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Abstract

We consider multi-layered cake cutting in order to fairly allocate numerous divisible resources (layers
of cake) among a group of agents under two constraints: contiguity and feasibility. We first introduce a
new computational model in a multi-layered cake named “a pair of knives”. Then, we show the existence
of an exact multi-allocation for two agents and two layers using the new computational model. We
demonstrate the computation procedure of a feasible and contiguous proportional multi-allocation over a
three-layered cake for more than three agents. Finally, we develop a technique for computing proportional
allocations for any number n ≥ 2

a

3 of agents and 2
a

3 layers, where a is any positive integer.
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1 Introduction

There are several instances of time scheduling in our daily lives where we arrange our schedules so that we
can finish our daily tasks. Consider a group of university students who desire to enjoy several facilities,
such as a seminar lecture or an indoor game. The two facilities have the same opening and closing hours.
Everyone in the group of students is willing to enjoy both facilities, but each has a distinct preferred time
period for taking each one.
In simple terms, the problem of dividing a cake is a metaphor for how to divide a resource that can be
shared among n agents with different preferences in a fair way. The cake-cutting problem is a central topic
in the theory of fair division [1, 2, 3, 4], and it has received a significant amount of attention in the domains
of mathematics, economics, political science, and computer science [5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10]. It is hard to give
each agent a fair share of the cake. Envy-freeness and proportionality are the most important criteria for
a fair allocation in the cake-cutting literature. In an envy-free allocation, every agent is pleased with the
pieces they are allocated as opposed to any other agent’s allocation. In a proportional allocation, each agent
receives at least 1

n
of the value he estimates for the cake. When all of the cake has been divided, envy-freeness

entails proportionality. It is generally known that envy-free allocations always exist [11], even if we specify
that each agent must receive a connected piece [12, 13]. In addition to its existence, the algorithmic design
aspect of the process has also been thought about for a long time [14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19]. For any number
of agents, we are able to calculate a proportional allocation as well as an envy-free allocation.
We cannot consider the problem of getting several facilities in the example above to be a cake-cutting problem.
We have to divide the two time intervals independently so that each agent can enjoy both facilities. Now
the issue is how to fairly divide each facility’s time interval in accordance with their preferences. As a
result, every student can enjoy every facility, and the allotted time intervals for each facility never overlap.
Adopting the above constraints, Hosseini et al. [20] initiate the multi-layered cake cutting problem. In
the multi-layered cake cutting problem, we see how to solve this problem. We consider each facility as
a divisible heterogeneous layer of a multi-layered cake. Every student has an additive preference, called
valuation over disjoint (non-overlapping) intervals. Note that the valuation of the same part of the cake for
different students can be very different. A division of a multi-layered cake is feasible if no student’s time
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intervals contain overlapping intervals. The division is contiguous if each student gets a contiguous time
interval for each facility. Our goal in multi-layered cake cutting is to find multi-allocations that are fair while
also meeting the constraints of feasibility and contiguity.

1.1 Our results

In section 3, we show the existence of exact feasible multi-allocation for two agents using the idea of the
Austin-moving knife procedure. In section 4, we show that there exists a proportional multi-allocation that
is feasible and contiguous for three layers and any number n ≥ 3 of agents. We also prove the existence of
a proportional multi-allocation that is feasible and contiguous for 2a3 layers and for n ≥ 2a3 agents, where
a ∈ Z+.

Table 1: Computational procedures of finding fair multi-allocation for different layers and agents are shown
in the following table.

Agents(n) Layers(m) EF Prop

2 2 [20] [20]
3 2 [20] [20]

n ≥ m 2a - [20]
3 3 - Theorem 3

n ≥ 3 3 - Theorem 5
2a3 2a3 - Theorem 7

n ≥ 2a3 2a3 - Theorem 8

1.2 Related Work

Cake cutting problem is the central topic in the fair division. In recent years, it has been extensively studied
in economics, mathematics, and computer science literature [21, 22, 23, 24, 25]. In order to fairly divide
multiple divisible resources among a group of agents, Hosseini et al. [20] initiate the study of multi-layered
cake cutting. They show that there exists an envy-free multi-allocation that is feasible and contiguous for
two layers and three agents with two types of preferences. Igarashi and Meunier [26] also show that an
envy-free multi-allocation exists that is feasible and contiguous when the number of agents is a prime power
and the number of layers is at most the number of agents, using combinatorial topology. There are a few
papers most related to multi-layered cake cutting, where agents can simultaneously benefit from all allocated
pieces with no constraints [27, 28, 29].

2 Preliminaries

We take into account the multi-layered cake cutting notion that Hosseini et al. [20] developed. The number
of layers and agents are specified in the problem of cutting a multi-layered cake. The setting of the model
includes a set N = {1, 2, ...., n} of agents and a set M = {1, 2, ...,m} of layers. An m-layered cake is denoted
by C = (Ll)l∈M where Ll is an interval such that Ll ⊆ [0, 1] for each l ∈ M. Due to each l ∈ M, we allude
l as l-th layer and Ll as l-th layer cake.
Corresponding to each l-th layer, each agent i ∈ N is endowed with a non-negative integrable density function
vil : Ll → R

+
0 where l ∈ M. The valuation function of each agent i for l-th layer Ll is a function representing

the preference of the agent i over different parts of Ll denoted by Vil : 2
Ll → R

+
0 .

If P is a piece of cake of the l-th layer, then Vil(P ) represents the value assigned to it by the agent i i.e,
Vil(P ) =

∑
I∈P

∫
x∈I

vil(x)dx. We consider the total valuation of each agent i over the entire cake is 1 i.e,∑
1≤l≤m Vil(Ll) = 1.

A sequence P = (Pl)l∈M of pieces of each layer l ∈ M of multi-layered cake is called a layered piece. A
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layered piece P = (Pl)l∈M is said to be contiguous if each l ∈ M, Pl is a contiguous piece of the layer
l. A layered piece P = (Pl)l∈M is said to be non-overlapping, if for any two pieces from different layers
never overlap i.e., for any two different layers l, l′ ∈ M and for any I ∈ Pl and I ′ ∈ Pl′ either I ∩ I ′ = ∅ or
I ∩ I ′ = {b} where b is one of the endpoints of both I and I ′. We assume the valuation functions related
to layers of each agent i are additive over layers and written as Vi(P ) =

∑
1≤l≤m Vil(Pl), where Vi is the

valuation function of each agent i over the entire cake where i ∈ N .
Let P and P ′ be two layered pieces. If for any i ∈ N , Vi(P ) ≥ Vi(P

′) then it is said that the agent i weakly
prefers the layered piece P to the layered piece P ′. A multi-allocation P = (P1,P2, ....,Pn) is a partition of
the multi-layered cake where each Pi = (Pil)l∈M is a layered piece of the cake that is assigned to agent i
where i ∈ N . Corresponding to a multi-allocation P and an agent i ∈ N , the valuation of each agent i is
Vi(Pi) =

∑
l∈M Vil(Pil). A multi-allocation P is said to be complete if for each l ∈ M,

⋃n

i=1 Pil = Ll. A
multi-allocation P = (P1,P2, ....,Pn) is said to be

• contiguous if for each i ∈ N , Pi is contiguous.

• feasible if for each i ∈ N , Pi is non-overlapping.

2.1 Fairness notions

Definition 1. A multi-allocation P = (P1,P2, .....,Pn) is said to be exact if for any two agents i, j ∈ N ,
Vi(Pj) =

1
n
.

Definition 2. A multi-allocation P = (P1,P2, .....,Pn) is said to be proportional if for any agent i ∈ N ,
Vi(Pi) ≥

1
n
.

Definition 3. A multi-allocation P = (P1,P2, .....,Pn) is said to be envy-free if for any two agents i, j ∈ N ,
Vi(Pi) ≥ Vi(Pj).

2.2 The m (even)-layered cut

Hosseini et al. [20] define a partition of a multi-layered cake C into two diagonal pieces that follows the
feasibility constraint. For any x ∈ I = [0, 1], defined :

1. LR(x,C) = (
⋃m

2

l=1 Ll ∩ [0, x]) ∪ (
⋃m

l=m
2
+1 Ll ∩ [x, 1])

2. RL(x,C) = (
⋃m

2

l=1 Ll ∩ [x, 1]) ∪ (
⋃m

l=m
2
+1 Lj ∩ [0, x])

• LR(x,C) consists of all subintervals of type [0, x] of each layer l ∈ {1, ..., m2 } and subintervals of type
[x, 1] of each layer l ∈ {m

2 + 1, ...,m} .

• RL(x,C) consists of all subintervals of type [0, x] of each layer l ∈ {m
2 + 1, ...,m} and subintervals of

type [x, 1] of each layer l ∈ {1, ..., m2 } .

0 x = 1
2 1

LR(x,C)

LR(x,C) RL(x,C)

RL(x,C)
L4

L3

L2

L1

Figure 1: Diagonal pieces when x = 1
2 and m = 4.

The merge of LR(x) is an m
2 -layered cake whose l-th layer piece is defined Sl∪Sl+m

2
where Sl = [0, x]∩Ll

and Sl+m
2
= [x, 1]∩Ll+m

2
for l ∈ {1, 2, ...., m2 }. Similar for RL(x). We use LR(x) and RL(x) in the place of

LR(x,C) and RL(x,C), respectively.
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2.3 Computational model

In the cake cutting problem, Robertson-Webb query model plays an important role [3]. Following Robert-
son–Webb query model, Hosseini et al. [20] introduce a new computational model in the multi-layered cake
cutting problem where there are two types of queries, one is a short knife and the other is long knife .
1. Short Knife: Short evaluation query: For any given interval [x, y] of l-th layer of an m-layered cake C,
evall(i, x, y) implies the valuation Vil([x, y]) of the agent i in the interval [x, y] of l-th layer cake Ll . Here
[x, y] ⊆ Ll ⊆ [0, 1]. Short cut query: For any given point x on l-th layered cake Ll and p ∈ [0, 1], cutl(i, x, p)
indicates the minimum point y on the l-th layered cake Ll for which Vil([x, y]) = p.
2. Long Knife: Long evaluation query: For any given point x ∈ [0, 1], eval(i, x) implies the valuation
Vi(LR(x)) of the agent i for LR(x). Long cut query: For any given p ∈ [0, 1], cut(i, p) indicates the mini-
mum point x for which the valuation of the agent i should be p for a piece of cake LR(x) if such a point x
exists.

2.4 Switching point

We find a point x in the interval [0, 1] that divides the entire m-layered cake C into a pair of diagonal
pieces, LR(x) and RL(x), such that both have the same valuation for a particular agent, i.e., if there exists
a point x ∈ [0, 1], for which the valuation of an agent i for two pairs of diagonal pieces is the same, i.e.,
Vi(LR(x)) = Vi(RL(x)). Then the point x is called a switching point over the entire cake C for the agent i.
Hosseini et al. [20] first acknowledged the existence of such a type of point.

A set of agents S is said to be a majority set if |S| ≥ ⌈n
2 ⌉. Suppose Ap and Aq are two layered pieces, and

S is a majority set. If every agent i ∈ S, weakly prefers Ap to Aq, we say that a majority weakly prefers

Ap to Aq and denote it by Ap �
m

Aq. A point x ∈ [0, 1] is said to be a majority switching point over an

m-layered cake C, if LR(x) �
m

RL(x) and RL(x) �
m

LR(x). Hosseini et al. [20] show that there exists a
majority switching point over an m-layered cake for any number n ≥ m of agents, where m is even.

3 Exact multi-layered cake cutting

We analyze the challenge of attaining a complete exact multi-allocation for a pair of agents on a two-layered
cake. The Austin moving-knife procedure for two agents provides the fundamental concept needed for proving
the existence of exact multi-allocation. The intermediate value theorem is the primary mathematical tool
used by the Austin moving-knife procedure [30]. Simply speaking, we reach our goal by continuously moving
a pair of knives (defined below), taking advantage of the intermediate value theorem.

We provide a particular approach for partitioning the layered cake in order to meet the non-overlapping
criterion when cutting it. While showing the existence of exact multi-allocation, we take advantage of this
partition.
The m (even)-layered cut.
We define a partition for an m-layered cake that satisfies the non-overlapping constraint, where m is an even
number. For any two points x and y in the interval [0, 1], where x ≤ y, we define

• TLR(x, y) = (
⋃m

2

j=1 Lj ∩ [0, x]) ∪ (
⋃m

2

j=1 Lm
2
+j ∩ [x, y]) ∪ (

⋃m
2

j=1 Lj ∩ [y, 1]);

• TRL(x, y) = (
⋃m

2

j=1 Lm
2
+j ∩ [0, x]) ∪ (

⋃m
2

j=1 Lj ∩ [x, y]) ∪ (
⋃m

2

j=1 Lm
2
+j ∩ [y, 1]).
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0 x = 1
3 y = 2

3 1

TRL(x, y)

TLR(x, y)

TLR(x, y)

TRL(x, y)

TRL(x, y)

TLR(x, y)

L6

L5

L4

L3

L2

L1

Figure 2: Example of the partition induced by x = 1
3 and y = 2

3 for a six-layered cake.

Look at the m-layered cut, where m is equal to 2. With a 2-layered cut, a 2-layered cake gets divided into
two portions that are TLR(x, y) = ([0, x] ∩ L1) ∪ ([x, y] ∩ L2) ∪ ([y, 1] ∩ L1) and TRL(x, y) = ([0, x] ∩ L2) ∪
([x, y] ∩ L1) ∪ ([y, 1] ∩ L2), where x, y ∈ [0, 1] and x ≤ y.
When x = 0 and 0 < y < 1, then TLR(0, y) = RL(y) and TRL(0, y) = LR(y). When 0 < x < 1 and y = 1,
then TLR(x, 1) = LR(x) and TRL(x, 1) = RL(x).

x = 0 y = 1
2

L2

L1 LR(y)

RL(y) LR(y)

RL(y)

x = 1
2

y = 1

L2

L1 LR(x)

RL(x) LR(x)

RL(x)

Figure 3: Examples of the partitions for two pairs (x = 0, y = 1
2 ) and (x = 1

2 , y = 1).

We propose a query model that is comparable to the long knife that Hosseini et al. [20] described for
cutting multi-layered cakes.
Computational model. We propose the pair of knives query, which takes its cues from the Austin moving-
knife procedure, to demonstrate the existence of exact multi-allocation.
Pair of knives : Pair evaluation query: For any pair of points x, y ∈ [0, 1] where x ≤ y, eval(i, x, y)
implies the valuation Vi(TLR(x, y)) of the agent i for TLR(x, y). Pair cut query: For any known p ∈ [0, 1],
cut(i, p) indicates a pair of points (x, y) for which the valuation of the agent i should be p for the piece of
cake TLR(x, y), where x, y ∈ [0, 1] and x ≤ y.

Suppose there are two knives with the designations K1 and K2, respectively. If x denotes where knife K1 is
located and y indicates where knife K2 is located, then the two knives K1 and K2 are referred to as a pair
of knives.
Similarities between the pair of knives and the long knife :
A pair of knives is comparable to a long knife when one of the knives is positioned at one of the unit interval’s
endpoints and the other is positioned in its interiors.

Now we show the existence of exact multi-allocation over any two-layered cake for two agents.

Theorem 1. There exists an exact complete multi-allocation over any two-layered cake for two agents that
satisfies the feasibility condition.

Proof. The Austin moving-knife procedure bears the fingerprints of the proof. In the Austin moving-knife
procedure, we initially start by moving two knives over a single-layered cake from positions 0 and p so that
the value of the piece between the two knives is always half with respect to agent 1, where the point p divides
the cake into equal-valued pieces with respect to agent 1. The movement of those two knives will come to
an end at points p and 1, respectively, since point p divides the cake into two equal-valued portions with
regard to agent 1. When the second agent believes the value of the piece between the two knives is half, he
will order the movement of the knives to stop. The intermediate value theorem demands that this situation
occur.

We begin to move the knives K1 and K2 from locations 0 and s1 in a manner similar to the Austin moving-
knife procedure such that the value of the piece TLR(0, s1) is half for agent 1, where s1 is a switching point
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for agent 1. We continuously move these two knives such that the piece TLR(x, y) is valued at half with
respect to agent 1, where x ≤ y. Given that the piece TLR(x, y) is still valued at half with regard to agent 1,
the terminal locations of the knives K1 and K2 are at points s1 and 1, respectively. While we continuously
move these two knives, keeping the value on the piece TLR(x, y) always half with regard to agent 1, agent 2
can sometimes say "stop" when he thinks the value on the piece TLR(x, y) is half. The intermediate value
theorem implies that this situation occurs.

TLR

TRL TLR

TRL TLR

TRLL2

L1

x y

Figure 4: When the exactness happens for a pair of points (x,y) where TLR(x, y) = TLR and
TRL(x, y) = TRL.

4 Proportional multi-layered cake cutting

Igarashi and Meunier [26] use combinatorial topology to show that a proportional multi-allocation exists
and is feasible and contiguous for any number m of layers and any number n ≥ m of agents. Our main goal
in this study is to demonstrate the existence of fair multi-allocation using the computational model that
Hosseini et al. [20] proposed. Using the cut-and-eval queries proposed by Hosseini et al., we demonstrate
the computation of a proportional multi-allocation that is feasible and contiguous for three layers and any
number n ≥ 3 of agents. In their work, Hosseini et al. [20] leave this as an open question.

We use the following lemma to prove Theorem 3.

Lemma 2. Suppose that the number m of layers is even. Take any i ∈ N . Let r ∈ R be such that (i)
Vi(LR(0)) ≥ r and Vi(RL(0)) ≤ r, or (ii) Vi(LR(0)) ≤ r and Vi(RL(0)) ≥ r. Then, there exists a point
x ∈ [0, 1] such that i values LR(x) exactly at r, i.e. Vi(LR(x)) = r. In particular, a switching point for i
always exists [20].

Theorem 3. A proportional complete multi-allocation that is feasible and contiguous exists for three layers
and three agents.

Proof. Assume that C = (Ll)l∈M is a three-layered cake, and that V1,V2 and V3 are the valuation functions
for agents 1, 2, and 3 in that order. Due to V1(L1) + V1(L2) + V1(L3) = 1, without loss of generality, we
assume that agent 1 has a valuation of at least 1/3 over one of the first two layers and at most 1/3 over the
other of the first two layers. So there exists a point y such that V1(LR(L1 ∪ L2, y)) = 1/3 by Lemma 2.

A new cake, C′, is now defined as (L′
1, L

′
2), the status of L′

1 = (L2 ∩ [0, y])
⋃
(L1 ∩ [y, 1]) and L′

2 = L3.
As of right now, agent 1 has valuation 2/3 over new cake C

′. Due to Lemma 2, we find a point z such
that V1(LR(z,C′)) = V1(RL(z,C′)) = 1/3 where either y ≤ z or z ≤ y. We design a multi-allocation P=
(P1,P2,P3), where the layered pieces P1, P2, and P3 are made from, respectively, LR(L1∪L2, y), LR(C′, z),
and RL(C′, z). As a result, V1(P1) = V1(P2) = V1(P3) = 1/3. The constructed multi-allocation P must differ
depending on where y and z are. We obtain the required multi-allocation P∗ by using this multi-allocation
P .
Case 1: When z ≤ y, P1 = (L1∩ [0, y], L2∩ [y, 1], ∅), P2 = (∅, L2∩ [0, z], L3∩ [z, 1]) and P3 = (L1∩ [y, 1], L2∩
[z, y], L3 ∩ [0, z]) are the corresponding layered pieces. If two distinct layered pieces Pp and Pq are obtained,
such that V2(Pp) ≥ 1/3 and V3(Pq) ≥ 1/3, then allocate Pp to agent 2, Pq to agent 3, and the remaining
layered piece to agent 1, where p 6= q ∈ {1, 2, 3}. Thus, we obtain a proportional multi-allocation P∗ = P
that is feasible and contiguous.
Otherwise, there is only one unique layered piece Pr with a value larger than 1/3 for agents 2 and 3, where
r ∈ {1, 2, 3}, if there are no two distinct layered pieces Pp and Pq are obtained in which V2(Pp) ≥ 1/3 and
V3(Pq) ≥ 1/3.
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y0 z 1

L3

L2

L1

C = (L1, L2, L3)

P11

P12

P31

P33

P22

P23

P32

Figure 5: Multi-allocation P when z ≤ y.

Subcase I: In the case when r = 1, we allocate the layered piece P2 to agent 1 and construct a new cake
C
∗ = (L∗

1, L
∗
2) where L∗

1 = L1 and L∗
2 = (L3 ∩ [0, z])

⋃
(L2 ∩ [z, 1]). The value of agents 2 and 3 on the new

cake C
∗ is now at least 2/3. We now show that by applying the cut-and-choose procedure between agents 2

and 3 on the new cake C, we can achieve the required multi-allocation P∗ for three agents. Due to Lemma

2, we obtain a point x such that V2(LR(x,C∗)) = V2(RL(x,C∗)) = V2(C
∗)

2 > 1/3. Out of the diagonal pieces,
Agent 3 selects a layered piece that he or she only weakly prefers. Without loss of generality, we assume
that agent 3 prefers RL(x,C∗), and agent 2 receives the remaining diagonal piece LR(x,C∗). According to
the positions of x and z, the required multi-allocation P∗ should be different.
When x ≤ z, the required multi-allocation P∗ = (P∗

1 ,P
∗
2 ,P

∗
3 ) where P∗

1 = (∅, L2 ∩ [0, z], L3 ∩ [z, 1]), P∗
2 =

(L1 ∩ [0, x], L2 ∩ [z, 1], L3 ∩ [x, z]) and P∗
3 = (L1 ∩ [x, 1], ∅, L3 ∩ [0, x]).

When z ≤ x, the required multi-allocation P∗ = (P∗
1 ,P

∗
2 ,P

∗
3 ) where P∗

1 = (∅, L2 ∩ [0, z], L3 ∩ [z, 1]), P∗
2 =

(L1 ∩ [0, x], L2 ∩ [x, 1], ∅), and P∗
3 = (L1 ∩ [x, 1], L2 ∩ [z, x], L3 ∩ [0, z]).

x0 z 1

L3

L2

L1

C = (L1, L2, L3)

P ∗
12

P ∗
13

P ∗
21

P ∗
22

P ∗
23

P ∗
31

P ∗
33

Figure 6: Multi-allocation P∗ when x ≤ z.

x0 z 1

L3

L2

L1

C = (L1, L2, L3)

P ∗
12

P ∗
13

P ∗
21

P ∗
22

P ∗
31

P ∗
32

P ∗
33

Figure 7: Multi-allocation P∗ when z ≤ x.

Subcase II: In the scenario when r = 2 or 3, we assign the layered piece P1 to agent 1, and we define a
new cake C

∗ = (L∗
1, L

∗
2) where L∗

1 = L2 ∩ [0, y]
⋃
L1 ∩ [y, 1] and L∗

2 = L3. Now agents 2 and 3 have a value
over the new cake C

∗ of at least two-thirds. Similar to Subcase I, we obtain the required multi-allocation P∗

that depends on the positions of x and y, where x is a switching point of agent 2.
When x ≤ y, the required multi-allocation P∗ = (P∗

1 ,P
∗
2 ,P

∗
3 ) where P∗

1 = P1, P
∗
2 = (∅, L2∩ [0, x], L3∩ [x, 1])

and (P∗
3 = (L1 ∩ [y, 1], L2 ∩ [x, y], L3 ∩ [0, x]).

When y ≤ x, the required multi-allocation P∗ = (P∗
1 ,P

∗
2 ,P

∗
3 ) where P∗

1 = P1, P∗
2 = (L1 ∩ [y, x], L2 ∩

[0, y], L3 ∩ [x, 1]) and P∗
3 = (L1 ∩ [x, 1], ∅, L3 ∩ [0, x]).

y0 x 1

L3

L2

L1

C = (L1, L2, L3)

P ∗
11

P ∗
12P ∗

22

P ∗
23

P ∗
31

P ∗
32

P ∗
33

Figure 8: Multi-allocation P∗ when x ≤ y.

y0 x 1

L3

L2

L1

C = (L1, L2, L3)

P ∗
11

P ∗
12

P ∗
21

P ∗
22

P ∗
23

P ∗
31

P ∗
33

Figure 9: Multi-allocation P∗ when y ≤ x.

Case 2: When y ≤ z, P1 = (L1 ∩ [0, y], L2 ∩ [y, 1], ∅), P2 = (L1 ∩ [y, z], L2 ∩ [0, y], L3 ∩ [z, 1]) and
P3 = (L1 ∩ [z, 1], ∅, L3 ∩ [0, z]) are the equivalent layered pieces. In the case in which two distinct layered
pieces Pp and (Pq are obtained, such that V2(Pp) ≥

1
3 and V3(Pq) ≥

1
3 , assign Pp to agent 2, Pq to agent

3, and the last layered piece to agent 1, where p 6= q ∈ {1, 2, 3}. Thus, we obtain a feasible and contiguous
proportional multi-allocation, P∗ = P . Otherwise, for agents 2 and 3, there is only one unique layered piece
Pr with a value greater than 1/3, where r ∈ {1, 2, 3}.
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y0 z 1

L3

L2

L1

C = (L1, L2, L3)

P11

P12

P21

P22

P23

P31

P33

Figure 10: Multi-allocation P when y ≤ z.

Subcase I: We define a new cake C
∗ = (L∗

1, L
∗
2) and assign the layered piece P3 to agent 1 when r = 1,

where L∗
1 = (L1∩ [0, z])

⋃
(L3∩ [z, 1]) and L∗

2 = L2. Another two agents, 2 and 3, have valuations at least 2/3
over the new cake C

∗. We now show that we can obtain the required multi-allocation P∗ for three agents by
using the cut-and-choose procedure among agents 2 and 3 over the new cake C∗. In accordance with Lemma

2, we must get a point x that satisfies the condition V2(LR(x,C∗)) = V2(RL(x,C∗)) = V2(C
∗)

2 > 1
3 . Without

loss of generality, we assume that agent 3 chooses RL(x,C∗) and agent 2 obtains LR(x,C∗). The required
multi-allocation P∗ must differ depending on where x and z are.
When x ≤ z, the required multi-allocation P∗ = (P∗

1 ,P
∗
2 ,P

∗
3 ) where P∗

1 = (L1 ∩ [z, 1], ∅, L3 ∩ [o, z]), P∗
2 =

(L1 ∩ [0, x], L2 ∩ [x, 1], ∅) and P∗
3 = (L1 ∩ [x, z], L2 ∩ [o, x], L3 ∩ [z, 1]).

When z ≤ x, the layered pieces of required multi-allocation P∗ are P∗
1 = (L1 ∩ [z, 1], ∅, L3 ∩ [0, z]), P∗

2 =
(L1 ∩ [0, z], L2 ∩ [x, 1], L3 ∩ [z, x]) and P∗

3 = (∅, L2 ∩ [0, x], L3 ∩ [x, 1]).

x0 z 1

L3

L2

L1

C = (L1, L2, L3)

P ∗
11

P ∗
13

P ∗
21

P ∗
22P ∗

32

P ∗
33

P ∗
31

Figure 11: Multi-allocation P∗when x ≤ z.
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Figure 12: Multi-allocation P∗ when z ≤ x.

Subcase II: When r = 2 or 3, we allocate the layered piece P1 to agent 1 and define a new cake
C
∗ = (L∗

1, L
∗
2) where L∗

1 = (L1 ∩ [0, y]
⋃
L2 ∩ [y, 1]) and L∗

2 = L3. The value of agents 2 and 3 on the new
cake C

∗ is now at least 2
3 . Similar to Subcase I, We get the required multi-allocation P∗, which depends on

the locations of X and y, where x is a switching point of agent 2.
When x ≤ y, the required multi-allocation P∗ = (P∗

1 ,P
∗
2 ,P

∗
3 ) where P∗

1 = (L1 ∩ [0, y], L2 ∩ [y, 1], ∅), P∗
2 =

(∅, L2 ∩ [0, x], L3 ∩ [x, 1]) and P∗
3 = (L1 ∩ [y, 1], L2 ∩ [x, y], L3 ∩ [0, x]).

When y ≤ x, the layered pieces of the required multi-layered cake are P∗
1 = (L1 ∩ [0, y], L2 ∩ [y, 1], ∅),

P∗
2 = (L1 ∩ [y, x], L2 ∩ [0, y], L3 ∩ [x, 1]) and P∗

3 = (L1 ∩ [x, 1], ∅, L3 ∩ [0, x]).

y0 x 1

L3

L2

L1

C = (L1, L2, L3)

P ∗
11

P ∗
12P ∗

22

P ∗
23

P ∗
31

P ∗
32

P ∗
33

Figure 13: Multi-allocation P∗ when x ≤ y.

y0 x 1

L3
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C = (L1, L2, L3)

P ∗
11

P ∗
12P ∗

22

P ∗
21

P ∗
23

P ∗
31

P ∗
33

Figure 14: Multi-allocation P∗ when y ≤ x.

In either scenario, we obtain a proportional multi-allocation P∗ that satisfies the feasibility and contiguity
criteria.

Now we are ready to give computational procedure to find a proportional multi-allocation that satisfies
feasibility and contiguity conditions when n ≥ 3. In these computational procedure, we recall the Theorem
4. In Theorem 4, Hosseini et al. [20] give the computational procedure to find a feasible and contiguous
multi-allocation when n ≥ m, where m = 2a for a ∈ Z+.
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Theorem 4. A proportional complete multi-allocation that is feasible and contiguous exists, for any number
m of layers and any number n ≥ m of agents, where m = 2a for some a ∈ Z+.

In Theorem 5, we show that feasible and contiguous proportional allocation can be computed efficiently
when n ≥ m and m = 3.

Theorem 5. A proportional complete multi-allocation that is feasible and contiguous exists for three layers
and any number n ≥ 3 agents.

Proof. We show the computation of the required multi-allocation in two scenarios where n is even or odd
and n ≥ 4. Theorem 3 implies the proof to take into account n = 3.
Case 1: Suppose that n is even and is of the form n = 2k, where k ∈ Z+\{1}. Because there are an odd
number of layers, we are unable to directly apply the majority switching point property. After treating the
first and second layers of the cake C, aka L1 and L2, as a single layer of a new cake C

′ = (L′
1, L

′
2), we apply

this property, where L′
1 = L1 ∪ L2, L′

2 = L3 and C = (L1, L2, L3). The non-negative integrable density
function of an agent i over the layer L′

1 is vi1 + vi2, where vil is the density function of the agent i over the
layer Ll for l = 1, 2. L′

1 = L1 ∪ L2 denotes that the layer L1 and layer L2 are mutually overlapping.
We obtain a majority switching point x ∈ [0, 1] due to the fact that the cake C

′ has an even number of
layers. We set I1 to be LR(x,C′) and I2 to be RL(x,C′). Due to the fact that n is even and the notion of a

majority switching point, we may divide the set of agents N into N1 and N2, such that |N1| = |N2| =
|N |
2 ,

where N1 is the set of agents who weakly prefer I1 to I2 and N2 is the set of agents who weakly prefer I2
to I1.

We have I1 = (L1 ∪ L2) ∩ [0, x]
⋃
L3 ∩ [x, 1] and I2 = L3 ∩ [0, x]

⋃
(L1 ∪ L2) ∩ [x, 1]. We now take into

account two other 2-layered cakes, C1 and C
2, which are obtained by merging I1 and I2, respectively, where

C
1 = (L1 ∩ [0, x], L2 ∩ [0, x]

⋃
L3 ∩ [x, 1]) and C

2 = (L1 ∩ [x, 1], L3 ∩ [0, x]
⋃
L2 ∩ [x, 1]). As a result, each

agent i ∈ Nj on the cake C
j , where j = 1 and 2, has a value of at least Vi(Ij) =

Vi(LR(x,C))
2 . Thus, we get

a proportional multi-allocation feasible and contiguous for the set of agents Nj on the cake Cj, where j = 1
and 2, since |Nj | = k ≥ 2 and Theorem 4 imply that. As a result, merging the two multi-allocations yields a
contiguous, feasible, and complete multi-allocation that guarantees that each agent receives a proportional
share.

x0 1

RL(x,C) LR(x,C)

LR(x,C) RL(x,C)L3

L2

L1

C = (L1, L2, L3)

0 x 1

C
′ = (L′

1, L
′
2)

0 x 1

C
′′ = (L′′

1 , L
′′
2)

Figure 15

Case 2: In the case when n is odd, it can be expressed as n = 2k + 1, where k ∈ Z+\{1}. In this case, our
aim is to reduce this case to case 1. Without loss of generality, we assume that there are some agents such
that each has a value is at least 1

n
on the top layer cake L1. Then, we ask each agent ai to place a mark at

point yi on cake layer L1 so that the value of the piece Y = L1 ∩ [0, yi] is equal to 1
n

and allocate the piece
Y = L1 ∩ [0, y] to agent p where y = yp =min{y1, y2, y3, ....., yn}. In order to decide how to share the cake
among n agents, we reduce it to an instance (N\{p}, (L′

l)l∈M, (Vi)i∈N ′\{p}) where L′
1 = L1\Y and L′

l = Ll

for l 6= 1. Each agent i ∈ N has a value of at least n−1
n

Vi(C) =
2k

2k+1Vi(C) on the remaining cake. Due to
Case 1, we obtain a proportional multi-allocation P that is contiguous and feasible, for instance (N\{p},
(L′

l)l∈M, (Vi)i∈N\{p}). Together with the allocated piece L1 ∩ [0, y] and the multi-allocation P , we get a
proportional multi-allocation P∗ that is feasible and contiguous. Pictures are shown in figure 16.
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y x0 1
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y0 x 1

C
′ = (L′

1, L
′
2)

0 x 1

C
′′ = (L′′

1 , L
′′
2)

Figure 16

We will use the following lemma to computing proportional allocation for any number n ≥ 2a3 of agents
and 2a3 layers, where a is any positive integer.

Lemma 6. Let C be a 2m-layered cake and x ∈ [0, 1]. Suppose that C′ is a m-layered cake obtained by merging
LR(x,C) or RL(x,C). Then, each non-overlapping contiguous layered piece of C

′ is a non-overlapping
contiguous layered piece of the original cake C [20].

In Theorem 7, we show that feasible and contiguous proportional allocation can be computed efficiently
when m = n, where the number m of layers is of the form 2a3 and a is a positive integer.

Theorem 7. If the number of agents and the number of layers are equal and is of the form 2a3 where
a ∈ Z+, then we can compute a proportional multi-allocation that is contiguous and feasible.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that every layered cake Ll is a replica of the unit interval
[0, 1]. We design the following recursive algorithm Al, which accepts a |M′|-layered cake C

′ together with
a subset N ′ of agents with |N ′| ≥ 2 and a valuation profile (Vi)i∈N ′ and yields a proportional complete
multi-allocation of the cake to the agents that is feasible.
Now consider the case when m = n = 2a3 for some integers a ≥ 1. The algorithm Al searches a majority
switching point x over the cake C

′. We let I1 = LR(x,C′) and I2 = RL(x,C′). Due to the fact that n is
even, and by the definition of a majority switching point, we can split the set of agents N ′ into N1 and N2

such that |N1| = |N2| = |N ′|/2, where N1 is the set of agents who weakly prefer I1 to I2 and N2 be the set
of agents who weakly prefer I2 to I1. Now we run the algorithm Al on the cake C

i with the set of agents
Ni for each i = 1, 2, respectively, where C

i is the merge of Ii for i = 1, 2. The complete multi-allocation
P = (P1,P2, ...,Pn) returned by Al attains proportionality in addition to feasibility and contiguity, as we
will show via induction on the exponential a.
In the case when a = 1, m = n = 6 and |N1| = |N2| = 3 occur from the scenario. Thus each C

i is 3-layered
cake due to the fact that C

′ is 6-layered cake and C
i is obtained from the merge of a diagonal piece Ii of C′

where I1 = LR(x,C′) and I2 = RL(x,C′). Theorem 3 yields a feasible and contiguous multi-allocation P i

over C
i for the set of agents Ni that satisfies proportionality condition. Each agent p ∈ Ni receives a value

of at least
Vp(Ii)
|Ni|

≥ Vp(C
′)

2|Ni|
= 1

2P b = 1
n
. Therefore, as stated in Lemma 6, merging both multi-allocations can

result in a contiguous and feasible complete multi-allocation that ensures each agent a proportional share.
Assume that the claim is true for m = n = 2a3 with 1 ≤ a ≤ k; we will prove it for a = k + 1 and
b ≥ 1. If a = k + 1, then m = n = 2k+13. Assume that the algorithm Al partitions the input cake C

′ into
I1 = LR(x,C′) and I2 = RL(x,C′) making use of the majority switching point x. Suppose that the agents
are divided into two groups (N1, N2) where N1 is the set of agents who weakly prefer I1 to I2 and N2 be the
set of agents who weakly prefer I2 to I1. Notice that the set of agents N1 is the set of agents who weakly

prefer I1 to I2, which results in Vi(I1) ≥ Vi(C
′)

2 for all i ∈ N1. Similarly, Vi(I2) ≥ Vi(C
′)

2 for all i ∈ N2.

Thus, by the induction hypothesis, each agent i has value at least Vi(C
′)

|N ′| for its assigned layered piece Pi.

According to the induction hypothesis, the algorithm Al generates a feasible and contiguous multi-allocation
for each merge. Lemma 6 implies that every non-overlapping and contiguous layered piece of the merge of
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Ii is also a non-overlapping and contiguous layered piece of the original cake. Thus, the algorithm gives a
proportional complete multi-allocation that is contiguous and feasible as an output.

We will further develop the aforementioned theorem to the situation in which there are strictly more
agents than layers. When n > m, it comes to intuitive understanding that there is at least one layer whose
sub-piece may be "safely" assigned to a particular agent without leaving the non-overlapping condition.
In the following theorem, we show that feasible and contiguous proportional allocation can be computed
efficiently when m < n, where the number m of layers is of the form 2a3 and a is a positive integer number.

Theorem 8. There exists a proportional multi-allocation over m-layered cake for any number n ≥ m of
agents that is feasible and contiguous, where m is of form 2a3 for all a ∈ Z+.

Proof. We design the following recursive algorithm Al, which accepts a |M′|-layered cake C
′ together with

a subset N ′ of agents with |N ′| ≥ 2 and a valuation profile (Vi)i∈N ′ and yields a proportional complete
multi-allocation of the cake to the agents that is feasible.
When n = m, we apply the algorithm outlined in Theorem 7’s proof. In the case when n > m, m = 2a3
for some integers a, the algorithm finds a layer Ll where at least some agents have values of at least 1

n
on

Ll. Without loss of generality, we assume that l = 1. The algorithm then instructs each agent ai to place a
mark at point yi on cake layer L1 so that the value of the piece Y = L1∩ [0, yi] is equal to 1

n
and allocate the

piece Y = L1 ∩ [0, y] to agent p where y = yp =min{y1, y2, y3, ....., yn}. In order to decide how to share the
remaining cake, we perform the algorithm Al to the reduced instance (N ′\{p}, (L′

l)l∈M, (Vi)i∈N ′\{p}) where
L′
1 = L1\Y and L′

l = Ll for l 6= 1. We will show via induction on N ′ that the complete multi-allocation
P = (P1,P2, .....,Pn) returned by Al follows proportionality as well as feasibility and contiguity. Due to
Theorem 7, this is true for |N ′| = m. For m ≤ |N ′| ≤ k − 1, let’s assume that the claim is true. We will
now show that the claim also holds for |N ′| = k. Assume that agent a gets the contiguous piece Y . Clearly,
agent a receives a proportional value under P . Observe that for the remaining cake, all remaining agents

have a value of at least |N ′|−1
|N ′| Vi(C

′). Thus, by the induction hypothesis, each agent i 6= a has value at least
Vi(C

′)
|N ′| for its assigned layered piece Pi. The induction hypothesis makes it obvious that P is both feasible

and contiguous. The proof has concluded with the above.

5 Discussion

We study the problem of multi-layered cake cutting, where we divide multi-layered cake among a set of
agents under two constraints, feasibility and contiguity. In section 3, we propose a new computational
model. Then, we show the existence of an exact feasible multi-allocation for two agents and two layers using
the new computational model. In section 4, we show that a proportional multi-allocation can be computed
for three layers and any number of agents greater than three using the cut-and-eval queries. We also show
a technique for computing a proportional allocations for any number n ≥ 2a3 of agents and 2a3 layers,
where a is any positive integer. Igarashi and Meunier [26] show the existence of a feasible and contiguous
proportional multi-allocation for any number m of layers and any number n ≥ m of agents. But our results
are based on the computation of proportional multi-allocation for various agents and layers.

There are several directions that are open for future research.
• Query complexity of envy-free multi-allocation : In the multi-layered cake-cutting problem, the

query complexity of finding a feasible multi-allocation that is envy-free is open.
• Computation of proportional multi-allocation : Igarashi and Meunier [26] show the existence of

a feasible and contiguous proportional multi-allocation for any number m of layers and any number n ≥ m
of agents. Hosseini et al. [20] give a computational procedure of finding a feasible and contiguous multi-
allocation for n ≥ m agents and m = 2a layers, where a is a positive integer. We extend the result for n ≥ m
agents and m layers, where m = 3, 2a3 and a is a positive integer. Extending the result for an arbitrary m
is unsolved.

• Existence of exact multi-allocation : Austin [30] shows the existence of an exact allocation for a
single-layered cake and two agents. We show the existence of an exact feasible multi-allocation for two layers
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and two agents. Alon [31] shows the existence of an exact allocation for a single-layered cake. Finding the
existence of an exact feasible multi-allocation for n ≥ m agents and m layers is open.

• Efficiency of multi-allocation : Caragiannis et al. [7] explore how allocation efficiency is affected
by fairness. They take into account three distinct concepts of fairness for the allocations of divisible and
indivisible goods and chores: proportionality, envy-freeness, and equitability. In comparison to optimal
allocations, fair allocations lose efficiency. They quantify this loss and demonstrate the price of justice under
three different concepts. Aumann and Dombb [6] examine how fairness criteria may lead to a decrease in
social welfare, focusing mostly on a scenario where each agent requires a connected piece. The study of
efficiency in multi-layered cakes is another direction of work.
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Appendix

Exact multi-layered cake cutting

The m (even)-layered cut

Initially, the issue of why we define another division is highlighted. In Section 3, our goal is to determine an
exact multi-allocation that is feasible. When both agents have the same valuation functions, corresponding
to specific to this case, we are able to obtain an exact multi-allocation that is both feasible and contiguous.
Otherwise, we never get an exact multi-allocation that meets the two criteria. The following question
therefore arises: Is there an exact multi-allocation that satisfies the condition of feasibility? Suppose that
there is an exact multi-allocation that meets the feasibility condition and that both agents have different
valuation functions. In light of this, the multi-allocation P = (P1,P2) that meets the feasibility constraint
may have the form P1 = (([0, x]∩L1)∪([y, 1]∩L1), [x, y]∩L2) and P2 = ([x, y]∩L1, ([0, x]∩L2)∪([y, 1]∩L2)).

P11

P22 P12

P21 P22

P11L2

L1

x y

Figure 17 : P = (P1,P2)

Our defined partition and computational model are very relevant to the switching point property and the
Austin moving-knife procedure.

In the Austin moving-knife procedure, we start by moving two knives over a single-layered cake from
positions 0 and p so that the piece between the two knives is always half with respect to agent 1, where p
divides the cake into equal-valued pieces with respect to agent 1.
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0 p 1

1st Knife 2nd knife

Figure 18 : Initial positions of the two knives.

The movement of those two knives will come to an end at points p and 1, respectively, since point p divides
the cake into two equal-valued portions with regard to agent 1.

0 p 1

1st knife 2nd knife

Figure 19 : Terminal positions of the two knives.

When the second agent believes the value of the piece between the two knives is half, he will order the
movement of the knives to stop. The intermediate value theorem demands that this situation occur.

0 x y 1

1st knife 2nd knife

Figure 20 : Positions of the two knives when exactness happens.

Our Procedure to show the existence of an exact feasible multi-allocation

Similar to the Austin moving-knife procedure, we define a pair of knives to divide the cake under feasibil-
ity constraints. Suppose that s1 is a switching point of agent 1. Due to the definition of the switching
point, we obtain V1(LR(s1)) = V1(RL(s1)) = 1/2. Therefore, V1(TLR(0, s1)) = V1(RL(s1)) = 1/2 and
V1(TLR(s1, 1)) = V1(LR(s1)) = 1/2.

x = 0 y = s1

L2

L1 LR(s1)

RL(s1) LR(s1)

RL(s1)

Figure 21: Partition for the pair (0, s1).

Explanation

Similar to the Austin moving-knife procedure, we begin to move the pair of knives K1 and K2 from positions
0 and s1 such that the value of the piece TLR(0, s1) is half for agent 1, where s1 is a switching point of agent
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1.

L2

L1

x = 0 y = s1

Figure 22: Initial positions of the pair of knives

We continuously move these two knives such that the piece TLR(x, y) is valued at half with respect to
agent 1, where x ≤ y. It is always possible to move the pair of knives while keeping the value on the piece
TLR(x, y) at half with respect to agent 1 because we simultaneously move the pair of knives according to the
valuations of agent 1. The terminal locations of the knives K1 and K2 are at points s1 and 1, respectively.

L2

L1

y = 1x = s1

Figure 23: Terminal positions of the pair of knives

While we continuously move these two knives, keeping the value on the piece TLR(x, y) always half with
regard to agent 1, agent 2 can sometimes say "stop" when he thinks the value on the piece TLR(x, y) is half.
The intermediate value theorem implies that this situation occurs.

TLR

TRL TLR

TRL TLR

TRLL2

L1

x y

K1 K2

Figure 24: Exact multi-allocation
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