE approach to move in
the space of PO allocations towards an EF1 allocation, with termination proofs heavily relying on
the specialized structure of the instance. For generic instances, it remains unclear whether the CE
approach will terminate in a finite time. Similarly, the existing results for EFX heavily leverage the
specific structure of the instance. This prompts the following question:

Can novel techniques be developed for the fair and efficient allocation of chores across
all instances without relying on their special structure?

1.1 Owur Contributions

In this paper, we address the aforementioned questions regarding the existence of fair (and efficient)
allocations of chores. We establish the following results:

e For all instances, there exists an allocation that is 5-EFX (Theorem 9).

e For all instances, there exists an allocation that is 2-EF2 and PO. In fact, we show a stronger
guarantee: the allocation is PO and for each agent it is either 2-EF1 or EF2 (Theorem 3).

e For bivalued instances, there exists an allocation that is 3-EFX and PO (Theorem 12).

To prove these results, we introduce a novel concept of earning-restricted competitive equilib-
rium. In a (unrestricted) CE for chores, each agent 7 aims to earn an amount e; > 0 by performing
chores in exchange for payment. Each chore j pays an amount p; > 0 for the completion of
the chore; if agent i performs a fraction x;; € [0, 1] of chore j, she earns p; - 2;;. An allocation



X = {Zij }icln) je[m) and a set of chore payments p > 0 is a CE if all chores are fully allocated, and
each agent receives her earning requirement e;, subject to performing chores of the least disutility.

We define the concept of earning restriction by imposing a limit ¢; > 0 on collective earnings,
agents can derive from each chore j. Consequently, agents earn min{p;,c;} in total from chore
J, and only a min{p;, ¢;}/p; fraction of chore j is allocated. This model has a natural economic
interpretation: an enterprise intends to execute a project j that costs p;, but due to financial
constraints or contractual agreements, it can only allocate up to ¢; towards the completion of the
project. The analogous concept in the case of goods is spending restricted (SR) equilibrium, where
there is a limit on the amount agents can spend on a good. Cole and Gkatzelis [17] showed the
existence of an SR equilibrium. Moreover, an SR equilibrium can also be computed efficiently: it is
captured by a convex program formulation, and there are polynomial-time flow-based algorithms
for its computation [18, 17]. However, it is unclear whether we can design such a program for ER
equilibria, and, in fact, it is not clear if an ER equilibrium even exists. Indeed, if agents demand
too much earnings than can be disbursed by chores, an ER equilibrium cannot exist. Our next
main result shows existence under a natural condition:

e An earning-restricted competitive equilibrium exists whenever Zie[n] e; < Zje[m] ¢j (Theo-
rem 2).

Our result thus establishes the existence of ER competitive equilibria for arbitrary agent earning
requirements e; > 0 and chore earning limits ¢; > 0 as long as the above condition is satisfied.

ER competitive equilibria for fair chore division. We utilize earning-restricted competitive
equilibria for fair and efficient chore allocation. All our algorithms begin by rounding a fractional
ER equilibrium to an integral PO allocation. We ensure the resulting allocation is fair by choosing
agent earning requirements and chore earning limits carefully. Intuitively, the advantage of an
earning-restricted CE over an unrestricted CE for constructing a fair allocation lies in the following
insight. The earning restriction on a lucrative chore forces agents to seek out less lucrative chores in
the equilibrium. In doing so, the ER equilibrium reveals more information about agent preferences
than an unrestricted equilibrium (see Example 2 for an illustration). In fact, without earning limits,
no rounding of a CE with equal agent earnings is a-EFk, for any o,k > 1 (see Example 3).
Additionally, we obtain the following results.

e Existence of an allocation that is (n — 1)-EF1 and PO for all chore instances (Theorem 6).

e A polynomial time algorithm for computing a PO allocation that is balanced, i.e., the number of
chores assigned to each agent differs by at most one (Theorem 5).

e A polynomial time algorithm for computing an EFX and PO allocation for bivalued instances
where the number of chores is at most twice the number of agents (Theorem 14).

Our work advances the state-of-the-art by improving the best-known approximation factor «
for the existence of a-EFX for chores from O(n?) [39] to a constant. Moreover, we provide the
first results showing the existence of a-EFk and PO allocations for all chore allocation instances
for constant o and k. We note that the (non-)existence of an EF1 and PO allocation has remained
elusive. In fact, an EF1 and PO allocation may not even exist in general, and 2-EF2 and PO might
represent the best achievable outcome in all instances. For bivalued instances, our result showing
the existence of a 3-EFX and PO allocation improves the best previously known result of (n — 1)-
EFX (without PO) [39] on both fairness and efficiency fronts. Finally, we believe the concept of
earning-restricted equilibrium and its existence are noteworthy and anticipate its application in
other fair chore allocation problems.



1.2 Technical Overview

In a CE allocation, the earning of an agent serves as a proxy for her disutility in the allocation.
With this, roughly speaking, it suffices to balance agents’ earnings to obtain a fair allocation, while
the allocation being a CE ensures that it is PO.

Algorithm 1: 2-EF2 and PO allocation. We uniformly set agent earning requirements to 1,
and chore earning limits to § = 1/2; we assume m > 2n to ensure an ER equilibrium exists.
Given an ER equilibrium of such an instance, we design a polynomial time rounding algorithm —
Algorithm 1 — that carefully rounds the ER equilibrium to ensure that the earning of every agent
is at least %, and is at most 1 up to the removal of at most two chores. This gives us a 2-EF2 and
PO allocation.

To obtain an approximate-EF1 guarantee, we set 5 = 1 and assume m > n. We design another
polynomial time algorithm (Algorithm 5) which rounds the ER equilibrium of such an instance and
returns a 2(n — 1)-EF1 and PO allocation. By carefully choosing the ‘root’ agents in the rounding,
we present an improved polynomial time algorithm that computes an (n—1)-EF1 and PO allocation
given an ER equilibrium.

Algorithm 2: Balanced PO allocation. To address the case of m < 2n left out by the above
approach, we design Algorithm 2: a polynomial time algorithm that gives a balanced PO allocation
for any number of chores, i.e., every agent gets roughly m/n chores. When m < 2n, a balanced
allocation is EF2, since every agent gets at most two chores. Similarly, when m < n, a balanced
allocation is EF1, since every agent gets at most one chore.

Algorithm 3: 5-EFX allocation. Algorithm 3 is our most technically involved algorithm, and
relies on several novel ideas. We note that EFX allocations are already known to exist when m < 2n,
so we focus on instances where m > 2n. Given an ER equilibrium of such an instance with e; =1
and § = 1/2, we computing a 2-EF2 and PO allocation using Algorithm 1. Based on their payment,
we partition the chores into two sets: the set L of low paying chores with payment at most 1/2,
and the set H of high paying chores with payment more than 1/2. The 2-EF2 allocation may not
be O(1)-EFX due to chores in H. We show that |H| < 2n and compute an EFX re-allocation of
H. Using the structure of the initial rounded allocation and the EFX property of the allocation
of H, we then show the counter-intuitive fact that agents with at least two H chores are 5-EFX.
This leaves us to address the EFX-envy of agents with a single H chore. For such an agent i, we
swap the H chore of ¢ with all chores belonging to the agent ¢ that ¢ most envies. We carefully
argue that there can only be polynomially many swap steps before the algorithm terminates with
a H-EFX allocation.

Algorithm 4: 3-EFX and PO for bivalued instances. We next design Algorithm 4, which
returns a 3-EFX and PO allocation for bivalued instances given an ER equilibrium with 5 = 1/2;
for this we assume m > 2n. Algorithm 4 uses the ideas of chore swaps used in Algorithm 3, but
the additional structure offered by the bivalued nature of the instance allows us to improve the
approximation guarantee to 3-EFX while also maintaining PO.

Algorithm 6: EFX and PO for bivalued instances with m < 2n. For bivalued instances with
m < 2n, we design Algorithm 6 which computes an EFX and PO allocation in polynomial time.
Algorithm 6 begins with a balanced allocation computed using Algorithm 2, and then essentially



runs Algorithm 4. Since the number of chores is limited, a careful analysis shows that the guarantee
of the resulting allocation can be improved to EFX and PO.

Existence of ER equilibrium. Proving the existence of an ER equilibrium turns out to be quite
non-trivial. Existing flow-based algorithms designed for computing a CE or a spending-restricted
equilibrium in the context of goods do not apply straightforwardly to chores. While computing a
(unrestricted) CE for chores is more challenging compared to goods, several combinatorial algo-
rithms exist that compute approximate CEs. However, these algorithms also do not seem to extend
to show the existence and computation of ER equilibria for chores.

To prove existence, we devise a linear complementarity problem (LCP) formulation that cap-
tures all ER equilibria of an instance. We then show that Lemke’s scheme — a simplex-like com-
plementary pivot algorithm that traverses the vertices of a polyhedron associated with the LCP
— must terminate at an ER equilibrium. This requires a careful design of the LCP to show that
Lemke’s scheme does not end up on vertices that do not correspond to ER equilibria or on infinite
edges of the polyhedron.

1.3 Further Related Work

We discuss other related literature that is most relevant to EF1/EFX and PO allocations. For other
related work, we refer the reader to excellent surveys [7, 2].

EFX. For goods, EFX allocations are known to exist for two agents (via cut-or-choose), identically
ordered (IDO) instances [37], three agents [15] and two types of agents [34]. Recent works [12, 3]
improve the approximation guarantee beyond 0.618 in special cases. For chores, existence is known
for two agents, IDO instances [32] and two types of chores [8]. Using matching-based approaches,
[30] showed existence for instances where (i) the number of chores is at most twice the number of
agents, (ii) all but one agent have IDO disutility functions, and (iii) there are three agents with
2-ary disutilities. For chores, [16] showed existence of 2-EFX allocations for n = 3 agents.

EF1/EFX and PO. For goods, an EF1 and PO allocation can be computed in polynomial time for
binary instances [11], for k-ary instances where k is a constant, and for a constant number of agents
[23]. For chores, existence and polynomial time computation is also known for (i) identical agents
(folklore), (ii) two agents [5], and (iii) three types of agents [28, 29]. [24] showed that checking the
existence of EFX and PO allocations is NP-hard for goods. For chores, [28] showed that EFX and
fPO allocations need not exist even for two agents with 2-ary disutilities. Later, [28] proved an EFX
and PO allocation can be computed in polynomial time for n = 3 agents.

Spending restricted equilibrium and CE rounding. Cole and Gkatzelis [17] introduced the
concept of spending-restricted equilibria for goods and gave a polynomial time algorithm for com-
puting such an equilibrium. SR equilibria have been used to develop approximation algorithms for
Nash welfare [17, 18]. [36] used SR equilibria to compute approximately Nash optimal allocations
that are PO and satisfy Propl: a discrete relaxation of the share-based fairness notion of propor-
tionality. [9] showed that a CE can be rounded to give a Propl and PO allocation. A similar result
was obtained by [6]. Example 1 shows that such an allocation need not be a-EFk for any a, k > 1.

Organization of the remainder of the paper. Section 2 defines the problem formally and
introduces the earning-restricted model. Section 3 presents our results on the existence of allocations



that are (i) 2-EF2 and PO (one lemma in Appendix B) and (ii) (n — 1)-EF1 and PO (deferred to
Appendix C). Section 4 presents our algorithm proving the existence 5-EFX allocations, with one
lemma deferred to Appendix D. Section 5 presents the existence of 3-EFX and PO allocations for
bivalued instances. The existence of EFX and PO allocations of bivalued chores when m < 2n is
discussed in Appendix E. Finally, we show the existence of ER equilibria in Section 6. Appendix A
contains illustrative examples.

2 Preliminaries

Problem instance. An instance (N, M, D) of the chore allocation problem consists of a set
N = [n] of n agents, a set M = [m] of m indivisible chores, and a list D = {d;}icn, where
d; : 2M — R>¢ is agent i’s disutility function over the chores. Let d;; > 0 denote the disutility of
chore j for agent i. We assume disutility functions are additive; thus for every ¢ € N and S C M,
di(S) = > jes dij- An instance is said to be bivalued if there exist a,b € R s.t. dij € {a,b} for
allie N,je M.

Allocation. An integral allocation x = (X1,X2,...,Xy,) is an n-partition of the chores; here
x; € M is the set of chores assigned to agent i, who receives disutility d;(x;). In a fractional
allocation x € [0, 1]"*™, chores are divisible and x;; € [0, 1] denotes the fraction of chore j assigned
to agent i, who receives disutility d;(x;) = > jeM d;;-wi;. We assume allocations are integral unless
specified.

Fairness and efficiency notions. An allocation x is said to be:

1. a-Envy-free up to k chores (a-EFk) if for all i,h € N, there exists S C x; with |S| < k such
that di(Xi \ S) S - di(Xh).

2. a-Envy-free up to any chore (a-EFX) if for all i, h € N and j € x;, di(x; \ {j}) < a - di(xp).

3. Pareto-optimal (PO) if there is no allocation y that dominates x. An allocation y dominates
allocation x if for all i € N, d;(y;) < d;(x;), and there exists h € N such that dp(yr) < dpn(xp)-

4. Fractionally Pareto-optimal (fPO) if there is no fractional allocation that dominates x. An
fPO allocation is clearly PO, but not vice-versa.

2.1 Competitive equilibrium

An instance (N, M, D, e) of a Fisher model for chores consists of a set N of agents, set M of chores,
list D = {d;}ien specifying the disutility functions of the agents, and an earning requirement e; > 0
for each agent i € N. We associate payments p = (p1,...,pm) € RZ; with the chores, i.e. chore j
pays pj. Each agent ¢ aims to earn at least e; by performing chores in exchange for payment. In
a (fractional) allocation x with payments p, the earning of agent i is p(x;) = Zje M Pj- Tij. An
allocation (x,p) is said to be a competitive equilibrium if all chores are allocated and all agents
earn their earning requirement subject to performing chores of least possible disutility. For additive
disutilities, the latter condition can be expressed in terms of disutility-to-payment ratios as follows.

Definition 1. (MPB allocation) For each agent i, the pain-per-buck ratio a;; of chore j is defined
as a;; = di;j/pj, and the minimum-pain-per-buck (MPB) ratio of agent i is then given by «; =
minjeps a;5. Let MPB; = {j € M | d;j/p; = c;} denote the set of chores which are MPB for agent



i for payments p. An allocation (x,p) is called an MPB allocation if for all i € N and j € M,
x;; > 0 implies j € MPB;, i.e., agents are only assigned chores which are MPB for them.

Definition 2. (Competitive equilibrium) We say that (x,p) is a competitive equilibrium (CE) for
the instance (IV, M, D, e) if (i) for all j € M, Y,y xi; = 1, i.e., all chores are completely allocated,
(ii) for all i € N, p(x;) = €;, i.e., each agent receives her earning requirement, and (iii) (x,p) is an
MPB allocation.

The First Welfare Theorem [35] shows that for a competitive equilibrium (x,p) of instance
(N, M, D,e), the allocation x is fPO. Using this fact, we can argue:

Proposition 1. Let (x,p) be an MPB allocation. Then x is fPO.

Proof. We create an associated Fisher market instance I = (N, M, D, e) by defining e; = p(x;) for
each i € N. It is easy to see that (x,p) is a CE for I. By the First Welfare Theorem, x is fPO. [

The above proposition shows that MPB allocations are useful in ensuring efficiency. We now
discuss how such allocations can be utilized for fairness. For an MPB allocation (x,p) where x
is integral, we let p_j(x;) := mingcy, |sj<x P(Xi \ S) denote the payment agent i receives from x;
excluding her k highest paying chores. Likewise, we let p_x(x;) := maxjex, P(x; \ {j}) denote the
payment ¢ receives from x; excluding her lowest paying chore.

Definition 3 (Payment EFk and Payment EFX). An allocation (x, p) is said to be a-payment envy-
free up to k chores (a-pEFk) if for all i, h € N we have p_j(x;) < - p(xp,). Agent ¢ a-pEFk-envies
hif p_j(x;) > a - p(xp).
An allocation (x,p) is said to be a-payment envy-free up any chore (a-pEFX) if for all i,h € N
we have p_x(x;) < a-p(xp). Agent i a-pEFX-envies h if p_x(x;) > a - p(xp).
We derive a sufficient condition for computing an a-EFk/a-EFX and PO allocation.
Lemma 1. Let (x,p) be an MPB allocation where X is integral.
(i) If (x,p) is a-pEFk, then x is a-EFk and fPO.
(ii) If (x,p) is a-pEFX, then x is a-EFX and fPO.

)
)
Proof. Since (x,p) is an MPB allocation, Proposition 1 shows x is fPO. Let «; be the MPB ratio
of agent i in (x,p). Consider any pair of agents i,h € N.

)

(i) If (x,p) is a-pEFE, then:

in  di(x;\S) =i -p_p(xi) <o < a-di(xp),
scmin (xi\ S) = @i - pp(xi) < - - p(xp) < - di(xp)

where the first and last transitions use that (x, p) is on MPB, and the middle inequality uses
that (x,p) is a-pEFk (Definition 3). Thus, x is a-EFk.

(ii) If (x,p) is a-pEFX, then:
lgneixdi(xi \{j}) =i - p-x(xi) <ai-a-p(xp) < a-di(xp),

where the first and last transitions use that (x,p) is on MPB, and the middle inequality uses
that (x,p) is a-pEFX (Definition 3). Thus, x is a-EFX. O



2.2 Earning-restricted equilibrium

We introduce a new concept of earning-restricted (ER) competitive equilibrium for chores. An
instance (N, M, D, e, c) of the ER competitive equilibrium problem consists of a set N = [n] of n
agents, a set M = [m] of m chores, a list D = {d;};,cn of additive agent disutility functions, a list
e = {e;}ien of agent earning requirements, and a list ¢ = {c;};jem of chore earning-restrictions.
Each agent ¢ € N aims to earn at least e¢; > 0 by performing chores in exchange for payment
from the chores. Further, the earning limit ¢; > 0 specifies a limit on the money that agents can
collectively earn from chore j € M.

An equilibrium (x, p) of an ER instance consists of a partial fractional allocation x and a set of
chore payments p such that each agent ¢ earns her earning requirement e; while performing chores
of least possible disutility, with the restriction that the earning from each chore j is at most c;.
Once a chore has paid c¢; to the agents, the rest of the chore is not assigned. Define the earning
vector q € R™™ associated with (x,p) given by ¢;; := p;x;; which denotes the amount agent i
earns from chore j. Let ¢; = >, ¢;j = >, pjzsj denote the total earning from chore j. We now
formally define an ER equilibrium (x, p).

Definition 4 (Earning-restricted equilibrium). Let q be the earning vector associated with an
allocation (x,p). Then (x,p) is an earning-restricted equilibrium of an ER instance (N, M, D, e, c)
if
(i) (Agents) (x,p) is an MPB allocation, i.e., fori € N,j € M, x;; > 0 implies j € MPB;.
Moreover, for each i € N, Zj gij = €.

(it) (Chores) For each j € M, either ), xi; =1 and q; = p; < ¢j, or Y, x5 < 1 and ¢; = ¢j < p;.
In other words, for each j, q¢j = min{p;,c;}.

For notational convenience, we often use both (x,p) and (x, p,q) to denote an ER equilibrium.
See Example 2 for an illustration of an ER equilibrium. Clearly, an ER equilibrium can exist only
if > e <> ; Ci» e, the chores must collectively pay enough so all agents can earn their earning
requirements. In Section 6, we prove that this condition is in fact sufficient for existence.

Theorem 2. Every ER instance (N, M, D, e, c) satisfying ), e; < Zj ¢j admits an ER equilibrium.

3 Existence of 2-EF2 and PO Allocations

In this section, we prove our main result concerning the existence of 2-EF2 and fPO allocations for
all chore allocation instances.

Theorem 3. Any chore allocation instance admits a 2-EF2 and fPO allocation. More precisely,
for every agent the allocation is either 2-EF1 or EF2.

The main idea behind Theorem 3 is to use ER equilibria to compute a fair and efficient allo-
cation. Given a chore allocation instance, we set uniform agent earning requirements e; = 1 and
impose a uniform earning limit of 8 € [1/2,1) on all chores. When m - 8 > n, the feasible earning
condition is satisfied and an ER equilibrium (z, p) exists by Theorem 2. We design a polynomial
time algorithm Algorithm 1 which carefully rounds the fractional allocation z to an integral al-
location x that is approximately-EFk and fPO. With different choices of 8, the rounded integral
allocation satisfies different fairness guarantees. In particular, setting 5 = 1/2 gives a 2-EF2 and
fPO allocation.



Algorithm 1 Earning-Restricted Rounding

Input: Instance (N, M, D) with mf > n; ER equilibrium (y, p) with earning limit g € [1/2,1)
Output: An integral allocation x

>

10:
11:
12:

13:
14:

15:
16:

17:
18:
19:

20:
21:
22:
23:
24:

25:

(z,p) < MakeAcyclic(y,p)

Let G = (N, M, E) be the payment graph associated with (z, p)

Root each tree of G at some agent and orient edges

x; < () for all i € N > Initialize empty allocation
L={jeM:p;<B},H={jeM:p;>p} > Low, High paying chores

— Phase 1: Round leaf chores —
for all leaf chores j do
x; < x; U{j} for i = parent(j); delete j from G
— Phase 2: Allocate L —
for every tree T of G do
for every agent i of T in BF'S order do
if p(x;) > 1 then
for every j € child(i) N H do
Assign j to agent h € child(j) earning most from j among child(j); delete j
while 3j € child(i) N L s.t. p(x; U{j}) <1do
x; < x; U{j}; delete j from G
for every j € child(i) N L do
Assign j to arbitrary agent h € child(yj); delete j from G

— Phase 3: Pruning trees —
for chore j € V(G) N M do
if agent i € child(j) does not earn the most from j among agents in child(j) then
Delete edge (j,4) from G
— Phase 4: Matching to allocate H —
for every tree T'= (N(T) UM (T), E(T)) of G do
h < arg max;e n (1) P(X:)
Compute a matching o of i € N(T') \ {h} to M(T)
for i e N(T')\ {h} do
X; < x; U {U(Z)}

return x

To handle the case of m < 2n, we design a polynomial time algorithm (Algorithm 2), which

computes an EF2 and fPO allocation. Specifically, for any number of chores, Algorithm 2 produces
an fPO allocation in which the number of chores in agent bundles differ by at most one, i.e., is
balanced. Thus, for m < 2n, each agent gets at most two chores and hence the allocation is EF2.
The algorithm starts with an imbalanced allocation and transfers chores from agents with a higher
number of chores to agents with a lower number chores until the allocation is balanced, while

preserving fPO.

3.1 Earning-Restricted Rounding

We now describe Algorithm 1, which rounds a fractional ER equilibrium (y, p) of an instance with
uniform chore earning limit § to an approximately-EFk and fPO allocation.

10



Definition 5 (Payment graph). The payment graph G = (N, M, E) associated with an allocation
(x,p) is a weighted bipartite graph with vertex set V(G) = N U M, and edge set E(G) = {(i,7) :
i € N,j € M,zi; > 0}. The weight of edge (i,7) is p; - xi;, which is the earning of agent i from
chore j.

Algorithm 1 first transforms the given equilibrium into one whose payment graph is acyclic,
i.e., is a collection of trees. This is due to the following lemma, proved in Appendix B.

Lemma 2. There is a polynomial time algorithm MakeAcyclic which takes as input an ER equi-
librium of instance I and returns an another ER equilibrium of I whose payment graph is acyclic.

Given the ER equilibrium (z, p) whose payment graph G is acyclic, Algorithm 1 roots each tree
of G at some agent and orients its edges. For a node v € V(G), let child(v) denote the children
nodes of v and parent(v) denote the parent node of v. Note that the root nodes of trees in G are
agents and the leaf nodes are chores. We let x denote the integral allocation of chores to agents made
by Algorithm 1, which is initially empty. We classify chores into two sets: L = {j € M : p; < 3}
comprising of low cost chores, and H = {j € M : p; > [} comprising of high cost or overpaying
chores. Algorithm 1 proceeds in four phases.

Phase 1 rounds every leaf chore j to their parent agent parent(j) and then deletes j from G.
After this, all chores in G have edges to at least two agents, i.e., are shared chores. Note that there
can be at most (n — 1) shared chores, since G is acyclic.

Phase 2 assigns chores in L. In each tree T' of GG, we visit agents in breadth-first order starting
from the root. At agent i, we first check if p(x;) > 1. Note that this can happen only if i received
the parent(i) chore. If so, we assign every chore j € child(i) to a child agent of j. A chore
j € child(i) N L is assigned to an arbitrary child of j, while j € child(i) N H is assigned to an
agent who earns the most from j among children of j. After this, such an agent ¢ is not assigned
any further chores in the algorithm. Otherwise, if p(x;) < 1 when visiting i, we iteratively assign
the child chores of ¢ in L as long as p(x;) < 1. Any remaining child chore j € L is assigned to an
arbitrary child agent of j. Thus at the end of phase 2, all chores in L have been allocated, and the
graph G is a collection of ‘Phase 2 trees’ whose vertices are agents and chores from H.

Phase 3 prunes Phase 2 trees by deleting certain edges. For every shared chore j € H, we delete
the edge (j,17) for i € child(j) if ¢ does not earn the most from j among the child agents of j. As
a result, we obtain ‘Phase 3’ trees in which each chore j € H is adjacent to exactly two agents.

Phase 4 assigns the remaining shared chores in H. Due to the pruning phase, each Phase 3 tree
T = (N(T)UM(T),E(T)) with |[N(T')| = r agents has exactly |M(T")| = r — 1 shared chores from
H. We identify an agent h € N(T') with the highest earning p(xy), and then assign the (r — 1)
chores of M(T) to the (r — 1) agents of N(T') \ {h} via a matching. Such a matching is possible
because in a Phase 3 tree, each shared chore is adjacent to exactly two agents. Thus during Phase
4, every agent gets at most one chore from H, and all chores are allocated.

Lemma 3. Given an ER equilibrium (y,p) of an instance (N, M, D), Algorithm 1 returns an
integral allocation x in poly(n,m) time.

Proof. Lemma 2 shows that the procedure MakeAcyclic results in an allocation with an acyclic
payment graph in polynomial time. In the following phases, Algorithm 1 assigns all chores to
agents. Each phase takes polynomial time since they involve polynomial time operations such as
BFS in the payment graph or computing a matching in a tree. O

We now analyze the properties of the allocation x returned by Algorithm 1. We first show:

Lemma 4. The allocation x returned by Algorithm 1 is fPO.

11



Proof. Since (z,p) is an ER equilibrium, (z, p) is an MPB allocation. Let Z; = {j : z;; > 0}. Note
that throughout Algorithm 1, x; C Z;. Hence, (x,p) is also an MPB allocation. Consequently,
Proposition 1 implies that x is fPO. O

To analyze fairness properties of x, we first prove upper bounds on agent earnings. Essentially,
the following lemma states that the earning up to one chore of each agent is at most 1, except
when the agent has two chores from H; in the latter case the agent earns at most 1 — 3 from other
chores.

Lemma 5. Let (x,p) be the allocation returned by Algorithm 1 with earning restriction 8 € [1/2,1).
Then for each i € N, either p_1(x;) <1, or |x; N H| =2 and p_a(x;) <1— 5.

Proof. Let x! denote the allocation after Phase ¢, for ¢ € [4]; note that x* = x. Consider an agent
i € N. Let x; be the allocation when Algorithm 1 visits ¢ in Phase 2. Suppose p(%x;) < 1. Then we
have p(x?) < 1 at the end of Phase 2 after i is assigned a subset of child(i) N L. Subsequently, i
can be assigned one more chore in Phase 4. Hence we have p_1(x;) < 1 in this case.

On the contrary, suppose p(X;) > 1. Then Algorithm 1 will not allocate any chore to 7 in Phase
4, and hence x; = x? = %;. Note that either X; = x; or %; = x} U {j}, where j = parent(i). That
is, Xx; includes the chores x} allocated to i in Phase 1, and may include 7’s parent chore j. Recall
that Phase 1 rounds leaf chores to their parent agents, hence XZ-1 comprises of the leaf chores that
are also child chores of 7. Due to the earning restriction of 3, agent i earns exactly 8 from any
chore in x} N H. Since 8> 1/2 and ¢; = 1, we have |x} N H| < 2. We consider three cases:

e |x/ N H|=0. Then we have p(x}) < 1. Hence p_1(%;) < p(%x; \ {i}) < p(x}) < 1.

e x!NH|=1,and let x} " H = {j1}. Then p(x} \ {j1}) < 1 — B, since the earning of i from the
j1 is exactly 8. We consider cases depending on the payment of i’s parent chore j.

— If j ¢ H, then p; < . Hence p_1(%;) = p(%:\{/1}) < p((x; \{j1})U{j}) < (1-B)+B=1.
—Ifj€ Hand j ¢ %;, then p_1(%;) = p(xj \ {i1}) <1 - < L.
— Ifj € H and j € x;, then |x; N H| =2, and p_2(%; \ {j,71}) < p(xz1 \{nH <1-p5.

e [x!NH| = 2. In this case, p(x}) > 283, since i earns exactly 3 from each chore in x} N H. However
since 5 > 1/2 and e; = 1, this case can only arise if 5 = 1/2, in which case i can only be earning
from the two chores in X%. Thus ¢ has no parent chore, and x; = X}. Hence, |x; N H| = 2 and

pP—2(x;) = 0.
This proves the lemma. ]

We next establish lower bounds on agent earnings. These bounds are derived by investigating
the allocation computed by the matching phase (Phase 4). We say agent i loses a chore j if 7 is
earning from j in the fractional solution z but not in the integral allocation x, i.e., z;; > 0 but

j%xl

Lemma 6. Let (x,p) be the allocation returned by Algorithm 1. Then for each agent i € N,
p(xi) > min{5,1 — B}.

Proof. Let (z,p) be the ER equilibrium whose payment graph is acyclic, which is computed before

Phase 1 begins. Let x! denote the allocation after Phase t of Algorithm 1, for ¢ € [4]. Note that

x? = x? since Phase 3 does not assign any chores and only deletes edges in G. Also note x* = x.
Let T = (N(T) UM(T),E(T)) be a Phase 3 tree rooted at agent ig. Since T" is a Phase 3

tree, T has exactly |N(T")| — 1 chores, all of which belong to H. Phase 4 identifies the agent
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h € arg max;e n(r) p(x?), and assigns a chore (i) € H to every agent i € N(T)\ {h} by computing
a matching of M(T) to N(T') \ {h}. Since p; > j for j € H, we have p(x;) > p,(; > B for all
i € N(T)\ {h}. Hence we only need to prove lower bounds on the earning p(x) of the agent h.
Note that x; = X% = X%L, since h is not allocated any chores in Phase 3 or 4. By choice of h, we
also have that p(x;,) > p(x}) = p(x?) for all i € N(T). We now analyze three scenarios.

(i) Some agent i € N(T') lost a child chore j € child(i). Suppose i lost j in Phase 2. If j € H,
then it must be that p(x?) > 1. If j € L, then it must be that p(x?) > 1 — 3; otherwise
we could have assigned j to ¢ in Phase 2. In either case, we have p(xg) > 1 — (3, and hence
p(xp) > p(x?) > 1 — B by choice of h. Note that i cannot lose j € child(i) in Phase 3 since
Phase 3 only deletes edges from a chore to some of its child agents. Thus, p(x;) > 1 - in
this case.

(ii) No agent in N(T') lost a child chore. In this case, no agent in N(T') \ {ip} has lost any
chore they were earning from in (z, p); the root agent iy could have potentially lost its parent
chore jyo = parent(ig). We evaluate the amount of earning iy loses due to losing jg. Suppose
jo € H. Then iy must have lost jy in either Phase 2 or 3 to some agent i’ € child(jp) since
ip was not earning the most from j, among agents in child(igp). Due to the earning limit,
agents can earn at most 8 from jo. Hence the earning from ig from jg is at most 5/2. On the
other hand, if jo € L, then iy earns at most p;, < 8 from jg. In either case, we find that ig
has only lost 5 in earning. Hence the total earning of agents in N(7T') is at least |N(T)| — 3,
while that from the chores in M (T') is at most - (JN(T')| — 1). Hence there is at least one
agent i € N(T) whose earning p(x?) satisfies:

oo INM[=B-8-(INT) 1) _
Pe = ) =
Since p(xp) > p(x?) by choice of h, this implies p(xp) > 1 — f3. O

To conclude, we established that p(x;) > /3 for the agents i that are matched to a chore in Phase
4, or p(xp,) > 1—[ for the agents h that are not matched. Thus, for alli € N, p(x;) > min{g, 1—3}.

Note that the maximum value of the lower bound on agent earnings is given by Lemma 6 is
obtained at # = 1/2. We now prove the main theorem of this section.

Theorem 4. Given an ER equilibrium of an instance (N, M, D) where m > 2n, Algorithm 1 returns

a 2-EF2 and fPO allocation in polynomial time. More precisely, for every agent the allocation is
either 2-EF1 or EF2.

Proof. Let (x,p) be the allocation returned by running Algorithm 1 with an ER equilibrium of the
instance with # = 1/2. Lemma 6 then implies that for every agent i € N, p(x;) > %

Lemma 5 implies that for every agent h € N, either p_i(xp) < 1, or p_ao(xp) <1 -8 = %
Thus for any agent h:

o If p_i1(xp) <1, then x is 2-EF1 for agent h, as p_1(xp) <1 <2 p(x;).
o If p_o(xp) < %, then x is EF2 for agent h, as p_a2(xj) < % < p(xi).

Using Lemma 1, this shows that every agent h is either 2-EF1 or EF2 towards any another agent 1.
Overall, the allocation is 2-EF2. Lemma 4 implies x is fPO and Lemma 3 shows Algorithm 1 runs
in polynomial time. O]

Example 5 shows the tightness of our approach with g = 1/2.
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Algorithm 2 Balanced PO allocation
Input: Chore allocation instance (N, M, D)
Output: An balanced PO allocation x
1: For some agent h € N, set x;, + M, x; + () for i # h
2: For each j € M, set p; < dp;
3: £ <— arg min;e v |x;| > Agent with fewest number of chores
4: while |xp,| > |x/| + 1 do

5: C}, « Vertices reachable from h in the MPB graph of (x, p)

6: if £ € C}, then > Transfer chores along a path in the MPB graph
7 P+ (h=10,J1,81,7J2, - s 0k—1,Jk, ik = £) > Path from h to ¢
8: for 1 <r<kdo

9: X,y < Xi,_, \ {Jr}, Xi, < xi, U{jr} > Chore transfers along path P
10: ¢ < arg min;e N|X;|

11: else > Raise payments of chores in Cp,
12: Y 4 mile N\, jeCrnM %

13: for j € C}, do

14: Pj < 7 Dj

15: return x

3.2 Balanced Chore Allocation

In this section, we show the existence of an EF2 and fPO allocation when m < 2n. For this, we
design Algorithm 2, which computes a balanced fPO allocation for any given instance. Formally,
an allocation x is balanced iff ||x;| — |xp|| < 1 for all agents i, h € N, i.e., the sizes of agent bundles
differ by at most one. In particular, when m < 2n, every agent in a balanced allocation has at most
two chores, so the allocation returned by Algorithm 2 is EF2 and fPO. Similarly, when m < n,
Algorithm 2 returns an EF1 and fPO allocation since every agent has at most one chore.

Definition 6 (MPB graph). The MPB graph G = (N, M, E) associated with an integral MPB
allocation (x,p) is a directed bipartite graph with vertex set V(G) = N U M, and edge set E(G) =
{(7'7.7) S N?J € Mv] € Xi} U {(.777') S N7j € M?] € MPBZ \X’L}

Algorithm 2 first allocates the entire set of chores M to an arbitrary agent h, with the payment
of each chore j set as p; = dj; to ensure the initial allocation is MPB. We make progress towards
achieving a balanced allocation by reducing the number of chores assigned to h, the agent with the
most chores, and increasing the number of chores assigned to ¢, the agent with the fewest chores.
Let Cp, denote the set of vertices in the MPB graph reachable from h. If £ € Cy, i.e., £ is reachable
from A in the MPB graph via a path P = (h = ig, j1,%1,J2, - - - s Jk—1, tk—1, Jk, i = £), then chore j,
is transferred from i,y to i,, for all » € [k]. The result of such transfers is that h has one fewer
chore, ¢ has one more chore, and all other agents maintain the same number of chores. Observe
that since j, € MPB;_, the allocation after the transfers is also MPB. If £ ¢ C},, then we uniformly
raise the payments of all chores in Cj, until a chore j € C}, becomes MPB for an agent ¢ ¢ Cj,. Such
a payment raise respects the MPB condition for all agents, hence the resulting allocation remains
MPB. We repeat payment raises until ¢ is reachable from h. After this, we transfer a chore from
h to ¢ along a path in the MPB graph, and repeat this process until the allocation is balanced.
Algorithm 2 runs in polynomial time, as there are at most m transfers, and there are at most n
payment raises between two transfers.
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Theorem 5. For any instance (N, M, D), Algorithm 2 returns a balanced fPO allocation x in
polynomial time. In particular, x is EF2 and fPO when m < 2n, and EF1 and fPO when m < n.

Proof. Let (x,p) be an allocation in the run of Algorithm 2 before termination. We claim that the
allocation excluding xj, is always a balanced allocation, i.e., for i1,io € N \ h, ||x;| — |xi,|| < 1.
We prove this by induction. Indeed, the initial allocation excluding h is trivially balanced. A chore
transfer step from h to ¢ along a path P only changes the number of chores assigned to h and
£ and no other agents in P. Since ¢ has the fewest chores and gains only one additional chore,
the allocation excluding h remains balanced. Since the payment raise step does not change the
allocation, the claim holds by induction. We next show that while the allocation x is not balanced,
h is the unique agent with the highest number of chores. Since Algorithm 2 has not terminated,
|xn| > |x¢| + 1. Since the allocation excluding h is balanced, we have for i € N \ {h,¢} that
|x;| — |x¢| <1, implying that |x;| < |x;| + 1. This shows |x;| < |xp].

We can now complete the proof for the termination of Algorithm 2. In any chore transfer step,
agent h loses exactly one chore, so |x},| decreases by one. Additionally, |xj| does not change in any
payment raise iteration. Algorithm 2 therefore terminates after at most m chore transfer steps.
We claim that there can be at most n payment raise iterations between chore transfer iterations.
A payment raise step results in an agent i ¢ Cj, getting added to Cj, and does not remove any
agents from C}. Thus, after at most n payment raise steps it must be that ¢ is reachable from
h, and Algorithm 2 performs a chore transfer step. Thus, Algorithm 2 terminates after at most
mn + m iterations. On termination with x, it must be that |x| — |x¢| < 1, implying that the final
allocation is balanced. In particular, if m < 2n, each agent has at most two chores and x is EF2.
Likewise, if m < n, each agent has at most one chore and x is EF1.

Since the initial allocation is MPB, and every transfer step and payment raise preserves the
MPB condition, the resulting allocation is MPB as well. Thus, Proposition 1 shows that the final
allocation is fPO. O

3.3 Approximate-EF1 and PO

We now turn to the existence of approximately-EF1 and PO allocations. The main result of this
section is:

Theorem 6. Any chore allocation instance with n agents admits an (n—1)-EF1 and fPO allocation.

First, we observe from Theorem 5 that if m < n, an EF1 and fPO allocation can be computed
in polynomial time using Algorithm 2. Hence we assume m > n in the remainder of the section.

Following the ideas developed in Section 3.1 which rounds a fractional solution of an ER equi-
librium, the natural approach towards obtaining an approximate-EF1 guarantee is to ensure that
every agent gets at most one overpaying chore in the rounded solution. Clearly, this requires the
number of overpaying chores to be at most n, which cannot be guaranteed for earning limit 5 < 1.
However, Lemma 6 does not show good lower bounds on the agent earnings when g = 1.

To fix this, we design Algorithm 5 (pseudocode in Appendix C) by modifying the rounding
procedure of Algorithm 1. Since m > n, an ER equilibrium with g = 1 exists. Given such an
equilibrium (y, p), Algorithm 5 defines L to be the set of chores with payment at most §/2 =1/2,
and H to be the set of chores with payment exceeding 1/2. We prove that by using the same
rounding procedure but with L and H defined this way, we obtain an integral MPB allocation
(x,p) where p_1(x;) < 1 and p(x;) > ﬁ for all agents i« € N. Using Lemma 1, this implies
that x is 2(n — 1)-EF1 and fPO.
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Theorem 7. Given an ER equilibrium for an instance (N,M,D) where m > n, Algorithm 5
returns a 2(n — 1)-EF1 and fPO allocation in polynomial time.

Algorithm 5 and its analysis is presented in Appendix C. In Example 4, we show a lower bound
on our approach with 8 = 1 by presenting an instance for which no rounding of the ER equilibrium
is (n —1—49)-EF1, for any 6 > 0. In Appendix C, we close this gap in the approximation factor by
designing an improved algorithm.

Theorem 8. Given an ER equilibrium of an instance with m > n, an (n — 1)-EF1 and fPO
allocation can be found in polynomial time.

4 Existence of 5-EFX Allocations

In this section, we prove our main result on approximately-EFX allocations of chores.
Theorem 9. Any chore allocation instance admits a 5-EFX allocation.

We note that for instances with m < 2n, a polynomial time algorithm computing an EFX
allocation is known to exist [30]; we refer to their algorithm as EFXMatching.

Theorem 10 ([30]). There is a polynomial time algorithm EFXMatching which computes an EFX
allocation for chore allocation instances with m < 2n chores.

With the above result, it only remains to establish Theorem 11 for instances with m > 2n.
For this setting, we design a polynomial time algorithm Algorithm 3, which computes a 5-EFX
allocation for a chore allocation instance with m > 2n, given its ER equilibrium with earning limit

B=1/2.
Theorem 11. Given an ER equilibrium of a chore allocation instance with m > 2n and earning
limit 5 =1/2, Algorithm 3 returns a 5-EFX allocation in polynomial time.

Theorems 10 and 11 together prove Theorem 9. The remainder of this section is devoted to
proving Theorem 11. We start by providing an overview of Algorithm 3.

4.1 Algorithm Overview

Algorithm 3 first runs Algorithm 1 on the given ER equilibrium (y, p) with earning limit 5 = 1/2
to obtain a 2-EF2 and fPO allocation (x,p). As in Section 3, we classify chores based on their
payments as L = {j € M : p; <1/2} and H = {j € M : p; > 1/2}. Thus L is the set of low
cost chores, and H is the set of high cost or overpaying chores, whose payment exceeds the earning
limit 8 = 1/2.

We partition the bundle of each agent ¢ as x; = S; U H;, where S; C L and H; C H. For
B =1/2, Lemmas 5 and 6 imply that for all agents i € N, (x,p) satisfies p(x;) > 1/2, and either
p-1(x;) <1, 0r |x; N H| =2 and p_a(x;) < 1/2. Thus, for any i € N:

* p(x;) =p(S;UH;) >1/2.
o If HZ' = (Z), p(Xi) = p(SZ) < 3/2.
o If H; # 0, p(S;) <1.

Let Ny denote the set of agents who are assigned overpaying chores. Notice that if Ny = (),
the above properties imply that x is 3-EFX. Thus, x may not be O(1)-EFX only because of agents
in Ny who are assigned one or more overpaying chores. Therefore, our algorithm must address the
O(1)-EFX envy of agents in Npg.
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Algorithm 3 Computes a 5-EFX allocation
Input: Instance (N, M, D) with m > 2n and its ER equilibrium (y,p) with g =1/2
Output: An integral allocation x

1. (x,p) « Algorithm 1(y, p)

2 L={jeM:p;<1/2}, H={je M:p; >1/2} > Low, High paying chores
3: Partition each x; = .S; U H;, where S; C L and H; C H

4: 7' + EFX allocation of H to N using EFXMatching

5: Partition agents into N, N}{, NJ%I using Definition 8

6: H' « UZEN}{Z;

7: (z,q) + Min cost matching of H' to N};, and associated dual variables
8: For each i € N}I, X; + S;Uz;

9: For each i ¢ N}{, x; < S; Uz

10: while 3i € N}, not 4-EFX do

11: i <+ argmin{q(zp) : h € N} not 4-EFX}

12: ¢ < argmin{d;(xp) : h € N}

13: Perform (i,¢) swap: x; < x; Uxy \ 2z, Xp < 2;

14: return x

Chore swaps. For simplicity, let us assume that all agents in Ny are assigned a single overpaying
chore. Consider an agent ¢ with H; = {j;}, who is not 4-EFX in x. To fix the 4-EFX envy that 4
has towards other agents, we introduce the idea of a chore ‘swap’:

Definition 7. Consider an allocation x in which an agent i € Ny is not 4-EFX. Let j; be the
overpaying chore in x;. Let ¢ be the agent who i envies the most, i.e. £ = argmin{h € N : d;(xp)}.
An (i,£) swap on the allocation x results in an allocation X' obtained by transferring all the chores
of £ to i, and transferring the chore j; from i to £. That is, x; = x; Ux, \ {ji}, x¢ = {Jji}, and
X}, = xp, for all h # {i,(}.

We claim that immediately after the (i,¢) swap, i is 4-EFX towards all agents. To see this, let
us scale the disutility function of each agent so that every agent has MPB ratio 1. This allows us
to measure payments and disutilities on the same scale. Let x” be the allocation resulting from an
(¢,£) swap on x. Note that x; = x; Ux, \ {ji} = S; Uxy, and x), = {j;}, while x} = x, for all
h # {i,¢}. Since p(S;) < 1 and p(x¢) > 1/2, we have that d;(x};) < 3-d;(x¢). By the choice of ¢, for
any h # {i,0}, di(x¢) < di(xp) = di(x),). Thus d;(x;) < 3 - d;(x},), showing that ¢ does not 3-EFX
envy (and hence 4-EFX envy) agent h after the swap. Similarly, the fact that ¢ is 4-EFX envious of
the bundle x, establishes a lower bound on the disutility of j; for ¢, which we can use to prove that
i will not 4-EFX envy xj, = {j;} after the swap. Moreover, agent ¢ is EFX after the swap since she
has a single chore.

In conclusion, after an (i, ) chore swap, both agents i and ¢ are 4-EFX, i.e., the O(1)-EFX envy
of agent ¢ is temporarily resolved. The above idea suggests repeatedly performing chore swaps
until the allocation is O(1)-EFX. However, two things remain unclear: (i) how to address agents
in Ny with two overpaying chores, and (ii) whether an agent ¢ who underwent a swap develops
EFX-envy subsequently in the run of the algorithm. Our algorithm addresses both these issues by
separately treating overpaying chores and the agents to whom they are assigned, and using clever
design choices.

Re-allocating overpaying chores. Observe that p(S;) < O(1)-p; for any agent i and overpaying
chore j € H. This means that for any agent 7, the chores in .5; have cumulatively less than any single
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overpaying chore, up to a constant factor. Thus we should ‘balance’ out the envy created among the
agents due to an imbalanced allocation of the overpaying chores. To do this, we compute an EFX
allocation z’ of the overpaying chores H. That this is possible since there at most 2n overpaying
chores, i.e., |[H| < 2n as each agent has at most two overpaying chores in the rounded allocation.
We now classify the agents as follows:

Definition 8. (Classification of Agents in Algorithm 3) Agents are classified as:
e Ny ={i€ N:|z}| =0}, i.e. agents with no overpaying chores.
o Ny ={ie N:|zl| =1}, i agents with a single overpaying chore.
o N4 ={i€ N:|zl| > 2}, i.e. agents with at least two overpaying chores.

Note that agents in NI2{ can have more than two overpaying chores since we re-allocated the
overpaying chores via the EFX allocation z’. However, since z’ is EFX, it cannot be that both
N% # () and Np, # 0.

Having re-allocated the overpaying chores H, we add back the chores from L to obtain the
allocation x’ given by x, = S; Uz, for all agents i. We note that each agent agent i € N7 is
actually O(1)-EFX in x’: since p(S;) < O(1) - p(z}), we have that d;(x}) < O(1) - d;(z}). Since 2z’
is EFX and 7 has at least two overpaying chores, we have that d;(z}) < 2 - d;(z},) for all k. Thus
di(x}) < O(1)-d;(x},). This proves a surprising property of the allocation x’: the agents in N who
have two or more overpaying chores are actually O(1)-EFX! The EFX re-allocation of the H chores
thus leaves us to tackle the agents in N }{ with exactly one overpaying chore. For these agents, we

use chore swaps as described earlier.

Performing swaps involving N }I agents. Consider an (i,f) swap between an agent i € N }I
who was not 4-EFX and the agent ¢ who i envied the most. We argued that after the swap
D; < 4-d;(j;), where D; is the disutility of ¢ after the swap, and j; € H is the overpaying chore of
i that was transferred to ¢. Consider a subsequent swap (h, k) between h € N 11{ and k € N, after
which the overpaying chore j, € H of agent h is (the only chore) assigned to k. Roughly speaking,
since ¢ was 4-EFX after the (i,¢) swap, ¢ does not 4-EFX envy k’s bundle before the swap. Hence,
i will not envy h after the (h, k) swap. However, it could happen that i develops O(1)-EFX envy
towards k after the (h, k) swap, if the swaps are made arbitrarily. But observe that if ¢’s disutility
for jj, is at least that of j;, then we will have that D; < 4-d;(j;) < 4-d;(jn), showing that ¢ will not
4-EFX envy k. This observation suggests that we can avoid agents who participate in a swap from
becoming envious again by performing swaps in a carefully chosen order. This order depends on the
disutilities of N}, agents for the set H' of overpaying chores assigned to them, i.e., H' = U,¢ NY z).

To determine this order, we re-allocate H' to the N }{ agents by computing an fPO allocation
(z,q), where every agent in N }I gets exactly one chore of H' in z, and q is the set of supporting
payments. We show in Lemma 7 that such an allocation z can be found by solving a linear program
for minimum cost matching, and the payments q can be computed from the dual variables of this
program. Algorithm 3 then performs chore swaps in the following order: at each time step ¢, among
all the agents in N }{ who are not 4-EFX, we pick the agent ¢ with the overpaying chore with the
minimum payment q(z;), and perform an (i,¢) swap. An involved analysis shows that this design
choice ensures Algorithm 3 does not cause an agent in NV }{ to re-develop 4-EFX envy. Algorithm 3
thus terminates in at most n steps.

With the above ideas, we argue that the resulting allocation x is 5-EFX: (i) agents in IV }{ are
addressed via swaps, (ii) agents in N7 remain 5-EFX during swaps, and (iii) agents in Ny, are 3-EFX
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since their earning is at most 3/2 and every agent has an earning of at least 1/2; the latter property
is maintained during every swap as well. Thus, Algorithm 3 returns a 5-EFX allocation.

4.2 Algorithm Analysis

We begin by providing a recap of Algorithm 3. In Phase 1, we compute a 2-EF2 and fPO allocation
(x', p) using the Algorithm 1 algorithm. We normalize the disutilities so that the MPB ratio of each
agent is 1 for the payment vector p. We then partition the chores of each agent i as x;, = S; U H,
where S; C L contains low cost chores and H; C H contains overpaying chores. In Phase 2,
we re-allocate H by computing an EFX allocation z’, and categorize agents into N }I,N?{ and Np,
depending on the number of H chores they are assigned (see Definition 8). We further re-compute
a matching z of the chores H' = UiGN}{Zg to agents in N}I, and let q be a set of payments of chores
in H' such that (z,q) is on MPB. The following lemma (proved in Appendix D) shows that such
an allocation (z,q) is computable in polynomial time.

Lemma 7. Given a chore allocation instance with m = n chores, an MPB allocation (z,q) where
|zi| =1 for each i € N can be computed in polynomial time.

In Phase 3, we perform swaps (Definition 7) involving agents in N }{ which are not 4-EFX. In
each step, we pick the 4-EFX envious agent i € N}, with the minimum q(z;).

Let x be the allocation computed at the end of Phase 2, before any Phase 3 swaps are performed.
For t € Z>o, we use the phrase ‘at time step t’ to refer to the t*" iteration of the while loop of
Algorithm 3, and use it interchangeably with ‘just before the swap at time step t’. Let x! denote
the allocation at time step t, with x = x". We first prove a few basic invariants maintained by
Algorithm 3.

Lemma 8. At any time step t in the run of Algorithm 3, we have:
(i) For any agent i € N, p(x}) > 1/2.
(ii) If an agent i € N%I U N1, has participated in a swap at time t' < t, then i is EFX at t.
(ii) Any agent i € N% is 5-EFX.

(11i) Any agent i € N, is 3-EFX.

Proof. We first prove claim (i) by an inductive argument. For the allocation (x’,p) obtained by
rounding the ER equilibrium, we have that p(x}) > 1/2. This continues to remain true at time
step t = 0 after the overpaying chores are re-allocated in Phase 2, since each overpaying chore pays
at least 1/2. Suppose claim (i) holds at time step ¢ before an (i,¢) swap takes place. After the
swap, £ is assigned an overpaying chore, hence p(xZH) > 1/2. Moreover, since i receives chores
earlier assigned to ¢, we have p(x/*!) > p(x}) > 1/2, where we used the inductive hypothesis at
time ¢. Thus, claim (i) holds at every time step in the run of the algorithm.

For claim (ii), observe that an agent i € N3 U N, can only participate in a swap of the form
(h,i), where h € N};. Then i is EFX immediately after the swap since i is assigned a single chore.
This remains true even after subsequent swaps that ¢ participates in, and hence ¢ remains EFX at
any time step of the algorithm.

Since the allocation of overpaying chores z’ is EFX, we must have that N # () and N, # 0
cannot both be true. We first assume NZ # () and prove claim (ii). In this case, N, = (. Consider
an agent ¢ € N121- If ¢ participated in an (h,i) swap before ¢, then i is EFX at ¢ due to claim
(ii). Hence we assume that ¢ € NIQ{ did not participate in any swap, and thus x! = S; Uz]. Let
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Jo = argminje,, d;(j). Since i € N%, z.\ {j} # 0. Consider any other agent h € N at time step t.
We have that Xz D z) for some k € N since an agent participating in a chore swap always swaps
all of her overpaying chores. We now show that ¢ is 5-EFX towards h as follows.

di(xt) = di(S;) + di(z}) (since 7 did not undergo any swap)
< p(Si) + di(z; \ {jo}) + di(jo)
< p(Si) +2-di(z; \ {jo}) (since 2 \ {jo} # 0 and jo = arg?g? di(7))
< p(S) +2- i) (since 7 is EFX)
<242 di(s}) (using p(S:) < 3/2)
<5-d;(z},) (using p(z},) > 1/2 since z), C H)
< 5-di(xh) (since x}, Dz}, ).

Finally, we assume Ny, # () and prove claim (iii). In this case, N4 = (). Consider an agent
i € Np. As before, if 7 participated in a swap at a time before ¢, then 7 is EFX at ¢ due to claim
(ii). Hence we assume that i € Ny, did not participate in any swap, and thus x! = S;. Consider
any other agent h € N at time step t. We show that i is 3-EFX towards h as follows.

di(x}) = p(S;) (since x! = x, = S; is on MPB)

i
< g <3-p(x}) (since claim (ii) shows p(x}') > 1/2))
< 3-di(xh). (using the MPB condition)
This proves the lemma. O
The above lemma shows that N%I and Ny agents are 5-EFX and we need to address the NV }1
agents. Let us examine the change in disutility of agent ¢ € N }I after an (i,¢) swap.

Lemma 9. Suppose i € N}I participates in an (i,£) swap for the first time at time step t. Then,
d;(xit1) < 4-di(z;), and i is 4-EFX immediately after the swap.

Proof. Since i has not undergone a swap until time step ¢, we have x! = S; U z;. By definition of
swap, we have x/*! = S, U xi, Xerl = z;, and x),'" = x|, for all h ¢ {i,¢}. Since i is not 4-EFX
towards ¢ at time ¢, we know d;(x%) > 4 - d;(x}). We prove the first part of the lemma using the
above observations.

di(xiT) = di(S;) + di(xh)

(using d;(x}) > 4 - d;(x}))

= d;(S;) 1 (since x! = S; U z;)
) 1
= 4S8 + ;- dizi)
1
= Z -p(S;) + 1 di(z;) (since d;(S;) = p(.S;) using the MPB condition)
1 1
< 15 di(2) + = - dy(z) (using p(S;) < 3/2 and di(z) > 1/2)

By the choice of ¢, it holds that d;(x}) > d;(x}) for h € N \ £. We next prove that ¢ is 4-EFX
in the allocation x'*! after the swap.
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e iis 4-EFX towards £, since d;(x™') < 4 - d;(z;) as argued previously and x,™ = z;.

e i is 4-EFX towards an agent h € N \ ¢, since:

di (XY = d;(Si) + di(xh) (since x/T! = S; Uxh)
=p(S;) + di(xh) (since d;(S;) = p(S;) using the MPB condition)
< 5+ dilx) (using p(S:) < 2)
< 3-p(xh) + di(xh) (since p(x}) > 1/2 by Lemma 8)
< 4-di(xh) (since the MPB condition implies d;(x}) > p(x}))
<4-di(xh) =4 di(xi. (by choice of ¢)

O]

The above lemma shows that an agent i € N}; is 4-EFX immediately after the first (i, £) swap
she participates in. Next, we argue that such an agent cannot develop 4-EFX envy again. The key
idea was to choose among all N 11{ agents who are not 4-EFX| the agent ¢ with minimum q(z;). Let
«; denote the MPB ratio of i in (z,q). Note that |z;| =1 for all i € N};. For an (i,£) swap at time
step t, we let ¢, = q(z;) denote the payment of the overpaying chore z; transferred from i to £. We
now prove the following set of invariants of Algorithm 3.

Lemma 10. At any time step t in the while loop of Algorithm 3, the following hold:
(i) Every agent i has participated in at most one (i,£) swap until time t.
(i1) If an agent i has participated in an (i,£) swap at time t' < t, then i is 4-EFX at t.
(iii) If an agent i € N}, is not 4-EFX at t, then q(z;) > q1—1.
(iv) ¢ > q-1>--->q > qo:=0.

Proof. We prove this by induction on ¢t. Since no agent has participated in a swap before t = 1
and ¢op = 0, claims (i)-(iv) are vacuously true at t = 1. Suppose claims (i)-(iv) hold true at some
time step ¢ > 1. Consider a swap (4, ¢) taking place at t. We prove that claims (i)-(iv) hold at time
(t+ 1) after the swap has taken place.

(i) Suppose i has already participated in a swap at time ¢ < ¢, then claim (ii) of the induction
hypothesis implies that i is 4-EFX at time ¢, contradicting the fact that an (i, ¢) swap takes
place at t. Thus i participates in her first swap at ¢. Together with claim (i) of the induction
hypothesis for an agent h # i, this establishes claim (i) at time (¢ + 1).

(ii) We will prove that every agent h who has participated in a swap at time ¢’ < (¢+1) is 4-EFX
t (t 4+ 1). We first consider the case of h = i. Note that Lemma 9 implies that ¢ is 4-EFX
after the swap at t, i.e., i is 4-EFX at time (¢ + 1).

Next we prove the claim for agents h # i. Suppose an agent h # ¢ participated in a swap of
the form (h, k) at time ¢ < (t + 1) is 4-EFX at (¢t 4+ 1). Since h # i, and the (i, ¢) swap takes
place at time ¢, we know t' < t. We therefore apply claim (ii) of the induction hypothesis
to obtain that h is 4-EFX at time ¢. In particular, this shows that at time (¢ + 1), agent h
remains 4-EFX towards all agents h' # {i,¢} who don’t participate in the (i,¢) swap at time
t. Moreover, since h is 4-EFX towards the bundle x@ and x§ 412 xz, h remains 4-EFX towards
agent i after the swap at (t + 1).
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It remains to be shown that h is 4-EFX towards agent ¢ at time (¢ + 1). By claim (i) of
the induction hypothesis, h does not participate in swaps during times [t' + 1,¢]. Thus
xzﬂ = xzﬂ Then, Lemma 9 implies that dj(x t'H) <4 -dp(zp). Using the MPB condition
for the fPO allocation (z,q), we get that d(zn) = anq(zy). Using q(z,) = g, we conclude
that dh(x?l) < 4-qapqy. With this, the following chain of inequalities shows that h remains
4-EFX towards ¢ at (¢t + 1).

dh(xzﬂ) <4-apqy (as argued above)
<4-apq (using claim (iv) of the induction hypothesis)
=4 - apq(z), (using q(zi) = 1)
<4-dp(z;), (using the MPB condition)
< 4-dp(xit. (since x,t! = z;)

This proves that claim (ii) holds at time (¢ + 1).

111 e prove that for an agent h € who 1s not 4- at time (¢+1), 1t holds that q(zp) > q:.

iii) Wi hat f h € N}; who i 4-EFX at time (t+1), it holds th >
Clearly, h # i. Moreover, claim (ii) proved above shows that h has not participated in a swap
at any time step ¢’ < ¢t + 1. Thus, x?l = S, Uzp. Thus we have:

dp(x},"1) = dn(Sn) + dn(zn) (using x;"" = Sy U zp)
= p(Sp) + dn(zn) (since dp,(Sp) = p(Sh))
3 3
< 5 +dn(zn) (using p(Sh) < ) (1)
1
< 4-dy(zn) (using d(zp) > 3)
=4-apq(zp). (using the MPB condition for (z,q))

If h was not 4-EFX at t, then q(zp) > q(z;), since Algorithm 3 chose to perform a swap
involving i instead of h. Thus q(zy) > q(z;) = ¢ in this case.

On the other hand, suppose h was 4-EFX at ¢t. Since h is not 4-EFX at (¢ + 1), h became

envious at (¢ + 1) due to the (i,£) swap at t. Since x,™' D x}, h does not 4-EFX envy i at
(t +1). This implies that h 4-EFX envies ¢ at time (¢ + 1).

Thus,
4-apq(zy) > dp(x)) (using Eq. (1))
>4 - dp(x)t) (since h 4-EFX envies ¢) @)
=4-dp(z) (using claim (i))
=4-apq:. (using the MPB condition of (z,q))

Dividing each side by 4 - «,, we obtain q(zy) > ¢, as claimed.

(iv) Consider a swap (h, k) taking place at (¢ + 1). Since h is not 4-EFX at (¢ 4+ 1), we have that
a(zp) > ¢ by claim (iii) proved above. Thus g1 := q(z,) > ¢. With claim (iv) of the
induction hypothesis at ¢, we obtain ¢;:+1 > g > --- > q1 > qo, as desired. O

We can now prove the main result of this section.
Theorem 11. Given an ER equilibrium of a chore allocation instance with m > 2n and earning

limit B = 1/2, Algorithm 3 returns a 5-EFX allocation in polynomial time.
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Proof. Algorithm 3 runs as long as there is an agent i € N}{ who is not 4-EFX. Lemma 18 shows
that once an agent 1 € N [1_1 who participates in an (i, £) swap, she remains 4-EFX in the subsequent
run of the algorithm. Thus, there can only be n swap steps before the algorithm terminates.

We argue that the resulting allocation is 5-EFX. If an agent ¢ € N 11{ is not 4-EFX, then the
algorithm would not have terminated. Thus, all agents in N}I are 4-EFX upon termination of the
algorithm. Finally, Lemma 8 shows that the agents in leq are 5-EFX and agents in Ny, are 3-EFX
throughout the run of the algorithm. In conclusion, given an ER equilibrium for a chore allocation
instance with m > 2n, Algorithm 3 returns a 5-EFX allocation in polynomial time. 0

5 Approximate EFX and PO for Bivalued Instances

We now turn to the problem of computing (approximately-)EFX and PO allocations for bivalued
instances. Recall that in a bivalued instance (N, M, D) there exist a,b € R>g s.t. d;; € {a,b}. Note
that we can re-scale the disutilities so that d;; € {1,k}, where k > 1. We refer to such an instance
as a {1, k}-bivalued instance. The main result of this section is that:

Theorem 12. Any bivalued instance admits a 3-EFX and fPO allocation.

To prove Theorem 12, we design and analyze two algorithms: Algorithm 4, which computes a
3-EFX and PO allocation when m > 2n; and Algorithm 6 which computes an EFX and PO allocation
when m < 2n. Both algorithms begin with initial allocations with certain desirable properties and
perform subsequent chore transfers to achieve (approximate-)EFX and PO. Algorithm 4 begins
with the 2-EF2 and PO allocation obtained by rounding an ER equilibria using Algorithm 1, while
Algorithm 6 begins with the balanced allocation obtained using Algorithm 2. Before discussing our
algorithms, we note that the bivalued nature of the instance allows us to prove some important
properties of any competitive equilibrium (x, p).

Lemma 11. Let (x,p) be a CE of a {1, k}-bivalued instance with p = min; p;. Then:
(i) For every j € M, p <p; < pk.
(ii) Let j € x; be s.t. p; € (p, pk). Then for all j’ € x;, pj = p;.

Proof. For any j € M, p; > p follows from the definition of p. Suppose for some j; € M, p;, > pk.
desg o dejy
Pjo — Pji

Let jo € x; be such that pj, = p. Then the MPB condition for agent ¢ implies that

This implies dﬁ—j_o < Zﬂ < % However this is a contradiction since d;; € {1,k} for all i € N,j € M.
J1

J1
This proves (i).
For (ii), suppose 3j, j' € x; s.t. p; € (p, pk) and pjs # p;. Then the MPB condition for ¢ implies
that % = d;?', implying that % = %. Since d;j,d;;» € {1,k}, we know % € {1/k,1,k}. Since
J J iJ J
p;j # pjr, we have % € {1/k,k}. Thus pj = kp; or py = pj/k. Since p; € (p, pk) and k > 1, this
J

implies either p;; > kp or p;; < p, both of which contradict (i). O

5.1 3-EFX and PO for m > 2n

We first present Algorithm 4: a polynomial-time algorithm that computes a 3-EFX and fPO allo-
cation for a bivalued instance with m > 2n, given its ER equilibrium (y, p) as input. Algorithm 4
first rounds (y, p) using Algorithm 1 with the chore earning limit set as 5 = 1/2. The resulting
allocation x° is already a good starting point: it is fPO, and Lemmas 5 and 6 with 3 = 1/2 show
its fairness properties.
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Lemma 12. The allocation (x°, p) is fPO and satisfies:
(i) For alli€ N, p(x¥) > 1/2.
(i) For all h € N, either p_1(x%) <1, or [x) N {j:p; > 1/2} =2 and p_2(x)) < 1/2.
Let p = min; p; be the minimum chore payment.
Lemma 13. The minimum chore payment satisfies p < 1/2.

Proof. Let ¢; = min{p;,1/2} be the earning from chore j € M. If p > 1/2, then p; > 1/2
for all j, implying that ¢; = 1/2. Hence, the total earning from chores is Zj q; = %. Since

Zj qj = >, ei = n, we obtain that n = %, which contradicts our assumption that m > 2n. O

The next lemma shows that if the largest chore payment is small, x" is already fair.
Lemma 14. If pk < 1/2, then x° is 3-EF.
Proof. If pk <1, then p; <1/2 for all j € M by Lemma 11. Lemma 12 then implies that:
(i) For alli € N, p(x?) > 1/2.
(ii) For all h € N, p_1(x9) < 1, or p_a(x)) < 1/2. Thus p(xY) < max{l + 1,1 +2
<

ol N

We therefore have that (x°, p) is 3-EF, since for any i,h € N, we have p(x9) < 3

Thus, Algorithm 4 simply returns (x°,p) if pk < 1/2. Hence, we assume pk > 1/2 in the
subsequent discussion. Note that p < 1/2 by Lemma 13.

Definition 9. (Classification of Chores and Agents in Algorithm 4) Chores are categorized as:
o L={je M:p;=np},ie., low paying or L-chores. Note p; = p < 1/2 for all j € L.
e H=1{je M :pj=pk},ie., high paying or H-chores. Note p; = pk > 1/2 for all j € H.
o M'=M\(LUH)={j €M :pje€ (p,pk)}, or M'-chores.

Lemma 11 (ii) shows that agents can either be assigned chores from M’ or from L and H, but not
both. With this observation, we classify agents into four categories given an allocation (x,p):

e N; ={ie N:x; C L}, ie., agents who are only assigned L-chores.

e N, ={ieN:|x;NH|=1},ie., agents who are assigned exactly one H-chore.
e N3} ={ie N:|x;NH| =2}, ie., agents who are assigned exactly two H-chores.
e Ng={ie N:x; C M}, ie., agents who are only assigned M’-chores.

Let Ny =N 11{ U NIQJ. We begin by exploring the source of EFX-envy in x°. We prove a general
lemma concerning the EFX-envy of agents in Njp.

Lemma 15. Consider an allocation (x,p) s.t. x; = X} for all i € Ny and p(xp) > 1/2 for all
h € N. Then x is 2-EFX for any i € Ny.

Proof. Consider an agent i € Ny. As per Lemma 12, we consider two cases regarding x:
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Algorithm 4 3-EFX + PO for bivalued instances with m > 2n
Input: {1, k}-bivalued instance with m > 2n, its ER equilibrium (y,p) with g =1/2
Output: An integral allocation x

I: (x,p) + Run Algorithm 1 with (y, p)

2: p 4= min; p;

3: if pk <1/2 then return x > x is 3-EFX by Lemma 14
4 L={jeM:pj=p}, H={j€M:p; =pk} > Low, High paying chores
5: Classify agents as N, Ni;, N%, No (See Definition 9)

— Phase 1: Address NIQJ agents —
while Ji € NI% not 3-EFX do
{ < agent 3-EFX-envied by ¢ > Lemma 19 shows £ € N,
if p(x¢) > 1 then S <« j; for some j; € xy
else S <+ 0
10: jexiNH
11: X@(—X@\SU{j}
12: X,(—XZUS\{]}
132 N} + NLU{i,0}, N3 «+ Ni\ {i}, N «+ N\ {¢}
— Phase 2: Address N}{ agents —
14: while 3i € N}{ not 3-EFX do
15: ¢ < argmin{p(xp) : h € N s.t. i 3-EFX envies h} > Lemma 19 shows ¢ € Ny,
16: jex;NH
17: x; <~ x; Uxp\ {7}
18: xyp < {j}
19: N+ NLU{\ {i}, N+ Npu {i}\ {¢}

20: return x

(i) p—1(x?) < 1. Since Lemma 18 implies that p(xj) > 1/2 for any h € N, we obtain that
p-1(xY) <2 p(xp). Thus i is 2-pEFX and hence 2-EFX towards any h € N by Lemma 1.

(i) x9N {j:p; > 1/2} = 2 and p_2o(x}) < 1/2. Let xI N {j : p; > 1/2} = {j1,52}. By
Lemma 11, all chores in x) have the same payment p’ € (p, pk). Hence p;, = pj, = p' > 1/2.
Thus p_2(x}) < 1/2 implies that x?\ {j : p; > 1/2} =0, i.e., x¥ = {J1, j2}-

Suppose i is not EFX towards an agent h € N. If 3j € xj, s.t. d;; = k, then maxjrcx, d;(x; \
{7/'}) <k = d;ij < di(xp), implying that ¢ is EFX towards h. On the contrary, if Vj € xp,
d;; = 1, then the MPB condition for agent i implies C}lf# < % for j € xp. This gives:

J

J1
k-p;j < pj < pk, implying p; < p. This contradicts the definition of p. O]

Since p(xY) > 1/2 for all h € N by Lemma 12, the above lemma shows that x° is 2-EFX for
agents in Ny. Next, we show that x° is also 2-EFX for agents in N7.

Lemma 16. x° is 2-EFX for agents in N..

Proof. Consider an agent i € Np. Since x! C L, p_x(x}) = p_1(x?). Lemma 12 implies that

)

p_1(x?) <1<2 p(xY) for any h € N. This shows i is 2-EFX towards any h € N. O

If H=10, N = NyUNr. Thus x° is 2-EFX, and Algorithm 4 will simply return x°. Hence, we
assume H # () in the subsequent discussion. Lemmas 15 and 16 show that x° is 2-EFX for agents in

25



NoU Ny. Hence if x% is not 3-EFX, some agent in Ny must 3-EFX-envy another agent. Intuitively,
an agent ¢ € Ny 2-EFX-envies another agent ¢ since ¢ has one or two high-paying H-chores in
addition to some low-paying L-chores. Algorithm 4 addresses the EFX-envy of these agents by
swapping some chores between agents ¢ and ¢, and does so in two phases.

In Phase 1, Algorithm 4 addresses agents in NIQJ. An agent i € N12{ has two H-chores, and earns
at most 1/2 from L-chores. We show in Lemma 19 that if ¢ 3-EFX-envies an agent ¢, we must have
¢ € Ni. We then transfer one H-chore from ¢ to ¢, and if needed, transfer a single L-chore from ¢
to 7 so that both agents earn at most 1 from their L-chores. We show that such a swap preserves
that the allocation is MPB. After the swap, both ¢ and ¢ are added to N }I and removed from Nfl
and N, respectively. This implies that Phase 1 terminates after at most n/2 swaps, after which
the allocation is 3-EFX for all agents in N.

In Phase 2, Algorithm 4 addresses agents in N}{. An agent i € N }1 has one H-chore, and earns
at most 1 from L-chores. Once again, Lemma 19 shows that if ¢ 3-EFX-envies an agent ¢, then
£ € Nr. We then transfer the H-chore from 4 to ¢, and transfer all the chores of ¢ to 7. As before,
we argue that such a swap preserves that the allocation is MPB. After the swap, i gets added to
Ny, and removed from N }I, while £ is added to N }{ and removed from Ny,. Since £ is now assigned a
single H-chore, ¢ does not EFX-envy any agent. This implies that Phase 2 terminates after at most
n swaps since the number of agents in N}; who are not 2-EFX strictly decreases. The resulting
allocation is 3-EFX for all agents in N }{

Lastly, we show that throughout the algorithm, agents in Ny are 3-EFX towards all other agents
(Lemma 15), agents in Ny, are 3-EFX towards all other agents (Lemma 22), and those in Ny are
3-EFX towards agents in Ny U Ny (Lemma 19). Since the algorithm addresses 3-EFX-envy from
agents in Ny towards those in Nz in at most 3n/2 swaps, it terminates with a 3-EFX and fPO
allocation.

We now formally prove the above claims. We begin by recording a lemma regarding the MPB
ratio «; of an agent i € N;, U Ng.

Lemma 17. Assume H # (). Then:
(i) For alli € Np, o =1/p. Moreover for every j € H, d;j =k and j € MPB,.
y , 11
(i) For alli € Nu, a; € {5, ¢}
(iii) For alli € Ny, if x; \ H # 0 then a; = 1/p.
Proof. Let jo € H with p; = pk. For (i), consider i € Ny, and let j € x;. Since j € L, p; = p. The

MPB condition for ¢ implies %7 < %. This gives kd;; < d;j,. Since d;j,d;j, € {1,k}, the above
0

inequality must be an equality and d;; = 1 and d;j, = k. Thus o; = 1/p for i € Ni. Now consider

f)f This implies d;;r > k. Since dij € {1,k},
J

any j' € H. The MPB condition for ¢ implies o; <
we have d;;» = k and j' € MPB,;.
For (ii), let i € Ny and j € x; N H. Then «; = %7' c {1 11 since dij € {1,k} and p; = pk.

P’ pk
For (iii), consider ¢ € Ny with j; € x; \ H and js € x; N H. The MPB condition for i implies
di; di; . .
?711 = ?722, which gives d;;, = 1 and d;j, = k. Thus o; = 1/p. O

We next show that Algorithm 4 maintains the following invariants.
Lemma 18. (Invariants of Alg.4) Let (x,p) be an allocation in the run of Algorithm 4. Then:

(i) (x,p) is an MPB allocation.
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(ii) For alli € N, p(x;) > 3.
(iii) For alli € Np, p_1(x;) <1 during Phase 1.

)
(iv) For alli € Np, p(x;) <

IS
w3

+
(v) For alli € N%p pP-1(x;)

IN

1.
(vi) For alli € N}, p—a(x;) < 1.
Proof. We prove this using Lemmas 19, 20 and 21 below. 0
We first prove that some conditions must hold if an agent in Ny 3-EFX-envies another agent.

Lemma 19. Consider an allocation (x,p) satisfying the invariants of Lemma 18. Then if i € Ny
3-EFX-envies ¢, then o; = 1/p, £ € N, and x; C MPB;.

Proof. Consider ¢ € Ny who 3-EFX-envies £ € N. We know from Lemma 17 that o; € {%, pik}
Suppose «; = ik Then d;; = 1 for all j € x;. By the contrapositive of Lemma 17 (iii), we get
x; C H. Since rxi NH| <2, we get |x;] < 2. Thus, maxjex, di(x; \ {j}) <1 < di(x¢), since x; # ()
and the instance is bivalued. Thus ¢ is EFX towards ¢ if a; = pik, which implies that a; = 1/p.

If 35 € x; such that d;; = k, then using the constraints on p(x;) implied by invariants (v) and
(vi), we have:

1 1 1
di(x;) = a; - p(x;) < — - max{l + pk, 5 + 2pk} = max {p + k, 2 + Qk} < 3k < 3d;(xp),

D=

where we used pk > 1/2 in the penultimate inequality and d;(x) > k in the final inequality. This
shows that ¢ is 3-EFX towards ¢. Thus it must be that for all j € xy, d;; = 1. The MPB condition
for ¢ implies that «; < d;;j/p;, showing that p; < p. Lemma 11 implies that p; = p for all j € x,.
Thus ¢ € Ny. Moreover, for any j € x¢, o; = d;j/p;, and hence x, C MPB;. ]

The next two lemmas establish the invariants claimed by Lemma 18.
Lemma 20. The invariants of Lemma 18 are maintained during Phase 1 of Algorithm /.

Proof. We prove the statement inductively. We first show that the invariants hold at (x°,p).
Invariants (i), (ii), (iii), (v) and (vi) follow from Lemma 12. For (iv), note that for any i € Ny, we
have p_1(x}) < 1. Thus p(x?) <1+ p < 1+ pk.

Suppose the invariants hold at an allocation (x,p) during Phase 1. Consider a Phase 1 swap
involving agents ¢ € N%I and £ € N. Given that Algorithm 4 performed the swap, ¢ must 3-EFX-
envy ¢. Lemma 19 implies that ¢ € Nz and hence xy € L. As per Algorithm 4, if p(x¢) > 1, then
S = {j1} for some j; € xy, otherwise S = (. Let j € x; N H.

Let x’ be the resulting allocation. Thus x; = x; \ {j} U S, x;, = x,\ SU{j}, and x), = x, for all
h ¢ {i,£}. We show that the invariants hold at (x’, p). Since a Phase 1 step removes agents i and
¢ from N% and Ny, respectively, invariants (iii), (iv), (vi) continue to hold. For the rest, observe:

(i) (x/,p) is on MPB. This is because Lemma 19 implies S C x, € MPB;, showing x; C MPB,;.
Since ¢ € Ny, at (x,p) and j € H, Lemma 17 shows j € MPB, and hence x, C MPB;.

(ii) Since |x; N H| = |x, N H| = 1, we have p(x}) > pk and p(x}) > pk. Invariant (ii) follows by
noting that pk > 1/2.
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(v) For agent 4, note that p_1(x}) < p(x; \{j}US) = p_1(x; \ {s}) + p(S). Invariant (iii) implies
p-1(x; \ {j}) = p—2(xi) < 1/2, and p(S) < 1/2 by construction. Hence p_;(x}) < 1.

For agent ¢, note that p_i(x}) = p(x¢\ S) = p(x¢) — p(S). If p(x¢) < 1, then S = 0,
implying that p_;(x}) < 1. On the other hand suppose p(x;) > 1. Since invariant (v) holds
at (x,p), we have p_1(x¢) < 1, which gives p(x;) < 1+ p. With p(S) = pj, = p, we obtain
p-1(x}) = p(x¢) = p(5) < L.

Since the swap does not affect any h ¢ {i, ¢}, the invariants continue to hold for h after the swap.
By induction, we have shown that the invariants of Lemma 18 hold after any Phase 1 swap. O

Lemma 21. The invariants of Lemma 18 are maintained during Phase 2 of Algorithm 4. Moreover,
agents in N?I remain 3-EFX towards other agents.

Proof. We prove the statement inductively. Lemma 20 shows the invariants hold at the end of
Phase 1. Suppose the invariants hold at an allocation (x,p) during Phase 2. Consider a Phase 2
swap involving agents ¢ € N }I and £ € N. Given that Algorithm 4 performed the swap, ¢ must
3-EFX-envy ¢. Lemma 19 implies that £ € N and hence xy € L. Let j € x; N H.

Let x’ be the resulting allocation. Thus x; = x; \ {j} Uxy, x;, = {j}, and x}, = x;, for all
h ¢ {i,£}. We now show that the invariants hold at (x’, p). Since we are in Phase 2, invariant (iii)
does not apply, and since Phase 2 swaps do not alter the allocation of agents in NIQ{, invariant (vi)
continues to hold. For the rest, observe:

(i) (x/,p) is on MPB. This is because Lemma 19 implies x, C MPB;, showing x; C MPB,;. Since
¢ e N, at (x,p) and j € H, Lemma 17 shows j € MPB, and hence x;, C MPBy.

(ii) For agent i, p(x}) > p(x¢) > 1/2, since invariant (ii) holds in (x, p). For agent ¢, note that
p(xy) =p; = pk >1/2.

(iv) We want to show p(x}) < 1+ pk. To see this note that since ¢ 3-EFX-envies ¢ in x, ¢ must
3-pEF-envy ¢ in (x,p). Thus p(x;) > 3 p(x¢). Now p_1(x;) < 1 due to invariant (v), which

shows p(x;) < 1+ pk. We therefore obtain p(x;) < @ = H—gpk.

Now p(x};) = p(x; \{j}) +p(x¢) < 1—&—#, where we once again used p_1(x;) = p(x;\{j}) =
1. The invariant thus follows.

(v) Note that £ € N}, in (x/,p), and p_1(x¢) =0 < 1.

The swap does not affect an agent h ¢ {i,¢} and hence the invariants continue to hold for h after
the swap. By induction, we conclude that the invariants of Lemma 18 hold after any Phase 2 swap.

We now show that ¢ € N7 cannot 3-EFX-envy an agent £ € N. Lemma 19 implies that ¢ € N,
and hence x; C L. Let x! be the allocation at the end of Phase 1. Note that the bundle x, C L
is obtained via a series of Phase 2 swaps initiated with some agent ¢; in (x!, p). Here, /1 € Ny, at
(x!,p). Thus x; 2 x}l. Agent i € N% did not 3-EFX-envy ¢, in x!, otherwise Algorithm 4 would
have performed a Phase 1 swap between agent i and /1. Since x; = x; as Algorithm 4 does not
alter allocation of agents in NI%I and xy D x%l, i will not 3-EFX-envy £ in x either. Thus, all agents
in leq continue to remain 3-EFX during Phase 2. O

We require one final lemma showing that Ny agents do not 3-EFX-envy any other agent.

Lemma 22. At any allocation (x,p) in the run of Algorithm 4, x is 3-EFX for every agent in N,.
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Proof. Lemma 16 shows that the initial allocation x° is 3-EFX for agents in Nz. Let x be the
earliest allocation in the run of Algorithm 4 in which an agent ¢ € N, 3-EFX-envies another agent
h € N. Using o; = 1/p from Lemma 17, the bound on p(x;) from Lemma 18 (iv), and pk > 1/2,
we note:

di(x:) = i - p(xi) < ; - (;l + ”3’“> < 3k, (3)

Thus if 35 € xj, s.t. dij = k, then by (3), di(x;) < 3k < d;i(xp), showing that i does not
3-EFX-envy h in x. Hence it must be that for all j € x;, d;; = 1. This also implies x;, € MPB;,
since a; = 1/p = d;j/p; for any j € x;. We now consider three cases based on the category of h.

e h € Ny. For j € xp,, the MPB condition of i implies «; < d;j/p;, implying d;; > p;/p. Since
h € Ny, we have j € M’ and p; > p. Thus d;; = k for j € x,, which is a contradiction.

e h € Ny. By definition of Ny, 3j € xp, s.t. j € H. Since i € N, by Lemma 17 (i) we get d;; = k,
which is a contradiction.

e h € Np. Since x is 3-EFX for agents in Ny, and Phase 1 swaps only remove agents from N, it
cannot be that i starts 3-EFX-envying h € Ny, during Phase 1. Let x’ be the preceding allocation,
at which Algorithm 4 performed a Phase 2 swap. Since x is the earliest allocation in which ¢
3-EFX-envies /, it must be that in x/, agent i was in NV }{ and was involved with a Phase 2 swap
with another agent £ € Ny,. Since x; C MPB; and Algorithm 4 did not perform a swap between
agents i and h in the allocation x’, we must have p(x}) < p(x},) by the choice of £ at (x/,p).

Note that x; = (x} \ H) Ux). By Lemma 18 (i), we know p_;(x}) = p(x} \ H) < 1. Thus:

p(x;) = p(x; \ H) + p(xp) < 1+ p(x},) < 3p(xn),
where the last inequality uses x; = x}, and p(x;) > 1/2. Thus i is actually 3-EFX towards h.

Since these cases are exhaustive, we conclude that it is not possible for an agent ¢ € Ny, to 3-EFX-
envy any other agent during the course of Algorithm 4. O

We are now in a position to summarize and conclude our analysis of Algorithm 4.

Theorem 13. Given an ER equilibrium of a bivalued instance with m > 2n and chore earning
limit B = 1/2, Algorithm 4 returns a 3-EFX and fPO allocation in polynomial time.

Proof. Let (x°,p) be the initial allocation obtained by using Algorithm 1 on the ER equilibrium,
and let p = min; p; be the minimum payment. Lemma 14 shows that x¥ is 3-EFX if pk < 1/2,
hence we assume otherwise. Since any allocation (x,p) during the course of Algorithm 4 satisfies
invariant (ii) of Lemma 18, Lemma 15 implies that x is 3-EFX for agents in Nj.

Lemma 22 shows that any allocation x in the course of Algorithm 4 is 3-EFX for agents in Ny..
Any potential EFX-envy is therefore from some agent ¢ € Ng. Lemma 19 shows that if ¢ € Ny is
not 3-EFX towards ¢, then £ € Ny. If i € leq, 1 participates in a Phase 1 swap with agent ¢, after
which ¢ and ¢ get removed from N?_I and Np, respectively. This implies that Phase 1 terminates
after at most n/2 swaps, and the resulting allocation is 3-EFX for all agents in NIQJ. IfieN }I, i
participates in a Phase 2 swap with agent ¢, after which ¢ is added to N %1 and is assigned a single
chore and ¢ does not have EFX-envy. This implies that Phase 2 terminates after at most n swaps,
since the number of agents in Nj; who are not 3-EFX strictly decreases. The resulting allocation is
3-EFX for all agents in N}{. Lemma 21 also shows that Phase 2 swaps do not cause Nfl agents to
start 3-EFX-envying any agent in N;. Thus the allocation on termination of Algorithm 4 is 3-EFX.
By invariant (i) of Lemma 18, x is also fPO. Since there are at most 3n/2 swaps, Algorithm 4
terminates in polynomial time. O
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5.2 EFX and PO for m < 2n

We design Algorithm 6 for bivalued instances with m < 2n. Algorithm 6 begins with a balanced
allocation computed using Algorithm 2, and essentially runs Algorithm 4. Since the number of

chores is limited, a careful analysis shows that the guarantee of the resulting allocation can be
improved to EFX and fPO.

Theorem 14. Given a bivalued instance with m < 2n, Algorithm 6 returns an EFX and fPO
allocation in polynomial time.

Since the main ideas of the analysis are similar to those presented in Section 5.1, we defer this
section in a self-contained Appendix E. Surprisingly, Example 6 shows that if we slightly generalize
the class to 2-ary instances, an a-EFX and fPO allocation need not exist.

6 Existence of Earning-Restricted Equilibria

We prove Theorem 2 in this section.
Theorem 2. Every ER instance (N, M, D, e, c) satisfying ), e; < Zj ¢; admits an ER equilibrium.

In what follows, we assume ER instances satisfy the feasible earning condition ), e; < > ;G-
We prove Theorem 2 by designing a linear complementarity problem (LCP) whose solution corre-
sponds to an ER equilibrium. We begin with some background on LCPs.

6.1 Linear Complementarity Problems and Lemke’s Scheme

A Linear Complementary Problem (LCP) is a generalization of linear programming (LP) with
complementary slackness conditions: given a matrix A € R™*" and a b € R", the problem is:

LCP(A,b): Find y > 0 such that Ay <b, and y; - (Ay —b); =0 for all i € [n]. (4)

We use the shorthand notation (Ay); < b; L ¥; to represent the constraints Ay < b;, y; > 0, and
yi - (Ay —b);. If b > 0, then y = 0 is a trivial solution to the LCP. If b 2 0, then the LCP may
not have a solution; indeed, LCPs are general enough to capture NP-hard problems [19].

Lemke’s scheme. Let P = {y € R” : Ay < b,y > 0}. We assume that the polyhedron P is
non-degenerate, i.e., exactly n — d constraints hold with equality on any d-dimensional face of P.
With this assumption, each solution to (4) corresponds to a vertex of P since exactly n equalities
must be satisfied. Lemke’s scheme finds such a vertex solution by working with an augmented LCP
which adds a scalar variable z to LCP(A, b), resulting in the following program:

Augmented LCP(A,b): 2 >0; and Ay —z-1 <b, and y;- ((Ay —b); —2) =0 for all i € [n]. (5)

Note that (y, z = 0) is a solution to (5) iff y is solution to (4). Let P’ = {(y,2) € R"*!1: Ay —2-1 <
b,y >0,z > 0}. Assuming P’ is non-degenerate, a solution to (5) still satisfies n constraints of P’
with equality. Since P’ is (n + 1)-dimensional, this means the set of solutions S is a subset of the
1-skeleton of P’, i.e., edges (1-dimensional faces) and vertices (O-dimensional faces). Moreover, y
is a solution of (4) iff (y,0) is a vertex of P'.

The set S of solutions to the augmented LCP has some important structural properties. We
say that the label i is present at (y, z) € P'if y; = 0 or (Ay); — z = b;. Every solution in S is fully
labeled where all the labels are present. A solution s € S contains double label i if (Ay); — z = b;
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for i € [n]. Since there are only two ways to relax the double label while keeping all other labels,
there are two edges of S incident to s. The above observations imply that S consists of paths and
cycles. Clearly, any solution s to (5) with z = 0 contains no double labels. Relaxing z = 0 gives the
unique edge incident to s at this vertex. We note that some of the edges in S are unbounded. An
unbounded edge of S incident to vertex (y*, z*) with z* > 0 is called a ray. Formally, a ray R has
the form R = {(y*,z*) + a- (y',7') : @ > 0}, where (y’, 2’) # 0 solves (5) with b = 0. The primary
ray is the ray {(0,z) : z > |min; b;|}, which contains solutions with y = 0 and z sufficiently large
to satisfy (5). All other rays are called secondary rays.

Starting from the primary ray, Lemke’s scheme follows a path on the 1-skeleton of P’ with a
guarantee that it never revisits a vertex. If a vertex s is non-degenerate, i.e., has a unique double
label, then Lemke’s scheme pivots by relaxing one of the two constraints and travelling along the
edge of P’ to the next vertex solution. Therefore, if the vertices are non-degenerate, Lemke’s scheme
eventually either reaches a vertex with z = 0 (which is a solution of the original LCP (4)), or it
ends up on a secondary ray. In the latter case, the algorithm fails to find a solution; in fact the
problem may not have a solution. Note that it suffices to introduce z in the (Ay); < b; constraint
only if b; < 0, without changing the role of z.

6.2 Basic LCP for ER equilibrium

We first capture ER equilibria in an instance (N, M, D, e, c) via the following LCP with variables
P = {pj}jem, A = {aijtienjem, v = {ri}ien, and B = {B;}jem-

Vie N : e; < Zj qij 1 (63)
VieM: >, qij<pi—0B8; L pj (6b)
Vie N,jeM: p; < dijri L g (6¢)
VieM: pi—Bi<¢ L B (6d)

Notation. We follow the following notational convention. For a constraint labelled L, we
represent its complementarity constraint expressing the non-negativity of a variable by L’. For
example, (6a) is the constraint e; < > ; Qi for agent i, and (6a)’ is the constraint r; > 0.

Interpretation of the LCP. In the above LCP, p; denotes the payment of chore j, g;; denotes
the earning of agent ¢ from chore j, r; denotes the reciprocal of the MPB ratio of agent 4, and 3;
denotes the excess payment of chore j, i.e., gj := p; — 3; is the total earning from chore j.

Constraint (6a) imposes that each agent i earns at least their earning requirement of e;. Con-
straint (6b) imposes that the earning ) . ¢;; from each chore j is at most ¢; = p; — ;. Constraint
(6¢) enforces the MPB condition. Constraint (6d) enforces the earning restriction on each chore.
Constraints (6a)’, (6b)’, (6¢)’, (6d)” enforce non-negativity of the LCP variables. The constraints
(6a)-(6d) and (6a)-(6d)’ together define LCP(6).

We now demonstrate the correspondence between the ER equilibria and certain solutions to
LCP(6).

Lemma 23. Any ER equilibrium can be used to construct a solution to LCP(6).

Proof. Let (x,p) be an ER equilibrium. Let a; be the MPB ratio of agent ¢ in (x,p). Since all
d;; > 0, we have o; > 0 for all i € N. Define r; = ozi_l. Since p > 0 in any ER equilibrium, we
have that r; > 0 for all ¢ € N. Let ¢;; = pjz;; be the earning of agent ¢ from chore j, and let
¢; = »_;¢ij- Finally, define 3; = max{0,p; — ¢;} for each j € M. We show that (p,q,r,3) is a

solution to LCP(6) as follows:
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(Constraint (6a)) For all i € N, e; =}, ¢;; since (x,p) is an ER equilibrium (Def. 4 (i)). Also
forallie N, r; > 0.

(Constraints (6¢)) Since x is an MPB allocation, for all i € N, j € M we have d;;/p; > a4, with
equality if x;; > 0. We then note that a;l =r; and g;; = p;jx;j.

(Constraints (6b), (6d)) We consider two cases for each chore j € M. If p; < ¢;, then ¢; = p;
and 8; = 0. Otherwise, p; > ¢;, and we have ¢; = ¢; and 8; = p; — ¢;. In both cases, the
complementarity constraints (6b) and (6d) hold for each j € M. O

Lemma 24. Any solution (p,q,r,3) to LCP(6) with p > 0 can be used to construct an ER
equilibrium (x,p,q).

Proof. We first argue that Vi € N : r; > 0. Suppose r; = 0 for some ¢ € N. Then constraint (6¢)
implies p; = 0 for all j € M. In turn, with constraint (6b) this implies that ¢;; = 0 for all ¢, j.
Then constraint (6a) cannot be satisfied for agent i since e; > 0, leading to the contradiction that
(p,q,r,0) is a solution to LCP(6). Therefore Vi € N : r; > 0.

Define an allocation x as z;; = ¢;;/p; and let ¢; = Y. ¢;j. We show (x, p, q) is an ER equilibrium
by showing that it satisfies the conditions of Definition 4 as follows.

(Agents) The complementarity constraint (6¢) implies that (x,p) is an MPB allocation with
1/r; being the MPB ratio of agent i. Moreover, constraint (6a) implies e; = Zj ¢ij for all i € N,
since r; > 0 for all i € V.

(Chores) Since p; > 0 for all j € M by assumption, we have g; = p; — ;. We consider two
cases for each chore j € M. If §; = 0, then ¢; = p; (from (6b)), and also ¢; < ¢; (from (6d)). Thus
¢; = min{p;, ¢;}. Otherwise, 8; > 0 and ¢; = p; — f; < p; (from (6b)) and ¢; = ¢; (from (6d)’).
Thus ¢; = min{pj,c;} in this case as well. O

6.3 Main LCP for ER equilibrium

However, Lemke’s scheme for LCP(6) may not converge to a solution with p > 0. We address this
issue by performing a change of variables. First, we show that that chore payments can be assumed
to be upper bounded by some constant P.

Lemma 25. For every ER instance (N, M, D, e,c), there exists a constant P such that for every
ER equilibrium (x,p, q) there exists a scaled ER equilibrium (x',p’,q) s.t. Vj € M,p; < P.

Proof. We set the constant P to dmaz Cmazx> Where dyqp = max; j dij, dpmi, = min; jd;; > 0 and

Cmaz = MaX;c;. If there exists soLrirrlnénchore J € x; with p; < ¢j, then the MPB condition implies
that for every chore k € M, %j < %—’:, showing that py < i";ﬁ -pj < P.

Therefore, suppose p; > c¢; for all j € M. Then we uniformly decrease the payments as
Py = ﬁ;k/ck' We therefore have p}; > ¢; for every j, but pj, = ¢4 for some k. We update the
allocation x' s.t. j; - pj; = x;; - pj for all 4, j, ensuring that the earning vector of (x',p’) stays
the same as q. Since payments are decreased uniformly and x;j > 0 iff z;; > 0, (x/,p’) is MPB.
;ll’hus (x/,p’,q) is an ER equilibrium. The MPB conddition for an agent ¢ s.t. x;; > 0 implies that

ik 1

o < % for any j € M. Thus, for any j € M, p} < du; P < 3:?5 - Cmaz = P, as desired. O
J

The upper bound P on payments implies an upper bound R on the reciprocal of the MPB
ratios. Let R be chosen so that R -min;;d;; > P. We replace variable p; with P — p; and r; with
R — r;, while keeping the complementary constraints the same. Finally, we uniformly scale the
input parameters e and ¢ and obtain the following LCP.
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Z (P—p;—B;)

Vie N : €; 27 Z qij L or (73‘)
VjieM: >4 < (P —pj — Bj) L pj (7b)
Vie N,jeM: P —p; <dij(R—1) L g (7c)
VjeM: P—pj—ﬁjgcj-w L B (7d)

Similar to Lemma 24, we first establish a correspondence between certain solutions to LCP(7)
and ER equilibria. We call a solution (p,q,r,3) ‘good” ifVj € M : pj+p; < PandVi € N :r; < R.

Lemma 26. Any good solution of LCP(7) can be used to construct an ER equilibrium with all
payments at most P, and vice versa.

Proof. Let v = (p,q,r,3) be a good solution of LCP(7). Let Q :=
@ > 0. We first show that for all i € N,r; > 0. For the sake of contradiction, let r; = 0 for some
i € N. Since d;jR > P, constraint (7c) is not tight, which implies due to complementarity that
¢ij = 0 for all j € M. Hence Zj ¢ij = 0, which implies that (7a) cannot hold, as e; - @ > 0. Thus,
Vi : r; > 0. By complementarity, this means constraints (7a) must be tight: Vi € N : ¢; = > ; @i /Q.

We next show that constraints (7b) must be tight. Suppose for some j € M, >, g;; < P—p;—p;.
Using inequalities (7a) and (7b), we have:

Dei Q=2 > a;=>> a; <Y (P-pi—B)=> e-Q,

which is a contradiction. Thus for all j € M,> . ¢;j = P — pj — B;.
For i € N and j € M, define:

w Since v is good,

P —p; . qij . P—p;j—5; . Gij
pj = o Qijiza, %FT, wij:?i

We show (X, P, q) is an ER equilibrium by showing it satisfies the conditions of Definition 4.

(Agents) Since e; = ; Qi /Q, we have e; = > ;dij for all i € N. Moreover the complementarity
constraint (7c) implies (%X, p) is an MPB allocation and Q/(R — r;) is the MPB ratio of agent s.

(Chores) Since ), ¢;j = P —p;j — B;, we have ¢; = >, ¢;; for each j € M. We consider two
cases for each j € M. If 5; = 0, then ¢; = p; (by definition), and also ¢; < ¢; (from (7d)). Thus
¢; = min{p;,c;}. Otherwise 3; > 0, and ¢; = p; — B;/Q < p; (by definition) and ¢; = ¢; (from
(7d)). Thus ¢; = min{p;,c;} in this case as well.

Thus a good solution of LCP(7) can be used to construct an ER equilibrium. In the other
direction, the argument of Lemma 23 with the appropriate change of variables shows that an ER
equilibrium with payments at most P can be used to construct a good solution to LCP(7). O

We now give the augmented LCP for LCP(7) so we can apply Lemke’s scheme as discussed in
Section 6.1. As is standard practice, we add the variable z in the constraints whose right hand side
is negative. We thus obtain LCP(8).

. >, (=pi=5))
Vi e N : Gi'JTjehj_quZ'j_ZS_ei'Zn:f;h L T (83‘)
VjeM: pi+Bi+>,q; <P L p; (8b)
Vie N,jeEM: diﬂ“i —pj < din— P L g (8c)
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VieM: —pj—fite BRI o< Pye -l L, (8d)

z2>0 (8e)

Let P be the polyhedron defined by the constraints of LCP(8). The primary ray in Lemke’s
algorithm will set p,q,r,3 to zero and z = max{max; %’;ne};,maxj(cj . ZE”—Z_ — P)} as the initial

vertex solution. Lemke’s scheme involves pivoting from non-degenerate vertices of P, i.e., those
with a unique double label (see Section 6.1).

Definition 10 (Non-degenerate instance). An instance (N, M, D, e, c) is non-degenerate if there is
no polynomial relation between the input parameters, i.e., there is no polynomial ¢ s.t. ¢(D,e,c) =
0.

We can assume our instance is non-degenerate without loss of generality, as there are standard
ways of handling degeneracy in the input parameters like the lexico-minimum test [19].

Lemma 27. For a non-degenerate instance (N, M, D, e, c), every vertexr v = (p,q,r,3,2) encoun-
tered in Lemke’s scheme which is good and satisfies z > 0 is non-degenerate.

Proof. For the sake of contradiction, suppose v = (p, q,r, 3, z) is a vertex encountered in Lemke’s
scheme which is good, where z > 0, and which is degenerate. We show that the parameters of the
instance have a polynomial relation, contradicting the instance being non-degenerate.

Let N be the number of variables in LCP(7). Hence the augmented LCP has N + 1 variables,
with z being the additional variable. Let the augmented LCP polyhedron be given by P = {y €
RV, z € R: Ay < b,y > 0,z > 0}, where A € RV*V+D) and b € RY. Thus, there are N
linear constraints given by the rows of A, and each such constraint may involve (N + 1) variables,
including z.

Since v is a vertex of P, exactly (N + 1) inequalities (out of the 2N + 1 inequalities, including
the non-negativity constraints) must be tight at v. Let I be the set of non-zero variables of v
excluding z, and let [I| = N’. By complementarity, the constraint (Av — b); = 0 for each such
variable ¢ € I. Consider the subsystem of Ay < b corresponding to the variables in I and z. This
can be represented as a collection of equalities given by A’-v/ = b/, where A’ € RV X'+ p ¢ RV
and v/ € RYV'*1. Note that v/ = (v, z) is simply the subvector of v with non-zero entries. By
separating out the terms involving z, we can transform the above system into an equation of the
form z-~+ A”-v" = b', where A” € RN "N and 4 € RN'. This gives v/ = (A”)~'b' —z- (A") "1,
which expresses each non-zero variable in the set I as a linear term in z with coefficients that are
polynomials in the input parameters.

Now observe that the degeneracy of v implies that v has at least two double labels (see Sec-
tion 6.1). That is, there are two variables i,j € I s.t. y; = y; = (Av —b); = (Av —b); = 0.
We use one of these equalities to solve for z by replacing each non-zero variable with its linear
expression in z obtained earlier. We then substitute this value of z into the second equality to
obtain a polynomial relation in the input parameters. This contradicts the fact that the instance
is non-degenerate. O

6.4 Convergence of Lemke’s scheme

In this section, we show that Lemke’s scheme converges to a good solution (p,q,r, 3, z) with z =0
for LCP(8) for non-degenerate instances. A solution to LCP(8) with z = 0 is a solution to LCP(7).
With Lemma 26, this implies the existence of ER equilibria and proves Theorem 2. Further, it
provides an algorithm for computing an ER equilibrium.
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To show convergence, we need to show that starting from the primary ray, Lemke’s scheme
only reaches good vertex solutions and does not reach a secondary ray. We prove the former using
Lemmas 28, 29, and 30, and the latter using Lemma 31. Recall that a solution (p, q,r, 3, z) is good
ifVj:pj+B; <PandVi:r; <R.

Lemma 28. Let v = (p,q,r,3,2) be a vertexr encountered by Lemke’s scheme starting from the
primary ray of LCP(8). IfVj : pj + B; < P holds, then Vi : r; < R also holds.

Proof. Suppose at a vertex p;+3; < P for all j. Then for every 4, (8c) implies d;;(r; — R) < p; — P.
Since p; < P and d;; > 0, we have r; < R for all 1. O

Lemma 29. Let v = (p,q,r,3,2) be a vertex encountered by Lemke’s scheme starting from the
primary ray of LCP(8), and let v/ = (p’,d’,v',3',2") be the next verter after a pivoting step. If
Vi :pj + B; < P holds, then it cannot happen that p;- + ﬂ; = P holds for a strict non-empty subset
of M.

Proof. Let My C M be the set of chores in v’ for which p}; + 8 = P. Assume () # Mo C M. Hence

there are chores g and k s.t. g € My and k € M \ My. Thus, p; + 8, = P and pj;, + 8}, < P. Let

E be the edge from v to v/. Along E, at least one of (8b) and (8b)’ and at least one of (8d) and

(8d)’” have to remain tight for chore g, due to complementarity. We now consider three cases:

e The constraint (8d) remains tight along E for g. Thus, P — p, — 8, = CQM
9 Zl e;

along E. Since P — p, — B4 goes to 0 along F, we must have that ng + z goes to 0

along E. Since p;j + ; < P for all j € M due to constraint (8b) and z > 0, it must be that
P —pj—B;=0forall j € M at v/, contradicting that p; + 3;, < P.

+ z holds

e The constraints (8b) and (8d)’ remain tight along E for g. Thus ), ¢ig = P —py — g and Sy =0
along E. Thus p, < P pivots to pfq = P along E from v to v'. Since Y ,¢ij = P —py >0
at v and along F, there is some agent 7 s.t. ¢;; > 0. By complementarity for (8c), we have
digri — pg = digR — P. Moreover d;;r; — pr < dj; /2 — P. This implies:

P— pP—
R —T; = pg Z Pk .

dig d;y;
Since pgy pivots to P along E, the above inequality implies R —r; also pivots to 0. Hence p; must

pivot to P along E, i.e., pj = P. This contradicts the fact that at v/, pj + 5, < P.

e The constraints (8b)” and (8d)’ remain tight along E for g. Thus, p, = S, = 0 along E. In
particular at v/, p) + 8, = 0. This contradicts p} + 3, = P. Therefore it cannot happen that
both (8b)’ and (8d)’ remain tight along E.

Thus, it cannot happen that at v/, p; + 87 = P holds for a strict non-empty subset of chores. [

Lemma 30. Let v = (p,q,r,3,2) be a vertexr encountered by Lemke’s scheme starting from the
primary ray of LCP(8), and let v/ = (p/,d/,v',3,7") be the next vertex after a pivoting step. If
Vj :pj + Bj < P holds, then Vj : pl; + B = P cannot hold.

Proof. For sake of contradiction, suppose Vj € M, p’; + B = P at v'. Let E be the edge from v to
v’. Then for each chore j, either p; or 8; increases along E. We consider three cases.
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e Suppose p; increases along E for each j € M. By complementarity, constraint (8b) must be tight
at v. Thus Vj : Y. ¢i;j = P — pj — f3;, which implies:

ZZQiJZZ(P—Pj—ﬂj)~ 9)

Let Ny = {i € N : r;, = 0} and No = N\ N;. For i € Ny, since r; = 0, p; > 0 and
dijR — P > 0, (8c) is not tight. By complementarity, ¢;; = 0 for all j € M. Thus (8a) becomes
>, (P—p;j—B;)

€ - Ty < z for ¢ € Ny. For i € No, since r; > 0, complementarity implies (8a) must be
(P—pi—fB;
tight. Thus e; - W —z = Zj gij for i € Ny. Using these observations, we have:
> (P —pj — B;)
D S B N Bl e .
i g i€N2 j 1€N2 h ©h (10)

Zi€N2 €i
>_hCh

D (P =pj =) — Nz
j

Putting (9) and (10) together and rearranging, we obtain:

D i, €

Sen : Z(P —pj — Bj) = —|Nafz.

J

Since p; + 8; < P for all j € M, we have > ;(P —p; — ;) > 0. Moreover z > 0 at v. Since
either N1 # () or Ny # (), the above equality cannot hold.

e Suppose f3; increases along E for each j € M. By complementarity, constraint (8d) must be tight.
2 w(P—PK—Bk)
Py

7 =

Hence P —p; — B — z = ¢; for all j € M. Summing over all j and rearranging

Y (P—pj—B)- (;Z Z - 1) E——

J

gives:

Since p; + 8; < P for all j € M, we have (P —p; — ;) > 0. Since >, e; <>, c;, hence the
left side of the above equation is non-negative. Since z > 0 at v, the right side is negative, and
hence the above equality cannot hold.

e There are two chores j and k such that p; = 0 and 33, = 0 hold all along the edge E. It cannot
be that j = k, since p} + 8; = P. Since pj + B increases to P while 8y = 0 along FE, it
must mean that py increases to P along E. By complementarity, (8b) is tight along E. Thus,
> i @ik = P —pp > 0 along F, since p, < P along E. Thus, there is some agent i € N for which
gix > 0 along E. By complementarity, (8c) implies that d;xr; — pr = d;xR — P holds along E.
Moreover the constraint (8c) also implies d;;7; — p; < d;; R — P holds along E. This implies that:

Rop P Pp
‘ di,.  —  djj

holds along the edge E. However, since p; = 0 along E, we have p, < P-(1—d;;/d;;) < P, where
d;, # d;; follows from the non-degeneracy of the instance. Thus, p, always remains strictly below
P along the edge E. Therefore, it cannot happen that pj = P at v/, which is a contradiction.
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Since these cases are exhaustive, the lemma holds. ]

Lemma 31. Lemke’s scheme starting from the primary ray of LCP(8) does not reach a secondary
ray.

Proof. Suppose Lemke’s scheme starting from the primary ray of LCP(8) reaches a vertex v¥ =

(p%, 9%, r% 3% 2%) and then pivots to a secondary ray given by R = {v? +a-v' : a > 0}, where
v = (p',d,r',3,7) with 2/ > 0. We first show that v/ = 0 by arguing that if this is not the case
then some constraint of LCP(8) will be violated at some point on the secondary ray.

If p;- < 0 for some j € M then eventually the non-negativity constraint (8b)’ will be violated.
On the other hand if p); > 0 then eventually the constraint (8b) will be violated. Thus p’ = 0. By
similar arguments considering constraints (8c)” and (8b) for ¢’, (8a)” and (8¢) for r/, and (8d)’ and
(8b) for @', we can conclude that @' = 0, ¥’ = 0 and B’ = 0. If 2/ < 0 then the z > 0 constraint
will be violated eventually. Suppose 2’ > 0. Then (8a) becomes strict, implying that r; = 7) = 0
for each i € N. Since d;; R — P > 0 for all 4, j, (8c) is strict. By complementarity, ¢;; = q% =0 for
all i € N,j € M. Similarly, since z’ > 0 (8d) eventually becomes strict and by complementarity
Bj = ﬁ? =0 for all j € M. Since v° is a vertex encountered in Lemke’s scheme starting from the
primary ray, Lemma 29 and Lemma 30 imply that V7 : p? + 5? < P. This means that (8b) is strict,
and hence by complementarity p; = pg-) =0 forall j € M. Thus, p’ =0,q° =0, r” = 0 and
B° = 0. We therefore have R = {(0,0,0,0,2") + a - (0,0,0,0,2') : « > 0} where 2° > 0 and 2’ > 0.
However this is the same as the primary ray, thus showing R cannot be a secondary ray. O

We conclude the above discussion in the following lemma.

Lemma 32. Lemke’s scheme starting from the primary ray of LCP(8) converges to a good solution
(p,q,r,3,2) where z = 0.

Proof. Lemma 31 shows that no secondary rays are encountered. Lemma 29 and Lemma 30 together
show that if at a vertex v it holds that Vj : p; + 5; < P, then the same holds at the next vertex v’
after pivoting. Since the primary ray sets all p; = 3; = 0, this is true initially. Hence Vj : p;+8; < P
at every vertex encountered by Lemke’s scheme. Finally Lemma 28 shows that at every such vertex
Vi : r; < R also holds, hence such a vertex is good. Lemma 27 shows that every good vertex with
z > 0 is non-degenerate. Hence pivoting to the next step is always possible and Lemke’s scheme
eventually reaches a good solution with z = 0. O

Lemma 26 and Lemma 32 thus prove Theorem 2: the existence of an ER equilibrium under the
feasible earning condition, and also show that Lemke’s scheme can be used to compute it.
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A Examples

Example 1. A Prop and PO allocation need not be a-EFk for any o, k > 1.
Consider an instance with three agents a, b, and ¢ and three types of chores, each with s > k
many copies. The disutility of each agent for each chore type is given below.

Type 1 | Type 2 | Type 3
a 1 t 3t
b 1 t 3t
c t t 1

We claim that for ¢ > >, the allocation x in which agent a receives all type 1 chores, b receives

all type 2 chores, and c¢ receives all type 3 chores is Prop + PO but fails to be a-EFk. We first note
that as a > 1 and 27 > 1, we have ¢t > 1. It is then easily verified that x is Prop. Additionally,
since x is social welfare maximizing, it is necessarily fPO. We now show that agent b a-EFk-envies

agent a. We have that

- S

Sggi‘g‘Skdb(Xb \S)=ts—k)> — (s—k)=a-s=a d(x),
showing the result.

Example 2 (ER equilibrium). Consider an instance with two agents {a1,a2} and three chores
{j1,j2, j3}, with disutilities given in the following table.

Ji | J2 | J3
ai 1 3 6
as 6

Suppose each agent has an earning requirement of 1. Let x = (x;,x2) be the allocation given
by x1 = {j1} and x2 = {j2,J3}. Let p = (pj,,Djo, Pjs) = (1, %, i) be a payment vector. It is easily
verified that (x, p) satisfies Definition 2 and is a (unrestricted) CE.

We now impose a uniform earning limit 5 = % on each chore, giving us an earning-restricted
instance. As ¢;; =1 > % and g;, = % > % in (x,p), it is not an ER equilibrium. Consider the
allocation (x’,p’) given by x| = {J1, éjg}, xh = {%jg,jg}, and p’ = (pj,,Pj,Pjs) = (%,2, %) Since
it satisfies Definition 4, (x/,p’) is an ER equilibrium. We highlight that here js is not completely
allocated but agents collectively earn the earning limit 8 = % from js. Moreover, we learn more
about agent preferences from (x’,p’) than (x,p): in addition to their favorite chore, each agent is
partially allocated their second favorite chore in x’, but not in x.

Example 3. A competitive equilibrium from equal earning (CEEE) need not admit a rounding
which is a-EFk.

We construct a CEEE and show that it admits no rounded a-EFk allocation. We consider
three agents a, b, and ¢ with identical disutility functions. There exists one shared chore j among
the agents such that a, b, and ¢ earn %, 1-— %, and 1 — % from j, respectively. Each agent i is
integrally allocated a set of chores S; such that:

e agent a earns % from S,.

e agent b earns % from Sp.
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e agent c earns % from S..

Specifically, we note that S, consists of 2k identical chores which each pay ﬁ. In conjunction with
their earning from j, we see that each agent earns 1, showing equal earnings. We now show that
a-EFk-envy between agents persists regardless of whom the single shared chore j is rounded to in
the integral allocation x. We have that:

1

. 1
sgéfﬁgkd“(s“ \S) =aq P_i(Ss) =g - 1 > o - 5= a-p(Sy) = a - dg(Sp).

Note that for i € {a,b,c}, S; C x;. Thus, we have that:

i do(x4 \ S) > i do(Sa \'S) > a - d,(Sp).
SCxu|S|<k (e 5) SCSurlS|<k (S 5) > - da(55)

It follows then that if x; = S, agent a will a-EFk-envy agent b. An analogous argument shows

that if x. = S,, agent a will a-EFk-envy agent c. Since j can only be rounded to one agent, it must
be that either x; = Sp or x. = S, so agent a must a-EFk-envy some agent.

Example 4. There exists an ER equilibrium for which no rounding is (n — 1 — §)-EF1.

We construct an ER equilibrium with n = 2k + 1 agents ¢1,...,42,+1, 2k — 1 shared chores
1, --+5Jo2k—1, and uniform chore earning limit 8 = 1. Note that agents may have other chores
which are not shared with other agents.

We describe the structure of the payment graph G. G is a forest with two trees. The first tree
Ty consists of the lone agent 941 and é many small, e-paying chores which are integrally allocated
to i9x+1. The second tree T5 contains agents 41 to ior and all of the 2k — 1 shared chores. We note
that each agent ¢ € T, earns i from a set of chores S; which is integrally allocated to i, so we
focus our attention on the edges that are incident to the 2k — 1 shared chores.

Let T, be rooted at chore jop_1 so that jor_1 has two agents i9x_1 and g as children, each of
whom earn % from jop_1. Then, i9;_1 and 79 each have k — 1 children chores, with i9;_1 having
children ji,...,jr—1 and i9; having children jg, ..., jor—o. Both ior_1 and iop earn i from each
of their children. Finally, for € {1,...,2k — 2}, chore j, has one child agent i, who earns 1 — ﬁ
from j,.. We verify that each agent meets their earning requirement in the following:

e For1<r<2k-2e =%+ (1-5%)=1
e Forre {2k —1,2k},e;, = - +3+(k—1) 54 = 1.
e Forr =2k +1, eiT:éf:l.
Additionally, each shared chore meets the earning limit:
e For1<r<2k-2q=%+(1-4%)=1

oForerk—l,qT:%—l—%:l.

It is trivial to have the chores in a set S; satisfy the earning limit by increasing the number of chores
in §; and thus decreasing the individual earning from each chore. We now show that there is no
rounding of the ER equilibrium that is better than (n — 1)-EF1. We may assume that the payment
of any chore j is equal to its payout to the agents, i.e., for all j € M, p; = ¢;. In any rounding there
must be some agent h in 75 who receives no shared chore and thus earns only ﬁ: this is because
there are 2k agents in T, but only 2k — 1 shared chores. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that
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a rounded allocation x is (n — 1 — 6)-EF1 for some § > 0. Note that the bundle of agent igx1 is the
same in any rounding, as ¢sx41 does not share chores with any agent. Then, letting ¢ < % and

letting the disutility function of g1 be such that for all S C M, d;,, ., (S) = p(S) (50 iy, ,, =1
and all chores are MPB for ig;41), we have that

pfl(xi%ﬂ) = je?in di2k+1(xi2k+1 \ {J}) < (n -1- 5) : di2k+1 (Xh) = (n -1- 5) : p(Xh),
2k+1

where the first and last equalities stem from our definition of d,, ., (-) and the inequality stems
from the fact that x is (n — 1 — §)-EF1. Using p_1(Xiy,,,) < (n — 1 — ) - p(xp), we have that
l1-e<(n—1-6) 5. = (n—1-6)- 5 and equivalently that ¢ > 9 a contradiction. Thus,

n—1 n—1’

such an ER equilibrium has no rounding which is (n — 1 — §)-EF1 for any § > 0.

Example 5. There exists an ER equilibrium for which no rounding is (2 — 0)-EF2.

We modify the ER equilibrium from Example 4 with n = 2k + 1 agents. Setting § = %, we
aim to change the agent earnings for each chore so that each agent still receives their earning
requirement 1 but the total earning from any chore is at most % The changes are as follows:

e cach agent 1 € 19 earns 5 + 5z from €1r set oI 1mtegrally allocated cnores o;,
h agent i € T} 1 + 47 from their set of integrally allocated chores S

e agents ior_1 and i9; each earn i from their parent chore jor_1,

e agents ior_1 and i9; earn ﬁ from each of their £ — 1 children,
o for r € {1,...,2k — 2}, agent i, earns % — ﬁ from their parent chore.

As in Example 4, it can be verified that each agent meets her earning requirement and each chore
satisfies the earning limit. Then, also as in Example 4, it must be that some agent in T5 receives
only their integrally allocated chores. That is, there exists some ¢ € T5 such that x; = 5; and
diger (Xi) = P(Xi) = % + ﬁ. Recall that agent igp11 is only allocated % many small, e-paying
chores and mingcy,, . |s|<2 iy (Kigyy \ S) = p—2(Xiy,,,). Then, for any § > 0, we may choose
sufficiently large k£ and sufficiently small € so that

1 1 1
Poa(Xigy) e (2 =2) =1-2e>(2=0)- (5 +77) = 2= 6) - Plxs) = (2= 0) - digy, (x0)
and thus agent ig;41 (2 — 0)-EF2-envies agent 1.

Example 6. An «-EFX + fPO allocation need not exist for 2-ary instances.
Consider the following 2-ary instance with two agents {a, b}, four chores {j1,jo, j3, 74} with
disutilities given by:

Jt | J2 J3 Ja
a 1 1 3o 3a
bl 1|1 3%+3a]|3a+3a

We show that this instance admits no allocation which is both a-EFX and fPO. Suppose that
x is an a-EFX allocation. Given that o > 1, we see that neither agent may receive both j3 and jj4
under x, as for i € {a,b} we have

-max d;i({js,ja} \ {j}) = 3a > 2a = a-di({j1,j2})-
Jj€{js.ja}
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Thus, we assume without loss of generality that js3 € x, and j4 € x;. We next argue that ji, jo € X4.
Suppose for sake of contradiction (again w.l.o.g.) that j; € x;. We have

gré?;(db(xb\{j}) Z db({jz,]4}\{j2}) = 3042—1-304 > 3a2+a = Oé'(306+1) = a'db({jl,j3}) Z Oé'db(Xa),

so agent b would a-EFX-envy agent a. Thus, it must be that x, = {j1,J2,j3} and x5 = {ja}.
We now show however that x is not fPO as it is dominated by the fractional allocation y where
Ya = {j1.J3, 5574} and yp, = {j2,2%15,}. Indeed, we have that dy(ys) = 3a + 2 = dy(x,) and
dy(yp) = 3a® + 2 < 302 + 3a = dp(xp). Agent a’s disutility remains the same under y while agent
b’s disutility strictly decreases under y, so y dominates x and x not fPO. Thus, the given instance

admits no a-EFX and fPO allocation.

B Appendix to Section 3

Lemma 2. There is a polynomial time algorithm MakeAcyclic which takes as input an ER equi-
librium of instance I and returns an another ER equilibrium of I whose payment graph is acyclic.

Proof. MakeAcyclic begins with the payment graph G = (N U M, E) of the ER equilibrium (y, p).
If G is acyclic, it returns (y,p). Otherwise, suppose an intermediate allocation (z,p) has a cycle
C = (i1,71,%2,J2, - - - ik, Jk, 01), Where iy € N are agents and j, € M are chores, and C' contains the
edges (i¢, j¢) € E and (jg,i¢41) € F for 1 < ¢ < k, with the notation that i1 = i;. The earning of
an agent ¢ from chore j is ¢;; = p; - yi;. Without loss of generality, assume (i1, j1) is the edge with
minimum ¢;; among the edges (4, ) in C. Let s = ¢;, j, -

Now consider the allocation (z,p,q’), where for all ¢ € [k], q;m = ¢;,j, — S, and q;m_l =
Qiyjo, + 5, and ql’-j = g;; for all (7, j) ¢ C. This has the effect of circulating agent earnings around
the cycle C' and the edge (i1, 1) is no longer present in the payment graph of (z, p). MakeAcyclic
updates the allocation to (z,p) and continues deleting cycles until the payment graph becomes
acyclic. Since each step strictly decreases the number of edges in the payment graph and cycles
can be found efficiently, MakeAcyclic terminates in polynomial time.

We prove using induction that the resulting allocation is an ER equilibrium. The initial allo-
cation (y,p) is an ER equilibrium and suppose the claim holds at some iteration with an updated
allocation (y, p). Let (z, p,q’) be the next allocation. Notice for each agent i, Zj qgj = Zj ¢ij = €.
Next for each chore, we have ), qgj = >, ¢ij = min{p;, ¢;}. Lastly if z;; > 0 then y;; > 0 as well.
Thus the conditions of Definition 4 is satisfied, implying that (z, p,q’) is an ER equilibrium. ]

C Appendix to Section 3.3: (n — 1)-EF1 and PO

In this section, we first present Algorithm 5, which takes as input an ER equilibrium (y,p) of
an instance with m > n and earning limit 8 = 1. Algorithm 5 performs essentially the same
rounding algorithm as in Algorithm 1, except that the chore sets L and H are defined differently
as L={jeM :p; <1/2} and H = {j € M : p; > 1/2}. We note that Lemma 3 (polynomial
run-time) and Lemma 4 (allocation is always fPO) are still applicable to Algorithm 5.

Analogous to Lemmas 5 and 6, we prove upper and lower bounds on the earning of agents in
the allocation returned by Algorithm 5.

Lemma 33. Let (x,p) be the allocation returned by Algorithm 5 with earning restriction 5 = 1.
Then for each i € N, p_1(x;) < 1.
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Algorithm 5 ER Rounding for (n — 1)-EF1 and PO
Input: Instance (N, M, D), with m > n for earning limit 8 = 1; an ER equilibrium (y, p)
Output: An integral allocation x

1. (z,p) « MakeAcyclic(y,p)

2: Let G = (N, M, E) be the payment graph associated with (z, p)

3: Root each tree of G at some agent and orient edges

4: x; < Qforalli e N > Initialize empty allocation
55 L={jeM:p; <1/2}, H={je M:p; >1/2} > Low, High paying chores

— Phase 1: Round leaf chores —

for all leaf chores j do

7 X; < X; U{j} for i = parent(j); delete j from G
— Phase 2: Allocate L —

8: for every tree T of G do

9: for every agent i of T in BF'S order do

>

10: if p(x;) > 1 then

11: for every j € child(i) N H do

12: Assign j to agent h € child(j) earning most from j among child(j); delete j
13 while 3j € child(i) N L s.t. p(x; U{j}) <1do

14: x; < x; U{j}; delete j from G

15: for every j € child(i) N L do

16: Assign j to arbitrary agent h € child(j); delete j from G

— Phase 3: Pruning trees —
17: for chore j € V(G)N M do
18: if a i € child(j) does not earn the most from j among agents in child(j) then
19: Delete edge (j,4) from G
— Phase 4: Matching to allocate H —
20: for every tree T'= (N(T') UM (T'), E(T)) of G do
21: h < arg max;e n(r) P(X:)
22: Compute a matching o of i € N(T') \ {h} to M(T)
23: for i e N(T)\ {h} do
24: X; «—x; U {U(Z)}

25: return x

Proof. Let x! denote the allocation after Phase ¢, for ¢ € [4]; note that x* = x. Consider an agent
i € N. Let x; be the allocation when Algorithm 1 visits ¢ in Phase 2. Suppose p(%;) < 1. Then we
have p(x?) < 1 at the end of Phase 2 after i is assigned a subset of child(i) N L. Subsequently, i
can be assigned one more chore in Phase 4. Hence we have p_;(x;) < 1 in this case.

On the contrary, suppose p(X;) > 1. Then Algorithm 1 will not allocate any chore to 7 in Phase
4, and hence x; = x? = X;. Note that either %; = x} or %; = x} U {j}, where j = parent(i). That
is, X; includes the chores x} allocated to ¢ in Phase 1, and may include ¢’s parent chore j. Recall
that Phase 1 rounds leaf chores to their parent agents, hence xi1 comprises of the leaf chores that
are child chores of .

Suppose there exists a chore j; € xi1 such that p;, > 1, i.e., there is a leaf chore j; rounded to
1 whose payment exceeds the earning limit 8 = 1. Then agent ¢ earns e; = 1 from j; and no other
chore, implying that x; = x; = {j1}. Then p_1(x;) =0 < 1.
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Otherwise, p(x}) < 1. Then p_1(x;) = p-1(X;) < p(%: \ {j}) = p(x}) < 1, showing that the
claim holds in this case too. O

Lemma 34. Let (x,p) be the allocation returned by Algorithm 5. Let T = (N(T) U M(T), E(T))
be a Phase 3 tree rooted at agent ig.

(i) If some agent in N(T) lost a child chore, then for every i € N(T), p(x;) > 3.

(i) If no agent in N(T) lost a child chore and iy received parent(iy) chore, then for every i €
1
(iii) If no agent in N(T') lost a child chore and ig lost parent(ig) chore, then for every i € N(T),

. 1
p(xi) = oy

Proof. Let (z,p) be the acyclic ER equilibrium computed before Phase 1. Let x! denote the
allocation after Phase ¢ of Algorithm 5, for ¢ € [4]. Note that x? = x3 since Phase 3 does not assign
any chores and only deletes edges in G. Also note x* = x.

Consider a Phase 3 tree T rooted at agent iy. Since T is a Phase 3 tree, T" has exactly |N(T)|—1
chores, all of which belong to H. Phase 4 identifies the agent h € arg max;c n(r) p(x3), and assigns
a chore o (i) € H to every agent i € N(T') \ {h} by computing a matching of M(T) to N(T)\ {h}.
Since p; > 1/2 for j € H, we have p(x;) > p,(;y > 1/2 for all i € N(T) \ {h}. Hence we only need
to prove lower bounds on the earning p(xy,) of the agent h. Note that x;, = x:;’L = x,%, since h is not
allocated any chores in Phase 3 or 4. By choice of h, we also have that p(x;) > p(x}) = p(x?) for
all i € N(T'). We now analyze three scenarios.

(i) Some agent i € N(T') lost a child chore j € child(i). Suppose i lost j in Phase 2. If j € H,
then it must be that p(x?) > 1. If j € L, then it must be that p(x?) > 1/2; otherwise
we would have assigned j to i in Phase 2. In either case, we have p(x?) > 1/2, and hence
p(xp) > p(x?) > 1/2 by choice of h. Note that i cannot lose j € child(i) in Phase 3 since
Phase 3 only deletes edges from a chore to some of its child agents. This proves (i).

(ii) No agent in N(T) lost a child chore and iy received jo = parent(ip); it is possible that
parent(ig) = (. This implies that no agent in N(T) has lost any chore they were earning
from in (z,p). Since the earning of each agent in (z,p) equals 1, the total earning of agents
in N(T) is at least |[N(T")|. The earning from the |N(T)| — 1 chores in M(T) is at most
(IN(T)| — 1) due to the earning restriction on each chore in M(7T'). Hence there is at least
one agent i € N(T) whose earning p(x?) satisfies:

S IND - (N@) -1 1
(i) = VD)) = IN@D)

Since p(xp) > p(x?) by choice of h, this proves (ii).

(iii) No agent in N(T') lost a child chore and iy lost jo = parent(ip). In this case, no agent in
N(T) except i has lost any chore they were earning from in (z, p). We evaluate the amount
of earning iy loses due to losing jo. Suppose jo € H. Then iy must have lost jy in either
Phase 2 or 3 to some agent i’ € child(jg) since iy was not earning the most from j, among
agents in child(ip). Due to the earning limit, agents can earn at most 1 from jy. Hence the
earning from iy from jy is at most 1/2. On the other hand, if jo € L, then iy earns at most
Pjo < 1/2 from jo. In either case, we find that iy has only lost 1/2 in earning. Hence the total
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earning of agents in N(7) is at least |[N(7T)| — 1/2, while that from the chores in M (7)) is at
most (|N(T)| — 1). Hence there is at least one agent i € N(T') whose earning p(x?) satisfies:
(x2) N -1/2-(NMD)| -1 _ 1
v [N (T)] 2IN(T)|

Since p(x;) > p(x?) by choice of h, this proves (iii). O

Theorem 7. Given an ER equilibrium for an instance (N, M, D) where m > n, Algorithm 5
returns a 2(n — 1)-EF1 and fPO allocation in polynomial time.

Proof. Let (x,p) be the allocation returned by Algorithm 5 with 5 = 1. Consider a Phase 3 tree
T = (N(T)UM(T),E(T)) rooted at agent ig. Clearly, |[N(T")| < n. If iy lost the chore parent(jo)
to another agent 41, it must be that |[N(T")| < n — 1 since iy ¢ N(T'). We use these facts together
with Lemma 34 to obtain that for all 7 € N:

pxi) = min{;,i, 2(n1— 1)} = 2(n1— 0’

since n > 2. Moreover Lemma 33 implies that p_j(x) < 1 for any h € N. Thus for any pair of
agents i, h, we have:

1

p-1(xp) <1=2(n-1)- 2m—1)

<2(n—1)-p(xi),
thus showing that x is 2(n — 1)-EF1 by Lemma 1. Lemma 4 implies x is fPO and Lemma 3 shows
Algorithm 1 runs in polynomial time. O

C.1 An Improved Algorithm
Next, we improve our previous result by proving Theorem 8.

Theorem 8. Given an ER equilibrium of an instance with m > n, an (n — 1)-EF1 and fPO
allocation can be found in polynomial time.

Let (z,p) be the 2(n — 1)-EF1 and PO allocation returned by Algorithm 5. We obtained
this fairness guarantee by showing that p_1(z;) < 1 and p(zj) > 2(n71—1) for all agents i,h € N.
Improving the lower bound to p(z;) > -1 for all h € N would imply that z is (n —1)-EF1 and PO.
Our algorithm aims to construct such an allocation in the event that z is not already (n — 1)-EFL.

To do so, we revisit Lemma 34, which shows lower bounds on the earning of agents in the
allocation resulting from the matching phase of Algorithm 5.

We call a Phase 3 tree T' ‘problematic’ if after running Phase 4, some agent in T has an earning

1

strictly less than -5 in the resulting allocation (z,p). By Lemma 34, if (i) some agent in 7" lost

a child chore, or (ii) o received parent(ip) and |[N(T)| < n — 1, or (iii) if |[N(T)| < 22, then
p(z;) > 15 for every i € N(T), and hence T is not-problematic. This leaves two possibilities for
a problematic tree: (i) N(T') = [n], or (i) T is large, i.e.,|N(T)| > 25, and no agent in 7" has lost
a child chore, and its root i; lost its parent chore j; = parent(ij).

We eliminate case (i) by showing that a Phase 3 tree T with n agents and n — 1 chores is not
problematic. Phase 4 selects an agent h € arg max;c[, P(X;), where x is the allocation at end of
Phase 3. In the matching phase, each agent ¢ € [n]\ {h} is assigned a single chore j;, while & is not
assigned any chore. The resulting allocation z is therefore given by z, = x;, and z; = x; U {j;} for
all i £ h. The following shows that z is actually 2-EF1.
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(i) i # h does not EFl-envy h, as p—1(z;) < p(z; \ {ji}) = p(xi) < p(x1) = p(zn).
(ii) ¢ € [n] does not 2-EFl-envy £ # h, as p_1(z;) <1 <2-p;, < p(z), since pj, > 1/2 as j, € H.

Therefore, a tree T' is problematic iff case (ii) holds. If the allocation returned by Algorithm 5
is not (n — 1)-EF1, then there must exist a ‘problematic’ Phase 3 tree Ty. Then |N(T1)| > %5+, no
agent in 77 lost a child chore, and the root i; lost the j; = parent(i;) chore to another agent We
have two cases:

Case 1. We first handle the case of j; € L. The (ji,41) edge must have been deleted in Phase 2
when j; was assigned another agent i (who is either parent(j;) or a sibling of 41). Our algorithm
‘unrolls’ parts of Algorithm 5 in the ‘old run’ and re-visits the event in Phase 2 which deleted the
edge (j1,41). This must have happened during a BFS call to agent iy in Phase 2, which happened
before the BE'S call to agent i;. Let Ty D 17 be the Phase 1 tree containing 77. At this point, we
‘re-run’ Phase 2 on T by starting with i; as the root agent of Ty. The chore j; now becomes the
child of i;. We visit all child chores of i1 before visiting jj.

Let T7 be the Phase 3 tree rooted at i1 in the new run. Since 7} is a problematic Phase 3 tree, i3
received all of her child L-chores during Phase 2 of the old run. Since these child chores are visited
before ji, i1 receives all of them in the re-run as well. This shows that irrespective of whether 77 is
assigned j; or not, the Phase 3 tree 7] produced in the new run is such that N(77) = N(Ty).

If 4; is assigned ji, then 77 is not problematic, as its root has not lost its parent: i; has no
parent chore in the re-run. On the other hand, suppose i1 loses j; to another agent io who is a
part of a Phase 3 tree T5. Once again, T7 is not problematic as an agent i; has lost a child chore
Jji- Suppose Ty is problematic. Then |N(T3)| > ”T_l Note that T is disjoint from 77, and since T}
is problematic we have |N(T})| = |[N(T1)| > 25+ as well. Since |N(T})| + |[N(I2)| < n, the above
inequalities can only hold if n = 2n’ for n’ € N and |[N(T})| = |N(T2)| = n’. This implies that the
Phase 1 tree Ty comprises of trees T7 and T5 rooted at i1 and o respectively, both of which have
edges to the chore j;. In this case, we simply round j; to the agent in {i1,i2} who earns more
from j;. Without loss of generality, suppose this agent is i5. Then 75 is not problematic since its
root received its parent chore. In T, agents have lost an earning of at most 1/4, since p;; < 1/2
as j1 € L and 77 earned at most as much as io did from j;. Hence every agent in T} earns at least
1-1/4 _ showing that agents get the desired lower bound of n_l on their

7 .Forn>3 2 >

'’ 2n — n— 1’
earning. For n = 2, it is easy to see that the resulting allocation is in fact EF1.

Case 2. We now handle the case of j; € H. The (ji,41) edge must have been deleted either in
Phase 2 (during the BF'S call to agent iy = parent(j;)) or Phase 3 (because i1 was not earning the
most from j; among child(j)). In either case, j; retains an edge to a sibling i of i1 in the Phase
3 tree T" containing is. Let T C T” be the subtree rooted at 5. Since T” is a Phase 3 tree, T is a
Phase 3 tree as well, i.e., every chore in T5 is adjacent to exactly two agents.

Let s; and so be the earning of agents 71 and is from j; respectively. Following the proof of
Lemma 34, we observe that agents in T} have lost at most s; total earning. Hence there must
exist some agent in 77} who earns at least from the chores assigned integrally thus far.

\N (T )l
If I ]%[( 31)| 2 n% then the allocation z must have already been (n — 1)-EF1, hence we assume
I 1%7(75‘11)\ < =5. This gives: s1 > 1— |N(T1)‘ . Since the earning from each chore is at most 1, we have
S1+ 859 < 1. Thus we obtain s9 < %

Our algorithm now ‘unrolls’ parts of Algorithm 5 by re-visiting the event which deleted the
edge (j1,71). Instead, the edge (j1,71) is re-introduced and the edge (j1,i2) is deleted. This results

45



in a larger tree T” which contains 77, and the Phase 3 tree T. After Phase 4, every agent in Th

earns at least:
1—s9 1—\N(T1)\/(n—1)> 1

N~ IN(T)| “n-U

where we used the bound sy < w derived earlier for the first inequality, and the second

inequality used the fact that |[N(T1)| + |N(T2)| < n — 1, since ig = parent(j;) ¢ 11 U T>. Thus T
is not problematic. If 7" is problematic, we recurse and repeat our algorithm with 7" instead, i.e.,
set T} < T". Since N(T") 2 N(T1)U{io}, every recursive step increases the size of T7. Eventually
it must happen that 7} is non-problematic, or its root agent has no grand-parent agent. In the
latter case, this tree 77 must be non-problematic, since its root has not lost its parent root, and

|IN(T1)| <n—1since To C T7. The algorithm therefore terminates with at most n recursive calls.

D Appendix to Section 4
Lemma 7. Given a chore allocation instance with m = n chores, an MPB allocation (z,q) where
|z;| = 1 for each i € N can be computed in polynomial time.

Proof. We show that the required allocation z can be computed via the following linear program
for finding a minimum cost matching.

min Z Z logd;; - x;;

iEN jEM
VieM ZZZCZ']‘ =1

iEN (11)
Vie N : Z Tij = 1

jeM

Vie N,jeM: QZUEO
Note that the objective is well-defined since d;; > 0 for all « € N,j € M. Since the matching
polytope is integral, there exists a integral optimal solution z with |z;| = 1 for all i € N. We
now show that we can compute chore payments q such that (z,q) is on MPB by using dual
variables of the above program. Let A; and a; be the dual variables corresponding to the constraints
corresponding to chore j and agent ¢ respectively. The stationarity KKT condition corresponding
to the variable x;; implies:
logd;; + \j + a; > 0.
;’Kj > e~ %, Moreover, the complementary slackness
condition implies that the above inequality is an equality when z;; > 0, i.e., z;; > 0 = C_li{j =e
e

We set the chore payments q as ¢; = e~ > 0. The above observations then imply that (z,q) is
on MPB. O

This implies that for all i € N and j € M,

—ay

E Appendix to Section 5: EFX and PO for m < 2n

Algorithm 6 essentially follows the same template as Algorithm 4, except that it begins with a
balanced allocation (x°,p) computed using Algorithm 2. When m < n, x° is EFX and PO since
every agent gets at most one chore. Hence we assume m > n. Since the allocation is balanced, we
know 1 < |x)| <2 for alli € N.

For bivalued instances, we can scale the payments to ensure that for all j € M, p; € {1,k}.
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Lemma 35. Let p be the payment vector at the end of Algorithm 2 on a {1, k}-bivalued instance.
Then there exists r € Zxo such that p; € {k",k""1} for all j € M.

Proof. We show that all chore payments in the run of Algorithm 2 are powers of k. This is true
initially since all chores are allocated to agent h and pay 1 or k. If all chore payments are powers
of k and the two possible disutility values differ by a factor of k, then the payment raise coeflicient
£ must also be a power of k. Thus, all chore payments continue to be powers of k after the
payment raise. Thus, it must be that all chore payments remain a power of k£ throughout the run
of Algorithm 2.
Now suppose for sake of contradiction that there exist chores j; and jo such that p;, = £" and
pj, = k"%, where s > 1. Since we have seen that Algorithm 2 maintains a CE, it must be that j; is
dijy koo 1 <

MPB for the agent ¢ it is allocated to. However, we have that a;;, = o <o < < p,j L = a5
2 1

Thus, j; cannot be MPB for agent ¢, and we have a contradiction. It must then be that in fact

s = 1, showing the result. O

We classify the chores as low-paying, L = {j : p; = 1}, and high paying H = {j : p; = k}. Asin
Definition 9, we define classify agents into sets Np, N 11{, and NIQJ depending on whether they have
only L-chores, a single H-chore, or two H-chores. We first note that x° is EFX for agents in N7,
since p_x(x;) = p-1(x;) <1 < p(xp) for any i € N, and h € N. Thus, if H = ), N = Ny, and
Algorithm 6 simply returns x°. We therefore assume H # () subsequently. With this assumption,
the following statement regarding the MPB ratios of agents analogous to Lemma 17 holds.

Lemma 36. Assume H # (0. Then:
(i) For alli € N, a; = 1. Moreover for every j € H, d;jj =k and j € MPB,;.
(ii) For alli € Ny, o; € {1,1/k}.

(iii) For alli € Ny, if x; \ H # 0 then a; = 1.

If x° is not EFX, some agent in Ny must EFX-envy another ¢ agent. Algorithm 4 addresses the
EFX-envy of agents in Ny by swapping some chores between agents ¢ and £ by performing the same
swap steps defined in Algorithm 4. The only point of difference is that Algorithm 6 performs a
swap if ¢ EFX-envies ¢, whereas Algorithm 4 performs it if ¢ 3-EFX-envies ¢. Since there is a limited
number of chores, Algorithm 6 can ensure agents in Ny do not have too much cost: agents in N?_I
have exactly two H chores and no other chores, while agents in N }I have exactly one H chore and
at most one L chore.

We now prove the above claims formally.

Lemma 37. (Invariants of Alg.6) Let (x,p) be an allocation in the run of Algorithm 6. Then:
(i) (x,p) is an MPB allocation.
(i) For alli € N, p(x;) > 1.
(iii) For alli € N, p—1(x;) <1 during Phase 1.
(iv) For alli € Np, p(x;) <1+ k.
(v) Foralli € Ny, |x; \ H| < |x; N H| = 1.

(vi) For alli € N%, |x;| = |x; N H| = 2.
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Algorithm 6 EFX + PO for bivalued instances with m < 2n
Input: {1, k}-bivalued instance (N, M, D) with m < 2n
Output: An integral allocation x

1. (x,p) « Algorithm 2 on (N, M, D) > For all j € M, p; € {1,k}
2: if m < n then return x

3 L={jeM:pj=1}, H={j e M :p; =k} > Low, High paying chores
4: Classify agents as Ny, N}{, N]2{ as before

— Phase 1: Address N% agents —
while 3i € NZ not EFX do
¢ + agent EFX-envied by i > Lemma 19 shows £ € Ny,
if p(x¢) > 1 then S < j; for some j; € xy
else S+ 0
jex;NH
10: Xg(—X[\SU{j}
11: XZ%XzUS\{]}
12: N}« Ny U{i,f}, N& « N3\ {i}, N < Nz \ {¢}
— Phase 2: Address N}; agents —
13: while 3i € N}, not EFX do
14: ¢ < argmin{p(xy) : h € N s.t. i EFX envies h} > Lemma 19 shows ¢ € Ny,
15: jex;NH
16: x;  x;Uxe\ {j}
17: Xp < {j}
18: Nj « Ny U {3\ {i}, N < NpU{i} \ {¢}

19: return x

We prove the above lemma using Lemmas 39 and 40 below. Like Lemma 19, we show that an
agent in Ng = N }{ U NIQJ can only EFX-envy another agent in Ny.

Lemma 38. Consider an allocation (x,p) satisfying the invariants of Lemma 37. If i € Ng
EFX-envies £, then a; = 1, £ € Ny, and x; C MPB;.

Proof. Consider i € Ny who EFX-envies £ € N. We know from Lemma 36 that o; € {1,1/k}.
Suppose o; = 1/k. Then d;; = 1 for all j € x;. By the contrapositive of Lemma 17 (iii), we get
x; C H. Since |x; N H| < 2, we get |x;| < 2. Thus, maxjex, di(x; \ {7}) <1 < di(x¢), since x; # ()
and the instance is bivalued. Thus i is EFX towards ¢ if o; = 1/k, which implies that «; = 1.
Suppose 3j € x such that d;; = k. Then invariants (v) and (vi) imply that max;cx, di(x; \
{7'}) < k < dij < di(x4), showing that 7 is EFX towards ¢. Thus it must be that for all j € xy,
d;j = 1. The MPB condition for ¢ implies that o; < d;;/p;, showing that p; <1, and hence p; =1
for all j € xy. Thus ¢ € Ny. Moreover, for any j € x4, a; = d;;/pj, and hence x, C MPB,;. O

The next two lemmas establish the invariants of Lemma 37.
Lemma 39. The invariants of Lemma 37 are maintained during Phase 1 of Algorithm 6.

Proof. We prove the statement inductively. We first show that the invariants hold at (x",p).
Invariants (i), (ii), (iii), (v) and (vi) follow from the fact that x° is a balanced allocation. For (iv),
note that for any i € Ny, we have p_1(x¥) < 1. Thus p(x?) <2 < 1+ k.

Suppose the invariants hold at an allocation (x,p) during Phase 1. Consider a Phase 1 swap
involving agents ¢ € N%I and ¢ € N. Given that Algorithm 4 performed the swap, ¢ must EFX-envy
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¢. Lemma 19 implies that ¢ € Ny and hence xy € L. As per Algorithm 4, if p(x,) > 1, then
S = {j1} for some j; € xy, otherwise S = (. Let j € x, N H.

Let x’ be the resulting allocation. Thus x; = x; \ {j} U S, x;, = x,\ SU{j}, and xj, = x, for all
h ¢ {i,¢}. We show that the invariants hold at (x’, p). Since a Phase 1 step removes agents i and
¢ from N, and Ny, respectively, invariants (iii), (iv), (vi) continue to hold. For the rest, observe:

(i) (x/,p) is on MPB. This is because Lemma 38 implies S C x;, C MPB;, showing x; C MPB,;.
Since £ € Ny, at (x,p) and j € H, Lemma 17 shows j € MPB; and hence xj, C MPB,.

(ii) Follows from x} # () and xj, # (.

(v) For agent i, note that x| contains exactly one H-chore and perhaps one L-chore j;. Hence
Ix; \ H| <1 = |x,N H|, proving invariant (v).
For agent ¢, note that x; contains exactly one H-chore j, hence |x; N H| = 1. Since invariant
(ili) implies |x; \ H| <2, |x; \ H| <1 after the potential transfer of j;, thus proving (v).

The swap does not affect an agent h ¢ {i,¢} and hence the invariants continue to hold for h after
the swap. By induction, we have shown that the invariants of Lemma 37 hold after any Phase 1
swap. ]

Lemma 40. The invariants of Lemma 37 are maintained during Phase 2 of Algorithm 6. Moreover,
agents in NI%I remain EFX towards other agents.

Proof. We prove the statement inductively. Lemma 39 shows the invariants hold at the end of
Phase 1. Suppose the invariants hold at an allocation (x,p) during Phase 2. Consider a Phase 2
swap involving agents i € N}I and £ € N. Given that Algorithm 6 performed the swap, ¢ must
EFX-envy ¢. Lemma 38 implies that ¢ € Ny and hence xy € L. Let j € x; N H.

Let x" be the resulting allocation. Thus x; = x; \ {j} Uxy, x;, = {j}, and x}, = x, for all
h ¢ {i,£}. We now show that the invariants hold at (x’, p). Since we are in Phase 2, invariant (iii)
does not apply, and since Phase 2 swaps do not alter the allocation of agents in NZ, invariant (vi)
continues to hold. For the rest, observe:

(i) (x/,p) is on MPB. This is because Lemma 38 implies x, C MPB;, showing x; C MPB,;. Since
¢ e N at (x,p) and j € H, Lemma 36 shows j € MPB, and hence x;, C MPBy.

(ii) Follows from x} # () and xj, # 0.

/

(iv) We want to show p(x}) < 1 + k. To see this note that since i EFX-envies ¢ in x, i must

pEFX-envy ¢ in (x,p). Using invariant (v), this means that p_x(x;) = k > p(x¢).

Now p(x};) = p(xi \ {j}) + p(x¢) < 1+ k, where we used p(x; \ {j}) = 1 since invariant (v)
shows |x; \ H| < 1.

(v) Note that £ € N}, in (x/,p), and |x,\ H| =0< 1= |x, N H]|.

The swap does not affect an agent h ¢ {i,¢} and hence the invariants continue to hold for h after
the swap. By induction, we conclude that the invariants of Lemma 18 hold after any Phase 2 swap.

We now show that i € N7 cannot EFX-envy an agent £ € N. Lemma 19 implies that ¢ € N,
and hence x; C L. Let x! be the allocation at the end of Phase 1. Note that the bundle x, C L
is obtained via a series of Phase 2 swaps initiated with some agent ¢; in (x!, p). Here, /1 € Ny, at
(x!,p). Thus x; 2 x%l. Agent i € N% did not EFX-envy £; in x!, otherwise Algorithm 6 would
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have performed a Phase 1 swap between agent ¢ and ¢;. Since x; = xi1 as Algorithm 6 does not
alter allocation of agents in NIQ{ and xy O x%l, i will not EFX-envy £ in x either. Thus, all agents
in N%I continue to remain EFX during Phase 2. O

We need one final lemma showing that Ny, agents do not EFX-envy any other agent.
Lemma 41. At any allocation (x,p) in the run of Algorithm 6, x is EFX for every agent in Np.

Proof. We know that the initial allocation x° is EFX for agents in Nj. Let x be the earliest
allocation in the run of Algorithm 6 in which an agent ¢ € N; EFX-envies another agent h € N.
Using o; = 1 from Lemma 36, the bound on p(x;) from Lemma 37 (iv), we note:

max d;(x; \ {i"H) =ai p-x(x) <(1+k)—1=k (12)

Thus if 35 € xp, s.t. djj = k, then by (12), dij(x;) < k < d;j(xp), showing that i does not
EFX-envy h in x. Hence it must be that for all j € xj, d;; = 1. This also implies x;, € MPB;, since
a; =1 =d;;/p; for any j € x;,. We now consider two cases based on the category of h.

e h € Ng. By definition of Ny, 3j € x}, s.t. j € H. Since i € N, by Lemma 36 (i) we get d;; = k,
which is a contradiction.

e h € Ny. Since x° is EFX for agents in Ny, and Phase 1 swaps only remove agents from Ny, it
cannot be that 4 starts EFX-envying h € Ny, during Phase 1. Let x’ be the preceding allocation,
at which Algorithm 6 performed a Phase 2 swap. Since x is the earliest allocation in which 3
EFX-envies ¢, it must in x’, agent ¢ was in N }I and was involved with a Phase 2 swap with another
agent ¢ € Nr. Since x5 C MPB; and Algorithm 6 did not perform a swap between agents i and
h in the allocation x’, we must have p(x}) < p(x},) by the choice of £ at (x', p).

Note that x; = (x} \ H) Ux}. By Lemma 18 (i), we know p_;(x}) = p(x} \ H) < 1. Thus:

P-x(x;) = p(x; \ H) + p(x;) — 1 < p(x},) < p(xn),
where the last inequality used xj; = x},. Thus, 7 is EFX towards h.

We conclude that it is not possible for an agent ¢ € Ny, to EFX-envy any other agent during the
course of Algorithm 6. O

We are now in a position to summarize and conclude our analysis of Algorithm 6.

Theorem 14. Given a bivalued instance with m < 2n, Algorithm 6 returns an EFX and fPO
allocation in polynomial time.

Proof. Let (x°,p) be the initial balanced allocation obtained by using Algorithm 2. If m < n or
H = (), then x° is EFX, hence we assume otherwise.

Lemma 41 shows that any allocation x in the course of Algorithm 6 is EFX for agents in Ny..
Any potential EFX-envy is, therefore, from some agent ¢ € Ny. Lemma 38 shows that if i € Ny is
not EFX towards ¢, then ¢ € Ny. If i € N2, i participates in a Phase 1 swap with agent ¢, after
which ¢ and ¢ get removed from N%I and Ny, respectively. This implies that Phase 1 terminates
after at most n/2 swaps, and the resulting allocation is EFX for all agents in NZ. If i € Ny, i
participates in a Phase 2 swap with agent ¢, after which ¢ is added to N 11{ and is assigned a single
chore and ¢ does not EFX-envy. This implies that Phase 2 terminates after at most n swaps since
the number of agents in N }{ who are not EFX strictly decreases. The resulting allocation is EFX
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for all agents in NV }{ Lemma 40 also shows that Phase 2 swaps do not cause N}%{ agents to start
EFX-envying any agent in Ny. Thus the allocation on termination of Algorithm 6 is EFX. By
invariant (i) of Lemma 37, x is also fPO. Since there are at most 3n/2 swaps and Algorithm 2
takes polynomial time, Algorithm 6 terminates in polynomial time. O
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