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Abstract
Fair division is a classical topic studied in various disciplines and captures many real applications.
One important issue in fair division is to cope with (economic) efficiency and fairness. A natural question
along this direction that receives considerable attention is: How to obtain the most efficient allocations
among all the fair allocations? In this paper, we study the complexity of maximizing social welfare within
envy-free up to one item (EF1) allocations of indivisible goods for both normalized and unnormalized
valuations. With two agents, we show a fully polynomial time approximation scheme (FPTAS) and
complement this positive result with the NP-hardness result where the latter resolves an open problem
raised by the previous work. Further, when the number of agents n is a constant, we provide a bicriteria algorithm that finds the optimal social welfare while relaxing EF1 by a factor arbitrarily close
to 1. We complement this by providing several strong inapproximability results if EF1 is not allowed to
relax. In particular, we demonstrate that the inapproximability becomes stronger as n increases. Last,
we consider the case with general number of agents. In this case, we give a variant of the round-robin
algorithm with an approximation ratio of 1/n for unnormalized valuations and provide inapproximability
results of n1/3−ε and m1/2−ε for normalized valuations. In addition, we show that our results of bi-criteria
optimization for constant n cannot be extended to the setting here, unless P = NP.
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Introduction

Fair division is a classical topic studied in economics, social science and computer science, and has garnered
immense attention due to its wide applications (e.g., school choices [Abdulkadiroğlu et al., 2005], course
allocations [Budish and Cantillon, 2012], paper review assignments [Lian et al., 2018], allocating computational resources [Ghodsi et al., 2011], etc.). Generally speaking, fair division studies how to fairly allocate
a given set of resources to agents with respect to their heterogeneous preferences. Among all the fair allocations, an optimal allocation is naturally deﬁned as the one with maximum efficiency (a.k.a. social
welfare). The problem of ﬁnding such an optimal allocation has been well-studied in the cake-cutting literature where resources are (inﬁnitely) divisible [Aumann and Dombb, 2015, Aumann et al., 2013, Brams et al.,
2012, Caragiannis et al., 2012, Cohler et al., 2011, Bei et al., 2012]. However, much less attention for this
problem has been received for indivisible items. In this paper, we study the computational complexity and
approximability of this problem.
For diﬀerent application scenarios, multiple notions of fairness have been deﬁned to incorporate with
agents’ heterogeneous preferences. Among them, envy-freeness (EF) is arguably the most natural fairness
criterion, which states that each agent values her own bundle at least as much as the bundle allocated to
any other agent. In other words, each agent does not envy any other agent in the allocation. Other common
fairness criteria include proportionality (PROP), equitability (EQ), etc (see, e.g., [Brams and Taylor, 1996,
Brandt et al., 2016, Endriss, 2017, Moulin, 2019] for a survey).
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Table 1: Known (positive and negative) results of social welfare maximization.
n

Utility

Positive Results

Negative Results

2

Normalized
Unnormalized

FPTAS (Sec 3.1)
FPTAS (Sec 3.1)

NP-hard (Thm 3.7)
NP-hard (Thm 3.7, [Aziz et al., 2020])

Constant, ≥ 3

Normalized

General

≈

1
√
12 n

[Barman et al., 2020]

Unnormalized

(1, 1 − ε)-BC (Sec 4.1)

Normalized

Ω( √1n ) [Barman et al., 2020]

1

3n+1
(Thm
4n
4n−3
⌋
(Thm
4.7)
2
1 −ε
2

10/n 7 (Thm 4.6),
1/⌊

1+

1

√

1/n 3 −ε , 1/m

4.5)

(Thm 5.1)

1−ε

Unnormalized

1
n

1/m
[Barman et al., 2019]
1
(1/n 2 −ε , ε)-BC, (1/m1−ε , ε)-BC (Thm 5.4)

(Thm 5.6)

⋆ n and m represent the numbers of agents and items respectively.
⋆ (α, β)-BC: bi-criteria optimization with α-approximation on social welfare and β-approximate EF1 (Definition 4.1).

However, exact fairness may not be achievable for allocating indivisible items (e.g., when the number of
items is less than the number of agents). The most common approach to relax exact fairness in indivisible
resource allocation is fairness up to one item. Corresponding to envy-freeness, Budish [2011] considered
envy-freeness up to one item (EF1), which requires that, for any pair of agents i and j, i does not envy j if
an item from j’s allocated bundle is removed. Signiﬁcant attention has been received for EF1 allocations since
then, together with other criteria such as PROP1 and EQ1 which adapt PROP and EQ to the indivisible
resource setting in the same “fairness up to one item” favor (see [Conitzer et al., 2017, Gourvès et al., 2014,
Freeman et al., 2019]).
The above-mentioned relaxed notions of fairness are known to be achievable for allocating indivisible
items [Lipton et al., 2004, Gourvès et al., 2014, Conitzer et al., 2017]. The next straightforward step is to
optimize the allocation eﬃciency with a certain achievable fairness notion guaranteed. A natural measurement of eﬃciency is the social welfare—the sum of all the agents’ utilities for the allocation. The problem
of maximizing eﬃciency within fair allocations can therefore be formulated as a constrained optimization
problem. Unfortunately, compared with other domains, this problem is still much less understood in the
context of indivisible item allocations.
Some recent works (e.g., [Aziz et al., 2020, Barman et al., 2020, 2019]) studied the computational complexity of ﬁnding the optimal social welfare subject to various fairness constraints including EF1 and PROP1,
or the computational complexity of deciding whether there exists an allocation that maximizing social welfare (without subjecting to a fairness constraint) while being fair (see Section 1.2 for details). However, these
papers mostly deal with exact optimal social welfare. The design of approximation algorithms and the study
of approximability for this constrained optimization problem are mostly absent from the previous literature.

1.1

Our Results

We study the complexity, speciﬁcally, the approximability, of the problem of optimizing social welfare subject
to the EF1 constraint. We give a landscape for the approximability of this constrained optimization problem.
Our results are summarized based on diﬀerent numbers of agents (see Table 1).
We ﬁrst consider the case with two agents in Sect. 3. We give a fully polynomial-time approximation
scheme (FPTAS) which gives a (1 − ε)-approximation to the optimal social welfare with running time
bounded by a polynomial in the number of items and 1/ε, where ε > 0 is an adjustable parameter. This is
complemented by an NP-hardness result which holds even for the special case with normalized valuations
(in normalized valuations, all agents have the same value on the set of all items), and this result resolves an
open problem raised by Aziz et al. [2020].
Sect. 4 considers the case of n agents with n > 2 being a constant. We present a bi-criteria approximation
algorithm that ﬁnds an allocation with the optimal social welfare while EF1 is only violated by a multiplicative factor of (1−ε). The algorithm’s running time is polynomial in terms of the problem’s input size and 1/ε
for the adjustable parameter ε. On the other hand, if EF1 needs to be satisﬁed exactly, the approximability
of social welfare changes dramatically. We present a family of the NP-hardness of approximation results
(see Table 1 for details). In particular, the inapproximability factors grow as n grows, even with normalized
valuations.
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In Sect. 5, for general number of agents n that is given as input, we show that the problem admits polynomial inapproximability factors even with normalized valuations. In addition, for unnormalized valuations,
we prove that even bi-criteria approximation algorithms are impossible assuming P 6= NP.

1.2

Related Work

The study of eﬃcient and fair allocation in the context of divisible resources or indivisible resources is extensive [Aumann and Dombb, 2015, Aumann et al., 2013, Segal-Halevi and Sziklai, 2019, Caragiannis et al.,
2016, Barman et al., 2018, Murhekar and Garg, 2021]. Several work considered the problem of maximizing
social welfare within fair allocations, which is the focus of this paper. In the setting of divisible goods, the
complexity of the problem is well understood [Cohler et al., 2011, Brams et al., 2012]. Speciﬁcally, maximizing social welfare within EF/PROP allocations for piecewise-constant valuations can both be solved
optimally [Cohler et al., 2011]. However, if each agent is required to receive a connected piece of cake, this
problem admits a polynomial inapproximability factor [Bei et al., 2012].
On the other hand, there are some recent works that consider the problem of maximizing social welfare
within EF1 allocations for the indivisible goods. Barman et al. [2019] proved that the problem is NP-hard
for 2 agents even when the valuations of one agent is the scaled version of the other (Theorem 4), and
the problem is NP-hard to approximate to within a factor of 1/m1−ε for any ε > 0 for general numbers
of agents n and items m (Theorem 5). They also presented a 21 -approximation algorithm for this problem
with the dominant-strategy incentive-compatible (DSIC) property, but this result is under the special setting
where all agents’ valuations are scaled versions of a single valuation function (which is named as “singleparameter setting”). Aziz et al. [2020] showed that the problem is still NP-hard for n ≥ 3 even when the
utility function is normalized, and left it an open problem for the case when n = 2. In addition, they
proposed a pseudo polynomial-time algorithm when the number of agents
is ﬁxed. Barman et al. [2020]
√
considered the price of fairness and showed that the price of EF1 is O( n) for
√normalized valuations (this is
asymptotically tight, as Bei et al. [2021b] showed that the price of EF1 is Ω( n)), which implies an Ω( √1n )approximation algorithm. As we mentioned before, most of the previous work focuses on exact optimal
social welfare, not on its approximability (with the two exceptions of the 1/m1−ε inapproximability and the
Ω( √1n )-approximation algorithm mentioned just now). A complete landscape of the approximability for this
constrained optimization problem is still missing before this paper.
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Preliminaries

Let [n] = {1, . . . , n}. Denote by N = [n] the set of agents and M = [m] the set of indivisible items. Each
agent i has a nonnegative
utility function vi : {0, 1}M → R≥0 . We assume each agent’s utility function is
P
by vig or vi (g) for
additive: vi (S) = g∈S vi ({g}) for every i ∈ N and S ⊆ M , and we denote vi ({g}) P
notation simplicity. Further, a utility function vi is said to be normalized if vi (M ) = g∈M vig = 1, i.e.,
agent i values exactly 1 for the set of indivisible items M .
An allocation of the items A = (A1 , A2 , . . . , An ) is a partition of M , where Ai is the bundle of items
allocated to agent i. An allocation is envy-free if vi (Ai ) ≥ vi (Aj ) for any two agents i and j in N . That is,
according to agent i’s utility function, agent i does not envy any other agent j’s allocation. An envy-free
allocation may not exist in the problem of allocating indivisible items (e.g., when m < n). We consider a
well-known common relaxation of envy-freeness, envy-freeness up to one item (EF1), deﬁned below.
Definition 2.1. An allocation A = (A1 , A2 , . . . , An ) is said to satisfy envy-freeness up to one item (EF1),
if for any two agents i and j, there exists an item g ∈ Aj such that vi (Ai ) ≥ vi (Aj \ {g}).
For a verbal description, in an EF1 allocation, after removing some item g from agent j’s bundle, agent
i will no longer envy agent j. Given an allocation (A1 , . . . , An ), we say that agent i envies agent j if
vi (Ai ) < vi (Aj ), and we say that agent i strongly envies agent j if vi (Ai ) < vi (Aj \ {g}) for every g ∈ Aj . By
our deﬁnition, an allocation is EF1 if and only if i does not strongly envy j for every pair (i, j) of agents. It
is well-known that an EF1 allocation always exists even for general utility functions, and it can be computed
in polynomial time [Lipton et al., 2004, Budish, 2011].
Another important issue is economic eﬃciency, where we consider social welfare as deﬁned below.
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Algorithm 1: An FPTAS for maximizing social welfare subject to EF1
Input: two utility functions v1 and v2 , and the parameter ε > 0
Output: an EF1 allocation
1 Let O1 , {p ∈ [m] | v1p ≥ v2p } and O2 , {q ∈ [m] | v1q < v2q };
2 Let Π ← ∅ be the set of all the candidate allocations;
3 for each item g ∈ O1 do
4
for each item o ∈ O1 \ {g} do
5
v(o) ← v1o − v2o and w(o) ← v2o ;

Run the classic FPTAS with parameter ε for Knapsack with item set [m] \ (O2 ∪ {g}), value
v ([m])−v
function v, weight function w and capacity constraint 2 2 2g , and let A′1 be the output;
Let A′2 = [m] \ (A′1 ∪ {g});
if agent 1 strongly envies agent 2 in allocation (A′1 ∪ {g}, A′2 ) then
(A1 , A2 ) ← LocalSearch(A′1 ∪ {g}, A′2 ) ;
// See Algorithm 2
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7
8
9
10
11

Π ← Π ∪ {(A1 , A2 )};

return the allocation with the largest social welfare in Π

Definition 2.2. The social welfare of P
an allocation A = (A1 , . . . , An ), denoted by SW(A), is the sum of
n
the utilities of all the agents SW(A) = i=1 vi (Ai ).

In this paper, we focus on the problem of maximizing social welfare subject to the EF1 constraint. More
formally, we have the following constrained optimization problem.
Problem 1 (MSWwithinEF1). Given a set of indivisible items M = [m] and a set of agents N = [n]
with their utility functions (v1 , . . . , vn ), the problem of maximizing social welfare within EF1 allocations
(MSWwithinEF1) aims to ﬁnd an allocation A = (A1 , . . . , An ) that maximizes social welfare SW(A)
subject to that A is EF1.

3

Maximizing Social Welfare with Two Agents

This section focuses MSWwithinEF1 with two agents. We begin by presenting a fully polynomial-time
approximation scheme (FPTAS) with two agents, and then complement this positive result by proving that
MSWwithinEF1 is NP-hard. Notice that our FPTAS is applicable to unnormalized valuations, and our
NP-hardness result holds even for normalized valuations. In addition, the NP-hardness result for normalized
valuations resolves the open problem raised by Aziz et al. [2020].

3.1

A Fully Polynomial-Time Approximation Scheme for Two Agents

In this part, we present our FPTAS for two agents. We will ﬁrst handle the easy case where the exact optimal
social welfare can be easily computed, without the need of an FPTAS. Next, we will exclusively handle the
hard case in the remaining part of this section, where the FPTAS is presented.
Easy case. Consider the allocation (O1 , O2 ) that maximizes social welfare without the EF1 constraint,
where O1 , {p ∈ [m] | v1p ≥ v2p } and O2 , {q ∈ [m] | v1q < v2q }. If the two agents do not strongly envy
each other, the allocation is already EF1, and we have solved MSWwithinEF1.
Hard case. After handling the easy case, we will assume (O1 , O2 ) is not EF1. Without loss of generality,
we make the following assumption in the remaining part of this section.
Assumption 3.1. In the allocation (O1 , O2 ), agent 2 strongly envies agent 1.
The FPTAS is shown in Algorithm 1 and works as follows. The bundle O2 is ﬁxed to be given to agent
2 and an item g ∈ O1 is ﬁxed to be given to agent 1. This item g will be the item in Deﬁnition 2.1
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Algorithm 2: The local search subroutine
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Function LocalSearch(A1 ,A2 ):
while agent 1 strongly envies agent 2 do
Find an arbitrary item g ∈ A2 \ O2 and A2 ← A2 \ {g};
if agent 2 envies agent 1 under the partial allocation (A1 , A2 ) then
(A1 , A2 ) ← (A2 ∪ {g}, A1 );
else
(A1 , A2 ) ← (A1 ∪ {g}, A2 );

return (A1 , A2 )

whose removal ensures agent 2 does not envy agent 1, and we will enumerate all possibilities of g ∈ O1 .
Next, we decide the allocation of the remaining items. To ensure agent 2 does not envy agent 1 after
removing g from agent 1’s bundle, the allocation (A1 , A2 ) must satisfy v2 (A1 \ {g}) ≤ v2 (A2 ), which is
equivalent to v2 (A1 \ {g}) ≤ 12 v2 ([m] \ {g}). Therefore, the problem can be viewed as a classical Knapsack
problem, where the capacity of the knapsack is 12 v2 ([m] \ {g}), the weight of item o is v2o , and the value is
v1o − v2o . We then use the well-known FPTAS algorithm for the Knapsack problem (see, e.g., Chapter 8
in the textbook [Vazirani, 2001]). After this step, we have an allocation with almost optimal social welfare
while ensuring agent 2 does not strongly envy agent 1. However, agent 1 may envy agent 2. If so, we use a
local search algorithm (Algorithm 2) to make the allocation EF1 with an improved social welfare.
Theorem 3.2. Algorithm 1 is an FPTAS for MSWwithinEF1 with two agents.
Before proving Theorem 3.2, we will deﬁne some additional notations. Let C1 denote the constraint that
agent 1 does not strongly envy agent 2 and C2 denote the constraint that agent 2 does not strongly envy
agent 1. Let OPT be the optimal social welfare under the EF1 constraint and OPT(C2 ) be the optimal social
welfare subject to only C2 . Let ALG be the social welfare of the allocation (A1 , A2 ) output by Algorithm 1.
First of all, Assumption 3.1 immediately implies the following proposition. (Notice that, if agent 1 envies
agent 2, by Assumption 3.1, the allocation (O2 , O1 ) has a higher social welfare, which contradicts to that
the allocation (O1 , O2 ) maximizes social welfare.)
Proposition 3.3. In the allocation (O1 , O2 ), agent 1 does not envy agent 2.
Naturally, we have OPT ≤ OPT(C2 ), as the additional constraints C1 in OPT can only possibly reduce
the optimal social welfare. The lemma below shows that the equality is achieved. In other words, among
all the allocations that maximizes the social welfare subject to C2 , there exists one that satisﬁes C1 as well
(and is thus EF1).
Lemma 3.4. OPT = OPT(C2 ).
Proof. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that every allocation satisfying C2 with social welfare OPT(C2 )
does not satisfy C1 . Let (A1 , A2 ) be such an allocation among those that agent 1 envies agent 2 the least,
i.e., with v1 (A2 ) − v1 (A1 ) minimized. Firstly, agent 2’s bundle A2 contains at least one item g in O1 , since
otherwise agent 1 will not envy agent 2 if O1 ⊆ A1 (by Proposition 3.3).
We consider the partial allocation (A1 , A2 \ {g}). Agent 1 will still envy agent 2 under this partial
allocation, for otherwise, (s)he will not strongly envy agent 2 in (A1 , A2 ). We then discuss whether agent 2
envies agent 1 or not in the partial allocation (A1 , A2 \ {g}).
Case 1: agent 2 envies agent 1. If we exchange the two bundles, the social welfare will increase and both
of them will not envy each other. We further give item g to agent 1, and consider the allocation (A2 , A1 ). It
is easy to see (A2 , A1 ) has a higher social welfare (exchanging A1 and A2 \ {g} increases the social welfare,
and the reallocation of item g from agent 2 to agent 1 weakly increases the social welfare by our deﬁnition
of the set O1 where g belongs to) and constraint C2 is still satisﬁed (agent 2 does not envy agent 1 after
the exchange, so (s)he does not strongly envy agent 1 if g is additionally given to 1). This violates the
assumption that OPT(C2 ) maximizes social welfare.
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Case 2: agent 2 does not envy agent 1. Then, the allocation (A1 ∪ {g}, A2 \ {g}) has a weakly higher
social welfare (since g ∈ O1 ) while C2 still satisﬁes. It violates our assumption that (A1 , A2 ) minimizes the
amount of envy, as we are able to reallocate item g from agent 2 to agent 1 while still keeping social welfare
being optimal subject to C2 .
The following lemma shows the correctness of the local search algorithm (Algorithm 2).
Lemma 3.5. Algorithm 2 outputs an EF1 allocation (Ao1 , Ao2 ) that has a weakly higher social welfare than
that of the input (Ai1 , Ai2 ), and it terminates after at most m while-loop iterations.
Proof. The ﬁrst paragraph in the proof of Lemma 3.4 shows the existence of item g at Line 3 of Algorithm 2.
The analysis of the two cases in the proof of Lemma 3.4 shows that the social welfare weakly increases after
each while-loop iteration. It remains to show that the while-loop terminates after at most m iterations.
In Case 1 that agent 2 envies agent 1 after removing g, the algorithm terminates immediately after
exchanging two agents’ bundles. Although the algorithm may not terminate immediately in Case 2, we
observe that the size of A1 is increased by 1 in each iteration corresponding to Case 2. If Case 1 happens
after many iterations corresponding to Case 2, we know the algorithm will terminate after one more iteration.
The increasing size of A1 ensures that the algorithm terminates after at most m iterations in this scenario.
If Case 1 never happen, then the algorithm will terminate with an EF1 allocation: Proposition 3.3 ensures
agent 1 will not envy agent 2 at some stage when more and more items in O1 are added to A1 . Again, the
increasing size of A1 ensures that the algorithm terminates after at most m iterations in this scenario.
The following lemma proves the approximation guarantee for Algorithm 1.
Lemma 3.6. ALG ≥ (1 − ε) OPT.
Proof. Let (S1 , S2 ) be an allocation corresponding to both OPT and OPT(C2 ) (see Lemma 3.4). Firstly, it
is easy to see that O2 ⊆ S2 , and so S1 ⊆ O1 . Otherwise, if an item in O2 is allocated to agent 1, reallocating
this item to agent 2 strictly increases the social welfare while C2 is still satisﬁed.
Since (S1 , S2 ) is EF1, there exists g ∈ S1 such that v2 (S2 ) ≥ v2 (S1 \ {g}). For each o ∈ O1 , let
v(o) = v1o − v2o as it is in Line 5 of Algorithm 1. We can write OPT and OPT(C2 ) as
OPT = OPT(C2 ) =

X

v1o +

o∈S1

X

v2o =

o∈S2

X

v(o) +

n
X

v2o = v2 ([m]) + v(g) +

o=1

o∈S1

X

v(o).

o∈S1 \{g}

Consider
P the for-loop iteration at Line 3 where item g is in consideration. Since v2 (S2 ) ≥ v2 (S1 \ {g}),
we have o∈S1 \{g} v2o ≤ 12 (v2 ([m]) − v2 (g)), so S1 \ {g} ⊆ O1 is a valid solution to the Knapsack problem
P
P
at Line 6. By the nature of FPTAS, A′1 output at Line 6 must satisfy o∈A′ v(o) ≥ (1 − ε) o∈S1 \{g} v(o).
1
The social welfare for the allocation (A′1 ∪ {g}, A′2 ) satisﬁes
SW(A′1 ∪ {g}, A′2 ) =
= v2 ([m]) + v(g) +

X

o∈A′1

X

v1o +

X

o∈A′2

o∈A′1 ∪{g}

v2o =

X

v(o) +

o∈A′1 ∪{g}

v(o) ≥ v2 ([m]) + v(g) + (1 − ε)

X

o∈S1 \{g}

n
X

v2o

o=1

v(o) > (1 − ε) OPT .

Finally, Lemma 3.5 and our choice of the allocation with the largest social welfare (Line 11) ensure that
the ﬁnal allocation of Algorithm 1 has a social welfare that is at least SW(A′1 ∪ {g}, A′2 ).
With the approximation guarantee proved in Lemma 3.6, Theorem 3.2 holds straightforwardly as it is
easy to verify that the algorithm’s running time is polynomial in m and 1/ε. The only non-trivial part of
the time complexity analysis is the running time for the local search, which is analyzed in lemma 3.5.
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3.2

NP-Hardness for Two Agents with Normalized Valuations

We complement our positive result with the following NP-hardness result. Aziz et al. [2020] showed the
NP-hardness of MSWwithinEF1 with two agents. However, their result only applies to the setting with
unnormalized valuations. They also raised the corresponding problem with normalized valuations as an open
problem which is resolved by our result below.
Theorem 3.7. MSWwithinEF1 is NP-hard for n = 2 even under normalized valuations.
Proof. We show a reduction from the partition problem. Fix a partition instance S = {e1 , . . . , eℓ }, such
P
that ℓi=1 ei = 2x ∈ R+ . Without loss of generality, we can assume x = 1, and we construct
P an instance as
shown in the table below, where C ∈ R+ is a suﬃciently large number. Note that though o∈[m] v1 (o) and
P
o∈[m] v2 (o) are not normalized, they are both equal to 2C + 2 and can be rescaled to 1. Therefore, the
normalization assumption is not violated.
item
v1
v2

k (1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ)
ek
ek /2

ℓ+1
C
(2C + 1)/3

ℓ+2
C
(2C + 1)/3

ℓ+3
0
(2C + 1)/3

If the partition instance is a yes-instance, suppose A1 ⊆ [ℓ] and A2 ⊆ [ℓ] correspond to the partition
(S1 , S2 ) of S with equal sum. It is not hard to verify that the allocation A = (A1 ∪ {ℓ + 1, ℓ + 2}, A2 ∪ {ℓ + 3})
satisﬁes EF1, and SW(A) = (16C + 11)/6.
If the partition instance is a no-instance, we show that the maximum social welfare is less than (16C +
11)/6. If there exists an allocation A′ with social welfare of at least (16C + 11)/6, then it is easy to see that
ℓ + 1 and ℓ + 2 must be given to agent 1 and ℓ + 3 must be given to agent 2. Since SW(A′ ) ≥ (16C + 11)/6,
agent 1 should take a bundle O1 ⊆ [ℓ] with at least half of the value of the ﬁrst ℓ items. Due to the EF1
constraint, agent 2 should also take a bundle O2 ⊆ [ℓ] with at least half of the value of the ﬁrst ℓ items. This
would imply the partition instance is a yes-instance, which contradicts to our assumption.

4

Maximizing Social Welfare with Constant Number of Agents

For constant n, we consider a bi-criteria algorithm followed by inapproximability results.

4.1

Bi-Criteria Optimization

This part considers a bi-criteria optimization version of MSWwithinEF1, where the EF1 constraint is
relaxed in the following natural way.
Definition 4.1. Given a real number α ∈ (0, 1], an allocation is α-approximate EF1, if for any two agents
i and j, there exists an item g ∈ Aj such that vi (Ai ) ≥ α · vi (Aj \ {g}).
We will describe an algorithm that can ﬁnd the allocation with the largest social welfare but with an
(1 − ε)-approximation to the EF1 constraint. This is in sharp contrast to our inapproximability results in
the next section.
Aziz et al. [2020] provide a pseudo-polynomial time algorithm for MSWwithinEF1 with a constant
number of agents. One may expect that standard rounding techniques can achieve the above-mentioned
bi-criteria optimization. However, straightforward rounding techniques fail. It is possible that an agent’s
valuations to all items are extremely small, so that signiﬁcant loss of precision occurs after rounding. An EF1
allocation in the rounded instance may be very far from being EF1 in the original instance. To achieve bicriteria optimization, we will use a careful individualized rounding together with some other extra techniques.
Theorem 4.2. Fix an arbitrary value of algorithm parameter ε > 0. There exists an algorithm that computes
an allocation A such that A is (1 − ε)-approximate EF1 and SW(A) ≥ SW(A∗ ), where A∗ is an EF1
allocation that maximizes social welfare. In addition, the algorithm’s running time is polynomial in terms of
m and 1/ε when the number of agents n is a constant.
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Theorem 4.2. Fix an arbitrary value of algorithm parameter ε > 0. There exists an algorithm that computes
an allocation A such that A is (1 − ε)-approximate EF1 and SW(A) ≥ SW(A∗ ), where A∗ is an EF1
allocation that maximizes social welfare. In addition, the algorithm’s running time is polynomial in terms of
m and 1/ε when the number of agents n is a constant.
Before we prove Theorem 4.2, we ﬁrst describe our algorithms. We will ﬁrst show our high level designs,
and then give the complete algorithms (shown in Algorithm 3 and Algorithm 4). The high level ideas of our
algorithm are here.
The algorithm proceeds in three steps. In the ﬁrst step, we ﬁx some items in each agent’s bundle. In
particular, for each pair of agents i and j, we ﬁx an item gij in agent i’s bundle Ai . This item will be the
item g in Deﬁnition 2.1 such that, after removing it from Ai , agent j will not envy agent i. The ﬁrst step will
enumerate all possible sets for {gij }. In the second step, we will apply an individualized rounding technique
so that each agent’s valuations to all the remaining items that are not fixed in the first step can only take
values from a set of numbers whose cardinality is polynomial in m and 1/ε. In the third step, we will use a
dynamic programming method to solve our problem. It is crucial that the ﬁrst two steps cannot be swapped.
We will see the reason later.
Step 1: items fixing. For each agent i, we ﬁx Xi = {gi1 , gi2 , . . . , gi(i−1) , gi(i+1) , . . . , gin } with Xi ⊆ Ai .
For each gij , it is expected that agent j does not envy agent i after removing gij . Notice that it is possible
that gij1 = gij2 . We enumerate all possible sets for {X1 , . . . , Xn }. For each ﬁxed {X1 , . . . , Xn }, we proceed
to Step 2 and 3 and compute the remaining part of the allocation. Notice that the total number of the sets
is at most mn(n−1) (each gij can be one of the m items), and this is a polynomial of m given that n is a
constant.
Step 2: individualized rounding. We ﬁrst ﬁx an adjustable precision parameter K that is a polynomial
of m and 1/ε. Let Yi = {g1i , . . . , g(i−1)i , g(i+1)i , . . . , gni }. Notice that, for agent i, each item in Yi has been
ﬁxed to another agent. Let Vi = vi ([m] \ Yi ) be agent i’s total value for all the items that are not in Yi . Let
τi = Vi /K. We will round down the valuations vi of agent i to the items in [m] \ Yi such that the rounded
valuations v i can only take values from {0, τi , 2τi , . . . , Kτi }. Notice that valuations of items in Yi are not
rounded, and they can be signiﬁcantly larger than Kτi .
In the next step, we will solve one problem similar to MSWwithinEF1 on the instance after the rounding
process above, where we aim to ﬁnd an allocation that maximizes social welfare in the original valuation
subject to the EF1 constraint in the rounded valuation. To show that we can obtain an optimal social welfare
with a nearly EF1 allocation, we need to achieve that 1) an EF1 allocation in the original instance is still
EF1 in the rounded instance (so that no “high-quality” allocation with high social welfare is ruled out after
rounding) and 2) an EF1 allocation in the rounded instance is approximate EF1 in the original instance.
Notice that the EF1 here is in terms of the items gij ﬁxed in Step 1.
To achieve 1), we add n dummy items d1 , . . . , dn such that agent i has value mτi on item di and value
0 on the remaining n − 1 items. Each item di is allocated to agent i. If the allocation satisﬁes that
vi (Ai ) ≥ vi (Aj \ {gji }) in the original instance, we must also have v i (Ai ∪ {di }) ≥ v i (Aj ∪ {dj } \ {gji }) in
the rounded instance. This is because vi (Ai ) can only be reduced by at most mτi after rounding. We can
set K to be signiﬁcantly larger than m such that the value of each dummy item is negligible.
To show 2), a crucial observation is that, in an allocation A = (A1 , . . . , An ) (with the n dummy items
added) that is EF1 in the rounded instance, we must have v i (Ai ) ≥ n1 Vi . Notice that agent i should not envy
any other agent after removing the corresponding item in Yi from the other agent’s bundle. Therefore, agent
i should receive at least the average value of [m] ∪ {d1 , . . . , dn } \ Yi . Since the value of [m] ∪ {d1 , . . . , dn } \ Yi
is at least Vi (notice that the value of [m] \ Yi is at least Vi − mτi after rounding), we have v i (Ai ) ≥ n1 Vi .
Suppose, when considering A in the original instance (with dummy items removed), agent i envies agent j
even after removing gji from agent j’s bundle. We aim to show that the amount of envy is small compared
with agent i’s value on j’s bundle (i.e., the amount of envy is an ε fraction of i’s value on j’s bundle). Firstly,
since the allocation is EF1 in the rounded instance, the amount of envy in the original instance is at most
2mτi (mτi for the dummy item, and at most mτi for the loss of the precision in the rounding). We can
make this amount considerably smaller than n1 Vi by setting K large enough. Secondly, agent i’s value on j’s
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bundle (with gji removed) in the original instance should be at least n1 Vi − 2mτi ≈ n1 Vi (in order to make i
possibly envy j). The amount of envy, which is at most 2mτi , is indeed very small.
We now remark that Step 1 and Step 2 cannot be swapped. If Yi is participated in the rounding, it is
possible that items in Yi have much larger values to agent i compared with the remaining items such that
the remaining items have value 0 after rounding. In this case, Vi = vi ([m] \ Yi ) may even be rounded to 0,
and the amount of envy mτi can be large compared with agent i’s value on j’s bundle.
Step 3: dynamic programming. The remaining part of the algorithm is a standard dynamic program.
Let H[{uij }i=1,...,n;j=1,...,n ] be a Boolean function which takes n2 values {uij } as inputs and outputs TRUE
if and only if there exists an allocation A = (A1 , . . . , An ) such that v i (Aj \ {gji }) = uij . After the rounding
and adding dummy items in Step 2, we can assume each uij only takes values from {0, τi , 2τi , . . . , (K + m)τi }.
2
In addition, the total number of possible inputs to H[·] is (K + m + 1)n , which is a polynomial in m and
1/ε (as K is a polynomial in m and 1/ε, and n is a constant). We can use a standard dynamic program
to evaluate H[·] for all inputs. We can check each of the corresponding allocations to see if it satisﬁes EF1,
and ﬁnd out the one with maximum social welfare. In addition, we can get the exact optimal social welfare
instead of the (1 − ε)-approximation by comparing the social welfare of the stored allocations in terms of
their actual values (instead of the rounded values).
Algorithm 3: Bi-criteria optimization of MSWwithinEF1
Input: utility functions v1 , . . . , vn , item set M = [m], and the parameter ε > 0
Output: an (1 − ε)-approximate EF1 allocation.
3mn
1 set K ← ⌈ ε ⌉;
2 initialize Π ← ∅;
/* Π stores candidate allocations
*/
3 for each X = {Xi = {gi1 , . . . , gi(i−1) , gi(i+1) , . . . , gin } | i = 1, . . . , n} do
/* elements in Xi may be repeated, but Xi ∩ Xj = ∅ for any i, j
*/
4
for each i = 1, . . . , n do
5
set Yi ← {g1i , . . . , g(i−1)i , g(i+1)i , . . . , gni };
6
set Vi ← vi ([m] \ Yi );
7
set τi ← Vi /K;
8
for each o ∈ [m] \ Yi , set v i (o) ← maxk:kτi ≤vi (o) kτi ;
9
for each o ∈ Yi , set v i (o) ← 0;
10
add a new item di to M such that v i (di ) = mτi and v j (di ) = 0 for each j 6= i and vj (di ) = 0
for each j ∈ [n];
11
Xi ← Xi ∪ di ;
12
13
14

A ←DynamicProgram(M, v1 , . . . , v n , v1 , . . . , vn , τ1 , . . . , τn , X, K);
include A in Π;

// see Algorithm 4

return the allocation in Π with the largest social welfare with respect to {v1 , . . . , vn }

4.1.1

Proof of Theorem 4.2

In Algorithm 3, we set the precision parameter K as ⌈ 3mn
ε ⌉ which is a polynomial of m and 1/ε. We
enumerate all possible removing item set X = {Xi = {gi1 , . . . , gi(i−1) , gi(i+1) , . . . , gin } | i = 1, . . . , n} in Line
3, where each gij is expected that agent j will not envy agent i after removing gij in agent i’s bundle (Step
1: items fixing). Lines 6-8 perform the individualized rounding step and set the rounded valuation v i
such that the valuations can only take values from {0, τi , 2τi , . . . , Kτi }. For convenience, for each agent i,
Line 9 sets the valuation of all items in Yi as 0 so that we can turn the original EF1 condition with
regard to Yi to the envy-freeness condition.
Lines 10-11 add the dummy items {d1 , . . . , dn } to reach the goal that if the allocation satisﬁes that
vi (Ai ) ≥ vi (Aj \{gji }) in the original instance, we must also have v i (Ai ∪ {di }) ≥ v i (Aj ∪ {dj }), and update
the ﬁxed item set Xi for each agent i. Finally, Lines 12-14 call Algorithm 4 to ﬁnd the optimal envy-free
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Algorithm 4: The dynamic programming subroutine
1

2
3

Function DynamicProgram(M = [m + n], v 1 , . . . , v n , v1 , . . . , vn , τ1 , . . . , τn , X, K):
/* X = {Xi = {gi1 , . . . , gi(i−1) , gi(i+1) , . . . , gin , di } | i = 1, . . . , n}
/* for each i, dummy item di is the (m + i)-th item
/* for each i, v i (S)/τi ∈ {0, 1, . . . , K + m} holds for any S ⊆ M
2
for each χ ∈ {0, 1, . . . , K + m}n and each t = 0, 1, . . . , m + n do
initialize H[χ, t] ← NIL;

*/
*/
*/

2

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

H[0n , 0] ← 0;
for each t = 0, . . . , m + n − 1 do
for each χ in the dictionary ascending order such that H[χ, t] 6= NIL do
if item t + 1 belongs to X then
suppose t ∈ Xi∗ ;
Update(χ, t, i∗ );
else
for each i = 1, . . . , n do
Update(χ, t, i);
2

13
14
15
16

17
18
19
20
21
22
23

for each χ ∈ {0, 1, . . . , K + m}n do
set H[χ, m + n] ← NIL if the allocation stored in H[χ, m + n] is not envy-free w.r.t. v 1 , . . . , v n ;

if H[χ, m + n] 6= NIL for some χ then
2
return the allocation in {H[χ, m + n] | H[χ, m + n] 6= NIL, χ ∈ {0, 1, . . . , K + m}n } with the
largest social welfare w.r.t. v1 , . . . , vn , i.e. the one with the largest value H[χ, m + n]
else
return NIL
Function Update(χ, t, i):
for each j, set χ′ji ← χji + v j (t + 1)/τj ;
for each (i′ , j) with i′ 6= i, set χ′ji′ ← χji ;
if H[χ′ , t + 1] == NIL or H[χ′ , t + 1] < H[χ, t] + vi (t + 1) then
H[χ′ , t + 1] ← H[χ, t] + vi (t + 1);
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allocation after ﬁxing set X and return the one with the largest social welfare with respect to original
valuation among all possible sets X.
For Algorithm 4, it uses the dynamic program to calculate the optimal envy-free allocation after ﬁxing
the assigned item set X = {Xi = {gi1 , . . . , gi(i−1) , gi(i+1) , . . . , gin , di } | i = 1, . . . , n}, where all items in Xi
should be assigned to agent i (Step 3: dynamic programming). Since we add the dummy items, for
any subset S ⊆ M , we have v i (S)/τi ∈ {0, 1, . . . , K + m} for each i. In this algorithm, we use the state
H[χ, t] to store the maximum social welfare value with regard to the original valuation (and record the
corresponding allocation simultaneously), where χij represents the value of agent j’s bundle with regard to
v i when allocating only the ﬁrst t items.
Lines 2-4 initialize the values H[χ, t] for all possible χ and t. Lines 5-12 transfer the state, where Lines
7-9 is for the case where item t + 1 has been assigned to agent i before and Lines 10-12 is for the case where
item t + 1 has not been assigned and we need to enumerate the allocated agent. Next, Lines 13-18 return the
envy-free allocation with the largest social welfare with regard to original valuation. Lines 19-23 describe
the detailed state transfer if we assign item t + 1 to agent i from the state H[χ, t].
After describing the algorithm formally, we now prove Theorem 4.2. The proof contains two parts:
• an EF1 allocation in the original instance can be transferred to an EF allocation in the modiﬁed
instance (after rounding and adding dummy items).
• an EF allocation in the modiﬁed instance can be transferred to an (1 − ε)-approximate EF1 allocation
in the original instance.
We will use the following two lemmas to show these two points.
Lemma 4.3. For an EF1 allocation A = {A1 , . . . , An } with regard to {v1 , . . . , vn } in the original instance,
the corresponding allocation A′ = {A′1 , . . . , A′n } where A′i = Ai ∪ {di } for each i, is an EF allocation with
regard to {v1 , . . . , v n } after fixing some set X = {Xi = {gi1 , . . . , gi(i−1) , gi(i+1) , . . . , gin , di } | i = 1, . . . , n} in
the modified instance.
Proof. For an EF1 allocation A = {A1 , . . . , An } with regard to {v1 , . . . , vn }, for each (i, j) where i 6= j, there
exists one gji ∈ Aj such that vi (Ai ) ≥ vi (Aj \{gji }) by the deﬁnition of EF1. We use all these gji to get the
set X. We want to show v i (Ai ∪ {di }) ≥ v i (Aj ∪ {dj }) for each (i, j) where i 6= j.
We consider each (i, j) where i 6= j. We have v i (Ai ∪ {di }) = v i (Ai ) + mτi ≥ vi (Ai ) − mτi + mτi = vi (Ai )
because Ai contains at most m items and the value of each is rounded down by at most τi . On the
other hand, since gji ∈ Yi , we have v i (gji ) = 0 by Line 9 of Algorithm 3. By EF1, vi (Ai ) is at least
vi (Aj \{gji }) ≥ v i (Aj \{gji }) = v i (Aj ) = v i (Aj ∪ {dj }). Therefore, v i (Ai ∪ {di }) ≥ v i (Aj ∪ {dj }).
Lemma 4.4. For an EF allocation A′ = {A′1 , . . . , A′n } where A′i = Ai ∪ {di } for each i with regard to
{v 1 , . . . , v n } after fixing the set X = {Xi = {gi1 , . . . , gi(i−1) , gi(i+1) , . . . , gin , di } | i = 1, . . . , n} in the modified
instance, the corresponding allocation A = {A1 , . . . , An } is an (1−ε)-approximate EF1 allocation with regard
to {v1 , . . . , vn } in the original instance.
Proof. By deﬁnition, for each pair (i, j) where i 6= j, we have v i (Ai ∪ {di }) ≥ v i (Aj ∪ {dj }), then it suﬃces
to show vi (Ai ) ≥ (1 − ε)vi (Aj \{gji }).
We consider each pair (i, j) where i 6= j such that agent i envies agent j even after removing item gji
from j’s bundle: vi (Ai ) < vi (Aj \{gji }) (otherwise, if no such pair exist, the allocation is EF1 and we are
done). We have
vi (Ai ) ≥ v i (Ai )

(values of items are rounded down)

= v i (Ai ∪ {di }) − mτi
≥ v i (Aj ∪ {dj }) − mτi

(v i (di ) = mτi )
(A′ is envy-free)

= v i (Aj ) − mτi
= v i (Aj \{gji }) − mτi

(v i (dj ) = 0)
(v i (gji ) = 0 from gji ∈ Yi (Line 9 of Algorithm 3))

≥ vi (Aj \{gji }) − 2mτi ,
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where the last inequality is becase Aj \{gji } contains at most m items and the value of each is rounded down
by at most τi . Thus, if we can show 2mτi ≤ εvi (Aj \{gji }), then we have vi (Ai ) ≥ (1 − ε)vi (Aj \{gji }), which
ﬁnishes the proof.
So the remaining is to show 2mτi ≤ εvi (Aj \{gji }). Since we have v i (Ai ) + mτi = v i (Ai ∪ {di }) ≥
v i (Aj ′ ∪ {dj ′ }) = v i (Aj ′ \{gj ′ i }) for each j ′ 6= i, and we also have v i (Ai ) + mτi ≥ v i (Ai ) + mτi , we sum all
these n terms up and we have


X
1
1
1
v i (Ai ) + mτi ≥ v i (Ai ) + mτi +
v i (Aj ′ \{gj ′ i }) = (v i ([m]\Yi ) + mτi ) ≥ vi ([m]\Yi )
n
n
n
′
j 6=i

where the last inequality is due to that the value of each item is rounded down by at most τi and there are
at most m items. Recalling that we have set Vi = vi ([m] \ Yi ), this means v i (Ai ) ≥ Vni − mτi .
Next,
εvi (Aj \{gji }) > εvi (Ai )
≥ εv i (Ai )


Vi
≥ε
− mτi
n
Vi
≥ ε − mτi .
n

(we have assumed vi (Ai ) < vj (Aj \ {gji }) at the beginning)
(we have just proved this)

To show 2mτi ≤ εvi (Aj \{gji }), it remains to show ε Vni − mτi ≥ 2mτi , that is τi ≤
3mn
ε
⌈ 3mn
ε ⌉ ≥ ε , we have τi = Vi /K ≤ 3mn Vi , and the lemma concludes.

ε
3mn Vi .

Since K =

Proof of Theorem 4.2. Assume the allocation A∗ = (A1 , . . . , An ) is the EF1 allocation with the largest social
welfare, from Lemma 4.3, it can be transferred to one EF allocation A′ = {A′1 , . . . , A′n } where A′i = Ai ∪ {di }
for each i after ﬁxing some set X. Then, since we choose the allocation with the largest social welfare with
regard to original valuation for all possible sets X, the allocation output by Algorithm 3 must have at least the
same social welfare with regard to original valuation after removing the dummy items. Furthermore, because
of Lemma 4.4, this allocation is an (1 − ε)-approximate EF1 allocation with regard to original valuation. To
sum up, the output allocation A should be (1 − ε)-approximate EF1 and SW(A) ≥ SW(A∗ ).

4.2

Inapproximability Results for Constant Number of Agents

In this section, we present a family of inapproximability results. We will see that the inapproximability
factor grows in a polynomial speed as n grows. Compared with the result in the last section, we see that
the approximability of MSWwithinEF1 is catastrophically reduced if we insist on exact EF1 instead of
allowing (1 − ε)-approximate EF1.
Theorem 4.5. MSWwithinEF1 is NP-hard to approximate to within factor
even under normalized valuations.

3n+1
4n

for any fixed n > 2,

It should be mentioned that the factor 3n+1
4n above does not apply to n = 2. When substituting n = 2,
the ratio is 7/8. However, we gave an FPTAS in Section 3.1.
The inapproximability factor is lower-bounded by 3/4 in Theorem 4.5. In the theorem below, we provide
a much stronger inapproximability factor for larger n.
Theorem 4.6. For any fixed n > 107 , MSWwithinEF1 is NP-hard to approximate to factor
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.
n1/7

Proof. We will show a reduction from the partition problem. When given a partition instance {e1 , . . . , eℓ }
Pℓ
such that i=1 ei = 2x, we construct an instance for problem 1 with n agents and ℓ + n − 1 items as follows.
For agent 1, (s)he has value nx+x
for the item ℓ + 1 and ℓ + 2, and value 0 for the remaining items. For agent
2
2 to agent n, they have value eo for item o ∈ [ℓ] and value x for each of the remaining items. The values will
sum up to nx + x for all agents and it can be normalized to 1, which satisﬁes the deﬁnition of normalized
valuations.

12

(1)

(1)

clique items

(1)
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c2

(2)
c3

a(2,3) , a(3,2)

(1)

(1),{1,3}

p1

s2
(1)

(1)

a(1,2) , a(2,1)

(1),{1,3}

(2)

(2)

(2)

a(1,3) , a(3,1)

(2)

a(1,2) , a(2,1)

(1)

, . . . , pℓ

(2)

c2

s1
(1)

a(1,3) , a(3,1)

(2)

(2)

a(2,3) , a(3,2)

(2)

c1

c1

partition items P (1),(1,3)
q1

q2

q3

q4

q5

q6

q7

q8

q9

q10

q11

q12

pool items

Figure 1: Agents and items of our construction when n = 14.
If the partition instance is a yes-instance, we assume the partition is (S1 , S2 ). Let agent 2 receive items
corresponding to S1 , agent 3 receive items corresponding to S2 , each of the agents 4, . . . , n receive one of the
items from item ℓ + 3 to item n + ℓ − 1, and all of them receive items with total value x in this case. Let
agent 1 receive item ℓ + 1 and item ℓ + 2. The allocation is EF1 because agent 1 will not envy any other
agent, and when removing one of the items in agent 1’s bundle, other agents will not envy agent 1 either.
The social welfare under this case is 2nx.
If the partition instance is a no-instance, agent 1 can only receive one of item t + 1 and item t + 2.
Otherwise, if agent 1 receives both items, all other agents should receive items that values sum up to at
least x, which is impossible in a no partition instance. In this case, the social welfare will be at most 3nx+x
.
2
for
any
ﬁxed
n
>
2.
Hence, the inapproximability factor is 3n+1
4n

4.3

Proof of Theorem 4.6

We will present a reduction from the partition problem. Fix a partition instance S = {e1 , . . . , eℓ } suchl that
m
Pℓ
1
+
7 ,
e
=
2ε
∈
R
,
where
ε
is
a
very
small
number
(with
the
partition
instance
rescaled).
Let
t
=
n
i=1 i
q
k
j
2
−k)−2)ε
−
3
, and x = 1+(t(k
. We construct a fair division instance as follows. The
k = 21 + 21 4n
t
t(k2 −k)+2
construction is illustrated in Fig. 1 and Table 2 with n = 14 (so that t = 2, k = 3, x = 1+10ε
14 ). Nodes with
gray background represent items, and nodes without background represent agents.
When n is general, the items are divided into four categories: clique items, partition items, and pool
items,dummy items.

• There are t groups of clique items (the i-th group is named Ci ). For each group, consider a clique
G = (V, E) with k vertices, each vertex in the clique corresponds to a clique item. The items in group
(i)
(i)
Ci are named c1 , . . . , ck . As shown in Fig. 1, when n = 14, there are t = 2 clique item groups each
of which contains k = 3 items.
• There are t(k 2 −k)/2 groups of partition items, which are denoted by P (i),{u,v} , 1 ≤ i ≤ t, 1 ≤ u < v ≤ k.
Each group corresponds to an edge (P (i),{u,v} corresponds to the edge (u, v) in the i-th clique) and
(i),{u,v}
(i),{u,v}
contains ℓ items, and those ℓ items, named as p1
, . . . , pℓ
, correspond to the ℓ numbers in
the partition instance. For simplicity, we only display one of the six groups, P (1),{1,3} , in Fig. 1, and
(1),{1,3}
(1),{1,3}
p1
, . . . , pℓ
are the items contained in group P (1),{1,3} .
• There are t(k 2 − k) pool items, denoted by qi , 1 ≤ i ≤ t(k 2 − k). As shown in Fig. 1, there are 12 pool
items, and they are denoted by q1 , . . . , q12 .
• There are also n− t(k 2 − k + 1) dummy items. For the example with n = 14, since 14 − 2(32 − 3 + 1) = 0,
we do not draw any dummy item in Fig. 1.
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The agents are also divided into three categories: super agents, normal agents, and dummy agents,
• There are t super agents named s1 , . . . , st corresponding to the t cliques.
• There are also t groups of normal agents corresponding to the t cliques, and each group contains k 2 − k
normal agents. For the i-th group, each edge (u, v) in the clique corresponds to two normal agents
(i)
(i)
a(u,v) and a(v,u) . For the example with n = 14, since there are 6 edges for the two cliques in Fig. 1,
(2)

(1)

they correspond to 12 normal agents a(u,v) and a(u,v) , 1 ≤ u < v ≤ 3.
• There are also n−t(k 2 −k+1) dummy agents. For the example with n = 14, since 14−2(32 −3+1) = 0,
we do not draw any dummy agent in Fig. 1.
When n = 14, the valuations are shown in details in Table 2. When n is general, the valuations are
deﬁned as follows.
• For each super agent si , (s)he has value k1 for each item in Ci and value 0 for each other items. In the
example of n = 14, as shown in Table 2, super agent s1 only has a positive value to items in C1 .
(j)

(j)

• For each j = 1, . . . , t and each of the two normal agents a(u,v) and a(v,u) in group j, they both have
(j)

(j)

value x to the clique items cu and cv . Moreover, they both have value ew to the partition item
(j),{u,v}
pw
for each w = 1, . . . , ℓ and value 0 to the partition items in other groups. Other than these
items, for each normal agent, (s)he has value x − ε to each pool item. As shown in Table 1, those
normal agents have the same value x − ε to those pool items q1 , . . . , q12 .
• For each dummy agent, (s)he values

1
n−t(k2 −k+1)

to all dummy items(if existing).

If the partition instance is a yes-instance, consider the following allocation. For each j = 1, . . . , t, we
allocate super agent sj all the k clique items in group Cj . For each normal agent, we allocate her one pool
item with value x − ε and a set of partition items with total value ε (the partition instance is a yes-instance).
Each dummy agent receives exactly one dummy item. Hence, each normal agent receives value x in total.
It is not hard to verify that this allocation is EF1. In particular, a normal agent will not strongly envy the
super agent int the same group because, according to her utility function, the super agent receives two items
with value x and all the other items have value 0. In this allocation, the social welfare is given by
SW(A) ≥

t×1
| {z }

clique items

+ t(k 2 − k) × (x − ε) + t(k 2 − k) × ε = t + t(k 2 − k)x.
{z
} |
{z
}
|
pool items

partition items

If the partition instance is a no-instance, we will show an upper
√ bound on the social welfare. For each
j = 1, . . . , k, we ﬁrst argue that super agent sj can take at most 2tk + 1 items in Cj . Suppose sj takes s
2
items in Cj . Since each item correspond to an unique vertex and there are s 2−s edges in the clique induced
by the s vertices, then there are s2 − s normal agents in group j who can not receive any value from Cj . Since
the partition instance is a no-instance, half of these normal agents can only receive less than ε value from the
partition items. To ensure they do not strongly envy sj , each of them should take at least two pool items.
2
Since at least s 2−s agents need to take at least two pool items and the number of the pool items equals to
2
the number of the normal agents, at least s 2−s normal agents can not take any pool item. To ensure they do
2
not strongly envy other agents, they need to take at least one clique item. Hence, s 2−s ≤ tk, which implies
√
(s − 1)2 ≤ 2tk, which further implies s ≤ 2tk + 1 as we claimed at the beginning of this paragraph.
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Table 2: The valuations of the construction when n = 14.
(1)

(1),{2,3}

(2),{1,2}

(2),{1,3}

(2),{2,3}

0
1/3

pi
(1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ)
0
0

pi
(1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ)
0
0

pi
(1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ)
0
0

pi
(1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ)
0
0

0

0

ei

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

ei

0

0

0

0

0

x

0

0

0

0

ei

0

0

0

0

x

0

0

0

0

ei

0

0

0

0

(2)

(2)

c1

c2

c3

s1
s2

1/3
0

1/3
0

1/3
0

0
1/3

0
1/3

(1)

x

x

0

0

(1)
a(2,1)
(1)
a(1,3)
(1)
a(3,1)
(1)
a(2,3)
(1)
a(3,2)
(2)
a(1,2)
(2)
a(2,1)
(2)
a(1,3)
(2)
a(3,1)
(2)
a(2,3)
(2)
a(3,2)

x

x

0

x

0

x

0

⋆
⋆

(1),{1,3}

pi
(1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ)
0
0

(2)

c3

a(1,2)

(1),{1,2}

pi
(1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ)
0
0

(1)

c2

0

x

x

0

0

0

0

0

ei

0

0

0

0

x

x

0

0

0

0

0

ei

0

0

0

0

0

0

x

x

0

0

0

0

ei

0

0

0

0

0

x

x

0

0

0

0

ei

0

0

0

0

0

x

0

x

0

0

0

0

ei

0

0

0

0

x

0

x

0

0

0

0

ei

0

0

0

0

0

x

x

0

0

0

0

0

ei

0

0

0

0

x

x

0

0

0

0

0

ei

(j),{u,v}
(j),{v,u}
Note that pi
and pi
are regarded as the same item.
Since n − t(k 2 − k + 1) = 14 − 2(32 − 3 + 1) = 0, there exists no dummy

agents and dummy items in this example.

q1 , . . . , q12
0
0
x−ε

x−ε

x−ε

x−ε

x−ε

x−ε

x−ε

x−ε

x−ε

x−ε

x−ε

x−ε
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(1)

c1

The upper bound of the social welfare is given by
SW(A) < ts · (1/k) + tk · x + t(k 2 − k) · (x − ε) + t(k 2 − k) · ε +
|
{z
} |
{z
} |
{z
}
clique items

partition items

pool items

1
+ (n − t(k 2 − k + 1))
n − t(k 2 − k + 1)
|
{z
}
dummy items

ts
=
+ tkx + tx(k 2 − k) + 1
k
ts
+1+1+1
≤
k
ts
=
+3
k

(x is deﬁned as

1+(t(k− k)−2)ε
t(k2 −k)+2 ,

and ε is small)

For the last inequality, it is straightforward to verify tkx ≤ 1 and tx(k 2 − k) ≤ 1 by deﬁnitions of t, k and x.
Finally, the inapproximability factor is no less than
t + t(k 2 − k)x
≥
ts
k +3

ts
k

t
=
+3

s
k

1
+

3
t

≥

1

√
2tk+1
k

+

3
t

1
≥ √ q
2 2 kt +

3

.

1
n7

We can notice that:
t
t
q
=j
k≤
k
1
4n
1
+
−
3
2
2
t

1
2



1
2

+

1
2

t
q

4n
t

√
3
1 3
2t 2
t
2(2n 7 ) 2
4 2
= 2 ,
 ≤ 1pn = √ ≤ √
n
n
n7
2
t
−3

where the middle inequality can be obtained by straightforward computations and the fact that
Therefore, the inapproximability is at least:
1
√ qt
2 2 k+

3

1
n7

1
≥ √ q √
2 2 4 2

1

2
n7

+

3

1
n7

≥

7

1

n7

1
+

p
n/t ≥ 1.

1

3

1

n7

n7
=
,
10

so the theorem concludes.
For
√ unnormalized valuations, we have the following result which states that MSWwithinEF1 admits a
Θ(1/ n) inapproximability factor as n grows (while still being a constant).
Theorem 4.7. For any fixed constant
n ≥ 2, MSWwithinEF1 is NP-hard to approximate to within any
√
1+ 4n−3
factor that is larger than 1/⌊
⌋.
2

5

Maximizing Social Welfare for General Number of Agents

In this section, we will see that MSWwithinEF1 becomes largely inapproximable for general number of
agents (that is not a constant), and the inapproximability still holds even if we relax EF1 to ε-approximate
EF1 for any positive ε ∈ (0, 1).
The following theorem shows that MSWwithinEF1 is NP-hard to approximate within a factor polynomial in n or m, when the number of agents n is given as an input.
Theorem 5.1. For any ε > 0, MSWwithinEF1 is NP-hard to approximate SW(A) to within a factor of
1
1
1/n 3 −ε , or within a factor of 1/m 2 −ε , even with normalized valuations.
Proof. We will present a reduction from the maximum independent set problem. We begin by describing
the construction, which will be used for proving both theorems.
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The construction. Fix a maximum independent set instance G = (V, E), and let k = |V | and ℓ = |E|.
We will construct a fair division instance with n = kℓ + k agents and m = 2k 2 items. We will assume ℓ > 2k
(notice that we can add multi-edges without changing the nature of the independent set problem).
(j)
(j)
The agents are partitioned into k groups. Agents are named by {a1 , . . . , aℓ , s(j) }j=1,...,k . Group j
(j)
(j)
consists of ℓ + 1 agents a1 , . . . , aℓ , s(j) . Each edge ei ∈ E in the maximum independent set instance
(j)
(j)
(k)
(1)
corresponds to k agents ai , . . . , ai . In particular, for each group j, the ℓ agents a1 , . . . , aℓ represent
the ℓ edges in G, and there is a special agent s(j) . We will use A(j) to denote the set of agents in group j.
The items are partitioned into k + 1 groups deﬁned as follows. For each j = 1, . . . , k, group j contains
(j)
(j)
k items b1 , . . . , bk . Each vertex ui ∈ V in the maximum independent set instance corresponds to k items
(k)
(1)
bi , . . . , bi . The (k + 1)-th group contains k 2 items c1 , . . . , ck2 . We will use B (j) to denote the set of items
in group j for each j = 1, . . . , k and C to denote the set of items in group k + 1.
The valuations are deﬁned as follows. For each special agent s(j) , (s)he has value 1/k for each item in
(j)
(j)
B , and value 0 for each of the remaining items. For each agent ai , (s)he has value τ /2 for each of the
(j)
(j)
two items bi1 and bi2 representing the two vertices ui1 and ui2 of the edge ei , (s)he has value (1 − τ )/k 2 for
each item in C, and (s)he has value 0 for each of the remaining items, where we set τ = 2/k 2 so that item
(j)
(j)
bi1 and bi2 have a slightly higher value than each item in C.
Proof sketch. Notice that, for each j = 1, . . . , k, the agent group A(j) \ {s(j) } and the item group B (j)
resembles the graph G = (V, E) in that each edge is represented by exactly one agent in A(j) \ {s(j) } and each
vertex is represented by exactly one item in B (j) . The k groups can be viewed as k copies of the maximum
independent set instance.
For each group j, the items in B (j) have much higher values to agent s(j) than to any other agents. We
need to maximize the number of the items in B (j) that are allocated to s(j) .
On the other hand, the number of the “non-special” agents, kℓ, is more than the number of items 2k 2 .
This implies some non-special agents will receive no item at all. Since all the non-special agents have a
common valuation on items in C, to guarantee EF1, no agent can receive more than one item in C.
It is then easy to see that, in each group j, the items allocated to agent s(j) must correspond to an
(j)
(j)
independent set in G. For otherwise, if s(j) receives both items bi1 and bi2 for an edge ei = (ui1 , ui2 ), agent
(j)

(j)

ai will have to receive at least two items in C to guarantee EF1 (recall that, for agent ai , the value of
(j)
(j)
bi1 or bi2 is higher than the value of any item in C), and we have seen that this is infeasible.
Since we would like to maximize the number of items in B (j) that are allocated to agent s(j) , our problem
now naturally becomes the problem of maximizing the size of the independent set in G. Notice that the k
groups simulate the k identical copies of the maximum independent set instance.
Since ℓ = O(k 2 ), we have n = O(k 3 ) and m = Θ(k 2 ). Theorem 5.1 holds due to Theorem 5.5.
Formal proof.

For the completeness part, we prove the following proposition.

Proposition 5.2. If G has an independent set of size t, then there exists an allocation with social welfare
at least t.
Proof. Let I ⊆ V be an independent set of G with |I| = t. Consider the following allocation. For each
(j)
j = 1, . . . , k, allocate {bi | ui ∈ I} to agent s(j) . Allocate remaining items arbitrarily subject to that each
(j)
remaining agent in {A \ {s(j) } | j = 1, . . . , k} receive at most one item.
It is straightforward to see that the allocation is EF1. Since each agent in {A(j) \ {s(j) } | j = 1, . . . , k}
receives at most one item, no agent will strongly envy any of them. It remains to show that no one will envy
s(j) for each j. Firstly, those special agents {s(j) } will not envy each other. This is because each s(j) receives
items from group B (j) only, and (s)he only has positive values for items in B (j) . Secondly, each non-special
(j ′ )
(j ′ )
agent ai will not envy each special agent s(j) . If j 6= j ′ , agent ai has 0 value for every item in B (j) , and
(j)
(j ′ )
thus will not envy s(j) . If j = j ′ , the only two items in B (j) that agent ai has non-zero values are bi1 and
(j ′ )

(j)

bi2 , where ei = (ui1 , ui2 ) is the edge corresponding to ai
independent set, s

(j)

receives at most one of

(j)
bi1

and

(j)
bi2 .
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. Since s(j) receives items that correspond to an
(j ′ )

Thus, agent ai

does not envy s(j) .

Finally, we ﬁnd a lower bound on the social welfare by only consider special agents. Each s(j) receives
t items, and each of them has value 1/k. Since there are k special agents, the social welfare is at least
k · t · k1 = t.
For the soundness part, we prove the following proposition.
Proposition 5.3. If G does not have an independent set of size larger than t, then the social welfare of any
allocation is at most t + 2.
Proof. Consider an arbitrarily allocation A. The crucial observation is that As(j) ∩ B (j) must correspond to
(j)
an independent set. To see this, suppose for an edge ei = (ui1 , ui2 ) some agent s(j) receives both items bi1
(j)

(j)

and bi2 . Recall that agent ai

has value τ /2 = 1/k 2 on each of both items, and (s)he has value (1 − τ )/k 2
(j)

on each item in C which is less than 1/k 2 To guarantee EF1, agent ai must receive at least two items in
(j)
C. To guarantee each remaining non-special agent does not envy agent ai , each non-special agent should
receive at least one item. The total number of non-special agents is kℓ, which is more than the total number
of items 2k 2 . Thus, EF1 cannot be guaranteed if As(j) ∩ B (j) does not correspond to an independent set.
With this observation and the assumption that the maximum independent set has size no more than t,
each special agent s(j) receives a bundle with value at most t/k. Thus, the overall utility for all the special
agents is at most t. For the non-special agent, each item is worth at most τ /2 = 1/k 2 . Even if all the 2k 2
items are allocated to the non-special agents, the overall utility for all the non-special agents is bounded by
2k 2 · k12 = 2. Therefore, the social welfare of A is at most t + 2.
To conclude the proof, Theorem 5.5 and the two propositions above imply it is NP-hard to approximate
SW(A) to within a factor of k 1−ǫ for any ǫ > 0. Since m = 2k 2 , the inapproximability factor can be written
1
1
1
as (√2)11−ǫ m 2 − 2 ǫ , which is more than m 2 −ε by choosing ε appropriately. This concludes Theorem 5.1 for
the part with m. Since ℓ = O(k 2 ), we have n = O(k 3 ). We can see Theorem 5.1 for the part with n holds
by rewriting k 1−ǫ in a similar way.
For a constant number of agents, we show in Section 4.1 that MSWwithinEF1 becomes tractable if
we slightly relax EF1. However, the following theorem shows that MSWwithinEF1 admits polynomial
inapproximability factors even if EF1 is largely relaxed.
Theorem 5.4. For any small ε > 0, if there exists an algorithm that computes an allocation A such that
A is ε-approximate EF1 and SW(A) ≥ 11−ε SW(A∗ ), then P = NP, where A∗ is an EF1 allocation that
n2

maximizes social welfare. With respect to the number of items, the result also holds if
1

1

1

n 2 −ε

is replaced by

m1−ε .

Proof. The proofs for both theorems are similar to the proof in Appendix A.2 in the paper [Barman et al.,
2019]. We present a reduction from the maximum independent set problem.
Given a maximum independent set instance G = (V, E), we construct a fair division instances with n
items and m + 1 agents, where n = |V | and m = |E|. Those n items correspond to the n vertices in G.
Those m + 1 agents consist of a super agent and m edge agents that correspond to the m edges in G.
Fix a small number δ > 0. The super agent has value 1 for each item. For the edge agent representing the
edge (u, v), (s)he has value δ on the two items representing u and v, and (s)he has value 0 on the remaining
items.
To guarantee ε-approximate EF1, it is required that the super agent cannot take any pair of items
representing vertices u and v for an edge (u, v). For otherwise, the agent representing the edge (u, v) will
receive a value of 0, and ε-approximate EF1 fails to hold for any ε > 0. As a result, the set of items taken
by the super agent must correspond to an independent set in G.
By making δ suﬃciently small, the social welfare almost exclusively depends on the super agent’s utility.
Theorem 5.4 follows easily from Theorem 5.5 and the fact m = O(n2 ).

18

It needs to mention that the proofs for the above two theorems make use of the n1−ε inapproximability
result of the maximum independent set problem due to Håstad [1996], Khot [2001], Zuckerman [2006].1
Theorem 5.5 (Inapproximability of Maximum Independent Set). For any ε > 0, it is NP-hard to approximate the maximum independent set problem to within a factor of n1−ε .
Finally, we remark that a simple variant of the round-robin algorithm can achieve the following result:
Theorem 5.6. There exists an

1
n -approximation

algorithm for MSWwithinEF1.

Proof. We present a variant of the round-robin algorithm. Like the round-robin algorithm, our algorithm
consists of ⌈m/n⌉ iterations. In each iteration except for the last iteration, exactly n items are allocated
such that each agent receive exactly one item. In each iteration, we ﬁrst ﬁnd a tuple (i, g) with maximum
vi (g) such that agent i has not been allocated an item yet in the current iteration and item g has not been
allocated, and we allocate item g to agent i. We do this n times until each agent receives exactly one item
in this iteration.
Firstly, the allocation output by our algorithm is EF1, for the same reason that standard round-robin
algorithm is EF1. The crucial observation here is that, for every agent, the item (s)he receives at a particular
iteration has a (weakly) larger value than the value of any item that is allocated in the later iterations.
Therefore, for any pair of agents i and j, in agent i’s valuation, the item allocated to agent i at the t-th
iteration has a (weakly) larger value than the item allocated to agent j at the (t + 1)-th iteration. Thus,
if removing the item allocated to agent j in the ﬁrst iteration from agent j’s bundle, agent i will not envy
agent j.
We will then show that this is a n1 -approximation algorithm for MSWwithinEF1. Let It be the set of
items allocated in the t-th iterations. For each item g, let u∗g = maxi=1,...,n vi (g). It is obvious that
m
X

u∗g =

g=1

⌈m/n⌉

X X

u∗g

t=1 g∈It

is an upper bound to the optimal social welfare. On the other hand, let ot ∈ It be the ﬁrst item allocated
in the t-th iteration, and let at be the agent who receives ot . By the nature of our algorithm, we have
vat (ot ) = u∗ot ≥ u∗g for any g ∈ It . By only accounting for the items o1 , . . . , o⌈m/n⌉ , the social welfare for the
allocation A output by our algorithm satisﬁes


⌈m/n⌉
⌈m/n⌉
m
X
X
X
1X ∗
1
u∗g  =
SW(A) ≥
u ,
u∗ot ≥
n
n g=1 g
t=1
t=1
g∈It

which shows that our algorithm is a

6

1
n -approximation

algorithm for MSWwithinEF1.

Conclusion and Future Work

In this work, we provided a complete landscape on the complexity and approximability of maximizing social
welfare subject to the EF1 constraint. For two agents, we completed the approximability gap by presenting
an FPTAS and an NP-hardness result. For a constant number of agents, we showed that the problem is
basically inapproximable by proving that the inapproximability factor increases with a polynomial speed as
n increases. However, we demonstrated the strong tractability of this problem if we slightly relax EF1 by
a factor that can be arbitrarily close to 1. For general number of agents, we showed that the problem is
intractable even with EF1 being relaxed by an arbitrary factor.
Given that this problem has been well understood for the cake cutting problem and is now well understood
for the indivisible item allocation problem, an interesting future direction is to study this problem for the
1 Håstad [1996] showed the inapproximability for the ratio n1−ε under the stronger assumption ZPP 6= NP. Khot [2001]
described more precisely the inapproximability ratio, but with an even stronger assumption. Zuckerman [2006] derandomized
the construction weakening its assumption to P 6= NP.
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mixed divisible and indivisible goods. The allocation of mixed goods was ﬁrst considered by Bei et al.
[2021a] in which a fairness notion “EFM” that adapts EF is proposed. Studying maximizing the eﬃciency
while guaranteeing fairness is thus a compelling future direction.
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