arXiv:2511.04572v2 [cs.GT] 4 Dec 2025

Fisher Meets Lindahl: A Unified Duality Framework for
Market Equilibrium*

Yixin Tao' Weigiang Zheng*

Abstract

The Fisher market equilibrium for private goods markets and the Lindahl equilibrium for public goods
markets are classic and fundamental solution concepts for market equilibrium. While the Fisher market
equilibrium has been well-studied, the theoretical foundations for the Lindahl equilibrium—including
characterizations, computation, and dynamics—remain substantially underdeveloped.

In this work, we propose a unified duality framework for market equilibria in private goods and public
goods markets. We show that every Lindahl equilibrium of a public goods market corresponds to a Fisher
market equilibrium in a dual private goods market with dual utilities, and vice versa. The dual utility is
based on the indirect utility, and the correspondence between the two equilibria works by exchanging the
roles of allocations and prices. This duality framework enables us to transfer insights and results between
the two settings. The framework also extends to markets with chores.

Using the duality framework, we address the gaps concerning the computation and dynamics for the
Lindahl equilibrium and obtain new insights and developments for the Fisher market equilibrium. First,
we leverage this duality to analyze welfare properties of Lindahl equilibria. For concave homogeneous
utilities, we prove that a Lindahl equilibrium maximizes Nash Social Welfare (NSW). For concave
non-homogeneous utilities, we show that a Lindahl equilibrium achieves (1/ e)l/ ¢ approximation to
the optimal NSW, and the approximation ratio is tight. Second, we apply the duality framework to
market dynamics, including proportional response dynamics (PRD) and tdtonnement. We obtain new
market dynamics for the Lindahl equilibria from market dynamics in the dual Fisher market, significantly
extending existing results for linear utilities. Moreover, the duality framework also introduces new insights
into market dynamics. We show that the recently proposed PRD in gross substitutes Fisher markets is a
best-response expenditure procedure in the dual Lindahl setting. Using this observation, we extend PRD
to markets with total complements utilities, the dual class of gross substitutes utilities. Finally, we apply
the duality framework to markets with chores. We propose a program for private chores for general convex
homogeneous disutilities that avoids the “poles” issue, and every KKT point of the program corresponds
to a Fisher market equilibrium. We also initiate the study of the Lindahl equilibrium for public chores
using duality to the private chores setting.
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1 Introduction

The concept of market equilibrium [AD54; McK54] is fundamental to economic theory, providing a frame-
work for analyzing the interaction of rational agents and efficient allocation of resources. From the early
work of Deng, Papadimitriou, and Safra [DPS03], the study on characterization, computation complexity,
algorithm, and dynamics for market equilibrium has become an important topic in algorithmic game theory.
In this paper, we study market equilibrium in both private goods markets and public goods markets, and their
extensions to chores.

The Fisher market is a classic and extensively studied model for allocating private divisible goods
among agents with initial budgets [EG59; Eis61]. A Fisher market equilibrium, also known as a competitive
equilibrium, is a price for each good with personalized allocations of goods to each agent, such that each agent
receives her utility-maximizing bundle of goods under the price and budget constraint, and the total demand of
goods equals the supply. A Fisher market equilibrium is Pareto-optimal with many other desirable properties
and applications in resource allocation [JVO07; JPQ+23]. As a fundamental model, the Fisher market has
been the subject of extensive investigation, leading to a deep literature on its equilibrium properties [MV07;
CDZ+12; BGH+19; GVG21], computational algorithms [CV04; Orl10; NS18; KPS+19; GTV22], and
numerous extensions [BCD+14; CT16; LGK; CKP+22; GK23], just to name a few.

A related but distinct problem is to allocate a fixed budget across divisible public goods, which are char-
acterized by non-excludability and non-rivalry. The Lindahl equilibrium, also known as Lindahl tax [Lin58;
Fol70; GP25], is a solution concept for public goods markets, where agents with initial budgets pay for
public goods. A Lindahl equilibrium consists of a fixed allocation of goods and personalized prices (taxes)
of goods for each agent, such that the same fixed allocation of public goods maximizes all agents’ utilities
under their prices and budget constraints, and the total allocation equals the total budget. The Lindahl
equilibrium allocation is efficient, always lies in the weak core, and has many applications in collective
decision-making [GGP21; BBG+22; BGS+25].

However, our understanding of computation and dynamics for the Lindahl equilibrium for public goods
is significantly behind that of the Fisher market equilibrium for private goods. We illustrate this point using
the setting where agents have constant elasticity of substitution (CES) utility functions as an example. The
CES utility is a class that covers the linear utility and the Leontief utility as special cases (see Example 1 for
formal definitions).

* Fisher market equilibria are characterized by the Eisenberg-Gale Nash welfare maximization program
for the whole class of CES utilities, and, more generally, for homogeneous concave utilities [EG59;
Eis61; JVYO05]. But the analog for Lindahl equilibria is known only for special cases of linear,
Leontief, and separable nonsatiating utilities [FGM16; BGS+25; GP25]. Brandt et al. [BGS+25] noted
that “equilibria in Fisher markets are connected to Nash welfare maximization under fairly general
assumptions about individual utilities, whereas this connection appears to be more volatile in our
public good markets”.

* The proportional response dynamics (PRD) [WZ07] is a natural distributed dynamics that converges
to Fisher market equilibria for the whole class of CES utilities [BDX11; CCT18]. But for Lin-
dahl equilibria, the convergence of PRD was only recently obtained for the special case of linear
utilities [KP25].

» Tatonnement is a classic price adjustment procedure that computes a Fisher market equilibrium for
CES utilities. However, the formulation and convergence properties of titonnement for the Lindahl
equilibrium remained unknown and left as an open question in [KP25].



On one hand, there is a significant discrepancy of results between the Fisher market equilibrium and the
Lindahl equilibrium, as computation and dynamics for the Lindahl equilibrium remained largely unknown.
On the other hand, at least for special cases like the linear utilities, the Lindahl equilibrium admits very similar
results to those of the Fisher market equilibrium. The discrepancy and similarity motivate the following
question:

What is the connection between Fisher market equilibria and the Lindahl equilibria?

In this paper, we propose a unified duality framework for Fisher market equilibria and Lindahl equilibria.
This framework constructs a dual private goods market from a public goods market (and vice versa), such
that every Fisher market equilibrium in the dual market corresponds to a Lindahl equilibrium in the original
market. This duality framework unifies the previously disjoint research directions and allows us to transfer
results and insights between the private goods and public goods settings. This new connection and perspective
not only enable us to address all the gaps mentioned above concerning the computation and dynamics for the
Lindahl equilibrium, but also bring new insights for the Fisher market equilibrium. Moreover, our duality
framework also generalizes to markets with chores, items that incur disutilities to agents.

In what follows, we first illustrate our results in a simple setting with linear utilities, which is also the
setting that motivates our initial exploration. Then in Section 1.2, we discuss our contributions in detail.

1.1 Motivating Example: Lindahl Equilibrium with Linear Utilities

We begin with a warm-up analysis of markets with linear utilities and illustrate a non-obvious equivalence
between the private goods Fisher market equilibrium and the public goods Lindahl equilibrium. Specifically,
we consider the setting with agents N = {1,2,...,n} and goods M = {1,2,...,m} where each agent
i € N has a linear utility u;(x) = (a;,x) = Y, jem GijTj where a;; > 0 represents the utility of receiving a
unit of good j. Each agent ¢ has an individual budget B; > 0.

Private Goods and Convex Programs ' In the private goods setting, A Fisher market equilibrium is pair
of price p € RZ}, and personalized allocations {x; € RZ};cn such that for each agent i, the allocation x;
maximizes her utility subject to the budget constraint and the market clears (see Definition 1 for a formal
definition).” A Fisher market equilibrium allocation with linear utilities can be computed by the celebrated
Eisenberg-Gale (EG) convex program (EG-Fisher-Linear) [EG59; Eis61], which maximizes the Nash social
welfare TT;u;(x;)?. We note that the EG program can be extended to compute a Fisher market equilibrium
even in the more general setting of concave and 1-homogeneous utilities.”

By convex program duality, we know that the EG program is equivalent to the Shmyrev program
(Shmyrev-Fisher-Linear) [Shm09], which can be obtained by taking the dual of the dual of the EG pro-
gram with reformulation. Moreover, the proportional response dynamics [WZ07] can be interpreted as
mirror descent on the Shmyrev program and thus enjoys an O(1/T") convergence to a Fisher market equilib-
rium [BDX11].

Public Goods and Convex Programs In the public good setting, a Lindahl equilibrium is a pair of public
allocation and personalized prices {x, {p; } } such that each player maximizes their utility subject to the budget
constraints and the price satisfies a profit-maximizing condition (see Definition 2 for a formal definition).

'Technically speaking, these programs are maximizing a concave objective; we call them convex programs just for simplicity.

*Throughout the paper, we may use {x;} to denote {x; };cn to simplify the notation when the context is clear.

3A function u is d-homogeneous (homogeneous of degree d) if u(c - x) = ¢* - u(x) for any ¢ > 0.
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Lindahl equilibrium allocations with linear utilities can also be characterized as those that maximize the Nash
social welfare IT;u;(x)? [FGM16], which induces a public-good analog program of the EG program for
private goods as shown in EG-Lindahl-Linear. We note that [FGM16] shows that the convex program can
be extended to the more general setting of “scalar separable non-satiating" utilities. However, separable
utilities do not cover the general concave homogeneous setting as the EG program in the private goods setting,
i.e., a constant elasticity of substitution (CES) utility with a negative substitution parameter, p < 0.

The convergence of proportional response dynamics for linear utilities has been discovered by different
research communities [Cov84; BBG+22] but the rate of convergence remained open until [Zha23; KP25]. In
particular, the very recent work of [KP25] gives a Shmyrev-type program for EG-Lindahl-Linear using convex
program duality. They show that the proportional response dynamics for computing a Lindahl equilibrium is
equivalent to running mirror descent over the Shmyrev-Lindahl-Linear and enjoys O(1/T") convergence.
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Distinctions between Private Goods and Public Goods As emphasized in [KP25], market equilibrium for
private goods and public goods are very different. This is evident from the Shmyrev programs for private
goods and public goods, which have notable differences in structures and properties.

1. Shmyrev-Fisher-Linear has variables corresponding to prices, which do not appear in Shmyrev-Lindahl-
Linear. Similarly, Shmyrev-Lindahl-Linear has variables corresponding to allocations, which do not
appear in Shmyrev-Fisher-Linear.

2. Shmyrev-Fisher-Linear always has rational solutions [DPS+08; Vaz12], while Shmyrev-Lindahl-Linear
may have only irrational solutions [KP25, Example 3].

3. The nonlinear term in the objective is an unusual normalized entropy function in Shmyrev-Lindahl-
Linear, whereas it is the usual entropy function on the prices in Shmyrev-Fisher-Linear.



These differences seem to suggest a fundamental difference between the Fisher market equilibrium and the
Lindahl equilibrium.

Equivalence by Duality between Linear and Leontief Utilities However, our key initial observation is
that public goods markets with linear utilities are equivalent to private goods markets, not with linear utilities,
but with Leontief utilities. While a linear utility represents fully substitute goods, a Leontief utility represents
fully complementary goods. Given a; > 0, a Leontief utility has the form u;(x) = minj¢ M{:TJJ}’ which
means the agent receives > 1 utility only when she receives enough amount of every good, i.e., x; > a;; for
all 5.

We first present the Shmyrev program for private goods Fisher markets with Leontief utilities.

bis
€N, jeM 1€EN,jeM
s.L. Z bij = B;, forallie N (Shmyrev-Fisher-Leontief)
jEM
> by =p;, foralljeM
1EN

When we take a closer look at Shmyrev-Fisher-Leontief and Shmyrev-Lindahl-Linear, we find these two
programs are the same program up to a change of variables between x and p. Thus if (b, p) is an optimal
solution of Shmyrev-Fisher-Leontief, then let x = p, we must have (b, x) is an optimal solution of Shmyrev-
Lindahl-Linear. In other words, the roles of allocations and prices are exchanged: an equilibrium price vector
in Fisher markets with Leontief utilities corresponds to a public goods Lindahl equilibrium allocation with
linear utilities. We remark that the equivalence between the two programs has several immediate implications.

* This gives another explanation for why Shmyrev-Lindahl-Linear may have irrational solutions since
Shmyrev-Fisher-Leontief could have irrational solutions [CV04].

» Using the equivalence between the Shmyrev-Lindahl-Linear and Shmyrev-Fisher-Leontief, we can
recover the recently established O(1/7") convergence of proportional response dynamics for Lindahl
equilibrium with linear utilities [KP25], as it has been established that proportional responses dynamics
has O(1/T') convergence rate for Fisher market equilibrium with Leontief utilities [CCT18].

» Tatonnement is a classic price adjustment procedure that computes a market equilibrium. While
tatonnement for private goods has been extensively studied, titonnement for public goods remains
unexplored. [KP25] discussed a possible path to titonnement for public goods through the new
Shmyrev-Lindahl-Linear program, but does not conclude any convergence rates and explicitly leaves it
as an open question. Using the equivalence to the private goods setting and existing results, we can
easily get the update rule and convergence rates of titonnement for public goods. In Section 5.2, we
present the convergence of tdtonnement in a more general setting.

From the above implications, we can see that the new perspective — viewing a linear public goods
market as a Leontief private goods market — provides a formal bridge for transferring analytical tools and
computational results between the two settings. The counterintuitive nature of this specific correspondence
(substitutes <+ complements) motivates the central question of this paper: What is the general, underlying
connection between Fisher and Lindahl equilibria?



In the following sections, we develop a duality framework that generalizes these observations. This
framework formally unifies these two equilibrium models. We demonstrate that this duality is a powerful
tool, not only for extending results from the private to the public goods setting but also for generating new
insights for private goods and even the private/public chores setting.

1.2 Our Contributions

The motivating example suggests a deeper connection that is obscured by the superficial differences between
the Lindahl and Fisher models. This paper’s main contribution is to formalize and generalize this connection
by introducing a comprehensive duality framework that unifies these two seemingly disparate equilibrium
concepts.

Our framework builds upon a dual utility function, u, which we derive from the standard indirect utility
function v(p, B) (specifically, i(x) = 1/v(x, B)).* Using this concept, we establish a precise equivalence
(Theorem 2) between the two market types. A public goods market L with utilities {u;} admits a Lindahl
equilibrium (x,{p;}) if and only if a corresponding dual private goods market F with dual utilities {u;}
admits a Fisher market equilibrium ({X;}, p). This duality is characterized by a remarkable exchange in
the roles of prices and allocations: the Lindahl equilibrium allocation x becomes the Fisher market price p,
while the personalized Lindahl prices {p; } become the personalized Fisher allocations {X;}.

This framework is not merely a theoretical curiosity; it serves as a powerful methodological bridge,
allowing us to transfer deep insights and powerful algorithms from the well-studied Fisher setting to the
less-explored Lindahl domain.

For example, our framework immediately yields a generalized Shmyrev program (Shmyrev-Lindahl-CES)
for Lindahl equilibrium with CES utilities. This program encompasses the linear utility case from [KP25] as
a special instance. Furthermore, for the Leontief utility case, [BGS+25] previously analyzed a best-response
dynamic, proving its convergence with a potential function. Interestingly, we find this potential function is
precisely equivalent to our Shmyrev program when specialized to the Leontief case.

Furthermore, we also demonstrate the power of this duality through several key applications:

Nash Welfare and the Lindahl Equilibrium We give a characterization of Lindahl equilibria for public
goods markets with general concave and 1-homogeneous utilities using the Nash Social Welfare (NSW)
maximization program (Y, B; logu;(x) s.t. x 1 < >, B;). This is an analog to the goods setting where
the Fisher market equilibrium is characterized by the Eisenberg-Gale (EG) NSW maximization program. Our
proof naturally follows from our duality framework by considering the dual of the EG convex program for
the dual Fisher market. We remark that previous works prove this result only for special cases of utilities,
including separable homogeneous [FGM16], linear [FGM16; GP25], and Leontief utilities [BGS+25]

For general concave utilities that are not necessarily homogeneous, a Lindahl equilibrium allocation may
attain the optimal NSW. Nevertheless, we show that any Lindahl equilibrium allocation achieves a (1/e)'/¢
approximation of the optimal NSW (Theorem 4), and we prove this bound is tight (see Example 5). This
result extends previous results for Fisher market equilibria [GTV25] through our duality framework.

Unifying and Interpreting Market Dynamics Our framework provides a dual correspondence for analyz-
ing market dynamics. We demonstrate that our duality framework enables us to transfer classic dynamics
for market equilibrium, including proportional response dynamics (PRD) and titonnement, from the private

*Given a utility function u, the indirect utility v(p, B) is the maximum utility attainable under the price p and budget constraint
B. See Definition 3 for a formal definition.



Markets / Utilities Linear CES Gross Substitutes Total Complements

Private Goods Fisher Equilibrium  [WZ07; BDX11] [CCT18] [CCT25] Theorem 7
Public Goods Lindahl Equilibrium [KP25] Theorems 14 and 15 Theorem 6 Theorem 5

Table 1: Convergence results on proportional response dynamics for market equilibrium in private goods
markets and public goods markets with different types of utilities.

goods Fisher markets to the public goods markets. This not only gives new dynamics for the Lindahl
equilibrium with convergence guarantees, but also gives new insight into the dynamics for the Fisher market
equilibrium.

We first analyze proportional response dynamics. For the general class of CES utility functions, their dual
utility functions are also CES utility functions (Example 1). We propose PRD for the Lindahl equilibrium and
show that they are equivalent to mirror descent on Shmyrev-Lindahl-CES. We then obtain similar convergence
guarantees (Theorems 14 and 15) to those of the Fisher market equilibrium using duality.

A key insight from our duality concerns the interpretation of a complex expression within the PRD for
Fisher markets with general gross substitutes utilities [CCT25]. By applying Roy’s identity, we demonstrate
that this term has a simple and intuitive interpretation in the dual Lindahl equilibrium: it represents the ’best
response expenditure’ (for details, see the paragraph ’A Dual Interpretation via Roy’s Identity’ in Section 5.1).
This insight, in turn, allows us to derive a novel dynamic (Theorem 5) for Lindahl equilibria with total
complements utilities (Definition 8) - the dual class of gross substitutes. This total complements class notably
includes CES utilities with elasticity parameter p € (—00, 0).

Furthermore, we establish the convergence of PRD for Lindahl markets with gross substitutes utilities
(Theorem 6), which generalizes the PRD for the linear case [KP25]. Additionally, we can map this convergent
dynamic back to the Fisher setting via our duality, and it generates a new corresponding dynamic for Fisher
markets with total complements utilities (Theorem 7), which includes CES utilities with p € (—o0, 0). This
result closes the gap that, while the PRD dynamics with CES utilities with negative p was previously derived
using mirror descent on the generalized Shmyrev program, its convergence could not be established by
generalizing existing results from the Fisher market with gross substitutes case. Our framework demonstrates
that the correct generalization path proceeds from the Lindahl equilibrium with gross substitutes utilities
through the dual correspondence. Our results for PRD are summarized in Table 1.

Finally, we illustrate the broad applicability of our framework to tdtonnement dynamics. As an example,
we show that the titonnement process for nested-CES utilities in a Fisher market can be transformed into a
new dynamic in the dual Lindahl equilibrium (Theorem 9). This new Lindahl dynamic possesses an intuitive
economic interpretation, where the allocations of public goods are adjusted based on agents’ overpayments.

Markets with Chores We show that our duality framework works for markets with chores, items that incur
disutilities in Section 6.

First, we address an open problem in Fisher markets for private chores. A Fisher market equilibrium for
chores, also known as a competitive equilibrium for chores, is a pair of prices and personalized allocations
that (1) each agent receives the disutility-minimizing bundle of chores subject to an earning constraint; (2)
every chore is fully allocated (see Definition 9). This framework is motivated by practical fair chore division
problems, such as teachers dividing teaching loads or roommates dividing household chores. For the class of
convex and 1-homogeneous disutility functions, unlike the goods setting, the set of competitive equilibra is
characterized by the Karush—Kuhn—Tucker (KKT) points of a Nash Welfare minimization program [BMS+17]
where each agent received non-zero disutilities. However, these optimization formulation for chores has



“poles” — infeasible points on the boundary of the feasible region that attract iterative methods and drive the
objective to negative infinity [BCM22; CGM+22]. Chaudhury et al. [CKM+24] give a pole-free formulation
for the special case of linear disutilities, but the general convex and 1-homogeneous setting remained open.

We resolve this question and propose a new optimization formulation for general convex and 1-
homogeneous. Our main result (Theorem 10) establishes that the KKT points of this new, pole-free program
correspond exactly to the Fisher market equilibrium for chores. This opens the possibility of applying
practical first-order methods for computing competitive equilibria. On the technical side, we introduce the
indirect disutility function and the dual disutility function (the inverse of the indirect disutility function)
similar to the goods setting. Our program is based on the dual disutility and the connection to the Lindahl
equilibrium in the dual market. We establish Roy’s Identity-like characterization of the optimal demand for
chores, which is crucial when extending from the linear setting to the general convex and 1-homogeneous
setting.

Second, we explore the public chores setting where each agent must receive the same allocation of
public chores. Allocations of public chores arise in the practice. Consider a community with several
waste-processing facilities and a fixed amount of total waste. Individuals have preferences over how it is
allocated — for example, they prefer nearby facilities to handle less waste. In this case, each facility is a
chore and the problem is how to fairly divide the total waste among the facilities. We propose a new solution
concept we call Lindahl equilibrium for public chores via duality to the Fisher market for private chores. We
show that the Lindahl equilibrium allocation is (weakly) Pareto-optimal. Moreover, we establish a duality
(Theorem 12) between the Lindahl equilibrium for public chores and the Fisher market for private chores,
analogous to the duality for goods. Leveraging this new duality, we demonstrate that for the class of convex
and 1-homogeneous disutility functions, the Lindahl equilibrium also corresponds to the KKT points of a
Nash Welfare minimization program.

Roadmap The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides preliminaries. Section 3
introduces the duality framework. Section 4 analyzes the relationship between the Lindahl equilibrium and
Nash Social Welfare. Section 5 explores the market dynamics for both private goods and public goods using
the duality framework. Section 6 analyzes markets with chores, considering cases for both Fisher markets
and the Lindahl equilibrium. Section 7 contains all deferred proofs and additional discussions.

1.3 Related Literature

Fisher Markets and Nash Social Welfare Competitive equilibrium stands as a central solution concept in
economics, with classical results establishing its existence in the Fisher model and more general exchange
market models [AD54; McK54]. The Fisher market in particular has been the subject of extensive investiga-
tion, including its equilibrium properties [MV07; CDZ+12; BGH+19; GVG21], computational algorithms
[CV04; Orl10; NS18; KPS+19; GTV22], and numerous extensions [BCD+14; CT16; LGK; CKP+22; GK23].
While existence is guaranteed under broad conditions, the task of computing an equilibrium is known to be
computationally challenging [CT09; CDD+09; CPY17; CSV+06; GMV+17; VY11; BGH+19; DFH+24].
A fundamental connection between Fisher market equilibrium and Nash Social Welfare (NSW) was
established by [EG59; Eis61]. They demonstrated that maximizing the NSW [Nas+50] yields a competitive
equilibrium under general concave utility functions that are 1-homogeneous. Recent work has also focused on
the connection between Fisher market equilibrium and NSW for general concave utilities [GHM24; GTV25].
The maximum Nash Social Welfare (NSW) is itself a classical objective for allocating goods and has received
significant attention within the social choice and fair division literature, even extending to chore allocation



[Mou04; BMS+17; CDG+17]. Furthermore, NSW provides remarkable fairness guarantees in settings with
indivisible goods, where it is known to produce allocations that satisfy envy-freeness up to one good (EF1)
under additive valuations [CKM+16].

Lindahl Equilibrium The Lindahl equilibrium, introduced by [Fol70] based on Lindahl’s [Lin58] ideas
of personalized taxation, has garnered increasing attention within recent studies on fair division and public
goods[CFS17]. This interest is primarily motivated by its strong proportional fairness properties, particularly
its connection to the core [AAC+23; BMSO05; FGM16; BBG+22; BGS+25; GP25]. Recent work has also
extended the classical Lindahl equilibrium model to accommodate settings with discrete choices [PPS+21;
MSW22; NSL25].

Connection between Fisher market and Lindahl Equilibrium We note that a public goods market can
be converted to a private goods market by a simple reduction: we just duplicate n copies of each good such
that each of them is only valuable for one agent, and then add additional constraints that the consumption of
these goods must be equal among all agents. This reduction explicitly enforces that the allocation of public
goods is the same for each agent, and is used in [Fol70] to prove the existence of a Lindahl equilibrium by
invoking a fixed-point argument [Deb62]. Similar reductions that convert a public goods market to a private
goods market by introducing copies of goods are also explored in [GGP21]. Our duality-based reduction
from the Lindahl equilibrium to the Fisher market equilibrium is quite different, as we do not introduce
duplicated goods or add constraints. Instead, the duality-based reduction uses the duality between indirect
and direct utility functions, and the correspondence between two markets holds through exchanging the roles
of allocations and prices. During the preparation of this paper, we found that [Ruy72] uses a similar duality
argument to prove the existence of a Lindahl equilibrium in markets with public goods only, although not
through the language of indirect utility functions.

Dynamics in the Market The study of market dynamics is a fundamental topic in both economics
and algorithmic game theory. A foundational dynamic is the titonnement process, introduced by Walras
[Wal74], which describes a natural market adjustment driven by supply and demand, where prices rise for
overdemanded goods and fall for underdemanded ones. Following Samuelson [Sam46]’s continuous model,
seminal works by Arrow and Hurwicz [AH58] and Arrow, Block, and Hurwicz [ABH59] introduced the
gross substitutes property as a crucial condition to ensure its convergence. More recently, the intersection of
computer science and economics has prompted the exploration of discrete variants of titonnement algorithms
[CMVO05; ARY14; GZG23; CF08; CCR12; CCD13; CT19; GVG21; DRS22; GK20; FGK+08; CC18;
NGK25]. Another widely studied dynamic is proportional response dynamics (PRD), noted for its simplicity
in networked markets [LLS+08]. Wu and Zhang [WZ07] were the first to formally identify the power of
PRD in driving linear Arrow-Debreu markets toward competitive equilibrium. Since then, a growing body of
research has extended PRD’s convergence guarantees to Arrow-Debreu markets, Fisher markets, production
economies and attention markets, demonstrating its robustness across a range of settings. [Zhall; BDX11;
CCTI18; BMNI18; CHN19; GK20; BDR21; CLP21; ZCX23; KLLN23; LT24; CDL+24]. Other relevant market
algorithms include various ascending-price auction mechanisms [GK06a; GK06b; GK07; GKV04; BGH19;
GHV23]. We remark that works on dynamics for Lindahl equilibria in public goods market are very much
sparser compared to Fisher markets. Brandt et al. [BGS+25] study a best-response type dynamics in the
setting of Leontief utilities and show asymptotic convergence, while Kroer and Peters [KP25] study PRD for
linear utilities and prove O(1/T) convergence. Convergence of both titonnement and PRD for the Lindahl
equilibrium in more general settings remained unknown before our work.



Chores The study of competitive equilibrium (CE) for chores, introduced in the foundational work of
Bogomolnaia et al. [BMS+17], has become an active area of research [LLS+24; ABF+22]. Much of the
work in this area has focused on computational aspects. Branzei and Sandomirskiy [BS24] established
polynomial-time algorithms for computing an exact CE when the number of agents or chores is constant.
This was extended by Garg and McGlaughlin [GM20] to mixed settings involving both goods and chores. For
the general case, Boodaghians et al. [BCM22] and Chaudhury et al. [CGM+22] developed a polynomial-time
algorithm for computing approximate CE, where their iterations require solving non-linear convex programs.
Recently, Chaudhury et al. [CKM+24] demonstrated a correspondence between the CE for chores with linear
utilities and the KKT points of the Nash Social Welfare minimization problem. Furthermore, the model of
chores has been adapted to related domains, such as the public chore setting [ENT25].

2 Preliminaries

Basic Notations We use 0 and 1 to denote the all-zero vector and all-one vector, respectively; their
dimensionality will be clear from the context. For two vectors x,y € R™, x > y means x; > y; for all
J € [m], while x > y means z; > y; forall j € [m].

(Quasi)-Convexity/(Quasi)-Concavity A function f : S — R defined on a convex set S C R is convex if
forany z,y € Sand A € [0, 1], we have f(Ax + (1 — A)y) < Af(x)+ (1 — ) f(y). A function f is concave
if —f is convex. A function f : S — R defined on a convex set S C R™ is quasi-convex if for every z,y € S
and A € [0, 1], we have f(Az + (1 — N)y) < max{f(z), f(y)}. An equivalent definition of a quasi-convex
function is that every sublevel set {z : f(x) < a} is a convex set. A function f is quasi-concave if —f is
quasi-convex, or equivalently, every superlevel set {x : f(z) > a} is convex.

Utility Functions A utility function v : RY; — R is non-decreasing if for any x,y € R', x > y
implies u(x) > u(y). A function u is increasing or monotone if for any x,y € R, x > y implies
u(x) > u(y). A utility function w is strictly increasing if for any x,y € R, x > y and x # y implies
u(x) > u(y). A utility function is locally nonsatiated if for every x € RZ, and € > 0, there is y € RZ,
such that ||x — y|| < € and u(y) > u(x). The relationship between these properties is as follows. -

non-decreasing

strictly increasing = increasing = monotone =—- )
locally nonsatiated

Most of our results hold under the following assumption on the utility function

Assumption 1. The utility function u : RT; — R is continuous, non-decreasing, locally nonsatiated, and
quasi-concave.

2.1 Markets with Private / Public goods

Private Goods: Fisher Market Equilibrium A Fisher market, 7 = (M, N, {u;},{B;}), consists of m
divisible private goods M = {1,2,...,m} and n agents N = {1,2,...,n}. We assume, without loss of
generality, a unit supply of each good. Each agent i € {1,...,n} has an initial budget B; > 0 and a utility
function u; : R, — R>(. The goal is to find a Fisher market equilibrium, also known as competitive
equilibrium, which consists of a public price vector p € RY,, with p; > 0 being the price for good j, and
personalized allocations x; € R} for every agent ¢ with z;; ‘being the amount of good j allocated to agent i.
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Definition 1 (Fisher market equilibrium). Given F, let {X;} be a personalized allocations and p be a price
vector. Then ({x;}, p) is a Fisher market equilibrium if

(i) x; is affordable: (p,x;) < B; for every agenti € N,

(ii) x; is utility-maximizing: xX; € argmaxy, cgm (p y;)<B; u;(y;) for every agenti € N,

(iii) market clears: for every j € M, Y. x;; < 1; and whenever p; > 0, then ), x;; = 1.

Public Goods: Lindahl Equilibrium A public good market £ = (M, N, {u;},{B;}) consists of m public
goods M = {1,2,...,m}and n agents N = {1,2,...,n}. Eachagenti € {1,...,n} has an initial budget
B; > 0 and a utility function u; : RZ}; — R>q. The goal is to find a Lindahl equilibrium [Fol70] that consists
of a public allocation x € R, and personalized price vectors {p;} that satisfies the following conditions.
Here x; > 0 represents the amount of budget spent on good j where pij 18 the price of good j for agent 7.

Definition 2 (Lindahl equilibrium). Given L, let x be an allocation and {p;} be nonnegative personalized
prices. Then (x, {p;}icn) is a Lindahl equilibrium if

(i) x is affordable: (p;,x) < B; for every agenti € N,

(ii) x is utility-maximizing: X € argmaxycpm .(p, v)<B; u;(y) for every agent i € N,

(iii) x is profit-maximizing: for every j € M, Y. p;; < 1, and whenever x; > 0 then ), p;j = 1.
The profit-maximizing condition has its name because it is equivalent to the condition that a producer of

public goods maximize his profit subject to unit cost of each good, that is, x € argmaxy cgrm > Ej DijYj —

> ;Yj (see e.g., [KP25, Lemma 1] for a proof). A discussion of the case where the producer has a general
cost function can be found in Section 7.7.

3 Duality between Fisher Market Equilibrium and Lindahl Equilibrium

Indirect Utility Function Our duality framework is built upon the classical concept of the indirect utility
function.

Definition 3 (Indirect Utility Function). Given a utility function u : Ry — R>, its indirect utility function
v: RT, x Ryg — Ry is defined as

v(p, B) = sup u(x).

XGRgLo ’ <pvx> SB

That is, v(p, B) is the maximal utility attainable under the price p and budget constraint B.

The indirect utility function gives a dual characterization of the utility function as shown in the following
theorem. Different versions of this theorem have been proved under various assumptions on the utility
function in the literature. We present a general version that holds under Assumption 1 and include the proof
in Section 7.1.

Theorem 1 (Duality between direct and indirect utility). Suppose u : RYy — Rx satisfies Assumption 1.
Then for any B > 0 and all x € RT, \ {0} it holds that

u(x) = inf v(p, B).
()= v
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Our motivating examples, linear and Leontief utilities, illustrate this concept. For a linear utility u;(x) =

> ; @ijxij, the indirect utility is vi(p, Bi) = B; max; {%} If we then define a new function @;(x) =
J
1/v;(x, B;) - substituting the price vector p with the quantity vector x in the functional form of v; - we obtain

i (x) = B% min; {m—]j }, which is precisely a Leontief utility.” Conversely, starting with a Leontief utility

a;
u;(x) = min; {l‘%}, applying the same transformation ;(x) = 1/v;(x, B;) yields @;(x) = B% > @ijTij,
a linear utility.

This reciprocal relationship is not limited to these two specific cases. The family of Constant Elasticity of
Substitution (CES) utilities provides a broader illustration of this duality and serves as the motivation for our
central definition.

Example 1 (Constant Elasticity of Substitution (CES) Utility and Indirect Utility). A CES utility with
elasticity of substitution p € (—o0, 1) is defined as

1/pi
m
ui(x) = Zaijx? ., with p; € (—00,1).
j=1
For a CES utility with p;, its indirect utility is
m —1/p;

1-p;  pi ~ Pi
vi(p, Bi) = B; Zaij P p? . where p; = ——

= pi—1

We note that the indirect utility function itself looks like a CES utility. In fact, if we look at the function
u(x) = 1/v(x, B;) for a fixed B;, we get

m 1/pi
_ 1 1 1—pi _pi - Pi

= — = .. o .7’ s h . = .
u(X) w(}(’ Bi) B; Z Ai; Ty where p; i — 1

Dual Utility The correspondence between the linear utility and the Leontief utility motivates the following
definition of dual utility using the indirect utility function.

Definition 4 (Dual Utility). Given a utility function u and budget B > 0, its dual utility is @ such that
u(x) = v(%ﬂ’ where v is the indirect utility of u.

Our main result is a duality characterization between the Lindahl equilibrium for public goods and
the Fisher market equilibrium for private goods using dual utilities. Specifically, we show that under mild
assumptions, every Lindahl equilibrium of a public goods market corresponds to a Fisher market equilibrium
of a dual private goods market, with the same agents, goods, and budgets, but with the dual utilities. The
correspondence works by exchanging the role of allocations and prices between the two markets: for any
Lindahl equilibrium (x, {p;}), the Lindahl equilibrium allocation x is the Fisher market equilibrium price p,
while the Lindahl equilibrium personalized prices {p; } are the Fisher market personalized allocations {X;}.

>We remark that for any scalar ¢ > 0, utility « and utility cu represent the same preference. Moreover, positive scaling of any
utility function has no effect on the equilibrium of markets with private or public goods.
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Theorem 2 (Duality between Lindahl Equilibrium and Fisher Market Equilibrium). Consider a public goods
market L = (N, M, {u;},{Bi}) where {u;} satisfy Assumption 1. Define the dual private goods market
F = (N, M,{u;},{B;}) where @; are the dual utilities of {u;}. Then (x,{p;}) is a Lindahl equilibrium of
L if and only if ({X;}, D) is a Fisher market equilibrium of F, where X; = p; and p = x.

Remark 1. The other direction of the statement also holds with a similar proof. Consider a private goods
Fisher market F = (N, M,{u;},{B;}) where {u;} satisfy Assumption 1. Define the dual public goods
market F = (N, M,{u;},{B;}) where u; are the dual utilities of {u;}. Then ({x;}, p) is a Fisher market
equilibrium of F if and only if (X,{D;}) is a Lindahl market equilibrium of F, where X = p; and p; = X;.

Proof. The core of Theorem 2 is to establish the following equivalent definition of Lindahl equilibrium
(Definition 2).

Definition 5 (Equivalent Definition of Lindahl Equilibrium). Given L, let x be an allocation and {p;} be
nonnegative personalized prices. Then (x,{p;}) is a Lindahl equilibrium if

(i) x is affordable: (p;,x) < B; for every agenti € N,

(ii) p; is indirect utility minimizing: p; € argminqieRgO: (x,qs

y<B, Vi(di, B;) for every agent i € N,

(iii) x is profit-maximizing: for every j € M, Y. p;; < 1; and whenever x; > 0 then ), p;j = 1.

Equivalence between Definition 2 and Definition 5 We note that the only difference between Definition 5
and Definition 2 is condition (77). Recall that in the original definition, (i7) x maximizes the utility u;(-)
under price p; and budget constraint B; for each agent ¢:

X € argmax  u;(y). (1)
yERZ:(y,pi)<Bi

While in the new Definition 5, (i) requires that p; minimizes the indirect utility v;(-, B;) under “price" x
and budget constraint B; for each agent 7.

pi € argmin vi(Qi, B;). 2)
q; ERTZ”() : <x7q1>§Bz

Using the fundamental duality between utility and the indirect utility function (Theorem 2), we show that (1)
and (2) are equivalent. We defer the proof to Section 7.1

Lemma 1. Let u; : RTy — Rxq satisfies Assumption I and B; > 0. Then a pair (x,{p;}) satisfies (1) if
and only if it satisfies (2).

Let us first see how this equivalence implies Theorem 2. Recall Definition 1 of a Fisher market equilibrium
in the dual market 7 = {N, M, {@;},{B;}} and consider {X; := p;} and p := x. We note {x, {p;}}
satisfies Definition 5 (i) and (éi7) if and only if {{X;}, p} satisfies Definition 1 (¢) and (iii), since we
exchange the role of allocations and prices in two markets. It then remains to show the equivalence of

condition (47) in the two definitions. Recall the definition of a dual utility @;(-) = ﬁ Thus the new

condition (77) in Definition 5 says “p; maximizes the dual utility @(-) under price x and budget B; for
every agent i”. Due to the definition {X; := p;} and p := x, we have {x, {p;}} satisfies Definition 5
(74) if and only if {{X;}, p} satisfies Definition 1 (ii). Combine the above, we conclude (x,{p;}) is
Lindahl equilibrium of £ = {N, M, {u;},{B;}} if and only if {{X;}, p} is a Fisher market equilibrium of
F ={N,M,{a;},{B;}}. This completes the proof. O
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Shmyrev program for Lindahl Equilibrium with CES utilities We remark that a generalized Shmyrev
program for computing the Lindahl equilibrium with CES utilities follows directly from Theorem 2. As
established by Example | and Theorem 2, the Lindahl equilibrium (x, {p; };cn) for agents with the CES
utilities:
pi 1/pi
(Z j @i ) pi € (—00,1]
U; (X) = . .
mln{ i } pi = —00

Qi
corresponds to a Fisher market equilibrium that uses dual CES utilities.

Consequently, based on the Shmyrev program for Fisher markets with CES utilities [Shm09; CCT18], the
Lindahl equilibrium can be characterized by the following generalized Shmyrev program. In this program,
b;j denotes agent i’s spending on good j with the constraints that z-; = > _, b;; (total spending on good j5) and
> ;bij = Bi (agent i’s total budget):

_ Z Z bz] log Z Z b” log + Z Z bz] log Zj,

1:p; 740, 00} J iipi=—00 j i:pi=
where x; = Z b;; and Z bi; = B;. (Shmyrev-Lindahl-CES)

This program exhibits key properties based on the agents utility parameters: (i) concave case (p; > 0): When
pi > 0 for all agents, if we set b;; = Z a — B, for any Cobb-Douglas agents, whose p; = 0, the program

becomes a concave function of the remalnmg agents’ spending. The equilibrium points correspond to the
maximum of this concave program. (ii) convex case (p; < 0): Similarly, when p; < 0 for all agents (and
bi; is set as above for any Cobb-Douglas agents), the program becomes a convex function of the remaining
agents’ spending. The solution of this convex program corresponds to a Lindahl equilibrium allocation.
Additionally, we observe that Shmyrev-Lindahl-CES simplifies to known results in two key scenarios

with linear and Leontief utilities. First, for the linear case (where pi; = 1 for all 7), the equation reduces to:

Z Z log b;; log

This simplified form matches the potential functlon for the linear case given in (Shmyrev-Lindahl-Linear)
[KP25]. Second, for the Leontief case, Shmyrev-Lindahl-CES becomes:

T
i j

Interestingly, we find that the potential function used in [BGS+25] to demonstrate the convergence of their
best-response dynamic is precisely the above equation.

Furthermore, the proportional response dynamics correspond to the mirror descent procedure applied to
the (Shmyrev-Lindahl-CES) program and have fast convergence rates. We elaborate on this interpretation
and present the convergence results in Section 7.9.

Qij 33]

4 Application I: Homogeneous Fisher Market & Lindahl Equilibrium

We first apply our framework to the important class of 1-homogeneous utility functions. A utility function u(x)
is 1-homogeneous if, for any vector of goods x > 0 and any scalar A > 0, it satisfies the condition:u(Ax) =
Au(x). Notably, it includes the Constant Elasticity of Substitution (CES) utility function, which itself covers
linear utilities and Leontief utilities as special cases.
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4.1 Duality of Homogeneous Utilities

A key property of our framework is that it preserves homogeneity, as formalized in the following lemma. We
defer the proof to Section 7.2.

Lemma 2. If a utility function u is continuous, monotone, concave, and 1-homogeneous, then its dual utility
function, u, is also continuous, monotone, concave, and 1-homogeneous.

Example 2 (Nested-CES Utility). Nested-CES utility functions [Kel76] generalize the standard CES model by
grouping goods into "nests." The intuition is hierarchical: utility is calculated in a bottom-up tree structure. In
this tree, each leaf node corresponds to exactly one individual good. At each non-leaf node I, a CES function
aggregates the utilities of its children C(Z), which can be individual goods (leaves) or other composite nests:

1/p(T)
WX (x) = Z oZe . (UIC (X))p(I) ’
Z.€C(T)
where a’c are preference parameters and p(I) € (—oo, 1] is the substitution parameter for that nest.
For instance, u(x) = (6 . [(3 202 4 3’3(2)'2)1/0’2} 07 +8. xgi) v . represents a two-level tree. First,

x1 and xo are aggregated into a composite good, which is then aggregated with xs.

Dual utility function of nested-CES utility For nested-CES utilities, a key property is that the dual utility
function, u, retains this nested-CES structure. The dual function for a non-leaf node I is:

1/5(Z)
o= Y (@) () )
Z.€C(T)

where the dual elasticity parameter is p(Z) = p(pI()le' The final dual utility t(X) is a normalization of the

root node’s function, %ﬁr 2o (x).
1

4.2 Lindahl Equilibrium and Nash Social Welfare maximization

It is a cornerstone result that for Fisher markets with 1-homogeneous utilities, the equilibrium allocation is
characterized by the solution to the Eisenberg-Gale convex program, which maximizes the weighted Nash
Social Welfare (NSW):

{max} Hui(xi)Bi subject to in <1,
x>0} = -
7 7
where B; is the budget of agent ¢, x; is the allocation vector for agent ¢, and 1 is an m-dimensional vector of
ones representing the total supply of each good.
A parallel NSW formulation exists for the public goods setting, reflecting shared consumption constrained
by the total societal budget:

(x)Bi ; .
max H u;(x)7* subject to ||x[[; < Z B;. 3)
1 (2

Previous research has demonstrated that the solution to (3) coincides with the Lindahl equilibrium under
certain restrictive settings:
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1. It has been shown that for agents with separable, homogeneous utilities of positive degree, i.e., CES
utility functions with p € [0, 1], the Lindahl equilibrium allocation can be computed by (3) [FGM16].

2. For Leontief utility functions, the allocation that maximizes the NSW has also been shown to coincide
with the Lindahl equilibrium[BGS+25].

Our work generalizes this connection by showing that NSW maximization solution coincides with the
Lindahl equilibrium for general 1-homogeneous, concave utilities.

Theorem 3 (Lindahl Equilibrium). If the utility function wu; for each agent i is continuous, monotone, concave,
and 1-homogeneous, then the Lindahl equilibrium allocation X is characterized by the solution to the NSW
maximization problem (3)

The proof of Theorem 3 relies on the established duality between Lindahl and Fisher markets. A Lindahl
equilibrium where agents have 1-homogeneous utility functions, u;, can be mapped to an equivalent Fisher
market equilibrium. In this dual Fisher market, the agents are endowed with the corresponding dual utility
functions, ;. Per Lemma 2, these dual utility functions are also 1-homogeneous. With this preservation
of homogeneity, the dual Fisher market equilibrium allocation is characterized by the solution to its own
weighted NSW maximization problem, and the dual of this Fisher NSW problem is
min > “p; + Y Bilogi(p, By),

i 7

p=>0

where v;(p, B;) is the indirect utility function of @;, and the optimal dual variable p corresponds to the Fisher
market equilibrium price. Additionally, the equilibrium price condition ) | ¥ p; = >, B further simplifies
the program to

1512118 Z B, log v;(p, B;) subject to ij = Z B;.
7 i A

The final step is to translate this result back to the original Lindahl context. Using the dual relationship

u;(p) = 1/0;(p, B;) and reinterpreting the Fisher price vector p as the public good allocation x, we recover

the log-transformed Lindahl NSW maximization problem (3).

4.3 NSW with General Concave Utilities

The exact equivalence between equilibrium and the NSW optimum is specific to the 1-homogeneous case.
For general concave utilities, the two concepts diverge, as illustrated by the following example.

Example 3 (Lindahl equilibrium and NSW divergence). Consider a Lindahl economy with two agents and
two public goods, x1 and x3. Let both agents have an initial budget of By = By = 0.5. Agent I’s utility
function is ui(x) = 2x1 + 2, and agent 2’s utility function is us(x) = log(z1 + 2x2). In this economy, the
Lindahl equilibrium allocation is the equal split x* = (0.5, 0.5).

In contrast, the NSW-optimal allocation, which maximizes the product uy(x) - u2(x), is found to be:

xVSW — (2 - %, % - 1) ~ (0.14545,0.85455) where W (-) denotes the Lambert W function. This
demonstrates that the Lindahl equilibrium and the NSW-optimal allocation diverge when not all agents

possess 1-homogeneous utilities.

Given this divergence, we analyze the approximation quality of the Lindahl equilibrium. For Fisher
markets, it is known that any equilibrium achieves an approximation ratio of (1/ e)l/ € for the optimal NSW
[GTV25]. We extend this result to Lindahl equilibria in public goods markets.
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Theorem 4. Given a Lindahl equilibrium instance with concave utility functions such that u;(0) = 0, consider
any Lindahl equilibrium (x, {p;}) and a Nash welfare maximizing allocation y such that (y,1) <. B;.
Then, the budget-weighted geometric mean of utilities satisfies:

(o)™ ) 11e)™

The proof of the theorem is provided in Section 7.3. Furthermore, we demonstrate that the approximation
bound of (1/e)/¢ is tight (see Example 5).

o =

S Application II: Market Dynamics

Market dynamics has a long history in the general equilibrium theory. In Fisher market, two main dynamic
procedures are widely considered: proportional response dynamics and tdtonnement.

5.1 Proportional Response Dynamics

Among various distributed market algorithms, proportional response dynamics (PRD) has garnered significant
attention [WZ07; LLS+08; Zhall; BDX11; CCT18; BMN18; CHN19; GK20; BDR21; Bra21l; CLP21;
ZCX23; KLN23; LT24; CDL+24], partly due to its simple implementation in networked markets. While we
have discussed convergence of PRD for CES utilities, a key line of inquiry has focused on the convergence of
PRD in Fisher markets where agents have utilities satisfying the gross substitutes and normal goods property.

To formally define these properties, we first recall the Marshallian demand. Given a utility function
u : RZ; — R>( with budget B > 0, the Marshallian demand function under price p € RY}, is

xP(p,B) := argmax u(x).
xGR’Z”O:(p,x>§B

A utility function satisfies the gross substitutes property if an increase in the price of one good does not
decrease the demand for any other good.

Definition 6 (Gross Substitutes). A utility function u satisfies the Gross Substitutes (GS) property if for any
price vectors p and p' such that p < p’ and for any good j with p; = p/;:

2P (p, B) < 2P(p', B).

Additionally, normal good property states that the demand for any good is non-decreasing as the agent’s
budget increases.

Definition 7 (Normal Goods). A utility function u satisfies the Normal Goods property if for any price vector
p and any budget 0 < B < B':

«P(p, B) < 2P(p, B').

A recent result [CCT25] shows that if all agents have utilities satisfying both the gross substitutes and
normal goods properties, the PRD converges to the market equilibrium. We define bgj as the spending of
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agent ¢ on good j at round ¢. This spending is the core variable updated by the dynamics. The general form
of the PRD update rule in this case is as follows:

xﬁj Vjui(x})

Z]/ xf],vjzul (Xf)

bit! = B (PRD-Fisher-GS)

where B; is the budget of agent i, x; = b};/p}, is the allocation of good j at time ¢ (based on spendings b;;

and prices p’ = 37, bf;), and Vju;(x}) is the marginal utility of good j given the allocation vector x;.
While this dynamic is known to converge, the intuition behind PRD-Fisher-GS is not immediately
apparent, making the underlying agent behavior difficult to interpret.

A Dual Interpretation via Roy’s Identity We provide a new interpretation of the updating rule, PRD-
Fisher-GS, by leveraging our duality framework. This framework establishes a correspondence between
a Lindahl equilibrium and a Fisher market equilibrium and also enables the transformation of the Fisher
market’s PRD to the Lindahl equilibrium.

Consider a primal Lindahl equilibrium with agents having primal utility functions {u;}. This maps to a
corresponding Fisher market with agents having dual utility functions {«;}. For convenience, we use X and
p to denote the Fisher market’s allocation and prices, respectively.

Let us apply the PRD update rule PRD-Fisher-GS within this dual Fisher market. The rule for updating
agent 7’s spending on good 7 at iteration £ + 1 is:

Sy L Vp(xE) T PV ui(ph Bi)

t+1 _
b = B;

The second equality holds due to our duality framework, the correspondence between the components of the
Fisher market and the Lindahl equilibrium. Specifically, the Fisher allocation x* corresponds to the Lindahl
price vector pf. Furthermore, the gradients of the dual utility Vi, are directly related to the gradients of the
standard indirect utility function, as @;(p;) = m.

The RHS can be simplified further. The indirect utility function v;(p;, B;) is 0-homogeneous in prices
and budget; that is v;(Ap;, AB;) = v;(p;, B;) for any A > 0. By Euler’s theorem for homogeneous functions,
the denominator sum is Zj, pfj/vpzt_j/vi(pf, B;) = —B;Vp,vi(pl, B;).

Substituting this result back into the equation yields:

pgjvpﬁjvi(p§7 Bl)
'—B;Vp,vi(p!, B;)

B vpﬁjvi(p;?? Bl)
V5,vi(p}, Bi)

bift =B =Py

The term in the brackets is precisely Roy’s identity, which is equal to the agent’s Marshallian demand for
good j, denoted xZ(pﬁ, B;). Therefore, the update rule in the dual market, when viewed from the primal
perspective, becomes:
1 D
bf;L = ng * Lij (pi, Bi)
This derivation reveals that the opaque PRD rule (PRD-Fisher-GS) is, in the dual setting, equivalent to a
simple and intuitive expenditure best-response dynamic in the primal Lindahl market.
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Total Complements: The Dual of Gross Substitutes and Normal Goods Given this duality, our objective
is to characterize the conditions on the primal utility functions {u;} that guarantee convergence of this new
Lindahl dynamic.

Prior work establishes that convergence of the dual Fisher market dynamic, (PRD-Fisher-GS), is guaran-
teed if the dual utilities {7;} satisfy the gross substitutes and normal goods properties.® These two properties
are jointly captured by the condition presented in Lemma 3, whose proof is deferred to Section 7.4.

Lemma 3. If a utility function u satisfies the gross substitutes and normal goods properties, then for any
price vectors p > 0 and p’ > 0, if good j satisfies % > max {maxk {;’—lf} , 1} then the demand for good j
j k

at price p will be no greater than its demand at price p': ach(p, B) < x}-)(p’, B).

These requirements on the dual utilities (namely, gross substitutes and normal goods, or equivalently,
Lemma 3) imply a corresponding, “dual” structure on the primal utilities {u; }, which we define as the total
complements property.

The name “complements” highlights its inverse relationship to the gross substitutes. Informally, the total
complements property relates allocation changes to supporting price changes. It requires that for a good j to
experience the largest proportional decrease in demand (comparing a new allocation x’ to an old one x), its
new supporting price p;. must have increased relative to the old price p; (or at least not decreased).

Definition 8 (Total Complements). A utility function u satisfies the total complements property ifx* (p, B;) >
0 for any price vector p, and for any allocation x = xP (p, B;) and x' = xP(p', B;), if good j satisfies:

T x
—f > max{max{f} , 1} ,
) ko),

then it must be that p; < p’;.

N /pi
Example 4. CES utility functions, u;(x) = (Z y aijx?) , satisfy the total complements property if the

elasticity parameter p; € (—o0, 0].

This definition implies that for any given demand allocation x, the supporting price vector p must be
unique, mirroring the regularity conditions required in the dual market.” This technically excludes Leontief
utilities, as a Leontief allocation can be supported by a range of prices. However, our convergence results
extend to Leontief utilities, as they are dual to linear utilities.

PRD in Lindahl Equilibrium with Total Complements We now state PRD for the Lindahl equilibrium
where agents have total complements utilities.
The dynamic updates agent i’s spending contribution to good 7 as:

t+1 t Dt
bz';'r :pij'xij(pz’vBi)

where x;[;(pﬁ, B;) is agent 7’s Marshallian demand given their personalized prices p! and total budget B;.

This update rule has a clear economic interpretation as an expenditure best-response. At each iteration ¢,

Two technical regularity assumptions on the dual demand %7 (p, B;) are also required [CCT25]: (i) surjectivity (any feasible
dual allocation X; # 0 can be generated by some price vector p > 0) and (ii) uniqueness (demand is unique for any p > 0).
’See footnote 6.
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agent i observes their personalized prices p! and sets their next-period budget
expenditure.

The personalized Lindahl price pfj is determined by the agents’ contributions. It represents agent i’s
proportional share of the total spending on good j, z = >, bj.;:

bZ-rl to their current optimal

o, b
pA . = 7 P— t .
“ L Zk bkj

The following theorem establishes the convergence of this dynamic. The proof is provided in Section 7.5.

Theorem 5 (PRD for Lindahl Equilibrium with Total Complements). If the utility function for each agent is
strictly increasing, strictly concave, and satisfies the total complements condition, then the PRD converges to
the Lindahl equilibrium. Moreover, the empirical convergence rate of X' to the optimal solution is O(1/T).

Additionally, the PRD dynamic also converges for Leontief utilities, as it is equivalent to the PRD for a
Fisher market with linear utilities.

PRD for Lindahl Equilibrium with Gross Substitutes The total complements framework provides a
convergent, interpretable dynamic, but it excludes the important class of utilities satisfying the standard gross
substitutes property (e.g., CES functions with p > 0).

To provide a convergent dynamic for this class, we adapt the original PRD spending update rule, PRD-
Fisher-GS, from the Fisher market setting. The dynamic for agent 7’s spending contribution to good j
is:

2tV ju; (xt bt
Zj/]x ;ij(u ()xt) where pl; = x—g and 2§ = 3 bf;. (PRD-Lindahl-GS)
(2

We establish the convergence of this dynamic under standard gross substitutes conditions. The proof is
provided in Section 7.6.

t+1 _
bl = B;

Theorem 6 (PRD Convergence for Lindahl with Gross Substitutes). Suppose all agent utility functions u;
are strictly increasing, strictly concave, and satisfy the gross substitutes and normal goods properties. Then
the PRD, PRD-Lindahl-GS, converges to the Lindahl equilibrium.

We note that for CES utilities with p > 0, this dynamics converges at a rate of at least O(1/7), as it
can be interpreted as mirror descent on the generalized Shmyrev program, (Shmyrev-Lindahl-CES). Further
details on this are provided in Section 7.9.

We leave the convergence rate for the general case as an open question.

PRD for Fisher Market with Total Complements To complete our dual analysis, we map the PRD for the
Lindahl equilibrium with gross substitutes utilities, PRD-Lindahl-GS, back to its corresponding Fisher market.
This procedure yields a PRD for a Fisher market populated by agents with total complements utilities:

ij

bt =ph - al(p', B;) wherepl = bl (PRD-Fisher-TC)
7

This update rule, PRD-Fisher-TC, coincides with the known PRD for Fisher markets with CES utilities
where p; € (—o0, 0] [CCT18], which aligns perfectly with our definition of the total complements class.
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Theorem 7. If the utility function for each agent is strictly increasing, strictly concave, and satisfies the total
complements property, then PRD converges to the Fisher market equilibrium.

The proof is omitted, as it is identical to that of Theorem 6 with price and allocation exchanged.
We note that this dynamic can also be interpreted as a tAitonnement process. Since p H'l => bf;’l,
price update rule becomes:

P = ij Bi) =p; > w0, B) = pj(1 + %),
7

where z;f. is the excess demand for good j.
We omit the proof here, as the proof is identical to the proof of Theorem 6 by exchanging the price and
the allocation.

5.2 Tatonnement Dynamics

Finally, we apply our dual framework to tditonnement dynamics.

Tatonnement in Fisher markets Téatonnement, a concept introduced in [Wal96], describes an iterative
process for finding equilibrium in a private good market.

In a Fisher market, for markets where consumers have nested-CES utility functions (see Example 2)
excluding the case of having a linear component, the following price-adjustment process is guaranteed
[Chel4] to converge to the equilibrium when the step size I'; is big enough:

min
pitt =pl - exp < i }> for all good j. “)
i

where I'; is the step size and z is the excess demand vecotr: z¢ = >, xP(p) — 1.
To state the precise convergence condition, we define indices based on the hierarchical structure of the

nested-CES utility u. Let P be the set of all root-to-leaf paths in the utility tree.

- Substitutes Index (ST): This index is the minimum of the summed min{p(Z)/(p(Z) — 1), 0} values
along any root-to-leaf path:

ST(w) = win 3 min{p(T)/(p(T) ~ 1), 0}.

TeP

- Complements Index (CZ): Similarly, the Complements Index is defined using the primal elasticity
parameters p:

= min Z min{p(Z

pPeP
IeP

A known convergence guarantee for the Fisher market dynamic relies on the Substitutes Index.

Theorem 8 ([Chel4]). Consider a Fisher market where agents’ utility functions are nested CES. The proce-
dure (4) is guaranteed to converge to the equilibrium if the step size I'j satisfies I'; > [ — % min; ST (u,)]
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A Dual Tatonnemnt for Lindahl Equilibrium By applying our dual framework, we can directly translate
the tatonnement dynamics from the Fisher market into a dual process for a corresponding Lindahl equilibrium,
with nested-CES utilities that do not contain Leontief components:

2tV jui(x?) min{ot, 1}
bel = Biz ]xt]VZ<u-(xt) and xzﬂ = azé - exp Fij for all good j. 5)
g Ty Vgt J
bt
where T'; is the step size and o is the overpayment: o’ = Z;t 2 —1.

For nested-CES utilities, the spending update rule simplijﬁes into a multiplicative form. The update rule
for the spending bﬁjl is determined by the agent’s total budget B; multiplied by a product of allocation
ratios. This product is computed over all nodes Z along the path from the root of the utility tree to the leaf
corresponding to good j. The specific form is

2V jui (x1) % (u% (X))p(f)

> xé-/Vjui(xt) =B H >o1 ate (uZe (X))p(I)

J Z:root—x;

i+l _
bt =B

where the product [ [, —sz; 18 taken over each node 7 on the path from the root to the leaf 2, 7; denotes
the child node of Z that lies on this path, and Z.. iterates over all children of the node Z.

Theorem 9. Consider a Lindahl equilibrium where agents’ utility functions are nested CES. The procedure

(5) is guaranteed to converge to the equilibrium if the step size I';j satisfies I'; > [ — % min; CZ (ul)}

6 Application III: Markets with Chores

This section analyzes the allocation of chores, which are items that incur disutility to agents. We examine
two distinct market frameworks: the Fisher market for private chores and the Lindahl equilibrium for public
chores.

6.1 Fisher Market with Private Chores

A Fisher market instance for private chores, F = (N, M, {d;}, {B;}), consists of a set of m divisible chores,
M and a set of n agents, N. We assume a unit supply of each chore. Each agent 7« € N has a disutility
function d; : RY,; — R>q, which is assumed to be non-decreasing and not identically zero.

In this market, each agent 7 is compensated with a payment for the chores they perform and is subject to
an earning constraint B; > (0. The goal is to find a Fisher market equilibrium for chores, also known as a
competitive equilibrium (CE) for chores. This equilibrium is a pair of chore prices and allocations, (p, {x;}),
such that: (i) Every agent receives their disutility-minimizing bundle of chores, subject to achieving their
exact earning constraint; and (ii) Every chore is fully allocated, i.e., the market clears.

Definition 9 (Fisher Market Equilibrium for Chores). Given a Fisher market instance F = (N, M, {d;},{Bi})
for chores, the allocations and prices ((X;), p) form a Fisher market equilibrium / competitive equilibrium if
the following hold:

1. Disutility minimizing subject to earning constraint: xX; € argminyieRgMpyy”: B, di(y:) for every
agenti € N;
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2. Market Clearing: For every chore j € M, >,y i = 1.

This framework is motivated by practical fair chore division problems, such as teachers dividing teaching
loads or roommates dividing household chores. A prominent special case is the competitive equilibrium for
equal income (CEEI), where B; = 1 for all agents. A CEEI allocation is known to satisfy several desirable
efficiency and fairness properties [BMS+17]: (i) Pareto-Optimal: No other feasible allocation exists that
makes at least one agent better off (less disutility) without making any other agent worse off; (ii) Envy-Free:
No agent prefers another agent’s bundle of chores, i.e., d;(x;) < d;(x;) for all 4, j € N; (iii) Guarantees
Fair Share: Each agent’s disutility is no more than their disutility from performing an equal split of all chores,
ie., di(x;) < dl(% - 1); (iv) In the Weak Core: 1t is stable against "blocking coalitions", i.e, there is no subset

of agents A C N and an allocation {y;};c 4 such that ). 1 y; > % -1 and every agent ¢ € A strictly
prefers y; over x;.

The seminal work by [BMS+17] characterizes the set of CE when the disutility functions are convex and
1-homogeneous. They propose the EG-type program that minimizes the product of agents’ disutilities and
show that every KKT point of the program corresponds to a competitive equilibrium, with the exception of
the KKT points that assign zero disutility to some agent. To avoid the zero-disutility issue, one can optimize
the logarithm of the product of disutilities. While this avoids zero points, this new non-convex program
introduces poles—infeasible points on the boundary of the feasible region that attract iterative methods and
drive the objective to negative infinity [BCM22; CGM+22]. While specialized iterative methods have been
developed to find non-zero KKT points [BCM22; CGM+22], these methods are sophisticated as they require
solving non-linear programs at each iteration. These methods are not practical for large-scale problems as
shown in [CKM+24], who ask the following question:

Does there exist an optimization formulation of the chores problem that avoids the poles issue?

Chaudhury et al. [CKM+24] resolved the question for the specific case of linear disutilities by proposing a
new program with no poles, which opens up the CE for chores problem to more standard iterative methods.
However, constructing a program that avoids the poles issue for general convex and 1-homogeneous disutilities
remained open.

We address the gap and propose a program Fisher-Chores that avoids the poles issue for general convex
and 1-homogeneous disutilities, whose KKT points correspond to CE (Theorem 10). Our program is
constructed by leveraging the concept of indirect disutility functions. Specifically, we give a Roy’s identity-
like characterization of optimal allocation under a certain price using the indirect disutility function.

In the following, we first review the linear case and discuss the challenges in the general setting. Then we
formally introduce the concept of the indirect disutility function and its properties. In the end, we give our
program.

Technical Overview We briefly review [CKM+24]’s program for linear disutilities and discuss why it
is not obvious to extend it to the more general setting. Here we assume each agent ¢’ has linear disutility
di(x;) =>_ ; dijwij where d;; > 0. The EG-style program for CE is EG-Chores-Linear, which looks similar
to the EG program in the goods setting. However, unlike the goods setting, EG-Chores-Linear is a non-convex
program, and the objective function can tend to negative infinity (poles) within the feasible region.
Although duality does not hold for non-convex programs, Chaudhury et al. [CKM+24] guess a “dual” of
EG-Chores-Linear according to the dual program in the goods setting and propose EG-Chores-Linear-Dual.
This program avoids the poles issue since the constraints induce upper bounds for the prices and lower bounds
for {3;} and thus gives an upper bound on the objective. They then show that any KKT point (p, 3) of this
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sup Z pj— Y BilogB;

. 20,p20 ;
)lcgfo Z B; log Z dijltij p20p= €N . .

iEN jeM s.t.pj < Bid;j, foralli € N,j € M
s.t.injzl, forall j € M. ij:ZBi

iEN jEM iEN

(EG-Chores-Linear) (EG-Chores-Linear-Dual)

program corresponds to a CE. Specifically, given the price vector p, the corresponding allocations {x;} are
obtained as follows: the allocation x;; is the dual variable (KKT multiplier) of the constraint p; < §;d;;.
Thus these N x M constraints gives the allocations {x;; }icn, jem-

Analogy to the goods setting, we generalize the program to general utilities using the concept of indirect
disutility functions and dual utilities in Fisher-Chores. We note that, however, the fact that KKT multipliers
correspond to the allocations is very special to the linear setting and does not hold in general. For the new
program with general disutilities, when we get a price vector p from a KKT point, it is not obvious which
allocations {x;} make (p, {x;}) a CE. In fact, we only have IV constraints on the indirect disutility functions,
one for each agent 7, whose dual variables clearly do not correspond to allocations. We address this by
establishing a Roy’s Identity-type characterization of the optimal allocation given prices using subgradients
of the indirect disutility function, which relies on the duality between direct and indirect disutility functions
similar in the goods setting.

Indirect Disutility Function We first introduce indirect disutility functions. Given a disutility function
d : RZ, — R that is non-decreasing and not identically 0, its indirect disutility function h : RTy x R5o —
R>o is defined as follows: h(p, B) is the minimum disutility required to achieve a total earning of B > 0
given a price vector p > 0 such that p # O:

h(p,B) & i d(x).
(p,B) xeRgﬁEm:B (x)

For p = 0, we define 2(0, B) = SUDyeRm, d(x). When the disutility d is unbounded, we have h(0, B) =

+00. When p # 0, we also define the optimal demand set subject to earning constraint as x”(p) =
argminxeRgO%pm:B d(x).

The indirect disutility function is analogous to the indirect utility function in the goods setting. We present
several useful properties of the indirect disutility functions in the following lemmas. We first show that the

indirect disutility function h(-, B) is non-increasing and quasi-concave.
Lemma 4. Suppose d(-) is non-decreasing. Then, h(-, B) is non-increasing and quasi-concave.

Proof. We first show that h(-, B) is non-increasing. Note that h(0, B) > h(p, B) for any p # 0. Now
consider any p>q>0andq #0. Weletx € xP(q, B) so that h(q, B) = d(x) and B = (q,x) < (p,x).
Lety = 7 >x < x and thus (p,y) = B. Thus we have h(p, B) < d(y) < d(x) = h(q, B). This proves
h(-, B) is non-increasing.

We now show h(-, B) is quasi-concave. Consider any price p # 0 and v € (0, 1), we have h(ap, B)
h(p, B) > min{h(p, B), h(0, B)} since h(-, B) is non-increasing. For any two price vector p(!), p(
0, and their demand x(") € xP(p(), B) and x? ¢ xP(p?, B). We have h(pV), B) = d(x(V)) and

IV
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h(p®, B) = d(x?). Fix any a € (0,1), we let p®) = ozp(l) + (1 — a)p® and x® € xP(p®), B). 1t
suffices to prove that h(p®), B) = d(x®) > min{d(x™M), d(y?)}. Suppose not and we have d(x®)) <
min{d(xM), d(x®)}. Since (p®,x®)) = a(pM x®)) + (1 — a)(p®?,x®)) = B, we have at least
one of< M x®3)Y) > Bor (p?,x®)) > B holds. Assume, w.l.o.g., that (p(),x(®)) > B, Lety =
m x(3) < x®). Then (p (),y> = B and thus d(x®) > d(y) > h(p"),B) = d(x1), which

contradicts our previous assumption that d(x(®)) < d(x(!)). The claim follows by contradiction. O
Similar to the goods setting, we establish a duality between direct and indirect disutility functions.

Lemma 5 (Duality between Direct and Indirect Disutility Functions). If d is convex and non-decreasing,
then, for any x € R\ {0} and B > 0,

d(x) pERgzr:l&fx):B h(p, B).
Proof. First, for any p € RY| such that (p,x) = B, we have h(p, B) = minycgn .(p y)=5 d(y) < d(x).
This gives d(x) > MaXpeR™, (p,x)=B h(p, B).

Now we prove the other direction. We first note that if d(x) = d(0), then the claimed inequality
holds since for any p € R, h(p, B) > d(0) = d(x). Now we consider x such that d(x) > d(0) > 0
Let g € Jd(x) be a subgradient. Since d is non-decreasing, we know g > 0. By convexity, d(0) >
d(x) + (g, 0 — x) which implies (g, x) > d(x) — d(0) > 0 and thus g > 0. Now we define a price vector
q:= B>+ ( < which guarantees (q,x) = B. Moreover, for any y € RY, such that (q,y) = B, we have

d(y) > d(x) + (g,y — x) = d(x) by convexity of d and (g,y — x) = <géx> (q,y —x) = 0. Thus we have

h(q, B) = mingegm .(qy)=5 d(y) = d(x). This implies maxpepm .(px)=p h(P, B) = h(q, B) = d(x).
Combining the above two inequalities proves the claimed equality. O

Properties of 1-Homogeneous Disutilities We now restrict our attention to disutility functions that are
convex, non-decreasing, and 1-homogeneous. We observe that for the problem of computing CE with 1-
homogeneous and convex disutility functions, it is without loss of generality to assume that every non-zero
allocation of chores leads to non-zero disutility to every agent.

Assumption 2. For any i € N, the disutility functions satisfy d;(x) > 0 for any x # 0.

We include a detailed justification of why the assumption is without loss of generality in Section 7.8.
The intuition is that if there exists ¢ € N and y # 0 with ) = {j € M : y; > 0} such that d;(y) = 0,
we can allocate all the chores j € ) to agent 7, remove the chores in ) from the problem and work on the
smaller instance with chores M \ ). This procedure does not affect the disutility of agent i. We can continue
the procedure until every non-zero allocation of chores leads to non-zero disutility to every agent. In the
following, we assume without loss of generality that Assumption 2 holds.

Dual Disutility Similar to the goods setting, we introduce the notion of a dual disutility function. For
disutility d and B > 0, we define its dual disutility a?() = ﬁ using the indirect disutility function. We
remark that since d(-) is non-decreasing and 1-homogeneous (behaving as a norm), its indirect disutility has
an interesting connection to the dual norm d*(p), which is defined as:

d*(p) & . 6
(p) X€R§:§l§x)gl<p,><> (6)
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The relationship is given by d*(p) = ﬁ for any B > 0. This follows because d is 1-homogeneous and
(P:x)

both optimization problems are equivalent to maxx>o Ok

A New Program for Chores We now present our program for computing CE for chores with general
non-decreasing, convex, and 1-homogeneous disutilities. The high-level idea of obtaining our program is
to first construct a dual public chores market and its Nash social welfare maximization program, and then
convert it back to a program for the Fisher market by exchanging the role of allocations and prices.

Given the fisher market instance F = {N, M, {d;};,{B;}:}, we consider the dual instance of Lindahl
equilibrium £ = {N, M, {d;}:, {B;}:}. Recall that the dual disutility is d;(-) = ( 7y Then the Nash social
welfare program for the dual market is

Bilog f3;
cerg, s g, 2 BiloB S
s.t. BZ- > 1/h;i(x, B;), foralli € N

In the program, we minimize the product of agents’ disutilities subject to the allocation constraints that
> ;%2 >, Bi. Then, by exchanging the role of allocations and prices, we get a program for the original
Fisher market. To handle potential p; = 0 at the boundary, we define an extension of & from RY; x R to
R™ x Rsq by letting: R

h(p, B) = h(max{0,p}, B)

where max{0, p} is the component-wise maximum. We note that fL( -, B) and h(-, B) is the same function
over the whole domain of R;. We introduce the extension solely for technical reasons.

The final optimization program for finding a Fisher market equilibrium for chores with non-decreasing,
convex, and 1-homogeneous disutilities:

min B;log 5;
PERY(p,1)=3; B; Z L
s.t. B, >1/ h; (p, B;), foralli € N (Fisher-Chores)

The Fisher-Chores program has no poles and opens up the possibility of applying fast first-order methods in
the general setting. Moreover, the KKT points of Fisher-Chores correspond directly to the Fisher market
equilibrium.

Theorem 10. For a Fisher market for chores {N, M,{d;};,{B;}:} with non-decreasing, convex, and 1-
homogenous disutilities, any Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) point of Fisher-Chores corresponds to a Fisher
market equilibrium with chores.

Roy’s Identity for Chores As we have discussed in the technical overview, a key step in proving The-
orem 10 is to find the allocation {x;} given a price vector p from a KKT point of Fisher-Chores. In the
linear case, [CKM+24] observed that the allocations {x;} exactly correspond to the dual variables of the
EG-Chores-Linear-Dual. However, this observation no longer holds for general convex and 1-homogeneous
disutilities as we only have N constraints on the disutilities. In the following, we use the duality between
indirect and direct disutility (Lemma 5) to establish a Roy’s identity-like characterization of the demand
(Lemma 7).
We first present some properties of h and its extension h.
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Lemma 6. Let d(-) be 1-homogeneous, convex, non-decreasing.

1. The function h(p, B) is (-1)-homogeneous in p > 0.

2. 1/h(p, B) is convex and non-decreasing in p € R™.
Proof. (1) We first show h(-, B) is (-1)-homogeneous. For any p # 0, we have h(p, B) = minyegm (p.x)=p5 d(x) >
0. Consider any ¢ > 0, we have h(cp, B) = minycgm

>0
’ minyeRgLO,(p,y):B d(Y) = %h(p> B)
(2) Since h(-, B) is quasi-concave (Lemma 4) and (-1)-homogeneous, 1/h(-, B) is a quasi-convex and
1-homogeneous, which further implies it is convex over RY;. Now we show ﬁ(-, B) is convex on R™: for
any p,q € R™ and a € (0, 1), we have -

c(p,x)=B d(X) - minyERTZ"O,<p,y>:B d(%) -

o=

1 1 1 1
“ iL(p, B) T —a): ﬁ(q, B) - h(max{p, 0}, B) +(1—a): h(max{q,0}, B)
1
= h(amax{p,0} + (1 — o) max{q,0}, B)
1
= h(max{ap + (1 — a)q, 0}, B)
1

h(ep + (1 — a)q,B)’

where the first inequality holds by convexity of ﬁ, the second inequality holds because max{a, 0} +

max{b,0} > max{a + b, 0} and that ﬁ is non-decreasing. O

The main technical lemma of this section is the following Roy’s identity-like characterization of the

demand given a price p. Specifically, we show that for any subgradient g € 8“@), X 1= B@ =
Bh(p, B)g is an optimal demand under p, that is, x € xP(p, B) = argming cgm (5 )= p d(y). Here

1 : I ) .
(g,p) = (p.B) SINCe 71 py 18 1-homogeneous and Euler’s homogeneous function theorem.

Lemma 7 (Roy’s Identity for Chores). Let d(-) be 1-homogeneous, convex, non-decreasing.

g _

1. For any price p € RZ\ {0} and a subgradient g of 1/h(p, B) with regard to p, then x = B X

Bh(p, B)g is an optimal demand under price p. In other words, x € xP(p, B).

2. For any price p € R, \ {0} anx € xP(p, B), we have g = x/(B - iL(p, B)) is a subgradient of
1/h(p, B) with regard to p.

Proof. (1) Fix any p € RT \ {0}. Let g be a subgradient of 1/h(p, B). Since h(.lB) is convex by Lemma 6,
we have for any q > 0, ’
1 1 1 1
- > = +{ga-p) = 2 +(84-P N
@B i TP T e B) T ) &P

where the first inequality implies the second by the definition of h and that both p.q > 0.
We remark that g satisfies the following two properties:

1. g > 0. This is because ﬁ(~1B) is non-decreasing by Lemma 6;
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2. (g,p) > 0. This is because if (g, p) = 0, then by (7), 1/h(q, B) > 1/h(p, B) for any q = ap for
any «, and this leads to a contradiction as 1/h(p, B) is a 1-homogeneous (Lemma 6) and non-zero
function over RZ \ {0} (Assumption 2).

Now we show that the allocation x := B@ = Bh(p, B)g is an optimal demand under price p.

We have (p,x) = B by definition. Moreover, for any other ¢ € RY such that (q,x) = B, we have
(g,q—p) = %(x,q — p) = 0, which implies h(q, B) < h(p, B) from (7). By Lemma 5, d(x) =
h(p, B) and (p,x) = B, which implies x € xP(p, B) is an optimal demand.

(2) Fix any p € RY; \ {0} and an optimal demand x = xP(p, B), we claim that g :=

X

x . . 1 .
Bh(p.B) > 0 is a subgradient of "o D) That is, we need to show that
L .t ),Vq € R™ ®)
~ - 5 g,9—p),vVq .
h(a,B) ~ h(p,B)
We first show that (8) holds for any q > 0. By definitions of iL(, B)and g = m, we know that (8)

is equivalent to

1 o &xa
h(qu) N Bh(paB)

We consider two cases. In the case where (x, q) = 0, the above inequality thus (8) holds immediately. In the

remaining case where (x, q) > 0, we define q = <q%>q. Since (q,x) = B, we have h(p, B) > h(q, B) by

Lemma 5. Since h is (-1)-homogeneous (Lemma 6), this further implies h(p, B) > %ﬁx) - h(q, B) and thus
the equivalent condition (8). This completes the proof of (8) for q > 0.
Now we show that (8) holds for q # R, by reducing it to the previous case. Fix any q # RT, we have

L ! > + (g, max{q,0} — p) > - !
h(q,B) h(max{q,0},B) = h(p,B) ’ ~ h(p, B)

+(g.9 - p),

where the first inequality holds since max{q, 0} > 0 and (8) holds for such a vector max{q, 0}; the second
inequality holds by definition of / and the facts that g > 0 and max{q, 0} > q. O

Proof of Theorem 10. Let {p, {Bi}ic[n} be a KKT point of Fisher-Chores. Let {\; };cn be the multipliers

for the inequality constraints {h:i (; 5 Bi < 0}, {7;j}jem be the multipliers for the inequality constraints

{—p; <0}, {ei}icn be the multipliers for the inequality constraints {—/; < 0}, and y be the multiplier for
the equality constraint > _; p; = >, B;. By KKT conditions, there exist subgradients {g; € Jp( L)

]tL'L' (po)
such that

1. pj >0forje M, B; >0fori € N;

R ) ) 1 i .
2. ij] =), Bjand §; > ) foralli € N;

3. Aj>0andvy; > 0forj € M;«a; > 0fori € N;
4. yypj = 0for j € M; Xi(7-—— — B;) = 0 and a;3; = O for i € N;

5. Zi)\igi]’—ﬁ/j-}-MZOfOf‘jGM;
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6. %—)\i—aizoforiEN.

We remark that (1) and (2) contain primal feasibility conditions; (3) contains dual feasibility conditions;

(4) contains the complementary slackness conditions; (5) and (6) contain the stationarity conditions. By
B

conditions (1), (3), (4), we have a; = 0 for all ¢ € N. By conditions (1) and (6), we have \; = B—: > 0,
which further implies 3; = = (r1> 5 by conditon (4) and thus \; = B; - ﬁi(p, B).

Now we define x; = \;g; = B;h(p, B)g;. We claim that {p, {x;}} is a CE. We note that by Lemma 7,
X; € argmin,, ERT:(p,yi)=B; d;(y;) satisfies the earning constraint and the disutility-minimizing condition
for all i € N. It remains to show the market-clearing condition that jTij = 1 for all j € M. We note that
if p; > 0, then by (4) we have ; = 0, and then by (5), we have Zl xij = —p; if p; = 0, then by (3) we
have A\; > 0 and then by (4) we have Zj xij = —p + Aj > —p. With this in mind, we have

;Bi Zzi:;pjxij = zj:pj' (;@ = X pi| (w= —u-;pj

j:p; >0

Since by (2) we have ), p; = >, B;, we have —p = 1. Thus for any j such that p; > 0, we have 3, x;; =
—p = 1. The only remaining issues are {j : p; = 0}. For these chores, we have ) . x;; = —pu+A; > 1. But
since p; = 0 and {d;} are non-decreasing, we can always reduce the allocation of these chores to 1 without
affecting the earning condition or the disutility-minimizing constraint for any agent®. After the modification,
{p, {x:}} becomes a CE.

Conversely, given a CE (p, {x;}), we can set the subgradient g; = Xi 5 (Lemma 7), 8; =

B-hi(p,
1/hi(p, B;), A\i = %, v =0, u = —1, and o; = 0. All KKT conditions are satisfied. O

6.2 Lindahl Equilibrium with Public Chores

In contrast to private chores, literature on the fair division of public chores (where a single allocation level is
applied to all agents) is very sparse. A primary reason may be the lack of meaningful fairness notions; for
example, since every agent "consumes” the same bundle of public chores, the concept of envy-freeness is
vacuous.

Drawing on the duality between private and public goods, we propose the notion of a Lindahl equilibrium
for public chores. In this framework, £ = (N, M, {d;},{B;}), each agent i € N has an earning constraint
B; > 0 and a non-decreasing disutility function d; : RZ; — R>(. The equilibrium consists of a single public
chore allocation x and a set of personalized prices {p;} for each agent.

Definition 10 (Lindahl Equilibrium for Chores). Given a Lindahl equilibrium instance L, the allocation and
personalized prices (x,{p;}) form a Lindahl equilibrium if the following hold:

1. Disutility Minimization: The allocation x is affordable and disutility-minimizing for every agent at
their personalized prices: x € argminx,eR%:<pi’X,>: B, di(x') for every agent i € N.

2. Price Feasibility: The personalized prices sum to a "market" price (normalized to 1 for each chore):
For every chore j € M, ), pij = 1.

8This is also intuitive since even before the modification, x; already minimizes disutility subject to the earning constraint for each
agent ¢
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We show that a Lindahl equilibrium allocation is always weakly Pareto-optimal for non-decreasing
disutilities and is Pareto-optimal for increasing disutilities.

Definition 11 (Pareto-Optimality). An allocation x is Pareto-optimal if there is no other feasible allocation 'y
such that ) y; = 3, B, and di(y) < d;(x) for every agent i € N with at least one strict inequality. An
allocation x is weakly Pareto-optimal if there is no other feasible allocation y such that d;(y) < d;(x) for
every agent i € N.

Theorem 11. Consider a public chores instance L = {N, M,{d;},{B;}} with non-decreasing disutilities.
If (x,{p;}) is a Lindahl equilibrium, then x is weakly Pareto-optimal. If additionally each d; is increasing,
then x is Pareto-optimal.

Proof. Suppose x is not weakly Pareto-optimal and there exists y € R™ such that > Y = >; Bi, and
di(y) < d;(x) for every agent i € N. Then for every agent i € N, we must have (p;,y) < B; by the
disutility-minimizing constraint of the Lindahl equilibrium. This implies ) _, (pi,y) < ) _, B;. However, this
leads to the following contradiction:

>Bi>Y (puy)=Y.> piyi= 4= B

where we use the price feasibility condition of the Lindahl equilibrium: ), p;; = 1 for each j € M.

Now let us consider the case where each d; is increasing. Suppose that x is no Pareto-optimal and
there exists y such that 3, y; = >, B;, and d;(y) < d;(x) for every agent i € N with at least one strict
inequality. We claim that (p;,y) < B; for each i € N with at least one strict inequality. This is because if
(pi,y) > B, the allocation y’ = %’iwy satisfies (p;,y’) = B; and d;(y’) < d;(y) < d;(x) violating the
disutility-minimization property of x. Thus we get >, (p;,y) < >, Bj, which leads to the contraction that
> Bi > >, B; by steps in the first case. O

Similar to the case of goods, we introduce the concept of dual disutility.

Definition 12. Given a disutility function d and budget B > 0, its dual disutility is d such that J(x) =
where h is the indirect disutility associated with d.

h(x,B)’

We note that when d(-) is homogeneous and convex, the dual disutility is closely related to the dual norm
(6).

Building on Lemma 5, we establish a direct equivalence between the Lindal equilibrium for public chores
and a Fisher market equilibrium with chores.

Theorem 12. Consider a public chores market L = {N,M,{d;},{B;}} where {d;} is convex and non-
decreasing. Define the dual private chores market F = (N, M, {d;}, {B;}) where d; are the dual utilities of
d;. Then (x,{pi}) is a Lindahl equilibrium of L if and only if ({X;}, D) is a Fisher market equilibrium of F,
where X; = p; and p = X.

A Program for Lindahl Equilibrium of Public Chores We now examine the specific case where the
disutility functions d; are homogeneous, convex, and non-decreasing.

To find Lindahl equilibrium of £ = {N, M, {d; }, { B;}i}, we consider the dual Fisher market for private
chores F = {N, M, {d;};, {B;}:}. Then we can apply Fisher-Chores on the dual Fisher market whose KKT
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points correspond to Fisher market equilibria (Theorem 10). In the dual market, the indirect disutility of the
dual disutility d, h;, simplifies to the reciprocal of the original disutility function d;:

- ~ 1 1 1
hi(p, B;) = min d(x) = min = = —.
( ) XERT (P, X) &) pERT,:(p.p) hi(P, Bi) MaXpeR?, :(p,p) hi(p,B;)  di(p)

This allows us to characterize the Lindahl equilibrium using the KKT points of the following program: note
that we just exchange the role of allocations and prices in Fisher-Chores

x€RT: (x,1)=>", B;

st. B > di(x). (Lindahl-Chores)

where d; is the extension of d; by letting: d(x) = d(max{0,x}, B) where max{0, x} is the component-wise
maximum. By Theorem 10 and Theorem 12, the KKT points of Lindahl-Chores correspond to the Lindahl
equilibria of L.

7 Missing Proofs and More Discussions

7.1 Proofs of Theorem 1 and Lemma 1

Proof of Theorem 1. Fix any x € R' \ {0} and B > 0. For any p € RY" with (x,p) < B, we have
v(p, B) = maxyepm 1y py<p u(y) > u(x). This proves one direction minperm (p.x)<B v(p, B) > u(x).

Now we prove the other direction. Consider any small enough & > 0 such that there exists y € R’ with
u(y) = u(x) + € (the existence of £ > 0 is guaranteed since u is locally non-satiated). Define the superlevel
set Uy := {y € R : u(y) > a} where a = u(x) + €. Since u is locally nonsatiated, continuous, and
quasi-concave, we know U, is non-empty, closed, and convex. Since x ¢ U,, we can find a separating
hyperplane p. € R that separates x from U,. That is, (p.,y) > t > (ps,x) for any y € U,. Clearly
p: # 0. Moreover, for any j € [m], if y € Uy, theny + Se; € U, for any 5 > 0 since w is non-decreasing.
This implies (pe,y + Be;) = (pe,y) + Bp:[j] > ¢ holds for all 3 > 0 and thus we have p.[j] > 0 for all
j € [m]. Now given p. > 0 and p. # 0, we conclude that we can find ¢ > 0 such that (p.,y) >t > (pe, x)
for any y € U,. We can then properly scale p. so that (p.,y) > B > (pe, x) for all y € U,. This implies
v(pe, B) = SUDyeR™ (y,p.)<B u(y) < a = u(x) + ¢ and thus MiNpery (px)<B v(p,B) < v(pe, B) <
u(x) + €. Taking ¢ — 0, we get Milperr (p,x)<B v(p, B) < u(x).

Combining the above two inequalities gives the equality u(x) = minperm (x,p)<p v(P; B). O
Proof of Lemma 1. "=": 1f (1) holds, then u;(x) = maxyerm .(y p,)<p; i(y) = vi(pi, B;). For any
q; € RY such that (x, q;) < Bj, we have vi(q;, Bi) = maxyerm .(y q;)<p; wi(y) = ui(x) = vi(pi, Bi).
This implies (2).

"<": If (2) holds, using Theorem 1, we have v;(p;, B;) = MiNg, eR7. :(x,q;)<B; vi(ds, Bi) = u;(x). By
definition of the indirect utility v;(p;, B;), it implies x € argmaxy cgm rzy,pwé B, i(y) thus (1) holds. [J

7.2 Proof of Lemma 2

Proof of Lemma 2. Fix any B > 0. We note that 4(0) = ﬁ =L =0.
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We prove that v(-, B) is decreasing. Let p > q > 0. Note that v(p, B) < u(—2—1) = —B (1) <

min; p; min; p;

+oo. If v(q, B) = +00, we are done. We consider the case where v(q, B) < 4o00. Let v(p, B) = u(x).

Then we have (p,x) < B and the demand x’ = ég xix satisfies (q,x’) < B and we have v(q, B) >

u(x') = gg;‘i -u(x) > u(x). This proves that v(-, B) is decreasing and thus () is increasing.
For any p # 0. If v(p, B) = +o0, then v(t - p, B) = +oo for any ¢t > 0, which implies @(p

) =
t-u(-p) =0forallt > 0. If v(p, B) = u(x) # 400, since u is 1-homogeneous, we have v(t - p, B) =
U

u(}-x) = tu(x) = Lv(p, B) for any ¢ > 0, which imlies @(t - p) = ¢ - @(p) for any ¢ > 0. Thus

1-homogeneous.
Since u is 1-homogeneous and increasing, it is clear that @ is continuous.

Since u is quasi-concave, increasing, and 1-homogeneous, % is also concave by Theorem 17. O

1S

7.3 Proof of Theorem 4 and Example 5

Proof of Theorem 4. Let B £ 3", B;. Note that since (x, {p;}) is a Lindahl equilibrium, then w;(x) >
min {1 <pB o) } u;(y), as agent i can use their budget, B;, to buy at least ( ) fraction of y. The lower

bound holds because if B; < (p;,y), then u; ( <p? o) y) > <pB Y Ui (y) using concavity and u;(0) = 0. Thus,
Bi y (Pi,y)
< .
Ei n log ) E log max{ B

Let B! £ (p;,y), and let A’ be the set of agents such that B, > B;, B £ > ica Bi,and B £ > ica Bi.
Therefore, using the log sum inequality,

B; ; B; B! B B’
Z—Zlogul(y)< —log =t < —log — .
BT uw(x) T

The statement follows. O

Example 5. 7o demonstrate the tightness of the bound in Theorem 4, consider a Lindahl economy with two

public goods, x = (x1, x2), and two agents. Agent 1 has a linear utility function u,(x) = =1 and a budget

B1 = 1. Agent 2 has a concave utility function and a budget Bo = e — 1. The utility function is given by:
T2

G ee €
UQ(X):HHH{61+€—176x1+6—1x2+(1_66)71+6—

j1x2+(1—e)}.

Z2,€xr1 +
1 e

We analyze two different Lindahl equilibria: (i) Equilibrium 1: The personalized prices are p1 = (1,0)
and p2 = (0, 1), and the allocation is x = (1,e — 1). At this allocation, the utilities are u;(1,e —1) =1
and uy(1,e — 1) = 1+ €. The resulting NSW is (1! - (1 + 6)6_1)1/8 (14e)ch) e . (ii) Equilibrium 2:
Prices: The personalized prices are p1 = (1/e,0) and p2 = (1 — 1/e, 1), and the allocation is x = (e, 0).
At this allocation, the utilities are uy (e,0) = e and us(e,0) = 1. The resulting NSW is (e* - 16_1)1/6 = elle,
Comparing the NSW values from these two equilibria demonstrates that the bound in Theorem 4 is tight.
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7.4 Proof of Lemma 3

Proof of Lemma 3. Let the scaling factor & £ max;, {%} and o > 1. We start with price vector p and

k
budget B. Scaling prices and budget by « leaves demand unchanged:
22 (p, B) = 2P (p/a, BJa).

Then, we compare (p/a, B/a) to (p’, B). We note (p/a, B/a) < (p’, B), and pj/a = p;. Therefore, we
can increase the price vector and budget from (p/«, B/«) to (p’, B). By gross substitutes and normal goods
properties, this only increases the demand for good j. O

7.5 Proof of Theorem 5

We restate PRD for the Lindahl equilibrium where agents have total complements utilities:

The dynamic updates agent i’s spending contribution to good j as:

t+1 t Dt
bt = pi; - Ti;(Ps, Bi)

where :E;[;(pﬁ, B;) is agent i’s Marshallian demand given their personalized prices p! and total budget B;.
This update rule has a clear economic interpretation as an expenditure best-response. At each iteration ¢,
agent ¢ observes their personalized prices p! and sets their next-period budget bg;fl to their current optimal
expenditure.

The personalized Lindahl price p! ;18 determined by the agents’ contributions. It represents agent i’s
proportional share of the total spending on good j, x% = 3=, byt pl; = bl /ah = b /(37 bi;)-

Proof of Theorem 5. Let (x*,{p;}) denote a Lindahl equilibrium. Let bj; = z7pj; be the equilibrium
spending of agent i on good j. By the total complements condition, x* > 0. Additionally, x' > 0 by the
updating rule, and the utility function is strictly increasing.

The convergence analysis focuses on the KL divergence between the equilibrium spending and the
spending at time ¢ + 1:

b
Zb IOgth Zb log—

pz] ’Lj (p'“ BZ)

—Zb log Zb log—+2b logx 5

Z] p’L’ B

To prove the convergence, we show that this potential function is non-increasing. The core of the argument
lies in establishing the following inequality for any {pl} such that >, p;; = 1.

Zb

For convenience, let x = x; P(pi, B;) and x* = = X; (pz, B;). Given any nonnegative allocation x, let
q;(x) denote the price vector such that x is the demand. Since the utility function is strictly concave, strictly
increasing, and satisfies the total complements property, this price vector always exists and is unique.

We prove (9) by considering an adjustment procedure that transforms an initial allocation x into the final
allocation x* through a series of intermediate steps. In each step, the current allocation x’ is updated to a new
allocation vector x” by applying one of the following two operations:

< Z x; pz] p;‘kj) )

1'” (pm
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1. Operation 1: Let S be the set of the goods with the maximal ratio z—? > 1, if any. Increase the x; to :L';l
J

proportionally for all § € S until the ratio % matches the second maximal ratio or 1.
J

2. Operation 2: Let S be the set of the goods with the minimal ratio Z—? < 1,if any. Decrease the z’; to '/
J

proportionally for all j € S until the ratio % matches the second minimal ratio or 1.
J

Our goal is to show that for both operations, the following inequality holds
Zb log ] < Zl‘ [qi5(x") — qij (x")] (10)

If this holds for every step, then (9) follows by summing the terms over all steps and performing a telescoping
sum.

Let’s focus on Operation 1 (Operation 2 is analogous).

Recall S denotes the set of goods with the largest ratio between x* and x/, let 7’ (7' > 1) denote this

ratio, 1/ £ max; z—? and let 7"’ denote the largest ratio for goods not in S (or 1 if all the goods are in S). In
J

this step:
1. Forj € S, a: = xj (r'/r"), so log(x;(/x;) = log(r'/7").
2. ForjgéSx —l’ , so log(z "/a:) 0.

3. Crucially, for j € S, 2} = ']

'_//// < :///'/
L= Forj ¢ S} <r"al =r"al.

J

First, by total complements condition, >, b5 = > ics 7P < D es(r"2}) - qij(x"). Therefore,
(10) is implied by the following inequality:

' Z x”%] H log /7“” < Z Z; qU — qij (X/,)]'

jES

Additionally, the RHS can be lower bounded by > "] g (X)) — qij(x")] as 2 = "2l for j € S

and, for j ¢ S, a7 < 1" ;’ and ¢;;(x’) < q;(x”) by total complements condition. Addltlonally, > r"x ;’

[9i5 (x') = i (X")] = 225 55 (") — 235 (")) + 225 e s (' = r")aij () = (' = 1") X jes ]ng( x').

Thus, to prove (10), we only need to show

"y afqig(x") log(r! fr") < (" — 1" Zx i (x
JES JjES

The inequality follows as " log(r' /1) < r'—r"and } ;o 27qij(x") < 3 c5 25015 (x) as 3 a5 27655 (x”)
> j¢s T34 (x') by the total complements condition.
This confirms that the KL divergence is non-increasing and >, >, b; U log ot =210, %;log 2—1 is
J

upper bounded, which implies x* — x* and the empirical convergence of x% 5 s O(l /T). O
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7.6 Proof of Theorem 6

We restate PRD for the Lindahl equilibrium where agents have utilities satisfying gross substitutes and normal
goods properties:
The dynamic for agent 7’s spending contribution to good j is:
:1:3 Vjui(xh)
Zj’ x;,vj/ul (Xt)
The following proof relies on several lemmas, which are stated in Appendix A. The proofs for these
lemmas can be found in [CCT25].

bt
b;?;?l = B; where p}; = —tj and 2 = g by
L)

Proof of Theorem 6. We first define an agent-specific price vector q;(x) for agent ¢ with allocation x > 0
such that ¢;;(x) = Bl#éxg(x). By construction, this price vector q;(x) is such that the allocation x is
optimal for agent ¢ under this price vector: x = Argmaxy g (g, (x),y) <B; Ui (y)-

Let (x*,{p;}) be the Lindahl equilibrium. According to the definition of the Lindahl equilibrium
(Definition 2), 37, 7 = >, @7 >, pj; = >_; Bi and, according to our updating rule, >« ZU i =
>, Bi. Additionally, as the utility functions u; are strictly increasing, all equilibrium prices must be strictly
poisitive, p; > 0 for any agent 4, to prevent agents from demanding an infinite amount of goods.

We now analyze the change in the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between the equilibrium x* and the
allocation x‘*+1:

x*
¥ log —— z¥lo
Ej: 7108 T $§+1 Z g 2t qzj <Xt>

_Zx log——i—Zx log Zz;jp&t)

We now show 3}, 27 log % <0.
1 1]

According to the definition of the Lindahl equilibrium (Definition 2), 27 = z7(3_, pj;), and the log-sum
inequality

2l zzqu'it =24 (ZW) 8 Zp” <2 siviloe el

By Lemma 9, we have the following inequality for each agent i:

Z T3Dij 10% ZPU ). (11)

Summing these inequalities over all agents 7 gives

e 0 1y < X0 (5 ) = 2 - 9) T <0

J
This confirms that the KL divergence between x* and x! is non-negative and monotonically decreasing.
To show x! converges to x*, we argue by contradiction. Assume x’ does not converge to x*. Since
x' € [0,>"; B;|™, there must exists a subsequence x'* that converges to some X # x*. We analyze two cases
for the limit point X.
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Case 1: The limit point X is stictly positive (x > 0) If x > 0, the price function q;(x) is continuous at X.
Since X # x*, Lemma 8 and Lemma 9, there exists a § > 0 such that

pr% 10g pr ) < 4. (12)

Thus, for a sufficiently large ¢, this implies:

Zx pw log

Zpl]x] log

— Zp”x] log
ij

pr
pr

Here, (a) is from (12) and the limit holds due to Lemma 12. This means the KL divergence decreases by at
least §/2 infinitely often. This leads to a contradiction as the KL divergence is non-negative.

Case 2: the limit point X has zero components In this case, we introduce a projected price vector q' for
each agent, projecting q;(x'*) onto the bounded domain [ep}, %p;‘] for some small € > 0:

ep;‘kj if qu( ) < eng
qij(x’;) 0.W.

where € will be specified later.
By Corollary 1,

§{:1%]x]10g Zijl%j L - j{:z%]wjlog j{jzaj D@, B —ai].  (13)

Since [ep], %p;‘] is bounded, there exists a further subsequence of subsequence {x’*} — X such that
qﬁk — (ij. Note that

ijpw log prx] log
iJ

< prx] log

pr
pr

<Z%%@m Zm,J%m %) (by (13))

%szjleog + Zplj Lij qz’ )—Jf)

J
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The second inequality holds as, for any agent i,  _; pj;x; log —>.,p ]( — x7) < 0 according to
Lemma 9. Therefore, we can only focus on one particular agent z

Note that if one can show x; (ql , B;) # x*, the RHS is no larger than —¢ for some positive J (by
Lemma 9), which makes this case invalid similar to Case 1.

Assume for a contradiction that xP(q;", B;) = x* but X # x* for small enough . We choose ¢ small
enough such that (]j > 2ep; (guaranteed by Lemma 10). In this case, for sufficiently large ¢,

1. For all good j with 27 > 0, as x; (qZ , B;) = x*, by Lemma 8, cjf; — (j;; = p;;- For sufficiently large
ty, this implies ¢ qw (epl, ip 1p}). Therefore, ¢;j(x") = qf; — Q'ZT; =}

2. For all good 7, g;;(x"*) > qu" — q; (as @; > 2ep} by Lemma 10).
Thus, for sufficiently large ¢y, for any j with 27 > 0,
xi’“ = :cg(qi(xt’“),Bi) > x};((if’“,Bi) — x%(dj,Bi) = j.
The inequality holds by gross substitutes property as g;;(x"*) = Q’f; for j with z7 > 0 and qij(x'e) > (jf; for

all 5.
Therefore,

B; > Z i (X)) (qi (x'*), B;) > Z gij (x")a (&, Bi)

j:ac;.‘>0 j::v;->0
~t (a
= Y @aB@, B9 S pias = By (14)
VE z; *>0 j:x;>0

Here, (a) is from Lemma 12 and x7(q;", B;) = x*. This implies Y ;. ._, gij(x* )27 (qi(x"*), B;) — 0,
]
which yields

1. xi’“ =z (qi(x"), Bj) — 0 when 2% = 0 as g;;(x"*) > cjf; — q;; > epj; for sufficiently large t), and
p?j > 0;

2. and, in (14), as g;;(x"*) — pj; forz7 > 0, :ct’“ = a:zj(q@( %), Bi) = .

This contradicts the assumption that X # x*, which implies that the allocation x! converges to x*. O

7.7 Discussions on profit-maximizing condition in Lindahl equilibrium

We begin by recalling the definition of a Lindahl equilibrium.

Definition 13 (Lindahl equilibrium). Given L, let x be an allocation and {p;};c N be nonnegative personal-
ized prices. Then (X, {p;}icn) is a Lindahl equilibrium if

(i) x is affordable: (p;,x) < B for every agenti € N,

(ii) x is utility-maximizing: x € argmaxy g -(

piyy<B; Ui(y) for every agent i € N,

(iii) x is profit-maximizing: for every j € M, > . p;j < 1; and whenever x; > 0 then ) . p;; = 1.
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We draw particular attention to the profit maximization condition (iii). This condition, utilized in much of
the literature [KP25; FGM16; GP25] is equivalent to the case there is a producer of public goods maximizes
the profit subject to unit cost of each good. Specifically, condition (iii) is equivalent to

X € argmaxz (ZPz’j) Yj — Zyj'
j i J

yER’go

This model can be generalized to accommodate a producer with a more complex, non-linear cost:

X € argmax » | (Z piy) Y — c(y),
7 7

yERglo
where ¢(y) is a convex function represents the cost of producing y.

Definition 14 (Lindahl equilibrium with general cost function). Given L, let x be an allocation and {p;}icn
be nonnegative personalized prices. Then (X, {p;}icn) is a Lindahl equilibrium if

(i) x is affordable: (p;,x) < B for every agenti € N,

(ii) x is utility-maximizing: X € argmaxycpm .(p, v)<B; u;(y) for every agent i € N,

(iii) x is profit-maximizing: x € Argmaxy cgm > O2ipij) yj — c(y)

This generalization of the Lindahl equilibrium corresponds to a generalized dual economy. We find that
the dual counterpart is no longer a standard Fisher market, but rather a Fisher market with production. In
this dual market, the seller is not endowed with a fixed supply of goods. Instead, the seller produces goods
y according to a convex cost function s(+), maximizing profit given market prices p. The market-clearing
condition then requires that the total demand equals the seller’s profit-maximizing supply.

Definition 15 (Production Fisher market equilibrium). Given F, let {x;};cn be a personalized allocations
and p be a price vector. Then ({x;}ien, p) is a Fisher market equilibrium if

(i) x; is affordable: (p,x;) < B, for every agenti € N,

(ii) x; is utility-maximizing: X; € ATMAXy, eRm :(p,y,) < B, u;(y;) for every agenti € N,

(iii) Seller profit-maximization and market clearing: y € ArgmMaxy cpm <Z j y;-pj —s(y’ )> wherey =
> X

The following theorem formalizes this new duality. It demonstrates that a Lindahl equilibrium with a
general producer cost ¢ and agents’ utilities u; is dual to a production Fisher market with a seller cost s
and agents; utilities @;. Crucially, the relationship between the two cost functions is defined by the Fenchel
conjugate.

Theorem 13. A Lindahl equilibrium with a general cost function, (X, {p;}icn), with agents’ utility functions
{u;}ie N and producer’s cost function ¢, corresponds to a production Fisher market equilibrium, ({X; }ien, D),
with agents’ utility functions {U; };c Ny and seller’s cost function s. The correspondence is given by x = p,
Pi = X, U; is the dual utility of u;, and s is the Fenchel conjugate of c:

s(y) = sup {p'y —c(p)}.
pER’Z"O
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Proof. Assume (x, {p;}icn) is a Lindahl equilibrium with cost ¢ (per Definition 14). Let the dual variables
be defined as p = x, X; = p;, U; be the dual utility of u;, and s = ¢* (the Fenchel conjugate of c).

As established by our main duality result, Theorem 2, the affordability (i) and utility-maximization (ii)
conditions of the production Fisher market (Definition 15) are satisfied by ({X; }ien, P). We only need to
verify the seller profit-maximization and market-clearing condition (iii).

Let y be the vector of total demand in the Fisher market, i.e., J; = >, Z;; for all good j € M. Using the
duality mapping, Z;; = p;;, which implies §; = >, pi;.

According to the Definition 14,

X € argmaxz (me> yj — c(y).

yER

This implies, for any q € RY,

Z (Z xw> Dj — Z (Z x”> —c(q).
Recall that s(y) = maxpeR?O{pTy — ¢(p)}. This implies
y) =2 _b; — c(p)

Therefore,

Zyjpj—s >Zyjpy—s

The inequality holds as s(y’) = maXpe]R;"O{p y' —c(p)} = 32, ¥;p; — c(P). The result follows.

7.8 On Assumption 2

We show that it is without loss of generality to assume Assumption 2 that every non-zero allocation of chores
leads to non-zero disutility to every agent. Suppose there exists an agent ¢ and an allocation y # 0 such that
di(y) =0.Let Y = {j | y; > 0} be the set of chores in the support of y.

First, we show that d;(z) = 0 for any allocation z supported only on ) (i.e., z; = 0 for all j ¢ ). For
any such z, there exists a scalar ¢ > 0 such that z < cy (component-wise). Since d;(0) = 0, by monotonicity
and non-negativity, 0 < d;(z) < d;(cy). By 1-homogeneity, d;(cy) = cd;(y) = ¢-0 = 0. Thus, d;(z) =0

Second, let x be any allocation supported outside ) (i.e., x; = 0 for j € ))), and let z be any allocation
supported on ), as above. Define x’ = x + z. We know d;(x’ — x) = d;(z) = 0. Using convexity,
1-homogeneity, and the fact that d;(x’ — x) = 0, we have:

di(x) = dy(x) + di(x' — x) > 24, (X*(’;_x)> — 24, (;x> (%)

This gives d;(x) > d;(x’). Additionally, since d; is also non-decreasing, we have d;(x') = d;(x+z) > d;(x).
Combining these two inequalities, we must have d;(x') = d;(x).

This demonstrates that agent 7 is indifferent to receiving any bundle of chores from the set )/, as it does
not change their (dis)utility. Therefore, we can assign all chores j € ) to agent ¢ and remove these chores
from the allocation problem. The WLOG assumption holds for the remaining problem instance.
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7.9 Proportional Response Dynamics for Lindahl Equilibrium with CES Utilities

We analyze the proportional response dynamics for a Lindahl equilibrium by examining a generalized
Shmyrev program, ®(b), which is derived from the program [Shm09; CCT18] for dual Fisher markets with
dual CES utilities. This potential function is defined as:

ob)=— Y mel L= Y walog +Zmeloga§],

2:p; 740, <><>} J i:pi=—00 j iipy=
where x5 = Zbij and Zbij = Bi.
i J

The function satisfies the following inequality, which establishes its strong convexity and smoothness
parameters relative to the KL divergence:

Y Lxubb))
i:p;7#{0,—00} Pi
< ®(b) — ®(b') — (VO(b'),b - b')
< > pi_lKL(biHb;)—F > KL(bi[[b}).

TS S i:pi=—00

Complementary domain When all agents have p; < 0, then the function ®(-) is convex. We can therefore
apply the standard mirror descent algorithm to find the equilibrium:

i — 1
bgﬁ‘l = argmin {<Vbi<I>(bt),bi — bf> + p : KL(bi\bg)}
b3, bij=B; !

for p; € (—o0,0), which yields

pi\ 1/(1=pi)

t+1 (aij ' (wfj / b%) )

bij =Db; pin 1/(1—p)’ (15)
and, for p; = —o0, apply the standard mirror descent:

bift = argmin  {(Vp,®(b’),b; — b) + KL(bi|[b})},
which yields
aij - (bﬁj/ iﬁ%)
bt = B (16)

Zj’ Qjjr - (bgj//ﬂffj/)
This leads to the following convergence theorem.

Theorem 14. Consider the Lindahl equilibrium with agents having CES utilities such that the elasticity
parameter p; < 0 for all i. The dynamics converge to the Lindahl equilibrium if the agents update their
spendings according to (15) if p; € (—00,0); and (16) if p; = —oo; and bt = B; Z - if pi = 0; and

x =>, b ; for all j. The dynamics converge to the Lindahl equilibrium at a rate of 0(1 / T) Additionally,
zfno agent has p; = —oo, the convergence is O ((1 —1/(1 — max;{p;}))7).
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Substitute domain Similarly, when all agents have p; > 0, the function ®(-) is concave. We can apply the
standard mirror ascent:

1
bZi—l = argmax {<Vbi<1)(bt),bi — b§> — KL(szb;)}
bi:Y. bi;=Bi pi

for p; € (0, 1], which yields

a0 (azt )Pi
ij \ Tij
bt =Bi 7 (17)
D iy (5%")

This implies the following theorem.

Theorem 15. Consider the Lindahl equilibrium with agents having CES utilities such that the elasticity

parameter p; > 0 for all i. The dynamics converge to the Lindahl equilibrium if agents update their spending

according to (17) if p; € (0,1] and b}; = Biziifz“, if pi = 0; and s = 3, bl for all j. Furthermore, the
VAR

dynamics converge to the Lindahl equilibrium at a rate of O(1/T'). Additionally, if there is no agent with

pi = 1, then the convergence is O((max;{p;})7).

8 Discussions and Future Directions

In this paper, we propose a unified duality framework for market equilibria in both private goods and public
goods markets, with extension to markets with chores. Our framework establishes a fundamental connection
between the Fisher market equilibrium and the Lindahl equilibrium: they are equivalent by exchanging the
role of allocations and prices in dual markets. This duality connection unifies different research directions
and gives many new results on the characterizations, computation, and market dynamics for both the Fisher
market equilibrium and the Lindahl equilibrium.

We believe our framework is general, crystallizes the connection between private goods and public goods
markets, and is useful for future works on market equilibrium. We discuss several interesting future directions
below.

Capped Setting In public goods with caps, each public good may have a cap on how much funding
(payment) it can receive. The capped setting has applications in stable committee selection [CIM+20;
MSW+22; GSV25; NSL25]. In the capped setting, the Nash welfare maximization solution is not equivalent
to the Lindahl equilibrium even with linear utilities. The recent work by Kroer and Peters [KP25] show that
in the linear case, directly adding the cap constraints to the Shmyrev program yields a Lindahl equilibrium.
The efficient computation of a Lindahl equilibrium in the capped setting with more general utilities remains
largely open. Is there a general reduction that gives efficient algorithms for the capped setting from algorithms
for the uncapped setting?

Markets with Both Public and Private Goods In this paper, we analyze markets that consist solely
of private goods (Fisher markets) or solely of public goods (Lindahl equilibria). A more realistic model
of economics consists of mixed goods, where private and public goods are allocated simultaneously. For
instance,a household must allocate its budget to purchase private goods like food and housing, while also
funding public goods (parks, schools, etc.) via taxation. Whether such mixed economies can be reduced to an
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equivalent private-goods-only (Fisher) market is an interesting question. A positive answer would unify the
two frameworks and allow algorithmic and structural results for Fisher markets to carry over to mixed-goods

settings.

Public Chores As we have discussed in Section 6.2, the literature on the fair division of public chores is
very sparse compared to private chores. We also refer the readers to a recent work [ENT25] for a discussion.
We propose the Lindahl equilibrium for public chores as one solution concept and show that it is (weakly)
Pareto-optimal. We believe it is an interesting future direction to explore the properties and applications of
the Lindahl equilibrium for chores and the public chores setting in general.
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A Technical Lemmas on Demand Properties for Gross Substitutes Utilities

Recall, given a price vector of goods p > 0, and a budget B;, the demand of buyer ¢ is defined as:

x?(p, B;) £ argmax  w;(X;).
X €ERT:(pxi)<B;

The proofs for the following lemmas are detailed in [CCT25]. These proofs rely on the assumption that the
utility functions satisfy gross substitutes and normal good properties, and are strictly increasing and strictly
concave.

Lemma 8. Given an allocation x;, and two przce vectors p > 0 and p’ > 0 such that x; = X; (p7 B;) =
xP(p/, B), if xij > 0 for good j, then p; = pj

Lemma 9. For any price vectors p > 0 and q > 0, the following inequality holds:
ijxg(p, log < Zp] z] q7 xg(p7 Bl)j| .
J

Equality occurs only if xP(q, B;) = xP (p, B;).
Corollary 1. For any price vectors p > 0 and q > 0, and any 1 > € > 0, define q as follows:
€p; if 4 < €p;
G =19 tpjife;>1p;
qj o.w.

Then, we have the following inequality:
Di
> il (p, Bi)log e > pi@B(a, Bi) — 25 (p, B:))
j T
< ijxg(pv 1Og ] Zp] L q’ Zlig(p, Bl))
J
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Lemma 10. Given an allocation x; = xZ-D(p7 B;) and p > 0, there exists a threshold ¢ > 0 such that p’ > €
for any p’ satisfying x; = xP(p’, B;).

Lemma 11. Given an allocation x; and price vector p > 0 and p’ > 0 such that x; = XZD(p, B)) =
xP(p’, B;). Forany ¢ < 1, let p = min{p/e, p'}. Then, xP (P, B;) = x;.

Lemma 12. Let {x{ > 0} be a sequence of allocations and let {p®}s be the corresponding prices,

x5 = xP(p*, B;). If x§ converges to x; when s — oo and x; = xP(p, B;), then pjai; converges to p;x;j.

This also implies pj converges to p; if x;; > 0.

B Useful Facts

Theorem 16 (Theorem 1 in [Hje20]). If a function f : B C RY, — Rq is quasi-concave, non-decreasing,
and 1-homogeneous, then f is concave.

Theorem 17. If a function f : RT, — Rxq is quasi-concave, non-decreasing, and 1-homogeneous, then f is
concave.

Proof. We note that if f is identically 0, then the claim holds. Now given any x,x" € RZ; and o € (0, 1),
we defined X/ = ax + (1 — a)z’. If f(x) = 0, then we know f(x") > f((1 — a)x') = (1 — a)f(x') =
af(x)+ (1 —a)f(x');If f(x') = 0, the proof is same as the previous case; If both f(x), f(x’) > 0, we can
apply Theorem 16. This completes the proof. 0
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