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Abstract

We consider fair allocation of a set M of indivisible goods to n equally-entitled agents,
with no monetary transfers. Every agent ¢ has a valuation function v; from some given class
of valuation functions. A share s is a function that maps a pair (v;,n) to a non-negative
value, with the interpretation that if an allocation of M to n agents fails to give agent 4
a bundle of value at least equal to s(v;,n), this serves as evidence that the allocation is
not fair towards i. For such an interpretation to make sense, we would like the share to be
feasible, meaning that for any valuations in the class, there is an allocation that gives every
agent at least her share. The maximin share (MMS) was a natural candidate for a feasible
share for additive valuations. However, Kurokawa, Procaccia and Wang [2018] show that it
is not feasible.

We initiate a systematic study of the family of feasible shares. We say that a share is
self maximizing if truth-telling maximizes the implied guarantee (the worse true value of
any bundle that gives the share with respect to the report). We show that every feasible
share is dominated by some self-maximizing and feasible share. We seek to identify those
self-maximizing feasible shares that are polynomial time computable, and offer the highest
share values. We show that a SM-dominating feasible share — one that dominates every
self-maximizing (SM) feasible share — does not exist for additive valuations (and beyond).
Consequently, we relax the domination property to that of domination up to a multiplicative
factor of p (called p-dominating). For additive valuations we present shares that are feasible,
self-maximizing and polynomial-time computable. For n agents we present such a share that
is 3Zﬁ1—dominating, and is %—dominating when n < 4. For two agents we present such a
share that is (1 — ¢)-dominating. Moreover, for each of these shares we present a polynomial
time algorithm that computes allocations that give every agent at least her share.
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1 Introduction

There is a large literature concerning the fair partition of indivisible goods among agents with
equal entitlements to the items, without monetary transfers. Central to this problem is the
definition of what is “fair” and when should an agent claim that she was treated unfairly be
considered founded. Omne can roughly partition the approaches in the literature to two. The
first aims to eliminate (or minimize) envy between the agents.! The other aims to give each
agent the value she “deserves”, or close to it.

In this paper we follow the latter approach, considering fairness based on the value that an
agent obtains from the items she gets (relative to her own valuation). Prior work have defined
some specific notions of shares, and in particular, the maximin share (known as MMS) which
is the highest value that the worse-off agent gets, when all agents have the same valuation.
Intuitively, a share aims to capture the value the agent should always get, no matter what the
valuations of the others are. The maximin share (MMS) was a natural candidate for a share
such that for any additive valuations of the participating agents, there is an allocation that
gives every agent her share (as this is so when valuations are identical). However, Kurokawa,
Procaccia and Wang [KPW18] show that there are instances for which it is not possible to give
every agent her MMS share.

We are not aware of prior work that attempts to formally define what a “share” means
as a general concept, and which properties it should satisfy. In this paper we aim to address
this issue, formalizing the notion of a share and of a feasible share, studying relation between
different shares (domination) and studying incentives for truthful valuation reporting. A share
may serve as a fairness notion for a given class of valuations if it is feasible, meaning that for
any valuations of the agents in the class, there is an allocation that gives every agent at least
her share. When a share is feasible, allocations that do not give some agent her share may
plausibly be considered not to be fair. Thus, a feasible share serves as a lower bound on the
value that an agent can expect to get, for any valuations of the others. As discussed above, the
MMS is not feasible.

1.1 Shares as Contracts

We introduce properties that we would like shares to have. In order to motivate these properties,
we take the view that shares can be interpreted as contracts. This view and its implications are
presented in this section.

We consider fair allocation of a set M of indivisible goods to n equally-entitled agents, with
no monetary transfers. Every agent ¢ has a valuation function v; from some class of valuations
C. The valuation assigns a value v;(S) to any bundle S C M. Valuations are assumed to be
normalized (v;(#) = 0) and monotone non-decreasing. We formalize the notion of a share as
a function that maps a pair (v;,n) to a non-negative value s(v;,n), and the function satisfies
some minimal requirements (independence of item names? and being realizable: no larger than
the value of the most valuable bundle, which is v(M) when items are goods). Note that to
capture the ex-ante symmetry between the players (all have equal entitlement to the goods),
the share function is anonymous: the function is the same for all agents and does not depend
on the identity of the agent applying it.

It is instructive to think of the notion of a share as if it is a contract between the agent and
the entity that produces the allocation. We refer to this entity as the allocator. (Depending on
the setting, the allocator can take one of many different forms, such as an actual person doing

!This approach is based on envy-freeness and its relaxations, we discuss it in Section 1.3.
2That is, permuting the names of the items does not change the value of the share. In particular, the share
does not rely on different agents agreeing on the names of the items.



the allocation, or an algorithm doing the allocation.) The context of the contract is a set M
of items, a number n of agents, and a class C of valuation functions. The terms of the contract
are that the agent reports an allocation function v in the class C, and the allocator guarantees
that the agent will get a bundle that she values at least as (her share) s(v,n). Consequently,
for a given v € C, the contract partitions the set of bundles into two: those bundles B that are
acceptable, namely, satisfy v(B) > s(v,n), and those that are not acceptable (v(B) < s(v,n)).
Given a share s and valuation v, the share guarantee $(v,n) is defined to be the value of the
least valuable acceptable bundle for v. The contract gives some rights to the agent, namely, the
right to receive an acceptable bundle. The contract also gives rights to the allocator, namely,
the right to choose which of the acceptable bundles to give to the agent.

We now list properties that we desire contracts to have. They motivate concepts considered
in the current paper.

e Feasibility. The allocator offers shares to all agents of the allocation instance. Viewing
shares as contracts, a natural requirement is that they do not contradict each other, so
that the allocator can fulfil his side of the contract with respect to every agent. In the
terminology of the paper, we say that a share is feasible if for every allocation instance
there is an allocation that gives every agent an acceptable bundle. Such an allocation will
be referred to as an acceptable allocation.

o Legibility (poly-time computability). A contract should be written in such a language
that the parties to the contract can understand its content. In the context of shares, the
content is the value of the function s(v,n). In a computational setting, we interpret the
notion of “understanding” as that of being able, given n and v (or if v does not have a
succinct representation, then access to v using value queries), to compute in polynomial
time the value s(v,n) of the share. Thereafter, upon receiving a bundle B, the agent can
determine whether the allocator has fulfilled his side of the contract. The agent can also
determine whether she was fortunate to get a value much larger than her share. Likewise,
the allocator can test whether his proposed allocation to the agents fulfills his side of the
contract with every agent.

e Incentive for truthful reporting (self mazimizing). Suppose that an agent evaluates a con-
tract by her value to the worst possible acceptable bundle under the contract.? Indeed,
for most valuation classes of interest (e.g., unit demand, additive, submodular, subaddi-
tive), the agent might get this worst bundle, under an adversarial choice of an acceptable
allocation and valuation functions for the other agents (see Proposition 13). As part of
the contract, the agent reports a valuation function. Incentive for truthful reporting in
this context means that the agent cannot get a better contract by reporting a different
valuation function v’ instead of her true valuation function v. This serves two purposes.
One is that the agent need not waste efforts in figuring out which report gives her the
best contract — she can simply report her true valuation function. The other is that by
receiving the true valuation functions of all agents, the allocator holds the relevant infor-
mation that is needed in order to serve both the goal of giving each agent at least her share
according to her true valuation function, and in order to obtain any auxiliary goals of the
allocation mechanism (such as maximizing welfare), if there are such goals. The notion
of a share giving incentive for truthful reporting should not be confused with the notion

3The assumption that agents are risk averse is common in the literature of fair division, e.g., when considering
the behaviour of the splitting agent in the cut-and-choose protocol (equal cut is optimal only under worse-case
assumption about the other’s valuation). We assume that this risk aversion extends beyond the valuations of
others, and holds also to with respect to choice of allocation (satisfying the contract).



of an allocation mechanism being incentive compatible. The former concerns getting the
best contract, and the report of the agent can be given even before an allocation algorithm
has been decided upon. The latter concerns getting the best bundle, and requires that
the allocation algorithm be fixed before the agent reports a valuation function. We shall
refer to shares that give incentive for truthful reporting as being self mazrimizing, so as to
avoid confusion with the notion of an allocation mechanism being incentive compatible.

An example of a share that is feasible, poly-time computable and self-maximizing, even
when C is the class of all monotone valuation functions (items are goods), is a share that we
shall denote by s,, where s,(v,n) is the value of the n-th most valuable item according to
v. Feasibility is established by the following allocation mechanism, that we shall refer to as
AM,,. Sort the agents in an arbitrary order, and let v; denote the valuation function reported
by agent . Items are allocated in rounds. In round ¢ < n agent ¢ gets an item of highest value
according to v;, among the items not yet allocated. In round n, agent n gets all remaining
items. Under AM,,, every agent i gets a bundle that contains at least one of her top n items,
and as valuation functions are monotone, agent i receives a bundle of value at least s, (v;,n).
Poly-time computability of s, is evident*. The share s, is self-maximizing because for every
report v}, the allocator is allowed to allocate to the agent any one of the top n items according
to v}, and the true value of the worst of these items (value according to v;) cannot have value
larger than s,(v;,n), the n-th most valuable item according to the true valuation v;.

The reader may have observed that AM,, is an incentive compatible allocation mechanism.
Agent i cannot improve her allocation by reporting a different v} instead of her true v;. Hence
the share s, has an associated incentive compatible allocation mechanism. However, nothing in
the definition of the share s,, requires that this particular mechanism be used. For example, the
allocator is free to implement a round robin allocation instead (agent i selects items in rounds
i+ kn for k € {0,1,2,...}, where in each such round she gets the yet not allocated item of
highest marginal value relative to the set of items that she already holds). The round robin
allocation gives every agent value of at least her share value s(v,n), but is not an incentive
compatible allocation mechanism: depending on valuation functions of other agents, agent i
might improve her allocation by reporting a different v} instead of her true v;.

One may further observe that the allocation algorithm AM,, actually offers every agent
a share that dominates s, (always of value at least s,, and sometimes higher). We refer to
this share as s,,—1, where s,,_1(v,n) is the minimum between the value of the (n — 1)-th most
valuable item according to v, and the value of the least valuable bundle among those containing
m —n + 1 items. Like s,, the share s,_; is also feasible (by allocation algorithm AM,,), self
maximizing (as we prove later, see Lemma 14, for example), and when valuations are additive,
it is also poly-time computable.

Given the above examples of s, and s,_1, and the fact that agents are better off when s,,_1
is the share rather than s, it is natural to ask (for a given class C of valuations) whether there
is a feasible share that is the “best possible” — at least as large as any other feasible share.
Share s dominates share s for a class of valuations functions C, if for every n (for which the
share is defined) and for every valuation v € C it holds that s(v,n) > s'(v,n). For a given class
C of valuations, a feasible share is a dominant feasible share if it dominates every other feasible
share for that class. A feasible share is a SM-dominant feasible share if it dominates every other
feasible share that is self maximizing (SM).

4As m value queries suffice in order to determine the value of every single item, and after sorting these values,
the n-th largest value is the value of the share.



Question 1 For which classes C of valuations is there a share that is feasible (and better still,
also self maximizing and poly-time computable) that dominates all other feasible shares (or at
least dominates those feasible shares that are self maximizing)?

As we shall see, there are classes C for which SM-dominant feasible shares do not exist.
Moreover, we show that the class of additive valuations over goods does not have a feasible
share that dominates every self-maximizing feasible share that is poly-time computable. This
leads to a relaxed version of the above question, in which we look for a feasible share that
dominates a scaled-down version of any other feasible share. Formally, for p > 0, share s p-
dominates share s’ for a class of valuations functions C, if for every valuation v € C it holds
that s(v,n) > p-s'(v,n). Feasible share s is a p-dominating share for class C if it p-dominates
every other feasible share for C (self maximizing or not).

Question 2 For a given class C, what is the mazimum value of p (where 0 < p < 1) for which
there is a feasible share (and better still, also self mazximizing and poly-time computable) that is
p-dominating for C?

In Appendix A we discuss auxiliary goals and the fact that there might be a tradeoff between
such goals and maximizing p when picking a p-dominating share. In Appendix B we discuss
the possibility of combining a guarantee to give agents at least their share with additional
non-binding “statements of intent” to provide allocations with additional desirable properties.

Our paper is concerned with the above questions. We next describe our results.

1.2 Our Results

We start by considering Question 1, which asks for which classes of valuations there exists
a share that is feasible and that dominates every other feasible share (or at least dominates
those feasible shares that are self maximizing). We first observe that whenever the MMS is
feasible, it is a feasible share that dominates every other feasible share, and the unique one
(see Proposition 4). For example, this is the case for the class of unit-demand valuations, in
which the MMS (which is the value of the n'® most valuable item) is feasible. In contrast, our
main negative result shows that for any class of valuations that contains the additive valuations,
a dominant feasible share (a share that dominates every other feasible share) does not exist.
Moreover, there does not exist a SM-dominant feasible share: a share that dominates every
other feasible share that is self maximizing (SM).

Theorem 1 Let C be any class of valuations that contains all additive valuations over goods.
For C, there is no feasible share that dominates all feasible shares that are self maximizing.
Thus, there does not exist an SM-dominant feasible share for class C.

Note that the impossibility result holds although we do not require the dominating share
itself to be self maximizing. Additionally, note that our impossibility result does not rely on
bounded computational power — it holds even when there are no computational constraints.

We prove the theorem by defining a family of shares that are feasible and are self maximizing
for any class C of valuations.” We also show that for each additive valuation, there is a share in
the family that has value that is the same as the MMS for that valuation. Thus, to dominate
all these shares, the dominating share must dominate the MMS. To complete the proof we use
the fact that the MMS is not feasible for additive valuations ([KPW18]).

SFor additive valuations these shares are also poly-time computable.



The theorem can also be proven as a corollary of another result that we prove and is of
independent interest. We show that any feasible share can be transformed to a feasible share
that dominates it, and is self-maximizing. Thus, in a sense, we can always assume that a
feasible share is self-maximizing. This transformation is not done in polynomial time, thus,
when computation is important, this transformation does not show that self maximization
comes for free (computationally).

Theorem 2 Let C be an arbitrary class of valuation functions, and let s be an arbitrary feasible
share for class C. Then for class C there exists a feasible share s’ that dominates s and is self-
MaTImizing.

Theorem 1 shows that there is no SM-dominating feasible share for additive valuations and
beyond. The direct implication of this result is that there is no ”ultimate” feasible share for
these classes: no matter how we define a feasible share, there will always be room for additional
shares not dominated by it.

We thus move our focus to Question 2, and consider the problem of finding a share that is
poly-time computable and self maximizing and is a p-dominating feasible share. That is, we
relax exact domination to approximate domination, and look for shares that are p-dominating
and have p that is as large as possible. We first observe that for any class of valuations C, a
share is a p-dominating feasible share if and only if it p-dominates the MMS (see Proposition 6).

The rest of our paper focuses on additive valuations over items that are goods. Observe that
as the MMS is not feasible for more than two agents, and hard to compute even for two agents,
we cannot hope to find a p-dominating share for p = 1, and not even for two agents (if we want
the share to be polynomial time computable). We thus look for poly-time computable and self
maximizing feasible shares that are p-dominating, with p < 1 that is as large as possible.

We present a class of shares for additive valuations over goods which we call ordinal maximin
shares, and show that every share in this class is self maximizing. Moreover, for two agents,
any share in this class is feasible. We then present several p-domination results, for each we
define a share that is an ordinal maximin share (thus self maximizing), and we show that each
is feasible and can be computed in polynomial time.

Theorem 3 For the class of additive valuations over goods with n agents, there exists a share
that is feasible, self-maximizing, polynomial-time computable and 32& -dominating. For at
most four agents this share is %—dominatz’ng. Furthermore, for two agents, for any positive €
there exists a share that is feasible, self-mazximizing, polynomial-time computable and is (1 —¢€)-

dominating.

Interestingly, the result for four agents implies the first known poly-time allocation algorithm
that gives every agent a % fraction of her MMS (the prior result of % by [GM19] was only
existential).

We remark that it is known [GT20] that for additive valuations it is possible to find an
allocation that gives every agent (% + ﬁ) fraction of her MMS. This immediately implies that
the (% + ﬁ)—MMS is a share that is feasible. Yet, this share is not self maximizing, as so is
the case for any p-MMS share for p < 1 (see Proposition 2). One can apply Theorem 2 on this
share, to transform it to a feasible share that is self maximizing and (% + ﬁ)—dominating, but
the transformation is not poly-time computable. Alternatively, one can consider the poly-time
algorithm of [GT20] that finds an allocation that gives every agent % of her MMS and use it to
define a polynomial time computable share as follows: for valuation v the share is defined to be
the lowest value of any of the n bundles that the algorithm outputs, when the input is n agents
each with valuation v (same valuation v for all agents). However, such a share would not be



self maximizing®. Moreover, it is not clear whether this share is feasible’. We leave open the
problem of finding the largest value of p for which there is a p-dominating share that is feasible,
self maximizing, and poly-time computable for additive valuations.

1.3 Related Work

In our work we initiate a systematic study of the notion of fair shares in item allocation problems.
We are not aware of any previous such systematic studies. However, various shares have been
proposed in previous work, and were extensively studied. For divisible items and additive
valuations, the proportional share (PS) can always be guaranteed, or using the terminology
of the current paper, it is feasible. For indivisible items, the PS is not feasible. This served
as partial motivation for introducing other types of shares, and the one which has been most
extensively studied is the maximin share (MMS), introduced in [Bud11]. For additive valuations,
the MMS is no larger than the PS, though for non-additive valuations it may be larger. It turns
out that for additive valuation and n > 3, also the MMS is not feasible [KPW18]. This led
to multiple works [KPW18, AMNS17, GM19, BK20, GHS'18, GMT19a ,GT20, FST21] trying
to determine the best ratio p such that in instances with additive valuations, there always is
an allocation giving every agent a bundle of value at least a p fraction of her MMS (a p-MMS
allocation). The current known bounds on p for general n are %%—@(%) <p<l1l- # For n = 3,
the bounds are S <p< %. The definition of MMS easily extends to non-additive valuations,
though the values of p for which p-MMS allocations are guaranteed to exist deteriorate the more
we extend the class of valuations (see GHS'18).

The fact that the MMS is not feasible led to consideration of other notions of shares. A
closely related notion is the “l-out-of-d” share (see [HS21], for example), in which in an instance
with n agents, the share of the agent is the value of her MMS in instances with d agents. If
d is sufficiently larger than n (d = 2n certainly suffices, and it is an open question whether
d = n + 1 suffices), then the “l-out-of-d” share becomes feasible. However, it does not provide
any approximation to the MMS (for d > n the “l-out-of-d” share might be 0 even when
the MMS is strictly positive). A different type of share is the Truncated-Proportional Share
(TPS) [BEF21a]. Its value (for additive valuations) lies between the PS and the MMS, and
hence it is not feasible. (The TPS was not introduced so as to handle feasibility issues, but for
different reasons: using the TPS simplifies proofs concerning the approximation ratios achievable
by allocations.)

The main focus of our paper is the fair allocation of indivisible goods to agents with equal
entitlement. Shares have been extended to other related settings. One such setting is allocation
of chores (items of negative value). See for example [ARSW17, HL19]. Another such setting
is that of agents of arbitrary entitlement. This setting led to definitions of additional types of
shares, including the WMMS [FGH"19] (which in fact does not qualify as a share under our
definitions, as it depends on more than just the valuation and entitlement of the agent), the
“l-out-of-d” share [BNT20], and the AnyPrice Share (APS) [BEF21b]. We briefly discuss these
related settings in Section 7.

SFor example, if n = 2 and item values are 9, 5, 5, 1, then the bundle containing only the first item is acceptable
under this share. However, if the values 6,5, 5,4 are reported instead, then every acceptable bundle that might
be allocated by the algorithm of [GT20] has value at least 10, with respect to both the reported valuation and
the true valuation.

"One might hope that given additive valuations v1, . . ., v,, running the allocation algorithm of [GT20] on these
valuation functions will produce an allocation that gives every agent at least her share. However, this might not
be true, because the share value for each agent i is determined by running the algorithm on a different instance,
one in which all valuation functions are v;. A-priori, there is no reason to believe that in the former run agent ¢
would necessarily get a higher value than the share value determined by the latter run.



In the current paper, the criterion for “fairness” of allocations is based on shares. Other
fairness criteria have also been extensively studied. For additive valuations, the notion of envy
freeness provides a strengthening of the proportionality requirement, in the sense that every
envy free allocation (one in which no agent envies the bundle received by a different agent) offers
every agent at least her proportional share, and hence at least also her MMS. (For non-additive
valuations, envy free allocations need not give every agent her MMS.) Envy free allocations exist
for divisible items (and additive valuations), but need not exist for indivisible items. A relaxation
of envy freeness, envy-free-up-to-one-good (EF1) [Budl1], is feasible for every class of valuation
functions [LMMS04], but does not even offer better than a % approximation to the MMS when
valuations are additive®. An intermediate notion, envy-free-up-to-any-good (EFX) [CKM™*19],
does offer a constant approximation to the MMS when valuations are additive, but it is not
known if it is feasible beyond two agent for general valuations, and beyond three agents when
valuations are additive (this is a well known open question [Pro20]). In the current paper, we
do not address envy-based fairness notions.

A self-maximizing share provides incentives to risk-averse agents to report their true val-
uations, in settings in which they do not know the inner details of the allocation mechanism
and the valuations of other agents. However, if agents do know (or have beliefs about) what
valuation functions others agents report and how the allocation algorithm actually works, then
the question of whether the underlying share is self-maximizing might become irrelevant. This
is because the agent no longer needs to use the share value as an indication to what value she
will receive — she can instead simulate runs of the allocation algorithm to rank her possible
reports based on her beliefs, and report accordingly. The allocation algorithm AM,, presented
in Section 1.1 (and well known also from previous work [ABM16]) is incentive compatible even
in such full information settings, but does not offer the agents a good approximation to their
MMS value. More generally, no allocation algorithm that offers a good approximation to the
MMS (and allocates all items) is incentive compatible in the full information setting [ABM16].
In contrast, we are able to combine incentives and a good approximation to the MMS, but our
incentives are not for an allocation algorithm but rather for the share guarantee.

2 Model

We consider fair allocation of a set M of m indivisible items to a set N of n agents with equal
entitlements to the items, without monetary transfers. Each agent’s preference over subsets
of items is captured by a wvaluation v which is a function that maps every subset of items
S C M to a non-negative value v(S) that the agent derives from getting S. We assume that
v is normalized: v()) = 0. If v is non-decreasing then the items are referred to as goods (with
respect to v). Throughout the paper we assume items are goods, except when explicitly stated
otherwise.

A valuation v over the set of goods M is called additive if each good j € M is associated
with a value v(j) > 0, and the value of a set of goods S C M is v(S) = 3 ;g v(j). A valuation
v is called unit-demand if each good j € M is associated with a value v(j) > 0, and the value
of a set of goods S C M is v(S) = maxjes v(j).

Let v;(-) denote the valuation of agent i, and let v = (vy,...,v,) denote the vector of
agents’ valuations. We assume that there are no transfers (no money involved). The set of
items M needs to be partitioned between the agents in a fair way. In this work we consider
deterministic allocations (partitions). An allocation A is a partition of the items to n disjoint

8For example, in an EF1 allocation in which an agent gets a single item of value 1, and every other agent gets
one item of value 1 and one item of value n.



bundles Aj,..., A, (some of which might be empty), where A; C M for every i € N. We
denote the set of all allocations of M to the n agents by .A.

We next present the definitions of several types of shares that were introduced in prior work.
For a setting with n agents with valuations over a set M of items, the proportional share (PS)
of an agent with valuation v is PS,(v) = v(—ﬁ/l) For indivisible items, it might not possible to
give every agent her proportional share, for example, if there are fewer items than agents. The
mazximin share (MMS) aims to address this issue. The MMS of an agent is the highest value

that she can ensure herself by splitting the goods to n bundles and getting the worst one.

Definition 1 (maximin Share (MMS)) The maximin share (MMS) of an agent with val-
uation v over a set of items M, when there are n agents, which we denote by MM S, (v), is
defined to be the highest value she can ensure herself by splitting the item in M to n bundles
and getting the worst one. Formally:

MMS,(v) = in {v(A;)},
(v) (4, A, min {v(45)}

When v and n are clear from context we simply use the term MMS to denote the MMS share
MMS,,(v).

Somewhat surprisingly, there are allocation instances with additive valuations over goods
for which there is no allocation that gives every agent her MMS [KPW18|. In this work we
study shares can be concurrently given to all agents, the relations between such shares, and
properties of such shares.

3 Shares and the Quest for a Dominant Feasible Share

In this section we formally define the notions that we study in this paper and prove some basic
properties of these notions. We start with the definition of a share and the share guarantee.
We then move to discuss feasible shares and self-maximizing shares. We conclude with share
domination and the notions of dominant feasible shares and SM-dominant feasible shares.

We start by formalizing the notion of a share for a class of valuations. A share for a class
of valuations C is a function mapping the set M of items, a valuation v in C and number n of
agents, to a real value. The share is required to be realizable (no larger than the value of the
most valuable bundle, which is v(M) when items are goods) and to not depend on names of
items. To give an agent her share, we must give her a bundle of value at least her share - the
minimal such value is defined to be her share guarantee.

Definition 2 A share function (or simply share) s for a class of valuations C is a function
that outputs a real value s(v,n) when given two parameters: a valuation function v € C over a
set of items M, and the number of agents n. It needs to satisfy two properties:

e Realizability: for every v € C and n it holds that s(v,n) < maxgc g v(S)."
e Name independence: renaming the items does not change the value of the share.

Given a share function s, a bundle S is acceptable for agent with valuation v and share s, if
its value is at least the share guarantee: v(S) > s(v,n).

9For the case that items are goods this condition is simply s(v,n) < v(M). We present this general definition
so that it will apply to valuations that are not necessarily over goods, e.g, apply when items that are chores
(bads).



Given a share function s, the associated share guarantee s is defined as the function satisfying

5(v,n) =

= min v(9).
{9 1v(9)zs

Namely, for any given input, the share guarantee is the minimum value of a bundle whose value
is at least as high as the share for that input. Alternatively, for any valuation v, the share
guarantee is the lowest value of any acceptable bundle for the valuation v and share s.

Observe that for every share s, the realizability property implies that the corresponding
share guarantee is well defined. When items are goods, the realizability property implies that
the corresponding share guarantee is non-negative. Every allocation that gives an agent a bundle
of value at least equal to the share, necessarily gives the agent a bundle of value at least equal
to the share guarantee. As a simple example, if there are two agents (n = 2) and there are two
items with v(e;) = 1 and v(e2) = 2, then the proportional share guarantee is 2 (whereas the
proportional share is only %)

We remark that for any share that is defined to be a value of some bundle (like the MMS),
the share guarantee is the same as the share itself. Yet, for a share that is not defined as a value
of a bundle (like the proportional share), the share guarantee might be strictly larger than the
share.

The intended interpretation of a share guarantee is as a guarantee to an agent ¢ who reports
her true valuation function v;: if the underlying allocation algorithm is one that gives every
agent at least her share (according to the reported valuation functions), then regardless of the
reports of all other agents, agent ¢ is guaranteed to receive a bundle of value at least equal to
her share guarantee. Thus, we next discuss the concept of a feasible share, a share for which it
is always possible to give every agent an acceptable bundle according to the share.

3.1 Feasible Shares

We focus on shares for which every agent can always get her share. For a class C of valuation
functions, we say that a share s for C is feasible if for any agents’ valuation vector v = (v1,...,v,)
such that v; € C for every i, there exists an acceptable allocation A: an allocation that gives
every agent an acceptable bundle. That is, for every agent ¢ the bundle A; has value at least
her share: v;(A;) > s(v;,n). Note that by definition, an allocation that is acceptable must also
gives every agent i a bundle of value at least her share guarantee, that is, v;(A4;) > §(v;, n).

It is well known that feasible shares have the advantage that even in strategic environments,
agents will get their shares under equilibrium behaviour.!’ Fix any class of valuations C, a
share s that is feasible for C, and any algorithm for share s: an algorithm that for any vector
v = (v],...,v)) of n reported valuations in C outputs an allocation A’ that gives each agent
her share with respect to her reported valuation (v;(A;) > s(v},n)). The mechanism that is
defined by the algorithm is not necessarily (dominant strategy) truthful (as is the case for the
round-robin mechanism for the share s, presented in Section 1.1). Nevertheless, as the share is
feasible, each agent has a “safe strategy” (being truthful) which guarantees that she gets some
minimal utility (her share guarantee). This property implies that outcomes of the mechanism
will have nice utility guarantees even when agents are acting strategically: if the algorithm is
deterministic, in any pure Nash equilibrium of the game, each agent’s utility must be at least
her share guarantee. Similarly, if agents are risk neutral, if the algorithm is randomized then
in any mixed Nash equilibrium of the game each agent’s expected utility must be at least her
share guarantee.'!

10Such properties are much harder to prove for envy-based fairness notions like EF1, see [ABFT21].
"Similar claim is also true for any mixed Nash equilibrium in Bayesian settings.
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As observed above, for any deterministic algorithm for a feasible share, in any pure Nash
equilibrium of the game, each agent’s utility must be at least her share guarantee. Yet, not
every allocation algorithm will induce a game in which a pure Nash equilibrium exists. Does
there always exist some algorithm for a feasible share s for which a pure equilibrium always
exists? We next show that such an algorithm indeed exists.

Proposition 1 Let s be any feasible share. There exists an algorithm for share s that induces
a full-information game in which a pure Nash equilibrium always exists, and the equilibrium
allocation is acceptable.

Proof. The game is defined as follows. First an arbitrary order over the agents is fixed.
Without loss of generality we assume that agents’ names are according to the given order (so
agent 1 is the first, 2 is second, etc.). In the first stage, agents are approached according to
that order, and each is requested to report a valuation, after being informed of the reports of
all prior agents. We denote the reported valuation of agent i by v,. Let S’ be the family of all
acceptable allocations for share s with respect to the reported valuations (v}, v}, ..., v),). Asthe
share is feasible the set S’ is non-empty. Now, in the second stage, a deterministic algorithm
(that was fixed in advance) picks an allocation out of S” and implements it. For example, the
algorithm might pick the first (according to some fixed order) welfare maximizing allocation in
S’

We next claim that in this game there exists a pure Nash equilibrium (and even a subgame-
perfect equilibrium). This holds as this is a full-information sequential game, and thus can
be solved by backward induction. Specifically, in this subgame-perfect equilibrium, when con-
sidering her report, agent n, knowing all reports (v{,vh,...,v),_;) of other agents and the
deterministic algorithm that will be used to pick an allocation, reports some valuation v}, that
maximizes her utility. This serves as the base case for the induction. Similarly, any agent 4
(from n—1 to 1), knowing all reports (v}, v}, ..., v,_;) of other agents before her, and the strate-
gies used by the agents that report after her (as defined recursively by this procedure), reports
some valuation v} that maximizes her utility. These strategies clearly define a subgame-perfect
equilibrium. The allocation is acceptable as any agent can guarantee she gets her share by being
truthful, so her report must give her at least as high utility as her share. |

We note that the algorithm might not run in polynomial time, and even if it does, it might
be computationally hard to find these equilibrium strategies.

3.2 Self~-Maximizing Shares

We next define the notion of a self-maximizing share. We say that a share function is self-
maximizing for a class of valuations C if for every valuation function in C, reporting the true
valuation function is a dominant strategy for maximizing the lowest value bundle (with respect
to the true valuation) among all bundles that are acceptable for the reported valuation. To
formalize this, we first define some useful notation. For share s and any valuation v € C, define
the share implied guarantee when reporting v’ € C:

5,(v")

= min v(S)
{S]v'(S)=s(v',n)}

to be the lowest true value of any set (measured by the true valuation v), among all sets that
are acceptable with respect to v/. Observe that the implied guarantee when the report is the
true valuation is simply the share guarantee, that is, §,(v) = §(v,n).
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Note that in the definition of the implied guarantee, v’ only influences the family of bundles
that are considered acceptable, yet the values of these bundles are measured with respect to the
true valuation v.

The implied guarantee $,(v') depends on s(v’,n) which depends on n, but as n will always
be clear from the context we do not make this dependence explicit in the notation, in order to
keep the notation simple.

To illustrate the concept of the share implied guarantee, consider the proportional share
s over additive valuations. Assume that n = 3 and consider valuations over four items, with
items of values (5,4,4,2) for valuation v. The value of the share is s(v,n) = 5 and the share
guarantee is §(v,n) = 5 as well. For reported valuation v with reported item values (4, 4,4, 3),
it holds that s(v’,n) = 5 so no single item forms an acceptable bundle, and the set of acceptable
bundles for v’ contains all bundles of size at least 2. The implied guarantee is the true value of
the least valuable pair, which has value of 6 and thus the implied guarantee when reporting v’
is §,(v") = 6. Observe that this is larger than the share guarantee (8,(v') = 6 > §(v,n) = 5), so
by misreporting the implied guarantee increases.

With the notation of implied guarantee we can now formally define the notion of self-
maximizing share, a share in which truthful reporting (v = v) maximizes §,(-), the implied
guarantee:

Definition 3 A share s is self-maximizing for class of valuations C if for every set M of items
and number of agents n, for every true valuation v € C and every report v' € C it holds that

5u(v) = 8(v,m) > 5,(V)

Let us briefly discuss the relation between a share being self-maximizing and incentives to
agents to report their true valuation functions (“truthfulness”). Suppose first that we are in
a setting in which the agent knows the items and her valuation function. The agent does not
know the valuation functions of other agents, and does not know the details of the allocation
algorithm, except for the fact that it gives every agent at least her share guarantee with respect
to its input (the share is feasible), for a share that is self-maximizing. In such a setting, for a risk
averse agent who wishes to maximize the minimum possible value that it receives (minimum
possible with respect to the information that the agent does not have), being truthful is a
dominant strategy (for any valuation class for which the worse case can indeed be realized, as
is the case for most classes of interest, see Appendix D). By being truthful she guarantees to
herself at least her share guarantee, and no misreporting of her valuation function offers a higher
guarantee. However, for an agent that is either not risk averse (for example — in a Bayesian
setting in which there is some probability distribution over valuations of other agents and over
the choice of allocation algorithm to use), or knows the details of the allocation algorithm,
truthfulness need not be a dominant strategy.

3.2.1 The MMS is Self Maximizing but any p—MMS is not

We next show that the MMS is self maximizing for any class of valuations, yet even for addi-
tive valuations, for any positive p < 1, the p-MMS is not. Additionally, we observe that the
proportional share is not self maximizing for n > 3 even for additive valuations (while it is so
for n = 2). For the proof see Appendix E.1.1.

Proposition 2 The MMS is a self-maximizing share for every class C of valuations. In con-
trast, even just for additive valuation functions, the p-MMS (for any 0 < p < 1) is not self-
mazximizing for n > 2, and the proportional share is not self-mazimizing for n > 3 (while it is
so forn =2).
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3.2.2 Properties of Self~-Maximizing Shares

In this section we show that any self-maximizing share for class of valuations C satisfies several
natural properties:

e Scale Invariant: Assume that class of valuations C is closed under multiplication by any
positive constant (v € C implies v = ¢- v is in C for any ¢ > 0). A share function
s is scale invariant for C if for every ¢ > 0, scaling the valuation function v € C by a
multiplicative factor of ¢, also scales the share guarantee by the same multiplicative factor
c: §(c-v,n) =c-5(v,n) for every ¢ > 0,v € C.

e Monotone: A share function s is monotone for C if the share guarantee is a monotone
function of the valuation function: for every v,v" € C such that v > v/ (meaning that
v(S) > '(S) for every S C M) it holds that §(v,n) > §(v',n).

o 1-Lipschitz: A share function s is 1-Lipschitz for C if the following holds for every § >
0 and valuation function v € C: if the value of every set changes by at most § then
the share guarantee increases by at most 4. In other words, for valuations v,v" € C, if
[v/(S) — v(S)] < ¢ for every set S € M, then §(v',n) < §(v,n) + .

Proposition 3 Any share that is self mazximizing for C, is monotone, 1-Lipschitz and scale
invariant for C.

We present the proof in Appendix E.1.2.

3.3 The Dominant Feasible Share

Recall that a share is feasible if for any agents’ valuation vector there exists an acceptable
allocation. Clearly the share function that is identically zero is feasible, yet not very attractive
as we want the feasible share to be “as large as possible”. We next formalize what this means.
One can naturally define a partial order over share functions. A share (function) s dominates
share (function) s’ for a class of valuations functions C, if for every n (for which s and s’ are
defined) and every valuation v € C it holds that s(v,n) > s'(v,n). For a given class C of
valuations, is there a feasible share that is “the best” in the sense that it dominates all other
feasible shares for this class? We say that a feasible share s is a dominant feasible share for a
class of valuations functions C, if for the class C the share s dominates any other feasible share
s'. Tt is easy to see that any instance that demonstrates that the MMS is not feasible can be
used to show that a dominant feasible share does not exist: Consider for example the instance
I presented in [KPW18] for three agents with valuations denoted by (v1, va,v3), for which it is
not possible to give every agent her MMS. We can define three feasible shares s; for i € {1,2,3}
in which s;(v;, 3) equals to the MMS of v;, and for any v # v; we have s;(v,3) = 0. Each such
share is clearly feasible. For instance I, any share s that dominates all these three shares must
give every agent her MMS, but that is known to be impossible.

The proof above feels very unsatisfactory as the three shares that are defined in the proof
are clearly very artificial. Expecting a share to dominate even those artificial feasible shares
seems too much to ask for. We thus only ask that s dominate the subset of feasible shares that
are also self maximizing. As being self maximizing is a strong requirement, it seems much more
plausible that there might exist a feasible share that dominates only those feasible shares that
are self-maximizing. We say that a feasible share s is a SM-dominant'? feasible share for a class

'29M stands for ”Self-Maximizing”.
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of valuations functions C, if for the class C it dominates every other feasible and self-maximizing
(SM) share s’

Our main negative result is that for additive valuations (and beyond), even if we look for a
feasible share that dominates only those feasible shares that are self maximizing, such a share
does not exist. Note that even for SM-domination, while the dominating share s needs to be
feasible, we do not require it to be self maximizing (making our negative result stronger). Before
discussing the proof we discuss the relation between the MMS and the concept of SM-dominant
feasible shares.

We first observe that for valuation classes for which the MMS is feasible, the MMS is the
unique SM-dominant feasible share (see proof in Appendix E.2.1):

Proposition 4 Consider a setting with n agents and a set of items M. For any class of
valuations C, the MMS dominates every feasible share for C. Moreover, if the MMS is feasible,
then it is the unique dominant feasible share for C, and the unique SM-dominant feasible share

for C.

Two immediate corollaries follow. First, for the class of unit-demand valuations, for which
the MMS is the value of the n-th most valuable item, the MMS is feasible (and self maximizing),
so it is the unique SM-dominant feasible share for these valuations. Second, for two agents and
additive valuations the MMS is feasible (obtained by cut-and-choose) so it is the unique SM-
dominant feasible share for these valuations. Yet, beyond two agent the MMS is known to be
infeasible for additive valuations [KPW18] so the proposition cannot be used to find an SM-
dominant feasible share. Yet, it does not rule out that maybe there is a different SM-dominant
feasible share for additive valuations and more than two agents.

In the next section we consider additive valuations as well as more general classes of valu-
ations that contain additive valuations (e.g., submodular and sub-additive) and show that in
contrast to the case of unit-demand valuations, SM-dominant feasible shares for those classes
do not exist. This nonexistence result holds even if we do not require the dominating share to
be self maximizing. We prove this claim by presenting an explicit family of feasible shares that
are self maximizing and have the following property: for any additive valuation there is a share
in the family for which the share for this valuation equals to the MMS for this valuation. The
result is then derived from the fact that the MMS for additive valuations is not feasible.

We remark that our nonexistence result can also be derived as a corollary (Corollary 4)
from our result that shows that any feasible share is dominated by a feasible share that is also
self maximizing (Theorem 2). Yet, for the class of additive valuations, while the shares defined
in the first proof are poly-time computable, our transformation from a feasible share to a self
maximizing feasible share that dominates it (Theorem 2) uses super-polynomial computation.

4 No Dominant Feasible Share for Additive and Beyond

Our first main result shows that for any class of valuations that contains additive valuations,
there is no feasible share that dominates even only those feasible shares that are self-maximizing.
Thus, there is no SM-dominant feasible share for any of these classes of valuations.

Theorem 1 Let C be any class of valuations that contains all additive valuations over goods.
For C, there is no feasible share that dominates all feasible shares that are self maximizing.
Thus, there does not exist an SM-dominant feasible share for class C.

We note that this result shows that there is no SM-dominant feasible share, even if we do
not restrict that dominating share itself to be self maximizing. We also highlight the fact that
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the non-existence of an SM-dominant feasible share does not rely on computational feasibility
— it holds even with unbounded computational power.

The proof of the theorem uses shares that are based on picking orders (also refered to as
picking sequences) that we define below. Thus, before presenting the proof of the theorem
(Section 4.2), we present these shares (Section 4.1).

4.1 The w-Picking-Order Share

To prove Theorem 1 we need to show that for any class C of valuation functions that contains
all additive valuations, there is no feasible share that dominates every feasible self-maximizing
share. To do so, for every such class C, we design a collection Q of shares, where every share in
Q is feasible and self maximizing. The feasibility and self maximization properties need to hold
for all valuations in C, not just for additive valuations. To prove that there is no SM-dominant
feasible share we show that no feasible share s dominates every share in Q: for every share s
that is feasible for C (even if s is not self maximizing), there is some share s’ in Q that for some
valuation function v € C offers higher value than s does.

The class Q that we consider is based on picking orders, that is, sets that are created by
the n agents picking items according to some predefined order in which they pick. Such shares,
mostly based on the round robin picking sequence, have been introduced also in previous work
(see [CFS17, GLW21]), though our treatment is concerned with arbitrary picking sequences.
Such shares will be defined even for non-additive valuations, and will be feasible and self maxi-
mizing (although not necessarily poly-time computable when the valuations are not additive).

For a setting with n agents and a set M or size m, a picking order w is a list wy,wa, ..., W,
with w; € [n] for each j € [m]. The value w; determines which agent picks an item at the j-th
step in the picking sequence.

Fix a valuation v and a picking order w. Let x; be the maximum value that agent k € [n]
with valuation v can ensure she gets when the picking order is w. That is, the maximum value
when facing an adversary that makes all picks when w; # k in order to minimize the value that
agent k gets. Note that computing the strategy of the agent and of such an adversary is easy for
additive valuations (by greedily picking items from high to low value according to the agent’s
valuation), but not necessarily so for more general classes of valuations.

Fix a picking order w. The w-Picking-Order share of an agent with valuation v is minge [, .
That is, the minimum over all possible identities of the agent, of the maximum she can ensures
herself with that identity when the picking order is w. Note that as these shares are defined
to be a value of some bundle, for each picking order w the share guarantee is the same as the
share itself.

To illustrate this share, let us consider the case that the valuation is additive. In this case,
both the agent and the adversary will simply pick items in order of decreasing value according
to the agent’s valuation (breaking ties arbitrarily). Note that tie breaking (by the agent or the
adversary) in picking has no effect on the final value the agent gets. In this case, the share will
simply be the minimal value that any of the n agents get, when every agent has valuation v (all
valuations are the same), and simply pick items in non-increasing order of values. Consequently,
when agents are additive, the picking order share is a special case of a more general family of
shares that we define in Section 6.1, which we call ordinal mazimin shares (see Definition 5).
We show that all shares in this general family are self maximizing (Proposition 7), and hence
picking order shares are self maximizing when valuations are additive. Moreover, we show that
picking-order shares are self maximizing for all valuations (even non-additive).

We summarize our results for picking shares in the next proposition (see proof in Ap-
pendix F.1.1).
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Proposition 5 Fix any class C of valuations. For any picking order w, the w-Picking-Order
share is feasible and self maximizing for C. Moreover, if valuations are additive then an accept-
able allocation can be computed in polynomial time. Finally, for any additive valuation v there
erists a picking order w, for which the w,-Picking-Order share for an agent with valuation v
equals to the MMS of that agent, that is, to MM S, (v).

4.2 Proof of Theorem 1
In this section we restate and prove Theorem 1, our main negative result.

Theorem 1 Let C be any class of valuations that contains all additive valuations over goods.
For C, there is no feasible share that dominates all feasible shares that are self maximizing.
Thus, there does not exist an SM-dominant feasible share for class C.

Proof. Fix any share s. By Proposition 5, for every picking order w and any valuation (including
all valuations in the class C), the w-Picking-Order share is self maximizing and feasible. Thus,
if s dominates every self-maximizing and feasible share it must dominate every w-Picking-Order
share.

As C includes all additive valuations, s must, in particular, dominate every self-maximizing
and feasible share for additive valuations. As for additive valuations, by Proposition 5, for some
picking order w the w-Picking-Order share is the same as the MMS, we conclude that for additive
valuations, for f to dominate every self-maximizing and feasible share, it must dominate the
MMS.

Yet, for agents with additive valuations, there are instances for which no allocation gives
each agent her MMS [KPW18]. We thus conclude that for class C, the share s does not dominate
every self-maximizing and feasible share. |

Our nonexistence result shows in particular that an SM-dominant feasible share for additive
valuations does not exist. Given this negative result, in Section 6 we consider approximate
domination, and present several positive results for additive valuations. Before focusing on
additive valuations we present a general transformation from any feasible share to a dominating
share that is feasible and self maximizing. This result also implies an alternative proof of our
nonexistence result.

5 Domination Relations among Shares

5.1 Domination by a Self-Maximizing Share

In this section we show that any feasible share can be transformed to a feasible share that
dominates it, and is self-maximizing. Thus, in a sense, we can always assume that a feasible
share is self-maximizing. Yet, this transformation is not done in polynomial time, thus, when
computation is important, this proof does not show that self maximization comes for free.

Theorem 2 Let C be an arbitrary class of valuation functions, and let s be an arbitrary feasible
share for class C. Then for class C there exists a feasible share s’ that dominates s and is self-
MaTIMIzZIng.

The main idea in the proof of Theorem 2 is to construct s’ as follows. For every valuation
v, the value of §'(v) is equal to the implied guarantee of s with respect to the report v’ that
maximizes this implied guarantee. The details of how this idea is turned into a proof are
presented in Appendix G.1.

From Theorem 2 we derive the following immediate corollary.
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Corollary 4 LetC be an arbitrary class of valuation functions, and let s be an arbitrary feasible
share for class C. The share s is a dominant feasible share for C if and only if s is a SM-dominant
feasible share for C.

The corollary combined with the simple observation that there is no dominant feasible share
for additive valuations (implied by the fact the the MMS is not feasible, see Section 3.3), gives
an alternative proof to Theorem 1 for any class that contains the additive valuations.

We have shown that any feasible share can be transformed to a feasible share that dominates
it, and is self-maximizing. Yet, this transformation is not done in polynomial time (not even
for the class of additive valuations). This suggests the following open problem: find such a
transformation that can be computed in polynomial time when valuations are additive and the
original share is polynomial time computable, or prove that the problem is computationally
hard.

5.2 p-Domination

An immediate corollary of Proposition 4 is that for any class of valuations C, a share s that p-
dominates the MMS also p-dominates every feasible share. This is stated in the next proposition,
together with two stronger versions of the converse claim.

Proposition 6 For any class of valuations C, a share s that p-dominates the MMS also p-
dominates every feasible share.

For any class of valuations C, a share s that p-dominates every feasible share that is self
mazximizing also p-dominates the MMS.

Furthermore, for the class of additive valuations, a share s that p-dominates every feasible
share that is self mazimizing and poly-time computable, also p-dominates the MMS.

Proof. By Proposition 4, for any class of valuations C the MMS dominates every feasible share
for C. An immediate corollary is that a share s that p-dominates the MMS also p-dominates
every feasible share for C.

Next, we prove that for any class of valuations C, a share s that p-dominates every feasible
share that is self maximizing also p-dominates the MMS. Indeed, for any valuation v € C, let s,
the share that is defined as follows: it equals the MMS on v, and is zero otherwise. This share
is clearly feasible for C, by the MMS definition. By Theorem 2, the share s, is dominated by
some share s/, that is feasible and self maximizing. The share s/ must also be equal to the MMS
on v, as it is at least as large as s, on v, and is no larger since it is feasible. Thus, in order for
s to p-dominate all self-maximizing feasible shares, it must dominate s] for every v € C, and
thus it must p-dominate the MMS for C.

Finally, we show that for the class of additive valuations, a share s that p-dominates every
feasible share that is self maximizing and poly-time computable, also p-dominates the MMS.
By Proposition 5, for any additive valuation v there exists a picking order w, for which the
wy-Picking-Order share for an agent with valuation v equals to the MMS of v. Additionally,
by Proposition 5, for any additive valuation v the w,-Picking-Order share is feasible, self max-
imizing and can be computed in polynomial time. Thus, in order for share s to p-dominate
every feasible share that is self-maximizing and poly-time computable, it must p-dominate the
wy-Picking-Order share for every additive valuation v, and thus it must p-dominates the MMS.

Denote by a-MMS the share that is defined to be an a-fraction of the MMS (that is a- MM S
for positive a < 1). By definition, for every valuation the a-MMS a-dominates the MMS. Thus,
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for any class of valuations C, by Proposition 6, the a-MMS a-dominates every feasible share for
C.

Fix the number of agents n > 2. For a class C of valuations, let o (C) be the supremum'3
over all values of a for which the a-MMS is feasible for class C for n agents (for any number
of items m). For n agents, the o (C)-MMS share o (C)-dominates every feasible share for C
(by Proposition 6). Yet, by Proposition 2, this share is not self maximizing, not even for the
class of additive valuations. One can use Theorem 2 to turn the o (C)-MMS to a feasible
self-maximizing share that dominates it, thus o (C)-dominating every feasible self-maximizing
share for C. Yet, the transformation of Theorem 2 is not polynomial time, not even for the class
of additive valuations. Thus, in the next section we focus on the class of additive valuations
over goods and we seek a self-maximizing feasible share that is poly-time computable and p-
dominates the MMS, for p that is as large as possible.

6 Results for Additive Valuations over Goods

In this section we focus on the class of additive valuations over goods (which we will simply
call additive valuations below, for short). Given the discussion at the end of the prior section
(Section 5.2), we seek self-maximizing feasible shares that are poly-time computable and p-
dominate the MMS, for p that is as large as possible.

We first present a family of shares, referred to as ordinal mazimin shares, and show that all
members of this family are self-maximizing (see Section 6.1). We then present several ordinal
maximin shares, all of them are feasible, self-maximizing and polynomial-time computable. For
general n, we present such a share that is 3n2’_L1—dominating. Furthermore, for up to four agents
we show that this share is %—dominating. For two agents and any positive ¢ we present such
a share that is (1 — €)-dominating (a PTAS). (As the MMS is NP-hard to compute even for
n = 2, we cannot hope the get the MMS exactly by a poly-time share.) Moreover, for each of
those shares we present a polynomial time algorithm that computes allocations that give every
agent at least her share. The PTAS for two agents appears in Section 6.2. The other shares are
presented in Section 6.3.

6.1 Ordinal Maximin Shares

For additive valuation functions, we define the class of ordinal mazximin shares, and we show
that every share in this class is self maximizing. We slightly abuse the notion of share and
instead of thinking about one share that is defined for every n, we think of shares that are each
defined for a specific value of n (e.g., this enables us to define a PTAS-based share only for the
case that n = 2). We first define the notion of a family of partitions.

Definition 4 Fix n > 2. For any integer m, an (m,n)-partition P of the set [m] into n parts
is a collection of n disjoint bundles that together contain the set: P = (By,...,By) satisfying
U;B; = [m], ByNBj =0 for every pair k # j. (Some of the bundles might be empty.) For given
n and m, a family Fp, ,, of partitions is collection of (m,n)-partitions. For n > 2, a family F,
of partitions is a collection of families Fy, ,, of partitions, one such family for every m.

Definition 5 Fix the number of agents n > 2. A share for n agents with additive valuation
functions is ordinal maximin if for every value of m (number of items) it has an associated family
of partitions Fp, ., and for every additive valuation function v over m items, the corresponding
share value can be computed as follows.

13For the class of additive valuations the maximum is actually obtained, although there are infinitely many
possibilities for the number of items, and infinitely many possible valuation functions. See [FN22] for details.
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1. Sort items from highest value to lowest value according to v (breaking ties arbitrarily — the
share value is not affected by how ties are broken). Without loss of generality, we denote
the j-th highest value item according to this order by e; (thus, v(e;) > v(ey) for j < k).

2. Relative to this order, for a set S C [m], let v(S) = 3 ;.qv(ej). For every partition
P = (Bl, cee ,Bn) S -Fm,n; let U(P) = minj[v(Bj)].

3. The value of the share for v is maxpcr,, ,[v(P)]. A partition P is optimal if v(P) equals
to the value of the share (P belongs to the argmaz).

Hence, an ordinal mazimin share for n agents is completely characterized by its associated family
Fn of collections of partitions Fp,n, (one for every m). For any such family F,,, we denote the
associated ordinal maximin share over the additive valuations by JF,-maximin share.

The MMS is an example of a share that is ordinal maximin for every n (with %, ,, being
the family of all (m,n)-partitions). The following round robin share, based on the round robin
allocation procedure, is also ordinal maximin. For every (m,n), the family F,,, contains a
single partition P = {Bjy, ..., By}, where for every j, bundle B; contain the items e;xy, (for
non-negative integers k, where items are sorted from highest to lowest value). The value of the
round robin share is equal to the value of B,,. More generally, every picking order induces an
ordinal maximin share, in which 7, ,, contains only a single partition. Given valuation function
v, bundle B; in this partition contains those items whose index is those rounds in which agent
1 gets to pick in the picking order.

We observe that for two agents, for any family F» the Fe-maximin share is feasible (see
Observation 17 in Appendix H.1). For more than two agents, the F,,-maximin share might not
be feasible (as in the case for the MMS with n = 3), but specific families of partitions yield
feasible shares (as we prove in Section 6.3).

The main attractive property of ordinal maximin shares is that they are all self maximizing
(see proof in Appendix H.1.1).

Proposition 7 For any family F,, of partitions, its associated ordinal maximin share F,-
mazimin is self mazrimizing.

6.2 A Self-maximizing PTAS for Two Agents

For two agents with additive valuations, the MMS is a self-maximizing share that is feasible.
However, computing the MMS is NP-hard even for two agents, and thus we cannot hope the
get the MMS exactly by a poly-time share (assuming P # NP). In this section, for the case
of two agents with additive valuations and for every € > 0, we present a share that we shall
refer to as the PT'AS(e) share. For every additive valuation function, the value of the PT'AS (¢)
share is at least (1 — €) times the value of the MMS. Like the MMS, the PT'AS(e) share is self
maximizing and feasible. However, unlike the MMS, for every ¢ > 0, the PT'AS(e) share can
be computed in polynomial time. Moreover, given the valuation functions of the two agents, an
allocation giving each agent at least her PT'AS(e) share can be computed in polynomial time.

The PT AS(e) share is based on the following principle. Recall that for n = 2, the value
of the MMS is a solution to the following partition problem. The input to the problem is a
set M = {e1,...,en} of items and their values {z1 = v(e1),...,zm = v(em)}. The desired
output is a partition of M into two disjoint bundles, B; and Bs, such that min[v(B;),v(Bz2)] is
maximized, or equivalently, min;eq 2y > jleseB; Lis is maximized. As the partition problem is
(weakly) NP-hard, so is the problem of computing the MMS.
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To overcome the NP-hardness issue, we use a polynomial time approximation algorithm,
referred to here as PT'AS 41, for the partition problem. On every input instance, PTASarqg
returns a partition in which the value of the less valuable part of the partition is within a
factor of (1 — €) the value of the less valuable part in the optimal (most balanced) partition.
We associate a share with PT ASarq, where for every additive valuation function, the value
of the share is the value returned by PT ASarq. The PT ASArc share is feasible, because on
every allocation instance (for two agents), we can use the cut and choose procedure: consider
the partition that PT AS4rg induces for agent 1, let agent 2 choose which part she takes, and
agent 1 gets the remaining part. The PT AS A1q share is also polynomial time computable and
approximates the MMS within a ratio of (1 — €), by its definition. Hence it remains to address
the issue of being self maximizing.

The partition problem has very efficient approximation algorithms: it has a fully polynomial
time approximation scheme (FPTAS), that has polynomial dependence on % However, known
approximation algorithms for the partition problem to not appear to induce a share that is self
maximizing. Instead, we design a new polynomial time approximation scheme (PTAS), with
exponential dependence of %, which produces a share that is an ordinal maximin share, and
hence self maximizing (by Proposition 7).

With the above introduction in mind, we present the PT AS(e) share in the proof of the
following theorem.

Theorem 5 Consider a setting with two agents that have additive valuations over a set of
items M. For any fized ¢ > 0, the PT AS(€) share (described in the proof of the theorem) is
self-maximizing, computable in polynomial time, and is at least a 1 — € fraction of the MMS.
Additionally, the share is feasible, and an acceptable allocation can be found in polynomial time.

Proof. We may assume that m > %, as for m < % we can set PT AS(e) to be equal to the

MMS. (The MMS can be computed in time exponential in 20(1/€) in this case, which is constant
time when € > 0 is constant.)
v (M)

We may also assume that MM S, (v;) > =3

violated is if there is an item e; of value v;(e1) > M, but then again we can take PT AS(¢)
to be equal to the MMS (whose value in this case is v;(M) — v;(e1)).

Given a desired approximation ratio of 1 — ¢, let k = {2%} Note that k < m as m > % >
[%] = k. Partition M into the set Z of the k£ most valuable items (breaking ties arbitrarily),
and the set S of remaining items. Order the items of S in order of decreasing value (breaking ties
arbitrarily), and let e,,, denote the last item in this order. Consider the following family 7, 2 of
at most 2¥m partitions of M. A partition of M into two bundles (By, By) is a member of Fm,2if
and only if B1NS is a suffix of S. That is, bundle B; contains an arbitrary subset of Z, but the set
of items that B; contains from S must be a (possibly empty) set of consecutive items, ending in
em- The value of the PTAS share for agent i is PT'AS(€); = max(p, B,)eF,, , min[vi(B1), vi(Bz2)].
That is, the definition of PT'AS(¢); is similar to MM S, (v;), except that instead of maximizing
(the minimum value of a bundle) over all possible partitions, one maximizes only over the

partitions in F,,2. For every item e in S we have that v;(e) < Ui(Zk)j:fi(e) < U}'ﬁ(ﬁ). We

claim that this implies that PT'AS(€); > MM S, (v;) — % Recalling the assumption that

MMS,, (v;) > % and the choice of k = [2], the claim implies that (1 —€) - MMS,(v;) <

We now prove the claim that PT AS(e); > MMS,,(v;) — % Let (Bjf, B;) denote the
optimal partition. Construct a partition (B1, B) € Fy, 2 as follows. For items in Z, we choose
BiNZ =B NZ (for i € {1,2}). If either BY or B3 contain no items from S, then the partition

. The only way that this assumption can be
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(B, B3) itself is one of the partitions in F,, 2. Hence we may assume that both B} and B3

contain items from S. Consequently, max[v;(Bf N Z),v;(B5 N Z)] < w By choosing for By

either the longest suffix of S for which v;(B;) < w or one additional item from S, we get

that min[v;(By),v;(B2)] > w — T max;es(vi(e)] = MMS,(v;) — %, as claimed.

PT AS(¢€); can be computed by the following algorithm that uses only addition operations
and comparison operations. Sort all items in non-increasing order of values. This can be done
using O(mlogm) comparison operations. The set Z is composed of the first k items, and S
is composed of the remaining items. For every suffix of S, compute the sum of item values
in the suffix. This can be done using O(m) addition operations (starting from the last suffix,
and extending the suffix one item at a time). Thereafter, there are 2¥ possible partitions of
Z. TFor each such partition (Z;,Z3), the sum of item values in Z; can be computed using
O(k) addition operations. The optimal choice of suffix of S to add to Z; can be found using
O(log m) operations, by binary search over the suffixes. Hence PTAS(e); can be computed
using O(mlogm + 2¥(k + logm)) operations. As k = O(%), and the time to perform a single
operation is at most linear in the input size (note that the number of input bits required in
order to represent the value of an item might be much larger than m, and be the dominating
factor in the input size), this running time is polynomial in the input size, for every fixed ¢ > 0
(and also when 1 is logarithmic in the input size).

As PTAS(e) is an ordinal maximin share, it is feasible for two agents by Observation 17,
and self maximizing by Proposition 7. |

The approximation algorithm used in the proof of Theorem 5 in order to compute the
PT AS(€) share can be extended to any number n of agents. This requires, among other changes,
to increase k to n[%] in order for the approximation to still hold. As the running time is
exponential in k, it becomes exponential in n, but is still polynomial in m for every fixed n.
However, for n > 3 and € < i, the resulting share is not feasible (unlike the case for n = 2), as
it is the same as the MMS for instances in which it is impossible to give every agent her MMS.
Indeed, recall that for every n > 3, there are allocation instances with additive valuations and
m < 4n items in which no allocation gives every agent her MMS [KPW18]. In such instances
and when e < i, the value of k is at least 4n, and as 4n > m the family F,,, contains all
possible partitions of m items to n agents. Consequently, in these instances, for every agent,
PTAS(e)i = MMS,(v;). Hence no allocation gives every agent her PT'AS(e) share.

6.3 The Class of Nested Shares

We introduce a class of ordinal maximin shares for additive valuations that we refer to as N.S,
standing for Nested Shares. For n agents, a share in this class is parameterized by a parameter
q € [n]. It will be convenient to have both n and ¢ explicit in the notation of the share, so we
use V.S, 4 to denote this share for parameters n and g.

For n agents, given parameter ¢, we next define the Nested Share NS, 4. Sort the items in
decreasing value (breaking ties arbitrarily), and denote the j-th highest value item by e;. Like
the MMS, if the number of items m satisfies m < n then NS, 4(v) = 0, and if m = n, then
NS, 4(v) = v(en). Hence we present the definition for m > n. A consecutive partition of a set

of items Z is defined by n indexes i; < iy < ... < 4, (we also denote ig = 0). These indexes
define a partition of the items to n bundles of consecutive items: for j € [n] bundle Z; contains
items {eij_1+1, e ,eij} (Zj is empty if i; = ij—l)-

The family of partitions that define the share N.S,, , is defined as follows. Fix an integer
variable kK, whose value satisfies n — ¢ < k < m. For k, consider the following family Fy, ,, 4 &
of (at most m"*9=2) partitions (By, ..., B,) of M that are defined as follows. Let Z be the
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set of items {ey,...,er}. Fix any consecutive partition (Z1,...,7Z,) of Z to n sets, such that
i; = j for every j < n —q (that is, the n — ¢ first sets are singletons). Then, fix any consecutive
partition (S7,...,S),) of suffix S’ =S = M\ Z to n sets (possible empty), and for convenience
denote S; = S, ;. for j € [n]. A partition of M into n bundles (Bj,..., By) is a member
of Fpngk if and only if for some pair of partitions as defined above, B; = Z; U S; for every

Jj € [n].

The value of the NS, , share for valuation v over m items is defined to be
NSy q(v) = maxy max(p, .. B,)eFp .. 10 [vi(B;)]. The definition of the N'Sy, 4 share is similar
to that of the MMS, except that instead of maximizing (the minimum value of a bundle) over
all possible partitions, one maximizes only over the partitions in F, 4 = Un_q <k<m fmm,q,k.l‘l
We remark that NS, , shares are called the Nested Shares as for every j € [n — 1] all items in
Bj 1 are nested inside the items of B; (within the sorted order).

Observe that for every n and every ¢ > ¢’ (and every m) it holds that F,, s C F, 4, and
consequently NS, ,(v) > NS, ,(v) for every valuation v. In particular, N'S, ,, dominates N'S,, 4
for every q € [n].

Example 1 To illustrate the NSy, , share consider the following example with four agents (n =
4). The valuation is additive and item values are (3, 3, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 1, 1). Here, the MMS
is & (the MMS partition contains two bundles of the form (3,2) and two bundles of the form
(2,2,1)). However, for every integer q such that 1 < q <4, the value of the nested share NSy,
is 4. To lower bound NSyq4, it suffices to consider ¢ = 1. The NSy 1 partition is required to
place the first four items in separate bins, and may reach a value of 4 by placing at least one
additional item in each bin (e.g., creating bins (3,1), (3,1), (2,2,2), (2,2,2)). To upper bound
NSy, it suffices to consider ¢ = 4. The NS4 4 partition allows for Z; to be of any size, but still
it must create at least one bin of value at most 4. (There are four items of odd value. For all
bins to have value 5, the odd valued items must be in different bins. However, in every NSy 4

partition, either there is a bin with only a single item, or two odd valued items are in the same
bin.)

Though some of our results apply to NS, 4 shares for arbitrary values of n > 2and 1 < ¢ < n,
our most interesting current results apply to the case of ¢ = 3.

Theorem 6 Consider a setting with n agents that have additive valuations over a set M of
goods. Then the NSy 3 share is self-mazimizing, poly-time computable, and is at least a 3221
fraction of the MMS, and at least a % fraction of the MMS when n < 4. Additionally, the share

is feasible, and an acceptable allocation can be found in polynomial time.

We outline the main ideas of the proof of Theorem 6, and refer the reader to Appendix H.2
for further details. The fact that NS, 3 is self maximizing is an immediate consequence of the
fact that it is an ordinal maximin share (Proposition 7). Polynomial time computability of the
NS, 4 share value (for every 1 < ¢ < n) and an associated optimal partition is demonstrated by
an algorithm based on dynamic programming. See Lemma 18. The 372£1 approximation holds
already for ¢ = 1, and the proof of this fact can be derived from results in [GMT19b], showing
that a related allocation algorithm provides allocations that give every agent a 32% fraction of
her MMS. In our case, we only need to prove this approximation ratio when all agents have the
same valuation function, making the proof simpler. See Lemma 19. We also complement this

result by showing that even for ¢ = 3, as n grows, the approximation ratio of N.S,, 3 converges

4Note that Fn,, depends also on m. Yet, the only way in which we use F, , is in the definition of the share
NS, 4, which accepts a valuation as an argument. As m could always be deduced from the valuation, to simplify
notation we omit explicitly including m in the notation.
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(from above) to % See Proposition 26. The % approximation for n = 4 uses in an essential
way the choice of ¢ = 3, and does not hold for ¢ < 2. (Likewise, the % approximation for

n = 3 requires ¢ > 2, and does not hold for ¢ = 1. e : approximation crucia epends
3 requires ¢ > 2, and d t hold for ¢ = 1.) Th g pproximati ially depend

on considering partitions in which the first n items are not all placed in separate bins. See
Lemma 23 (for n = 3) and Lemma 24 (for n = 4). We remark that the proof of Lemma 24 is
computer assisted, see Appendix H.2.1.

6.3.1 Proof that NS, 3 is a feasible share

Here we prove part of Theorem 6, showing that the NS, , share is feasible for ¢ = 3 (thus also

for ¢ = 2 and ¢ = 1). Moreover, we show that an acceptable allocation can be computed in

polynomial time. We do not know whether the NS, , share is feasible for larger values of q.
For our feasibility proof, we shall make use of the notion of ordered allocation instances.

Definition 6 We say that an allocation instance is ordered if for every j and k such that
1 <j<k<m and every agent i, it holds that vi(e;) > v;(ex).

The following lemma is an immediate corollary of a result of [BL16].

Lemma 8 Consider the class of additive valuations, any share for this class (e.g., MMS, NSy q)
and any value of p (including p = 1). Then any (polynomial time) allocation algorithm that
gives every agent at least a p fraction of her share for ordered instances, can be transformed
into a (polynomial time) algorithm that produces such an allocation for arbitrary instances.

The proof of Lemma 8 is based on defining a picking order for the arbitrary instance, based
on the allocation for an ordered version of the instance. See [BL16] for further details.

Lemma 9 For the class of additive valuations and every ¢ > 1, if NS, , is feasible, then so
is NSy 4 for every n > q. Moreover, if an acceptable allocation for NSy, can be found in
polynomial time, so can an acceptable allocation for NS, 4.

Proof. Consider an instance with n > ¢ agents, and the associated V.S, 4 partitions for the n
agents. We assume that the instance is ordered. This assumption can be made without loss of
generality, by Lemma 8.

Create n bins. Place items eq,...,e,—q in bins By, ..., B,_,, respectively. Now insert the
minimum number of items in reverse order (starting at e,,, the minimum may be 0) into B;
until there is an agent that desires B1, where we say that an agent desires a bin if the agent’s
total value for the items in the bin is at least as large as her NS, , share value. Give By to
the respective agent (breaking ties arbitrarily if there is more than one such agent), and remove
the agent and the bin. Observe that for each of the remaining agents, the NS, _; , share with
respect to the remaining items is at least as large as her original NS, ; share with respect to
all items. (The bins By, ..., B, in the partition in F,, , that gave rise to N.S,, , can serve as a
partition in F,,_1 4 with respect to the remaining items. If some items of the original B; also
remain, they can be moved into By, while still giving a partition in F,,_; 4.) Continue in the
same fashion with bin By, and more generally with the remaining bins, up to and including
bin B,_,. At this point only ¢ agents remain, and for each of them the V.S, , share over the
remaining items has value at least as high as the original NS, , share. After computing the
respective NS, , partitions over these remaining items, the assumption that NS, , is feasible
implies that one can allocate to each of the ¢ remaining agents a bundle that she values at least
as much as her share.
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The above algorithm runs in polynomial time (if an acceptable allocation for NS, , can
be found in polynomial time). This follows from Lemma 18 that shows that the NS, , value
of each of the agents can be computed in polynomial time, together with a respective NS, ,
partition. ]

Definition 7 Consider two partitions of M into three disjoint bundles, P = (B, B%,Bé) and
Pi = (B],B},Bj}). We say that P and PJ are fully intersecting if every bundle of P* intersects
every bundle of PJ.

Lemma 10 Consider n = 3, and for every agent i € {1,2,3} a partition of M into three
disjoint bundles P* = (B}, B}, Bg) If no two partitions P* and PJ are fully intersecting, then
there is an allocation A = (A1, Aa, As) such that for every agent i with an additive valuation
function v; it holds that v;(A;) > min[v;(B%), vi(BE),vi(BL)]. Moreover, given the partitions P!
fori € {1,2,3} and the additive valuations (vi,ve,vs), such an allocation A can be computed in
polynomial time.

Proof. Consider three agents with additive valuation functions, v; for each agent ¢, and asso-
ciated partitions P* = (B, BS, Bi), for every agent i € {1,2,3}.

For every two agents i and k (it can be that i = k) we define v;(P*) = minje (g 2.3} [vz(Bjk)]
We refer to v;(P") as the share of agent i. We show that there is an allocation that gives every
agent at least her share.

We say that a bundle B is acceptable for agent i if v;(B) > v;(P?). Every bundle in her P
partition is acceptable for i. Moreover, for every k # 4, at least one bundle in the P* partition is
acceptable for i (as max;cg 93 [vl(Bf)] > 1 > jef1,2,3} vi(Bf) = %Zje{l,ls} vi(B}) > vi(P)).

Consider two of the agents, say 1 and 2. Suppose that there are two bundles in the P?
partition that are acceptable for agent 1. Then we can give agent 3 the bundle that is acceptable
for her in the P? partition, give agent 1 a different bundle from the P? partition that is acceptable
for agent 1, and give the remaining bundle to agent 2. This is an acceptable allocation. Hence
we may assume that at most one bundle in P? is acceptable for agent 1.

As at most one bundle in P? is acceptable for agent 1, there is a bundle B]2 in the P?
partition that is not acceptable for agent 1. Suppose that there is a bundle B}, in the P!
partition that is disjoint from BJQ». In this case, if BJZ is removed, agent 1 can still make two
bundles each of value at least v;(P?), where one bundle is B}, and the other is M\ (B]l, U B3).
Hence if U3(B]2») > v3(P3), we can give sz to agent 3, and use cut and choose (any of the
agents 1 or 2 can serve as the cutter) to give each of the other two agents a bundle of value at
least her share. Alternatively, if v3 (sz) < NS33(v3), we can give B]2 to agent 2, and let agent 3
choose among the two bundles, le, or M\ (B]l, U BJQ»), the one with higher vz value. This value
is at least P.S3(v3), and hence at least her share v3(P3). As argued above, the remaining bundle
gives agent 1 at least her share v;(P?). In any case, we get an acceptable allocation.

Hence we can assume that each of the two bundles in the P? partition that are not acceptable
for agent 1 intersect all three bundles in the P! partition.

As partitions P! and P? are assumed not to be fully intersecting, there must be two bundles
(one from each partition) that do not intersect. Moreover, we may assume that there is exactly
one pair of bundles that do not intersect, and that each of these bundles is the only bundle from
that partition that is acceptable for the other agent. (In every other case, the above arguments
show that an acceptable allocation exists.) In other words, we may assume that the pair of
acceptable bundles do not intersect. A similar assumption holds for every pair of two different
agents.
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In a given input instance, if two different bundles in the P? partition of agent i are acceptable,
each for a different other agent, then we have an acceptable allocation. (For example, if Bi
is acceptable for agent 2 and B is acceptable for agent 3, then (B%,Bll, B3) is an acceptable
allocation.) Hence each agent i has in her P partition a unique bundle that is acceptable for
the other two agents. As acceptable bundles do not intersect, these three bundles are disjoint.
Hence they form an acceptable allocation (each agent gets the acceptable bundle from her own
partition). [ |

Lemma 11 Consider an ordered allocation instance with three agents, and let P* and PJ be
two N S3 3 partitions of M. Then P' and P? are not fully intersecting.

Proof. Let ey,..., e, be an ordering of the items (from most to least valuable) in the ordered
instance. Given this order, an NS5 3 partition is fully specified by four integral cutting points
0<c¢p <cg<ec3<cg <m, where By = {e1,... e} U{eeys---€m}, Bo = {ecyy... €0} U
{€csy---€c,}, and By = {ec,,...,ec}. Thatis, Bz is composed of a single interval, whereas each
of By and Bs is a union of two intervals. (If there are equalities in the chain 0 < ¢; < ¢y <3 <
¢4 < m of weak inequalities, then some of the intervals are empty.)

Each of the partitions P? and P? has four cutting points, and together these cutting points
create 2 x4+ 1 = 9 intervals (some of which might be empty). Each of these intervals (when
non-empty) represents a consecutive set of items that in each of the two partitions belong to a
single bundle. Hence there is a mapping between these non-empty intervals and pairs of bundles
of P and P’ that intersect: every non-empty interval can be mapped to such an intersecting
pair, and every intersecting pair is mapped to by some non-trivial interval. The mapping is
surjective (onto) but cannot be one-to-one. In particular, both the first interval and the last
interval (when non-empty) map to the same pair (B}, B]). Hence the number of intersecting
pairs is at most 9 — 1 = 8, proving that P’ and P’ are not fully intersecting. |

Theorem 7 For the class of additive valuations and every n > 3, the NSy 3 share is feasible.
Moreover, an acceptable allocation can be found in polynomial time.

Proof. We prove the theorem for n = 3, namely, for NS33. By Lemma 9 this will imply the
theorem for all n > 3. Moreover, we assume that the instance is ordered. This assumption can
be made without loss of generality, by Lemma 8.

Let P = (B}, BS, BY) for i € {1,2,3} be an NSs 3 partition of M for v;. By Lemma 11, P
and PJ are not fully intersecting for any 4,5 € {1,2,3}. By Lemma 10 there is an allocation
A = (Aj, Ag, A3) such that for every agent ¢ with an additive valuation function v; it holds that
v;(A;) > minfv;(B), v;(BS),v;(BS)] = NSs3(v;). Thus, the share NSs 3 is feasible. Moreover,
Lemma 10 also shows that given the partitions P? for i € {1,2,3} and the additive valuations
(v1,v2,v3), such an allocation A can be computed in polynomial time. |

7 Discussion

In this paper we have focused on fair allocation of indivisible goods when agents have equal
entitlements to the goods, and have suggested notions for share-based fairness.

While we focus on equal entitlements, the notions of a share, a share guarantee, and of a
self-maximizing share, can naturally be extended to arbitrary (non-equal) entitlements. In the
definition of a share and of a share guarantee, one should simply replace the number of agents
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parameter n, by the entitlement of the agent. In Appendix C we discuss some shares that were
defined in prior work for arbitrary entitlements, and whether they are self maximizing or not.
Note that our non-existence results for SM-dominant feasible shares clearly extend to this more
general set of problems. An interesting direction for future work is of extending our work to
settings where agents have arbitrary entitlements.

One can also consider items that are chores (bads) instead of goods. Our definitions naturally
extend to chores as well. Our positive results (Section 6) are for agents with additive valuations
over goods. The positive results are not based on picking orders, since it is impossible to obtain
such results using picking order shares when items are goods. That is, for every p > 0, for
sufficiently large n, no picking order share has value larger than p-MMS when valuations are
additive over goods. This follows from results in [ABM16]. However, for chores, there are
picking orders that guarantee that every agent with an additive valuation gets a bundle of value
no more than g times her MMS. See [ALW20]. As our results that picking order shares are
feasible, self maximizing and poly-time computable for additive valuations (see Section 4.1) do
not rely on the items being goods, we get that for additive valuations over chores, there is a
feasible share that is %—dominating, self maximizing and poly-time computable.

Finally, we note that we leave open the problem of finding (for additive valuations, and
also beyond this class), the largest value of p for which there exists a feasible share that is
p-dominating, self maximizing and poly-time computable.
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A Notes on Auxiliary Goals

It is important to clarify the following point. Though it is interesting to know what the highest
possible value of p is in Question 2, this does not necessarily imply that one would want to
actually use a share that has the highest possible value of p. It is true that shares with high
value of p improve the guarantees given to agents. However, it is also true that the improved
guarantees limit the flexibility given to the allocator — he has fewer acceptable allocations to
choose from. This might hurt other measures of performance that the allocator cares about,
and possibly also the agents care about. We refer to these other measures of performance as
auxiliary goals, as they go beyond the goal of giving every agent at least her share. Here are

some examples of auxiliary goals.

e Auxiliary goals such as maximizing welfare (the sum of values received by all agents) or
maximizing Nash Social Welfare (the product of values received by all agents) attempt
to choose a “best possible” allocation (according to the auxiliary goal), subject to the
constraint that every agent gets at least her share.

o Fz-ante guarantees. Allocation processes are often randomized. For example, when al-
locating a single indivisible item to one of two agents, having a lottery to decide who
receives the item is common practice. The lottery offers the agents an ex-ante guaran-
tee that is valuable (for example, that the agent has probability % of winning the item),
whereas no ex-post guarantee can be given to both agents. Hence an allocator may have
the auxiliary goal of selecting a distribution over allocations that offers some desirable
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ex-ante guarantee. The “contracts” with the agents then require that this distribution be
supported only over allocations that give each agent at least her share.

e Mechanisms with money. Though the interest in this paper is in settings without money,
the notion of a share may be relevant also to mechanisms with money. Suppose for
example that the items are health services (such as doctor appointments, or medical drugs)
and the agents are members of a health maintenance organization (HMO) that provides
these services. Every member, as a function of her needs (her valuation function), is
entitled to at least some minimum service (her share). Suppose now that members can
ask for additional services beyond their share, as long as they are willing to pay for these
additional services, and as long as the shares of other members are respected. In this
case, the auxiliary goal of the HMO when running the allocation mechanism might be to
maximize revenue (choosing the allocation of resources that generates maximum revenue
from the members), subject to the constraint that every member gets at least her share,
and can be charged only for services that are beyond her share.

As the examples above show, there may be some tension between the desire to have shares
of high value and the desire to accomplish additional auxiliary goals. High share values protect
each individual agent against the possibility that the auxiliary goals will drive her value to
be too low. High share values also reduce the motivation of agents to try to manipulate the
allocation mechanism, as there is less to gain by manipulation, and potentially more to lose.
However, share values that are too high might limit the extent to which the auxiliary goals can
be achieved, and hence might also not be desirable. If auxiliary goals are present, then they
should be taken into account when deciding on a choice of share function, so as to strike a good
balance between the share guarantees and the auxiliary goals. In the current paper we are only
concerned with determining what values of p are achievable by p-dominating shares, and leave
aspects concerning tradeoffs with other auxiliary goals to future work.

We end this section by noting that the standard economic efficiency auxiliary goal of pro-
ducing a Pareto optimal allocation is never in conflict with the selection of a feasible share. For
every feasible share, there always an acceptable allocation that is also Pareto optimal. This is
because replacing an acceptable allocation by an allocation that Pareto dominates it preserves
acceptability.

B Statement of Intent

Our focus in this paper is on the guarantee that a feasible share provides to each agent. This
should be distinguished from what we shall refer to as a non-binding “statement of intent”. Such
a statement might be, for example, an intent to implement an allocation that gives every agent
her maximin share. Often this statement can be met, but sometimes not (either because no
maximin allocation exists, or because of computational difficulties of finding such an allocation
even when it does exist, or because of computational difficulties of computing the maximin share
values of the agents and verifying whether a given allocation satisfies them). The statement of
intent is non-binding and is perceived as such by the agents.

Our paper concerns with a guarantee (not just a non-binding statement of intent) that the
implemented allocation will give the agent at least her share, for some share that is different
than the maximin share and is feasible. Let us call our share the FSMP-share, where FSMP
stands for feasible. self maximizing, and polynomial time computable. The actual value of the
FSMP-share can be computed in polynomial time (so the agent can verify that the guarantee
is met), and the share is self maximizing (reporting the true valuation function maximizes the
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value of the guarantee). Moreover, the FSMP-share is at least a p-fraction of the MMS. (Our
current value of p for every n is 2/3, but this ratio might be improved in the future.)

Using the above terminology, one might wonder what would an agent prefer, a statement
of intent that is “simple-to-understand” (e.g., concerning the maximin share), or a guaranteed
FSMP-share? Our answer is that the agent would prefer not to be forced to choose between
the two, but rather to get both. This is exactly what we offer the agent. The FSMP-share
does not dictate which allocation algorithm is to be used. (On the contrary - the property of
a share being self maximizing is more closely connected to incentive compatibility if the agent
does not know which allocation algorithm will be run. See discussion on incentive compatibility
in Section 1.1.) The polynomial time allocation algorithm that we offer that guarantees every
agent her FSMP-share only serves as a “safety” allocation algorithm. However, in practice,
the social planner can (and is advised to) additionally run any number of allocation algorithms
of his choice (possibly, including allocation algorithms that search for a maximin allocation).
For every allocation produced in any of the runs, the social planner can check in polynomial
time whether every agent got at least her FSMP-share. Among the allocations that survive this
test (the safety algorithm guarantees that at least one allocation survives), the social planner
is allowed to choose any surviving allocation. If the social planner made a statement of intent
with respect to MMS allocations and determines that some surviving allocations is an MMS
allocation, he may choose such an allocation (fulfilling the statement of intent). In any case,
whichever allocation is chosen, it will give every agent at least her FSMP-share (satisfying the
guarantee).

We believe that in practice agents will appreciate getting an FSMP-share guarantee. (The
actual FSMP-share of choice may be from the NS, , family of shares introduced in this paper,
or some other FSMP-share that is yet to be introduced.) This guarantee is easy to understand,
in a sense that there is a polynomial time algorithm that translates it to a guaranteed value. In
addition, the agent may also appreciate getting a “statement of intent” of some sort (e.g., that
an effort will be made to find a maximin fair allocation and such an allocation will often be
implemented). Both FSMP-share guarantees and statements of intent have value in practice,
and they can be taken into account simultaneously.

C Self-Maximizing Shares for Arbitrary Entitlements

Two share notions (among others) defined for arbitrary entitlements are the Truncated-Proportional
Share (TPS) [BEF2la] and the AnyPrice Share (APS) [BEF21b]. We next observe that while

the APS is self maximizng, the TPS is not.

Proposition 12 The APS is self-maximizing. In contrast, the TPS is not self-mazximizing, not
even for additive valuation functions.

Proof. The APS is self-maximizing: given any price vector, the affordable bundle of highest
value according to v’ is among the bundles considered when the APS chooses the bundle with
highest value according to v, and hence no better than that bundle.

The example presented in the proof of Proposition 2 which shows that the proportional
share is not self-maximizing also proves that the TPS is not self-maximizing, as the TPS and
PS are the same for that example. |

D No More than the Share Guarantee

In this section we show that for most valuation classes of interest (e.g., unit demand, additive,
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submodular, subadditive), it is indeed the case that an agent might only get her guaranteed
share (and no more) when the allocation and valuations of others are worse case.

For the purpose of Proposition 13 below, we define the notion of a hereditary class of
valuation functions.

Definition 8 We say that a class C of valuation functions is hereditary if for every two sets
of items, M' C M, and for every valuation function v' € C for M', the valuation function v
for M, defined as v(S) = v'(SNM') for every S C M, is also in C.

Most valuation classes of interest (e.g., unit demand, additive, submodular, subadditive) are
hereditary. An example of a valuation function that is not hereditary is an additive valuation
function in which the value of every item is required to be a strictly positive integer.

Proposition 13 Let C be a hereditary class of valuation functions, and let s be a feasible share
for C, with associated share guarantee §. Then for every set M of items and every number n > 2
of agents, for every valuation v € C defined over M, there is a feasible allocation mechanism
AM, for C and there are valuations in C for the remaining n—1 agents, such that AM, allocates
to the agent holding valuation function v a bundle of items of value ezxactly $(v,n).

Proof. Let B C M be such that v(B) = §(v,n). Without loss of generality we need to prove
the claim for agent 1. For agent 1, let v; = v, and for every other agent i > 1, let v, € C be an
arbitrary valuation function defined over M’ = M\ B, and let v; be such that v;(S) = v,(SNM’)
(note that as C is a hereditary class of valuation functions there exist such v; in C). Let AM
be an arbitrary feasible allocation mechanism for C, and let (Aj,...,A,) be its allocation on
this given instance. Modify AM to AM,, as follows. Only in this given instance, replace the
allocation to (B, A2\ B,..., A, \ B). As for any ¢ > 1 it holds that v;(4; \ B) = v;(4;), the
allocation still gives every agent at least her share value, and hence is feasible. Thus AM, is
a feasible allocation mechanism, and on this instance, it gives the agent holding v a bundle of
value exactly §(v,n). [ |

Remark 9 The condition that the class of valuation functions is hereditary is not strictly nec-
essary for Proposition 13. Weaker conditions also suffice, though may require a different proof.
On the other hand, if conditions stronger than just being hereditary are imposed, the proposition
can be strengthened by reversing the order of quantifiers — choosing one universal allocation
mechanism AM that applies for all v. For example, if C is the class of additive valuation
functions, than AM can be chosen as an allocation mechanism that mazximizes welfare, condi-
tioned on giving every agent at least her fair share. Then, for every additive valuation function
v, one can choose additive valuation functions for the remaining agents, such that the alloca-
tion mechanism will necessarily give the agent holding v a bundle of value exactly equal to the
corresponding share guarantee. Further details are omitted.

E Missing Proof from Section 3

E.1 Missing Proof from Section 3.2
E.1.1 Proof of Proposition 2

We restate and prove Proposition 2.
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Proposition 2 The MMS is a self-mazimizing share for every class C of valuations. In con-
trast, even just for additive valuation functions, the p-MMS (for any 0 < p < 1) is not self-
maximizing for n > 2, and the proportional share is not self-mazximizing for n > 3 (while it is
so forn =2).

Proof. Fix any class C of valuations. The MMS is self-maximizing for C: for any valuation
v € C, any MMS partition that is computed with respect to v’ € C is also a legitimate candidate
for an MMS partition for v, and hence no better than the actual best MMS partition with
respect to v.

The proportional share is self maximizing for additive valuations if n = 2: for additive
valuation function v, the proportional share guarantee is ming | v(B)zév(M)}[v(B)]‘ Let B* be
a bundle achieving the minimum in this expression. Then for every additive valuation function
v, either B* or M \ B* gives the proportional share with respect to v’ (because n = 2), so
at least one of these sets is considered acceptable when reporting v’. As v(M \ B*) < v(B*),
the implied guarantee cannot improve by reporting v' instead of v. Thus, for any v": §,(v) =
5(v,n) = v(B*) = max{v(B*),v(M \ B*)} > 5,(¢v')

The proportional share (PS) is not self-maximizing for additive valuations and n > 3: let
n >3 and M = {ey,...,ent2}, with v(e;) = 2L for j < n, and v(ep11) = v(ent2) = 5. The
proportional share (PS) and the PS guarantee (the bundle {e,,+1,€en+2}) are both 1. However,
reporting v/(e;) = 2L for j < n, and v'(en41) = v'(ent2) = 1, still have that the proportional
share with respect to v’ is 1. However, the bundle {e, {1, e,12} no longer gives the PS-guarantee
with respect to v (as its value with respect to v’ is less than 1), and any acceptable bundle with
respect to v’ contains at least one item e; with j < n, and has at least two items. Consequently,
by reporting v’ the PS-guarantee with respect to v improves to "T_l —|—% > 1, where the inequality
holds for n > 3. Formally, for v and v it holds that §,(v) = §(v,n) =1 < 221 4+ 1 = §5,(/),
and thus the proportional share for n > 3 is not self maximizing.

p-MMS is not self-maximizing for additive valuations and any p such that 0 < p < 1. We
consider different values of p and for each present an instance with a beneficial manipulation:

. % < p < 1: There are n agents and m = n + 1 items, vi(e;) = 1 for 1 < j < n —1,
vi(en) = p, and vi(ep41) = 1 — p. The MMS is 1, and the p-MMS guarantee may give the
agent only item e,, of value p < 1. By reporting value of % for each of the items e, and
ént+1, the MMS remains 1, but neither e, alone nor e,;; alone have reported value at
least p. Every bundle that has reported value at least p has true value at least 1, which

is larger than p. Hence, reporting v; does not maximize the implied guarantee of agent .

e 0<p< %: The above example extends to every 0 < p < %, by reporting values of £ and

1 — £ instead of p and 1 — p, for items e, and e, 41, respectively. (By misreporting, the

agent improves the implied guarantee from p < % tol—p> %)
1

e For the case p = 5 and n > 2, consider an example with m = n + 2 items, v;(e;) = 1 for

1<j<n—-2 vi(ep-1) =vilen) = %, and vi(ent1) = vi(ent2) = i. By reporting values

% instead of % and % instead of %, the implied guarantee improves from % to %.

E.1.2 Proof of Proposition 3

We restate and prove Proposition 3.
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Proposition 3 Any share that is self mazximizing for C, is monotone, 1-Lipschitz and scale
invariant for C.

Proof. Suppose that s is a share that is not scale invariant for C. Then there is a valua-
tion function v € C and a multiplicative factor ¢ > 0 for which the share guarantee satisfies
Sew(c-v) = 8(c-v,n) # c-§(v,n) = ¢ §,(v). Assume that S.,(c-v) > ¢ §,(v). Then s is
not self maximizing, because for an agent with valuation function v, by reporting ¢-v (which is
in C by assumption) the agent guarantees to herself a bundle of higher value (according to her
original v) than by reporting v. Formally, ¢ §,(c-v) = 8.(c-v) > ¢+ §,(v).

Suppose that s is a share that is not monotone for C. Then there are two valuation functions,
v,v" € C, such that v > v’ but §,(v) = §(v,n) < §(v',n) = §,(v'). Then s is not self maximizing,
because for an agent with valuation function v € C, by reporting v’ € C she guarantees to herself
a bundle of higher value (according to v') than the value guaranteed (according to v) by reporting
v. As v > v/, this strict inequality also holds when considering the value of bundles according
to v when the report is v’. Formally: if v, € C such that v > v’ but §,(v) < §,(v'), then
we get a contradiction to s being self maximizing. An agent with value v € C can increase her
share guarantee by reporting v' € C as §,(v) < §,(v') < §,(v"), where the second inequality
follow from monotonicity (v(S) > v'(S) for any set S).

Suppose that s is a share that is not 1-Lipschitz for C. Then there is a value 4 > 0 and two
valuation functions, v,v" € C, such that for every bundle S € M it holds that |v(S)—v'(S)| < 4,
but §,(v') = §(v',n) > §(v,n) + 6 = §,(v) + 0. Then s is not self maximizing, because for an
agent with valuation function v € C, by reporting v € C she guarantees to herself a bundle of
value (according to v’) higher by more than ¢ than the value guaranteed (according to v) by
reporting v. As for every bundle the values of v' and v differ by at most §, then when values
are measured by respect to v, by reporting v’ the agent guarantees to herself a bundle of value
strictly higher than the value guaranteed by reporting v. Formally, if |v(S) — ¢v/(S)| < § but
Sy (V") > 8, (v)+ 9 then §,(v')+9 > 8 (V') > 8,(v)+0, and thus §,(v") > §,(v), in contradiction
to the share being self maximizing for C. |

E.2 Missing Proof from Section 3.3
E.2.1 Proof of Proposition 4

We restate and prove Proposition 4.

Proposition 4 Consider a setting with n agents and a set of items M. For any class of
valuations C, the MMS dominates every feasible share for C. Moreover, if the MMS is feasible,
then it is the unique dominant feasible share for C, and the unique SM-dominant feasible share

for C.

Proof. The MMS dominates every feasible share s for C, as if s is strictly larger than the MMS
for some valuation v in C, it cannot be feasible because the MMS is defined to be the largest
value that can be concurrently given to each of the n agents when all have that valuation wv.
Thus, the MMS is a dominant share for C. If the MMS is also feasible for class C, then it is a
dominant feasible share (and thus also an SM-dominant feasible share) for C.

We next prove that when the MMS is feasible, it is the unique dominant feasible share, and
also the unique SM-dominant feasible share. Consider any dominant feasible share s for class
C. We have seen that the MMS dominates s (as s is feasible), and as s dominates the MMS (as
s is dominant and the MMS is feasible by assumption), s must equal the MMS, and thus the
MMS is the unique dominant feasible share for C.
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As the MMS is self maximizing for any C (Proposition 2), if the MMS is feasible, then every
SM-dominant feasible share for C must dominate the MMS, and thus must equal the MMS.
Thus, the MMS is the unique SM-dominant feasible share for C. |

F Missing Proof from Section 4

F.1 Missing Proof from Section 4.1
F.1.1 Proof of Proposition 5

Proposition 5 directly follows from the following three lemmas.
When valuations are not additive, picking order shares need not be an ordinal maximin
share, but nevertheless, we show that they are self maximizing.

Lemma 14 Fix any class C of valuations. For any picking order w, the w-Picking-Order share
is self maximizing for C.

Proof. Given a set M of items, a picking order w and an identity ¢ for the agent that has
valuation v;, consider the zero-sum game with two players: the agent and the adversary. The
agent gets to pick items in her turns according to w, and the adversary picks items in the
remaining turns. The outcome of the game for the agent is the value (according to v;) of the
bundle that she picked.

As the game is finite, there are only finitely many strategies for the players. Every strategy
o for the agent defines a collection of feasible bundles, namely, those bundles for which there is
some strategy of the adversary that leads to the agent getting the bundle. The value of strategy
o for the agent is the smallest value of any of the respective feasible bundles. The value of this
zero-sum game is the highest value among the values of the strategies of the agent, and is equal
to the value of the share.

Suppose that the agent reports a valuation function v} instead of the true v;. Then the
implied guarantee with respect to v} is determined by some specific strategy o’ in the above
game. All acceptable bundles with respect to ¢’ are bundles that an agent with valuation
function v, values at least as much as her share (with respect to v]), and hence might be
allocated to agent ¢ by an allocation algorithm that guarantees the share value. Hence the
value that this guarantees to agent 7 is not larger than the minimum value according to v; of
a bundle that is acceptable for ¢/. As ¢’ is among the strategies considered when reporting v;,
and the share value for v; is computed according to the best strategy, it follows that the implied
guarantee when reporting the true v; is at least as large as when reporting v;. |

Lemma 15 Fix any class C of valuations. For any picking order w, the w-Picking-Order share
is feasible for C. Moreover, if valuations are additive then an acceptable allocation can be
computed in polynomial time.

Proof. Every agent simply follows the same strategy that defines her picking-order share. Thus
all agents simultaneously are guaranteed that each receives an acceptable bundle. When an
agent has an additive valuation, that strategy simply picks a highest value available item at
each picking point, thus the allocation is poly-time computable. |

Crucial to the proof of our main theorem is the next claim, showing that for additive
valuations, for some picking order the share is as large as the MMS.
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Lemma 16 Consider a setting with n agents and a set of items M. For any additive valuation
v there exists a picking order w,, for which the w,-Picking-Order share for an agent with valuation
v equals to the MMS of that agent, that is, to MMS,(v).

Proof. Consider any partition of the items to n sets (parts) such that the value of the lowest-
value part equals to MMS,(v). For the given additive valuation, order the items in non-
increasing value order, breaking ties arbitrarily. Name each item by its place in the order. Then
define a picking order w, using the MMS partition with each part associated with one of the
agents, and she gets to pick at the rounds that are defined by the names of the items in that
part. Every time an agent needs to pick, she picks an available item that is of highest value,
and due to additivity, she gets a value at least as high as the value of her part. Thus the agent
that gets the lowest value gets at least her MMS (and no more, by the MMS definition). |

G Missing Proofs from Section 5.1

G.1 Proof of Theorem 2

Theorem 2 Let C be an arbitrary class of valuation functions, and let s be an arbitrary feasible
share for class C. Then for class C there exists a feasible share s’ that dominates s and is self-
MaTImizing.

Proof. All valuation functions throughout the proof are assumed to be from class C, and
domination, feasibility and self-maximization of shares is with respect to valuation function in
class C.

As s is feasible, for every m and n there is an allocation algorithm A,,, (though not
necessarily a computationally efficient one) that for every instance with m items and n agents
provides an acceptable allocation: one that gives every agent ¢ with valuation v; a bundle of
value at least s(v;,n). Fix such an algorithm, A,, ,,. Without loss of generality, we shall assume
that given the names of the agents and the items, algorithm A,, ,, is deterministic. (For example,
if A, was randomized, we fix all its coin tosses in advance.) Algorithm A,,,, partitions the
valuation functions of C into at most 22" sub-classes as follows. Each sub-class is represented
by a binary vector x € {0,1}?" of length 2™, where each entry in this vector is indexed by a
distinct bundle B of items in M. Given such a binary vector z, valuation function v belongs
to the subclass associated with z if and only if the following condition holds:

e For every bundle B C M, the corresponding entry xp in z is 1 if and only if there is some
setting of valuation functions for all agents in which at least one agent (say agent i) has
valuation function v, and A,, , gives this agent ¢ the bundle B.

The collection of all subclasses is denoted by S. For valuation function v, we let ¥ denote
the subclass that contains v.

For a valuation function v and a subclass represented by x (regardless if v belongs to this
subclass or not), we define v(z) = mingg|,,=1}[v(B)]. We define the share s" as s'(v,n) =
maxges[v(z)]. Note that as s’ is defined to be a value of some bundle, its share guarantee § is
the same as the share itself.

We need to show three properties for s’.

1. s is feasible. This is established by the following allocation algorithm A;nm

necessarily computationally efficient, not even if A,, ,, is computationally efficient). Given

(which is not
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valuation functions v1, ..., v,, for every valuation function v;, algorithm A;n,n determines
the class = that maximizes v;(x) (breaking ties arbitrarily), and replaces v; by an arbitrary
valuation function v from this class = (z is the class that gives rise to the share value

s'(v,n)). Thereafter, Aj, , runs Ay, , on inputs v, ..., v),.

2. s’ is self maximizing. Suppose that one reports v’ instead of the true v. Then there
is some subclass z such that s'(v',n) = v'(2) = mingg|,,-13[v'(B)]. All bundles B
for which zg = 1 are acceptable bundles for v'. Hence the implied guarantee for v
with respect to the report v’ is not more than mingg | ,,—13[v(B)] = v(2). As §,(v) =
s'(v,n)= maxyes[v(y)] > v(z) > §,(v") (the last inequality is not necessarily an equality,
as there might be bundles B acceptable for v' beyond those for which zp = 1), reporting
v/ instead of v does not increase the implied guarantee.

3. §'(v,n) > s(v,n) for every valuation function v. This is established by the following chain
of inequalities:

$/(0,n) = maxfo(e)] 2 v(z") = s(v,n)

where the last inequality holds because s is feasible.

H Missing Proof from Section 6

H.1 Missing Proof from Section 6.1

Observation 17 For two agents with additive valuations, for any family Fo, its associated
ordinal maximin share Fo-maximin is feasible. Moreover, if an optimal partition in Fo can be
computed in polynomial time for every additive valuation v, then acceptable allocations can also
be computed in polynomial time.

Proof. Given m, let F,, 2 be the family of partitions from F» that is associated with m. let
P'= (B}, Bi) ¢ Fm,2 be an optimal partition for agent ¢: a partition for which the F>-maximin
share of agent i with valuation v; equals to min{v;(B%),v;(B%)}. Let PSy = va(M)/2 be the
proportional share for agent 2. Since max{vo(B1),vo(B3)} > PSy > min{vy(B?),v2(B3)}, the
share is feasible using the partition (B}, Bi) in which agent 2 picks her preferred bundle. If P!
is computed in polynomial time, then the above allocation algorithm also runs in polynomial
time. |

H.1.1 Proof of Proposition 7

Proposition 7 For any family F,, of partitions, its associated ordinal maximin share F,-
maximin is self mazximizing.

Proof. For the family F,, of partitions and parameter m, let F,,, be the family of partitions
associated with the ordinal maximin share F,-maximin, a share which we denote by s. Let
v,v’ be two arbitrary additive valuation functions. Recall that §,(v") denotes the guarantee of s
when the true valuation function is v, and the reported valuation function is v’. To prove that
Fp-maximin is self maximizing we need to show that $,(v) > §,(v).
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Let P = (Py,...,P,) € Fpn be the partition (of indices) giving §,/(v). That is, when
items are indexed in decreasing order of v/ value, P induces a partition (Bf,...,B]) of M,
and v'(B) > 8,/(v') for every j € [n]. In contrast, when items are indexed in decreasing order
of v value, P induces a possibly different partition of M, and we refer to this partition as
(Bi,...,Bpn). W.lo.g., let By be such that v(B;) is smallest. Then v(B;) < §,(v), because
5y(v) is determined by the best partition F, ,,, and P is not necessarily the best partition.

We shall use the following notation. For every 1 < j < m, recall that e; denotes the gth
largest item according to v (here and elsewhere, ties can be broken arbitrarily, without affecting
correctness of the proof), similarly, e; denotes the j¥ largest item according to v/, E; denotes
the set {e1,...,e;}, and £ denotes the set {ef,...,e}}.

Let I = {i1,...ix} be the set of indices in P;, the first part of the partition P. That is,
By ={ei,...,e;,} and By = {e} ,...,¢€ }.

Let s;, denote the item of highest index (lowest v value) among the items of E; . For every
Jj such that 2 < j <k, let s;; denote the item of highest index (lowest v value) among the items
of EZ{J_ \ {8i1,-8i;_, }. Consider the bundle S = {s;;,...,5;,}.

We claim that v/(S) > ¢/(B]) and that v(S) < v(B;). Assuming the claim, we infer that
S is a bundle acceptable under v’ (recall that v'(B]) > §,/(v') = §(v/,n)), and that v(S) is not
larger than the J,-maximin share for v (recall that v(By) < §,(v)). By reporting v’ instead of
the true v the agent might get the bundle S, and hence her implied guarantee does not improve,
as v(S) < wv(B1) < §,(v). Consequently, as this holds for any additive v, v, the ordinal maximin
share F,-maximin is self-maximizing.

It remains to prove the claim, showing that v'(S) > v’(B’) and v(S) < v(B

Recall that S = {s;,,...,s;, } and that B} = {e] e; b As'(sy;) > v
we get that v'(S) > v/(B}), as desired.

It remains to show that v(S) < v(B1). Recall that By = {e;,,...,€;,}, and the notation
E; above. We show that for every j € [k] the set S can have at most j — 1 items from Ej, ;.
First, observe that S cannot have any item from FE; _i, or equivalently, for every j € [k], the
item s;, does not belongs to Ej, 1. For j = 1 this holds because |Ej | = |E;, 1| + 1, and hence
E; \ E; 1 contains at least one item. As every item in Ej \ Ej; _; has larger index (smaller
v value) than every item in Ej; 1, the item s;, will be selected from Ej \ E; ;. For j such
that 2 < 57 < k the claim that 8i ¢ E;,_1 holds because the set E;j contains at least j items

not from FE;, 1 (because |EZ’]| > i1+ 75— 1), and exactly j — 1 items of Egj are selected in S as

1)
§C

fr e €l ) for every j,

{siy,--+,5i,_, }. Hence at least one item not from E;, _; remains in E; , and can be selected as
si;. Hence, the item e;, of largest v value in By has at least as large value of the item of largest
v value in S. Likewise, S can have at most one item from Ej;,_;, because for every 1 < j <k,
the set Egj contains at least j — 1 items not from E;, 1. More generally, for every j € [k] the set

S can have at most j — 1 items from Ej, 1. Hence for every j, as v is additive, v({e;,,...,e;;})
is at least as large as the value of the j items of highest v value in S. As |S| = |Bj|, this implies
that v(S) < v(By), as desired. [ |

H.2 Proof of Theorem 6

We next present the claims that were missing in Section 6.3 to complete the proof of Theorem 6.

Lemma 18 For the class of additive valuations and for every values of n and 1 < q < n, an
optimal partition in F, 4 (that gives the value of the NS, , share) can be computed in time
polynomial in m and n.
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Proof. Consider a valuation function v over m items. For simplicity of the presentation, we
present a polynomial time algorithm for computing an optimal NS, 4(v) partition only in the
most difficult case, that of ¢ = n. The algorithm can be adapted in a straightforward way to
compute optimal NS, ;(v) partitions for values of ¢ that are smaller than n (in the table T’
described below, for every i < n — ¢, only fill up entries T; ; with j = ¢), and its running time
only improves as ¢ becomes smaller.

Sort the items by their v values. This takes time O(mlogm). We assume for simplicity
that the value of NS, ,(v) is known, and the goal is only to compute a partition that certifies
this value. This assumption can be made without loss of generality. For example, observe that
NS, n(v) must be equal to the value of a bundle B that is composed of a set of consecutive
items from the prefix Z and a set of consecutive items from the suffix S. As there are at most
O(m*) possible such bundles, there are at most O(m*) candidate values for NS, ,(v). We can
run binary search on these candidate values so as the find the highest candidate value for which
an NS, »(v) partition exists.

Given a candidate value ¢ for NS, ,(v), to check whether there is a partition in F, , of
value at least ¢, run the following dynamic programming algorithm. The algorithm maintains
a table T' with n rows (numbered 1 to n) and m + 1 columns (numbered 0 to m), whose entries
are integers in the range [—1,m|. Entry T;; is the smallest legal value value ¢, where t is legal
if £+ j < m and the following holds: one may create bins By, ..., B; that contain a consecutive
partition (Z1,...Z;) of the first j items, and a consecutive partition (S;,...,S7) of the last ¢
items, so that every bin B; = Z; U S; has value at least ¢. If there is no such legal value of t,
then this is denoted by setting T; ; = —1.

The entries of T" can be filled from row 1 to row n, and within each row from column 0 to
column m. Entry 77 ; has value ¢ with the smallest legal value of ¢ for which v({e1,...,e;} U
{em—t+1,em}) > c. For i > 1, entry T;; is the smallest legal value of ¢ over all choices of
0 <j' < jfor which v({ejii1,...,e;} U{em—tt1,...,em-1,_, ,}) > c. The process of filling T
takes polynomial time, as there are O(mn) entries and the value of each entry can be computed
in time O(m).

Once we fill the table, then we may check whether there is a partition in F,,, of value at
least ¢ by checking whether row n in the table has an entry that is not —1. Finding such an
entry T), j, we can also find a corresponding V.S, ,, partition, by backtracking the steps of the
algorithm that gave T,,; its value. |

We shall use py, 4(v) to denote the ratio between the value of the N.S,, ; share and the MMS
for additive valuation function v, and p, 4 to denote the infimum ratio over all additive v.

Lemma 19 For the class of additive valuations, for every n and every 1 < q < n the value of

the NS, 4 share is at least a 32% fraction of the MMS. In other words, py 4 > 372£1'

Proof. It suffices to prove the lemma for ¢ = 1, as then the value of the V.S, , share is smallest.
We may also assume that m > n, as otherwise the value of the NS, 1 share is equal to the MMS.

The proof proceeds by induction on n. For the base case the lemma holds, because N.S), 1 is
equal to the MM S, (v;) when n = 1. For the inductive step, we assume that the lemma holds
for n — 1, and prove it for n.

For every additive valuation function v; we show a partition in F, ; in which every bundle
has value at least gsflM M S, (v;). The items are ordered from largest to smallest value. We
may assume that v;(e1) < z22- MM Sy (v;), as otherwise we can set By = {e1}, and then use
the inductive hypothesis to create an NS,_1,1 partition for the remaining items. Every bin in

this partition has value at least 331‘1M MS,,(v;), because the MM S,,_; value for the remaining
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items is at least as large as the M M S,, value for the original items (n — 1 bundles of the MM S,
partition do not contain ej).

Place items eq,...,e, in bins Bi,..., B,, respectively, and continue filling bins in reverse
order, closing each bin once its value reaches (or exceeds) 52" M M S,,(v;). We may assume that
B,, contains at least three items. It cannot contain only one item because v;(e,) < vi(e1) <
32"1M MS,(v;). It can be assumed not to have only two items, because then removing B,
does not decrease the MMS. (This is a known fact that holds because some bundle in the MMS
partition has two of the first n+ 1 items, and the total value of items e,, and e, 41 is at most the
value of this pair.) Consequently, for the remaining items we can use the inductive hypothesis
to create an N.S,,_1 1 partition in which every bundle has value at least ?jflM MS,,(v;). (For
q = 1, setting B,, = {ep, en11} does not impose any new constraint on N.S;,_ 1 for the remaining
items.)

Hence v; (e )+vi(ens1) < 522 MM Sy (v;), implying that v;(en41) < 5227 MM S, (v;). Hence
no bin can have value as high as 32 1 MM S, (v;). Hence the total value of the last n — 1 bins

3n—
is at most (n — 1)z5% MM S, (v;), leavmg value of at least (n — (n — 1)5225 )M M S, (v;) =
L 1MMSn(v,) for By. ]

We state some conventions that are used in all subsequent proofs. Let v be an arbitrary
additive valuation function. We assume that items are sorted from highest to lowest value (with
arbitrary tie breaking). When proving lower bounds we also assume that the MMS is 1, and
that in the MMS partition, every bundle has value exactly 1. These assumptions can be made
without loss of generality. In particular, if there is a negative example in which the MMS is 1
but the MMS partition contains a bundle of value strictly larger than 1, we can reduce values
of items in this bundle until its value becomes exactly 1, and the approximation ratio of N.S,, ,
does not improve. This is because the value of the MMS does not change, and the value of the
NS, 4 share does not increase, because it is an ordinal maximin share (and hence monotone in
the value of the items). We remark that in explicit examples that we give, the MMS will often
not be 1, as we prefer to have integer item values, for readability of the examples.

In Lemma 23 we shall consider N S3 2 and prove that for additive valuations p3 2 = %. Before
that, we prove several helpful claims.

Lemma 20 py;1 = %.

Proof. The example with item values 3,2,2,2,1 shows that py; < %. Hence it remains to

show that pg 1 > . If v(es) 2 , then N.S3 1 may choose By = {eg,e3} and B; containing the

remaining items, and each bundle has value at least 4 (For By this holds because v(e2) > v(es),

and for By this holds because v(Bz) < 1, as othervvlse the MMS partition must contain a bundle

containing two of the top three items, with value strictly larger than 1.) If v(eg) < then NS

can place e; in By, and then items in By until the first point in which the value of By reaches
2

or exceeds %. At this point, value of at least 2 — (% +£) > % is left for B;. In either case, the

value of NSy 1 is at least %. |

Lemma 21 py9 = %.

Proof. The example with item values 4, 3,2, 2,1 shows that ps o < %. Hence it remains to show
that pgo > 2.

For every item j, we denote v(e;) by x;, for brevity. If there is an example with pyo < %
(and with an MMS partition with two bundles of value exactly 1), then it must satisfy the
following constraints.
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1. x93 + x3 < 1. Otherwise the MMS partition has a bundle of value more than 1 (as one of
the parts contains two of the three items of highest value).

2. 9+ 123 < %. Otherwise choose By = {e2,e3} and we have that v(B1) > 1 as x5 + x5 < 1.

3. ¢y > % Otherwise start filling up By from es, until the first point in time in which it

reaches or exceeds % (and value of at least % remains for By).
4. 19 < % Otherwise x4 < 23 < %

5. 1 < % Otherwise the MMS partition has a bundle of value more than 1 (either {e;} is
one of the MMS bundles, and the other bundle has value at least 3z4 > 1, or one of the
bundles has value at least x1 + x4 > % + % =1).

6. x1 +x9 < § Otherwise choose By = {e1,e2}, and value of at least % remains for By, as
7

$1+$2<§+%:6.
7. x5 < % Otherwise the MMS partition has a bundle of value more than 1 (one of the MMS
bundles has at least three of the five items of highest value, with total value at least 3x35).

Given the above constraints, we start filling up Bs from es, until the first point in time in
which it reaches or exceeds %. At that point By must include e5 (as x3 + x4 < 29 + 23 < %),

and as x5 < %, the value of By is at most %. A value of at least % remains for By, as desired. B

Lemma 22 Let v be an additive valuation for which either v({ez,es}) < 2 - MMSs(v) or
v({ea, e3}) > MMSs(v). Then ps1(v) > 2.

Proof. For an additive valuation function v and n = 3, we write constraints that need to hold
if the value of the MMS is 1 (with an MMS partition in which each bundle has value exactly 1,
which is without loss of generality), but the value of NS5 is strictly less than %. The variables
in our constraints are x; for i > 1, where z; denotes the value of item e; (namely, z; = v(e;)).

1. >, x; = 3. This holds as every bundle in the MMS has value 1, and n = 3.

2. 11 < %. Otherwise, take By = {e;}, and for the remaining items NS5 5 applies, with value
NSpp > NSyp > 2.

3. x3+x4 < %. Otherwise, take B3 = {e3,e4}, and for the remaining items use NSy; > %.
(We use the fact that by removing {es, e4} and reducing n to 2, the MMS of the resulting
instance remains at least 1 (because at least two of the top four items are in the same
bundle in the original MMS partition, and e3 and e4 have lowest value among these four
items).

We infer than z4 < %

4. x5+ x¢ + x7 < 1. Otherwise the MMS partition contains a bundle of value larger than 1.
(This follows because some bundle in the MMS partition contains at least three items out
of the first seven items, and es, eg, e7 are the items of smallest value among these seven
items.)

5. T3+ T4+ x5 > %. Otherwise x5 < fl—5. Then, after putting {es, e4,e5} in Bs, if we close
each of Bz and By at the item at which it reaches or exceeds %, none of these bundles has
value larger than 16 (recall that zo < 27 < %), and a value of at least % > % is left for

15
Bj.
We infer that Bs = {es, eq,€5} and v(B3) < g.
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6. x9+x6 < 1. Otherwise (namely, if 2o +x > 1), it must be that e, e5 and {es, ..., e} are
in separate bundles in the MMS partition (otherwise the MMS partition has a bundle of
value strictly larger than 1). Consequently, Bs (shown above to satisfy Bs = {es, e4,€5})
would be contained in a single bundle of the MMS partition. As two full bundles of the
MMS partition remain, the MMS (with n = 2) for the remaining items remains at least 1.
Then, from the remaining items, NS32 can make two bundles of value at least 4 asin
the case NSa .

7. 23 + g < 3. Otherwise, make By = {es, €6}, and as v(By) < 1 (by the constraint

x9 + x6 < 1) and we have the constraint v(B3) < g, a value of at least # is left for Bj.

5
We infer that {eg,eq,e7} C Bs.

If any of the above constraints are violated, then the value of N.S3; is at least %. Hence we
assume that all the above constraints hold. Now we consider two cases, based on the allowed
values of v({ez, e3}) = xo + x3.

1. If 9 + 23 > 1, then recall that the last item to enter Bj is e5, and the last item to enter
By has value not larger than x7. Using x5 < x4 < % —x3 and 7 < zg < % — xo we have
that the combined value of By and By is at most (2 +2 —x3)+ (2 4+ 2 —2p) < L —1=14L
This leaves for B; a value of %.

2. If 29 + 23 < % then z3 < % If By = {ea, eq,e7} then the value of By and Bs combined is
at most % (as x5+ 26+ 27 < 1land x4 <23 < %), and % value remains for B;. If By has
at least four items, then Bs has value at most 3x3 and By has value at most % + %(% —x9)
(this is because the two items added to Bg after ez did not give it a value of %, implying
that the third item of By had value at most %(% — x2), and hence so did the item that
caused By to reach or exceed %), for a total of at most g — %xQ + 3x3 < g + gxg < %

Hence again, % value remains for Bj.

Lemma 23 p35 = % and thus p3 3 > %.

Proof. The instance with item values 3,3,2,2,2,2,1 shows that p32 < %. It remains to show
that pgo > 1.

If it does not hold that % < wv({ez,e3} <1, then p3;1 > % by Lemma 22, and as p32 > p31
we conclude that p3 o > %. If, on the other hand, % < v({e2,e3} <1, we can form the bundle
By = {ez,e3} in the NS5 partition. As removing any two items of total value at most 1 and
decreasing n by 1 does not reduce the MMS (if they were in different bundles in the original
MMS partition, then the union of what remains from these bundles can be used as a bundle in
the new MMS partition), and as any NS partition for the remaining items gives (together
with By) an N S35 partition for the original instance, the bound p3 2 > % follows from Lemma 20

which shows that ps 1 = %. |

H.2.1 Computer assisted analysis of p43

In this section we prove the following bound.
Lemma 24 p43 = %.
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The inequality p43 < % is proved by Example 1, thus we only need to show that ps3 > %.

Our proof that ps3 > % is based on constructing a mized integer linear program (MILP)
that searches for a valuation v that minimizes the ratio between NSy 3 and the MMS (with
n = 4) for v. As we shall prove (see Lemma 25), it suffices to consider instances with up to 14
items.

The MILP searches for an instance with an MMS partition into four bundles, each of value
exactly 5. It attempts to minimize z, which represents the value of NS;3. It contains the
variables x1 > ..., x14 > 0 for the values of the items. It also contains binary decision variables
yj. We write the constraints (and comments explaining them) in the syntax of the online
optimizer appspot (https://online-optimizer.appspot.com/), so that readers can simply run the
program. (A text file containing the full program can be obtained from the authors upon
request. )

var x1 >= 0;
va% x14 >= 0;
var z >= 0;
var y1>=0, binary;
Va£ y45>=0, binary;
minimize ns: Z;
subject to
ol: x1 >= x2;
éié: x13 >= x14;
The MMS partition imposes the following constraints. Constraint a0 follows from having
an MMS partition with four disjoint bundles, each of value 5. The other constrain express the
fact that for every £k > 0 and 1 < j < 3, there are j bundles in the MMS partition that together

contain jk + j of the first 4k + j items, and that the value of these jk + j items (even if these
are the least valuable) must be at most 5.

a0: x1 + x2 + x3 + x4 + x5 + x6 + x7 + x8 + x9 + x10 + x11 + x12 + x13 + x14 = 20;
al: x1 <= 5; /* k=0 and j=1 */
a2: x4 + xb6 <= 5; /% k=1 and j=1 */

a3: x3 + x4 + xb + x6 <= 10; /* k=1 and j=2 */

ad: x2 + x3 + x4 + x5 + x6 + x7 <= 15; /* k=1 and j=3 */

ab: x7 + x8 + x9 <= 5; /* k=2 and j=1 */

a6: x5 + x6 + x7 + x8 + x9 + x10 <= 10; /* k=2 and j=2 */

a7: x3 + x4 + xb + x6 + x7 + x8 + x9 + x10 + x11 <= 15; /* k=2 and j=3 */

a8: x10 + x11 + x12 + x13 <= 5; /* k=3 and j=1 */
a9: x7 + x8 + x9 + x10 + x11 + x12 + x13 + x14 <= 10; /* k=3 and j=2 */
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For the next set of constraints, we show that if they do not hold then z > 4. We shall use

the fact that whenever two items of total value not larger than the MMS are removed, the MMS
for the remaining items (when n is smaller by one) does not decrease.

bl:
b2:
b3:
b4 :
b5:
b6:

x1 <= 4;

x4 + x5 <= 4;

x6 + X7 + x8 >= 4;
X7 >= 1;

x3 + x6 <= 5;

x2 + x9 <= b;

The above constraints are justified as follows:

e bl: otherwise choose By = {e;}. For the remaining items, take the best N.S3 3 partition.
Then z > 4, because for the remaining items MM S3(v) > 5, and p3 3 > % by Lemma 23.

e b2: otherwise (in fact, even if x4 + x5 > 4 rather than 24 4+ x5 > 4), there are two
cases to consider. If 22 + 23 < 5 choose By = {es,e3} and B3z = {e4,e5} (note that
22 4+ 23 > x4 + 25 > 4), and for the remaining items reduce to NSy ;. If 22 4+ 23 > 5,
choose By = {e4,e5}, and for the remaining items take the best NSs; partition (in
particular, this will enforce e; € By, es € By, es € Bs). By Lemma 22 (which is applicable
because x2 + x3 > 5), every bundle in this partition will have value at least 4.

e b3: otherwise, consider an NSy ; partition in which we first put items e1, e2, €3, e4 in bins
Bi1, By, B3, By respectively, and then continue inserting items in decreasing order of value
into the bins By to Bj, where each bin becomes closed (and then we move to the next
bin) once its value reaches or exceeds 4.

In the above NS4 partition, the last item in By is no earlier than eg (due to b2, and the
fact that its justification also implies that we may assume that z4+z5 < 4). Consequently,
if b3 does not hold, then the sum of values of last item in bins By, B3, By is at most 4,
and consequently their total value is at most 3 -4 + 4 = 16. Hence a value of at least 4
remains for Bj.

We remark that b3 also implies that x4 + x5 + z¢ > 4 (by monotonicity of item values),
and together with b2 (and its justification), we deduce that in an NS4 partition one
should take By = {ey, €5, €6}

e b4: otherwise, choose an NS4 partition (as explained in the justification for b3) with
By = {ey4,e5,66}. As each of the remaining bins becomes closed once its value reaches or
exceeds 4, the value in the bin will be less than 5 (if b4 does not hold. then the last item
in each of these bins has value less than 1). As v(B4) < 6, each of the remaining bins will
indeed reach a value of at least 4.

e b5: otherwise, none of ey, es,e3 can be in the same bundle as one of ey, es5,e5 in the
MMS partition, and hence ey, e5,eg are in the same bundle in the MMS partition. If
4 < 22+ x3 <5 choose By = {ea,e3} and Bs = {ey, e5,¢€6}, and for the remaining items
reduce to NSy ;. Else, choose By = {e4,e5,€6}, and for the remaining items reduce to
N S3.1 using Lemma 22.
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e b6: otherwise, none of ej,es can be in the same bundle as one of eg,...,e9 in the MMS
partition, and consequently es, ..., eg fit in two MMS bundles. Choose By = {e4,e5,e6}
and put es,e7,eg,eg in Bs. If by this B3 has value at least 4, continue with an NS3
partition for the remaining items. If this B3 has value at most less than 4, then xg < 1,
and then in the NS4 partition presented in the justification for b3, only B4 might have
value above 5 (and no more than 6, by b2). Hence no bin has value less than 4 (because
the sum of their values is 20).

Each of the above constraints (in groups a and b) captures a condition that must hold
independently of other constraints. We next present some other constraints that capture a
logical OR over several basic constraints, implied by the assumption that there is an MMS
partition into four bundles, each of value 5. For example, one set of constraints (group d below)
captures the constraint that “From the first seven items, either 22+ 27 < 5 (when every bundle
has at most two items), or x5 + 26 + 27 < 5 (when some bundle has three items)”. A basic
constraint like “x2 4+ 27 < 5”7 is captured by the constraint “x2 + x7 — 20 x y4 < 5”7, such that
if the indicator y4 is 0 then the basic constraint must hold (and if y4 = 1 it might not). To
enforce a logical OR over k basic constraints, we require that the sum of the k indicators be at
most k — 1, so at least one indicator must be 0 (this is captured by constraint numbered 0 in
each group).

We next present three groups of constraints (¢, d and f), each corresponds to a logical OR,
each regarding the values for some prefix of items.

cl: x2 + x6 - 20*%xyl <= 5;

c2: xb + x6 + x9 - 20*y2 <= 5;

c3: x6 + x7 + x8 + x9 - 20%xy3 <= 5;
cO: y1 + y2 + y3 <= 2;

dl: x2 + x7 - 20xy4 <= 5;

d2: x5 + x6 + x7 - 20%yb <= b;

do: y4 + yb <= 1;

f1: x2 + x8 - 20xy6 <= 5;

£2: x3 + x7 + x8 - 20xy7 <= b;

£3: x6 + x6 + x7 + x8 - 20%xy8 <= 5;
£0: y6 + y7 + y8 <= 2;

The above constraints are justified as follows:

e Group c: among the first nine items, the MMS partition either has a bundle of size at
least four (and then c¢3 holds), or at least two bundles of size three (and then c¢2 holds:
at least out of the first six items must be in the same bundle of size three, together with
one more item of value at least xg), or one bundle of size three and three pairs, and then
either ¢2 holds (if only one of €7, €8, €9 is in a bundle of size three) or c1 holds (if at least
two of €7, e8, €9 are in a bundle of size three, then at least one of ey, eo is not in a bundle
with any of the items €7, e8, €9).

e Group d: among the first seven items, the MMS partition either has a bundle of size at
least three (and then d2 holds), or has three bundles of size two (and then d1 holds).
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e Group e: among the first eight items, the MMS partition either has a bundle of size four
(and then f3 holds), or has two bundles of size three (and then {2 holds), or has at least
three bundles of size at least two (and then f1 holds).

The above set of constraints can naturally be extended to corresponding constraints when
there are m > 14 items. This involves the following modifications. For every ¢ such that
14 < i < m we introduce a non-negative variable x; to denote the value of item e;. For every
1 such that 14 < ¢ < m we add the constraint o; : ; > x;41. Finally, we replace the constraint
ap by the constraint y ;" x; = 20.

We are now ready to explain why we can assume that the number of items is at most 14.

Lemma 25 If for n = 4 there exists an additive valuation v over m > 14 items such that
NSy3(v) <4 and the constraints above (when extended to m items) hold, then there exists an
additive valuation v' over 14 items such that NSy 3(v') < NSy3(v) < 4 and the constraints
above hold.

Proof. The constraints of types a, ¢, d and f are implied by having an MMS partition in which
every bundle has value 5, but do not force the instance to have such a partition. Suppose now
that there is an instance I with m > 15 items that satisfies the above constraints and for which
NS43 < 4 (which implies that also all constraints of type b are satisfied). Then we claim that
we can merge e; and e, to a new item of value v({ey, e;, }) (replacing e;), and the new instance
I’ will still satisfy all above constraints. Applying the same argument recursively will result in
an instance with 14 items.

The only constraints involving e; are ol, a0, al and bl. They are all assumed to hold in I,
and we need to prove that they hold in I’.

e Constraint ol holds in I’, as x1 increased.

e Constraint a0 (if m > 14, the interpretation is that the sum does not stop at x14, but
rather includes all items up to x,,) holds in I’ because the value lost by e,, was added to
€.

e As to constraint al, we consider two cases. If x,, > 1, then consider the surplus of items
in I, where for every item e; its surplus is defined as x; — 1 (note that the assumption
Ty > 1 implies that the surplus is non-negative). If al is violated in I’, then x1 4+ x,, > 5
in 7, and the total surplus of {e1, e,,} is more than 3. Constraint b3 implies that the total
surplus of {eg, e7,eg} (and hence also of {e3,eq,e5}) is at least 4 — 3 = 1. Thus the total
surplus of items in [ is greater than 5, and consequently the sum of item values in [ is
strictly larger than 15 -1+ 5 = 20, contradicting constraint a0 (total value of 20). Hence
al holds in I’ if z,, > 1. It remains to consider the case that z,, < 1. In this case al
follows because originally x1 < 4, by constraint bl.

e Constraint bl holds in I’, as otherwise in the original instance I we could form a bundle
By = {e1, em}, and its value would be at least 4 but no more than 5 (as al holds in I’). For
the remaining items, we can take the best NS5 3 partition, creating bundles Bq, B3, By,
each of value at least 4 (because for the remaining items MM S3(v) > 5, and p33 > 1 by
Lemma 23). This contradicts the assumption that NS4 3 < 4 for instance I.

For every g, every NSy, partition of I’ induces one of the same value for I, and so if
NSy 3 < 4 for I, the same holds for I'. [ ]
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The remaining set of constraints (group n) consider various NSy 3 partitions, and for each
such partition binary decision variables are used to express the requirement that at least one
of the bundles has value not larger than z (a logical OR). The constraints of type p;; identify
various bundles that can be placed in bin B;. The corresponding decision variable is indexed by
the index of the constraint, for convenience. Each constraint of type n; considers one possible
NS, 3 partition. The index j is a concatenation of the second indices of the y variables in the
constraint.

p4l: x4 + x5 + x6 - 20%xy41l <= z;

p42: x5 + x6 + x7 - 20%y42 <= z;

p43: x6 + x7 + x8 - 20%xy43 <= z;

pa4: x7 + x8 + x9 - 20%xy44 <= z;

p45: x7 + x8 + x9 + x10 + x11 + x12 + x13 - 20%*y45 <= z;
p3l: x3 + x4 - 20%y31 <= z;

p32: x3 + X7 - 20%y32<= z;

p33: x3 + x7 + x8 - 20%y33 <= z;

p34: x4 + x5 + x9 - 20%xy34 <= z;

p35: x4 + x5 + x9 + x10 - 20%y35 <= z;

p36: x4 + x5 + x6 - 20*y36 <= z;
/* mathematically, y4l can serve instead of y36, but introducing y36 unifies notation */

p21: x2 + x3 - 20*y21 <= z;

p22: x2 + x3 + x10 - 20%y22 <= z;

p23: x2 + x8 - 20%y23 <= z;

p24: x2 + x8 + x9 - 20%xy24 <= z;

p25: x2 + x9 - 20%y25 <= z;

p26: x2 + x9 + x10 - 20%y26 <= z;

p27: x2 + x3 + x11 + x12 - 20%y27 <= z;

pll: x1 + x9 + x10 + x11 + x12 + x13 + x14 - 20%*yll <= z;
pl2: x1 + x10 + x11 + x12 + x13 + x14 - 20*yl2 <= z;

pl3: x1 + x11 + x12 + x13 + x14 - 20%xyl3 <= z;

/* pld: x1 + x12 + x13 + x14 - 20%yl4d <= z; x/

pl5: x1 + x13 + x14 - 20%xyl5 <= z;

pl6: x1 + x14 - 20*%yl6 <= z;

nl1312: y11 + y23 + y31 + y42 <= 3;
n1321: yi1 + y23 + y32 + y41 <= 3;
n2164: y12 + y21 + y36 + y44 <= 3;
n2412: y12 + y24 + y31 + y42 <= 3;
n2531: y12 + y25 + y33 + y41 <= 3;
n3243: y13 + y22 + y34 + y43 <= 3;
n3631: y13 + y26 + y33 + y41 <= 3;
nb753: y1b + y27 + y35 + y43 <= 3;
n6165: y16 + y21 + y36 + y45 <= 3;
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Solving this mized integer linear program (MILP) gives a valuation v that minimizes z,
where the constraints enforce that z < NSy3 and that the MMS is at most 5. Running the
MILP with all the above constraints produces the instance with value z = 4 and item values
4,4,2,2,2,2,1,1,1,1. As the minimum value of the MILP is z = 4, we conclude that ps3 = %
as claimed. We remark that for this instance it holds that NSy 3 = NSs2 = 5, but via an
NSy 3 partition not considered by any of our constraints of type n (the constraints of the MILP
force the inequality z < NSy 3, but not necessarily as an equality). However, as we know of
examples in which the MMS is 5 and NS4 3 = 4, there is no point in strengthening the MILP
by additional constraints — its value will not increase beyond 4.

H.3 Tightness

We next show that the our analysis of p for which the share NS, 4 is p-dominating is tight up
to low order terms.

Proposition 26 For every e > 0 and fized ¢ > 1, there is sufficiently large n and an additive
valuation function for which the NS, , share does not provide an agent more than % + € times
her MMS.

Proof. We focus first on the case ¢ = 1, and later we will address the case ¢ > 1. The valuation
function that we describe is taken from [BEF21b], and so is the proof regarding its MMS value.
Let k = [£], let n = Z?:o 4t = 4k+;_1, and consider a set of m = 3 - Zf:o 4t = 4k+1
items M = {(a,b,c) | a € {0,1,...,k},b € {1,2,3},c € {1,2,...,4“}}. The value of item
(a,b,c)is 1 — 5 if b=1, and g} if b # 1. We call items with b = 1 large items, and items with
b € {2,3} small items. For every 0 < i < k, we refer to the items with a = i as belonging to
group i. Hence group ¢ contains 4° large items and 2 - 4° small items.

We show that in the partition formed by NS, 1, bundle By is composed of the three items
of group 0, and hence has value 140+ 0 = 1, implying that NS, ; = 1. In the N.S,, ; partition,
every bundle receives a single large item (as every large items have value at least half, while
every small item has value less than half). After the allocation of the large items, the NSy 1
partition allocates the small items in decreasing order of the groups. Each bundle that received
a large item of group 7 also receives two small items of the same group. Thus, bundle By will

not get another item until all items but the small items of group 0 are allocated.

In contrast, the MMS is at least % — €. This holds because the items can be partitioned into
n bundles, each with value at least % —¢. For each a € {1,2,...,k}, create 2-4°! bundles by
taking two large items of group a and one small item of group @ — 1. The value of such a bundle
is 2(1 — 5) + GQ;kl =2-— %kl > % — . In addition, create 2'416772 bundles, each containing three
small items of group k, and each such bundle has a value of % Note that 2 - 4% — 2 is divisible
by 3. Finally, create another bundle using the two remaining small items of group k, and the
large item of group 0. That bundle has value of 2. The number of bundles created is

2t =
3 * 3 3

k k k k

22'4%%2'4 —2 2462 2afal
a=1
which concludes the proof.

Now we address the case that ¢ > 1. In this case, we require that n > 2¢ (and not just
n > q). As group k contains over half the items, then also for the optimal NS, , partition, in
order that every bin will have value at least 1 it will still be necessary that each of the last ¢
bins contains three items from group k. Thereafter, the rest of the bins are filled up exactly as

in the case of N.S), 1, again resulting in B; having value 1. |
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H.3.1 Additional Approximation bounds for Nested Shares

The following proposition presents several examples that provide upper bounds on the ap-
proximation ratios obtained by the nested share NS, ,, for some values of n and ¢. It shows
that reaching a % approximation for n = 3 requires using N S32, and NS3; does not suffice.
Moreover, it shows that the bound of % does not extend to NS;2. Finally, we observe that
Example 1 shows that even the best possible value of ¢, namely ¢ = n, does not offer a better

than % approximation to the MMS, when n > 3.

Proposition 27 There are additive valuation functions illustrating the following upper bounds
on the ratio within which NS, 4 approximates the MMS:

5 5
1. p22 <35 p33=<g-

2. p371 S 0.77.
3. pap < %. More generally, ppp—2 < % for allm > 4.

4. pan < % for all n > 4.

Proof. For the following additive valuation function the value of V.S 5 is 5, whereas the MMS
is 6. The item values in non-increasing order are 4, 3,2,2,1. To get a similar example for NS5 3,
add a single item of value 6.

For the following additive valuation function the value of NS5 is 0.7693, whereas the MMS
is 1. The item values in non-increasing order are:

0.4615, 0.4615, 0.3846, 0.3846, 0.3846, 0.3077, 0.3077, 0.1539, 0.1539.

The MMS partition is {(e1,es,es), (e2,e4,€9), (€5,€6,€7)}. To get to 0.7693, the NSs; is
forced to create the bundle (es,eq,e5), and then (e, eg,e7), but then the items that remain
have total value only 0.7693.

For the following additive valuation function the value of NS4 3 is 6, whereas the MMS is 8.
The item values in decreasing order are: 4, 4, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 3, 2, 2, 2. We next extend this
example to prove that p;, ,—2 < % for all n > 4. Consider an instance with two items of value 4,
with 2(n — 1) items of value 3, and with n — 1 items of value 2. The MMS is 8, as the MMS
partition can have one bundle of the form (4,4), and n — 1 bundles of the form (3,3,2). In
contrast, NSy, ,—2 < 6. In any NS, ,_2 partition, each item of value 4 belongs to different
bundle. For each of these two bundles to have value more than 6, the four last items must be
contained in these bundles. This leaves at most 2(n — 1) + (n — 1) —4 = 3n — 7 items of value
3 and 2. In any partition of these items to n — 2 bundles, there must be a bundle with at most
two items. As each of these items has value at most 3, the value of some bundle is at most 6.

Finally, an example for which N.Ss4 < % is provided in Example 1. The example extends
to every n > 4 by adding n — 4 items of value 5, giving an instance with MMS of value 5, and
NS, =4 (as each additional item will be in a different bundle). Thus, for p > 4/5 the share
NS, does not p-dominate the MMS. (We note that Example 1 does not apply to NSz 3. The
natural way to adapt it to NS5 3 is to have item values (3,3,2,2,2,2,1). However, in this case
{(es,e6,€7), (e1,€4), (e2,e3)} is an NSz 3 partition with value 5. In this NSz 3 partition, bin By
contains items from the suffix but no items from the prefix.)

48



	1 Introduction
	1.1 Shares as Contracts
	1.2 Our Results
	1.3 Related Work

	2 Model
	3 Shares and the Quest for a Dominant Feasible Share
	3.1 Feasible Shares
	3.2 Self-Maximizing Shares
	3.2.1 The MMS is Self Maximizing but any -MMS is not
	3.2.2 Properties of Self-Maximizing Shares

	3.3 The Dominant Feasible Share

	4 No Dominant Feasible Share for Additive and Beyond
	4.1 The -Picking-Order Share
	4.2 Proof of thm:main

	5 Domination Relations among Shares
	5.1 Domination by a Self-Maximizing Share
	5.2 -Domination

	6 Results for Additive Valuations over Goods
	6.1 Ordinal Maximin Shares
	6.2 A Self-maximizing PTAS for Two Agents
	6.3 The Class of Nested Shares
	6.3.1 Proof that NSn,3 is a feasible share


	7 Discussion
	A Notes on Auxiliary Goals
	B Statement of Intent
	C Self-Maximizing Shares for Arbitrary Entitlements
	D No More than the Share Guarantee
	E Missing Proof from Section 3
	E.1 Missing Proof from Section 3.2
	E.1.1 Proof of prop:shares-self
	E.1.2 Proof of prop:self-max-properties

	E.2 Missing Proof from Section 3.3
	E.2.1 Proof of prop:feasibleMMS-maximal


	F Missing Proof from Section 4
	F.1 Missing Proof from Section 4.1
	F.1.1 Proof of prop:picking


	G Missing Proofs from Section 5.1
	G.1 Proof of thm:ICdominates

	H Missing Proof from Section 6
	H.1 Missing Proof from Section 6.1
	H.1.1 Proof of prop:ordinal

	H.2 Proof of thm:NS2 
	H.2.1 Computer assisted analysis of 4,3

	H.3 Tightness
	H.3.1 Additional Approximation bounds for Nested Shares



