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ABSTRACT

We study the problem of dynamically allocating T indivisible items
to n agents with the restriction that the allocation is fair all the
time. Due to the negative results to achieve fairness when alloca-
tions are irrevocable, we allow adjustments to make fairness attain-
able with the objective to minimize the number of adjustments.
For restricted additive or general identical valuations, we show
that envy-freeness up to one item (EF1) can be achieved with no
adjustments. For additive valuations, we give an EF1 algorithm
that requires O(mT) adjustments, improving the previous result
of O(nmT) adjustments, where m is the maximum number of dif-
ferent valuations for items among all agents.

We further impose the contiguity constraint on items such that
items are arranged on a line by the order they arrive and require
that each agent obtains a consecutive block of items. We present
extensive results to achieve either proportionality with an additive
approximate factor (PROPa) or EF1, where PROPa is a weaker fair-
ness notion than EF1. In particular, we show that for identical val-
uations, achieving PROPa requires ©(nT) adjustments. Moreover,
we show that it is hopeless to make any significant improvement
for either PROPa or EF1 when valuations are nonidentical.

Our results exhibit a large discrepancy between the identical
and nonidentical cases in both contiguous and noncontiguous set-
tings. All our positive results are computationally efficient.

1 INTRODUCTION

Fair division is one of the most fundamental and well-studied top-
ics in Computational Social Choice with much significance and
several applications in many real-life scenarios [16, 25]. Generally,
there are some resources and our objective is to divide them among
a group of competing agents in a fair manner. In our discussion, we
assume that the items to be allocated are goods, whose valuations
are nonnegative. Arguably, the most compelling fairness notion is
envy-freeness, which is defined as each agent weakly preferring his
own bundle to any other agent’s bundle.

However, in the indivisible regime, the existence of envy-free so-
lutions is not guaranteed. For instance, if there are two agents but
only one item, the agent who receives the item is certainly envied
by the other one. One of the natural relaxations of envy-freeness is
envy-freeness up to one item (EF1) [12]. In an EF1 allocation, every
agent i may envy another agent j, but the envy could be eliminated
by removing one item from agent j’s bundle. EF1 allocations are al-
ways guaranteed to exist and can be computed in polynomial time
even for general valuations [20].

Imposing some constraints to the model will make the fairness
objective less tractable. A series of works focus on the setting where
items lie on a line and each agent obtains a consecutive block of

items. For monotone valuations, Bilo et al. [8] present polynomial-
time algorithms to compute contiguous EF1 allocations for any
number of agents with identical valuations or at most three agents,
and prove the existence of contiguous EF1 allocations for four agents.
More recently, it is shown that contiguous EF1 allocations for any
number of agents always exist [19].

Another natural generalization assumes that items arrive online.
Furthermore, the types of future items are unknown and decisions
have to be made instantly. He et al. [17] investigate this model
with the requirement that the allocations returned after the arrival
of each item are EF1 and consider additive valuations. However,
due to the negative results against adversaries when allocations
are irrevocable [7], adjustments are necessary to achieve EF1 deter-
ministically. Notably, the O(T?) of adjustments is attained trivially
by redistributing all items in each round, where T is the number
of items. He et al. [17] show that the Q(T) of adjustments is in-
evitable for more than two agents, even if the information of all
items is known upfront. On the positive side, they give two algo-
rithms with respectively O(T1) and O(nmT) adjustments, where
n is the number of agents and m denotes the maximum number of
distinct valuations for items among all agents.

In this work, we adopt the model proposed by He et al. [17]. Fur-
thermore, we also impose the contiguity constraint on items. More
precisely, items are arranged on a line by the order they arrive and
each agent obtains a contiguous block of items. To motivate this,
consider a library that has several bookshelves with books of the
same types being placed together. Moreover, the numbers of books
of two different types should not differ by a large amount. With
more and more bookshelves being deployed, the library needs to
reallocate a consecutive block of bookshelves to each certain type
of book and redistribute the books according to the new allocation.
In this case, the objective is to minimize the cost of moving the
books or equivalently, the number of adjustments. We study the
number of adjustments necessary to achieve some fairness guar-
antee in both contiguous and noncontiguous settings.

1.1 Our Contributions

We first describe our positive results in the noncontiguous setting.
We show that if valuations are limited to be restricted additive! or
general identical, EF1 can be achieved with no adjustments. In addi-
tion, we give an EF1 algorithm for additive valuations that requires
O(mT) adjustments, improving the previous result of O(nmT) ad-
justments. Note that if m is a constant, it matches the Q(T) lower
bound and thus is optimal.

!The valuations are restricted additive if they are additive and every item has an in-
herent valuation with every agent being interested in only some items [1].
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Table 1: Results for the contiguous setting with additive val-
uations. The result for two agents in the identical case also
works for general valuations.

Identical Nonidentical
PROPa EF1 PROPa EF1
Lower Upper
n=2 o(T) o(T?)
n>2 O(rT) Qnl) O (% : nzT) Q(T?/n)  O(T?)

With the contiguity constraint, EF1 is too stringent and we start
with a weaker fairness notion. It is known that contiguous (”T_l -
o™&X)-proportional (PROPa) allocations can be computed efficiently,
where v™2X is the maximum valuation of items, and this additive
approximate factor is tight in some sense [26]. We first consider
identical valuations. We give a PROPa algorithm that requires O(nT)
adjustments and then establish the matching lower bound to show
that our algorithm is optimal. When it comes to EF1, for two agents
with general valuations, we show that EF1 is achievable with O(T)
adjustments, which is optimal. If the valuation of each item is as-
sumed to lie in [L, R] such that 0 < L < R, we give an EF1 al-
gorithm that requires O ((R/L) - n?T) adjustments. By contrast, in
the nonidentical case, we show that it is hopeless to make any sig-
nificant improvement even for additive valuations. Specifically, we
give instances to establish the lower bounds of Q(T?/n) to achieve
PROPa and Q(T?) for EF1. Our results in the contiguous setting
with additive valuations are summarized in Table 1.

Our results exhibit a large discrepancy between the identical
and nonidentical cases in both contiguous and noncontiguous set-
tings. In addition, all the algorithms given in this paper can be im-
plemented in polynomial time.

1.2 Related Work

Even though both divisible and indivisible models are extensively
studied, we only focus on the indivisible setting, which is more
relevant to our work.

Dynamic fair division. Our work belongs to the vast literature of
dynamic or online fair division [4]. Under the assumption that val-
uations are normalized to [0, 1] and items are allocated irrevocably,
the maximum envy of O(\/m) can be achieved deterministically
and this bound is tight asymptotically [7]. To bypass the negative
results, motivated by the notion of disruptions [13, 14], He et al.
[17] introduce adjustments to achieve EF1 deterministically.

Without the ability to adjust, another popular measure of com-
promise is assuming that agents’ valuations are stochastic. When
the valuation of each agent to each item is drawn ii.d. from some
distribution, the algorithm of allocating each item to the agent with
the maximum valuation for it is envy-free with high probability
and ex-post Pareto optimal [21, 22]. Besides, Bai et al. [5] provide
the same guarantee for asymmetric agents, i.e., the valuation of an
item for each agent is independently drawn from an agent-specific
distribution. Furthermore, assuming that the valuations of differ-
ent agents for the same item are correlated, Pareto efficiency and
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fairness are also compatible [27]. More recently, Benadeé et al. [6]
study the partial-information setting where only the ordinal infor-
mation is revealed. Another series of works [2, 3] resort to ran-
dom allocations to achieve ex-ante fairness together with some ef-
ficiency and incentive guarantees.

Fair division of contiguous blocks. The online fair division model
with the contiguity requirement concerned in our work is a strict
extension of the fair division of contiguous blocks problem. In the
offline setting, the existence of contiguous EF1 allocations is inten-
sively studied [8, 19, 24] and the approximate versions of propor-
tionality, envy-freeness, and equitability are also considered [26].
More recently, Misra et al. [23] designs an algorithm to compute a
contiguous EQ1 allocation with the egalitarian welfare guarantee.
Besides, the price of fairness of contiguous allocations for goods
and chores are respectively established by Suksompong [26] and
Hohne et al. [18]. More generally, the connectivity relation among
items is allowed to form a graph that possesses some structures
with a path being a special case [9, 10].

2 PRELIMINARIES

There are n agents and let N = [n] be the set of all agents. There
are T items arriving one by one. Let g; be the ¢-th item and M; =
{91, .,9:} be the set of the first ¢ items that arrive. In particular,
define M = Mr.Let M, = {gi41, .. .,gr} be the set of items whose
indexes are in [l + 1,r] with My, = M,. Each agent i has a non-
negative valuation v; : 2M _, R,, which reflects his evaluation
for each subset of items. Denote m = max;en [{vi(g) | g € M}|
as the maximum number of distinct valuations for items among
all agents. To simplify the notations, for S € M and g € M, we
use v;(g), v; (S +¢g) and v; (S — g) to respectively represent v; ({g}),
0;(S U {g}) and v;(S \ {g}). An allocation for a set of items M’ is
a tuple (A, Az, ..., Ap) satisfying A; N Aj = 0 foralli # j and
A1 UAU...UA, = M, where A; is agent i’s bundle.

After the arrival of each item, algorithms should return an al-
location for all the existing items. We use the number of adjust-
ments to measure the performance of algorithms. Formally, let the
allocations returned by an algorithm be Al ..., AT where A is an
allocation for M. The number of adjustments in round ¢ is defined
as the number of items g € M;—; such that g belongs to different
agents in A*~! and A?. The number of adjustments required by an
algorithm is defined as the total number of adjustments across all
T rounds.

Now we enumerate different types of valuation functions that
are considered in this paper. A valuation v is additive if for all
S C M, we have o(S) = 2ges v(g). Valuations vy, ...,0, are re-
stricted additive if they are additive and each item g has an inherent
valuation vy so that v;(g) € {0,v,4} for every agent i. A valuation v
is general if it is only required to be monotone, ie, v(S +g) > v(S)
for all S € M and g € M. Valuations vy, ...,v, are identical if we
have v1(-) = -+ = vp(-). We assume valuations to be additive if
without specification.

We formally define the fairness criteria including EF1 and PROPa
in the following.

Definition 2.1 (EF1). An allocation A is envy-free up to one item
(EF1) if for any i,j € N, either v;(A;) > v;(Aj) or there exists
g € Aj such that v; (A;) > 0;(Aj - g).
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Definition 2.2 (PROPa). Let o™ = max;en gem vi(g). An allo-
cation A is ("T_l - ™M) -proprtional (PROPa) if we have

1 -1
vi(Ai) = — -0 (M) - T o™
n n

for any i € N.

The following proposition shows that EF1 is a stronger notion
than PROPa.

Proposition 2.1. If an allocation A = (Au,...,Ap) is EF1, then it
is also PROPa.

PRrROOF. Suppose that there are n agents with valuations vy, ..., o,
and allocation A = (Ay,...,Ap) isEF1.Fixi € N.If A is empty for
some j € N, then we add an item with valuation 0 for each agent
to Aj. From now on, we assume that Ay, ..., A, are nonempty. By
the definition of EF1, for any j € N, there exists g;j € A; such that

0i(A;) > vi(Aj — gj)-
Summing over all j # i, we obtain
(n—1)-vi(Aj) 2 Zvi(Aj -9j)
JFi
Adding v;(A;) to both sides,

n-v;i(A;) = 0;(M) - Zﬂi(gj)~

JEi
Therefore,
1 1
vi(A;) 2 - <0;i(M) - - Zvi(gj)
J#i
1 -1
> —-0;(M) - D= pmax
n n
as desired. o

3 NONCONTIGUOUS SETTING

In this section, we consider the noncontiguous setting. We first
present greedy algorithms for restricted additive and general iden-
tical valuations to show that EF1 can be achieved at no cost in both
cases. Next, we give an algorithm that requires O(mT) adjustments.
In Appendix A, we show that when there are only two agents, we
can achieve the optimal O(T) adjustments even if the valuations
are allowed to be negative.

3.1 Restricted Additive or General Identical
Valuations

For additive valuations, recall that every EF1 algorithm requires
at least Q(T) adjustments [17]. We show that if we limit the val-
uations to restricted additive or general identical valuations, EF1
can be achieved with no cost: simple greedy algorithms is EF1 and
require no adjustments for these two cases. Notably, restricted ad-
ditive valuations can be viewed as a slightly more general version
of additive identical valuations by adding the assumption that each
agent may be indifferent to some items. As a consequence, there is
a large discrepancy between the identical and nonidentical cases
in the noncontiguous setting.

Firstly, we give a greedy algorithm for restricted additive valua-
tions in Algorithm 1, whose idea is straightforward. In each round,
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we simply give the new item to the agent with the minimum valua-
tion for his current bundle among the agents that positively value
the new item. Without loss of generality, we assume that for every
item, there exists an agent that has a positive valuation for it. Since
otherwise all agents are indifferent to the item and we just discard
it.

Algorithm 1 Greedy Algorithm for Restricted Additive Valuations

Require: v; for each agent a;
: A=0
2: fort=1,...,T do
3 k «— argmin;., (g,)>0 0i (Ai)
4 A — A U{gs}
5 Al — A
6: return [Al,Az, .. .,AT]

Theorem 3.1. Algorithm 1 is an EF1 algorithm for restricted addi-
tive valuations that requires no adjustments.

Proor. Algorithm 1 makes no adjustments since once an item
is assigned to an agent, it will be allocated to the same agent in
the future. Now we prove that every returned allocation is EF1.
First we prove the property that, for any i, j € N, v;(Aj) < vj(Aj)
always holds. In other words, each bundle is valued the most by
the agent who owns it. Since Algorithm 1 only assigns an item
to the agent who has positive valuation for it, for any agent j, we
havev;(Aj) = X geA; Vg» where vy is the inherent valuation of item
g. Since agent i may be indifferent to some items in Aj, we have
Z)[(Aj) < ZgGAJ— Vg = Z)j(Aj).

Next, we prove that each allocation is EF1 by induction. Before
the arrival of the first item, the allocation is trivially EF1. We will
show that if the current allocation is EF1, then after the arrival
of a new item, the newly generated allocation is also EF1. When
a new item g comes, define Ny = {i € N | vi(g) > 0} as the
set of agents who are interested in g and N, = N \ Nj as the set
of agents who are not. Since the agents in Ny are indifferent to g,
their presence cannot lead to the violation of EF1 no matter which
agent g is assigned to. Therefore, we are only concerned about the
agents in Nj. Let k € Nj be the agent who gets g. By the choice of
k, for any i € Nj, we have v;(Ag) < vp(Ag) < vi(A;) before the
assignment of g, which means that each agent in N; does not envy
agent k. Thus after allocating g to agent k, each agent in N; will
not envy agent k up to one item. Therefore, the new allocation is
also EF1. m]

Then we give an algorithm for general identical valuations in Al-
gorithm 2. The allocating strategy of Algorithm 2 is assigning the
new item to the agent with the minimum valuation for his current
bundle.

Theorem 3.2. Algorithm 2 is an EF1 algorithm for general identical
valuations that requires no adjustments.

Proor. Algorithm 2 makes no adjustments since once an item
is assigned to an agent, it will be allocated to the same agent in
the future. Now we prove that every returned allocation is EF1
by induction. When there are no items, the allocation is trivially
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Algorithm 2 Greedy Algorithm for General Identical Valuations Algorithm 3 Layer Updating Algorithm
Require: A valuation v for all agents Require: v; for each agent a;

1: A=0 1: fort=1,...,T do

2 fort=1,...,T do 2 ke T4

3 k « argmin; v(A;) 3 fori=1,....,k—1do

4 Ap — A U{gs} 4 while G := {a € N | v5(9:) > v4(C))} # 0 do

5 Al — A 5: @ « argmingeg 0q(CL)

6 return [Al, A2, . ..,AT] 6 swap(gs, C[’;)

EF1. We will prove that if the current allocation is EF1, then after
the arrival of a new item, the newly generated allocation is also
EF1. When a new item g comes, suppose that agent k is the agent
with the minimum valuation for his current bundle and thus gets
g. Since all agents do not envy agent k before the assignment by
the choice of k, they will not envy agent k up to one item in the
new allocation. Therefore, the new allocation is also EF1. O

3.2 Additive Valuations

For additive valuations, we present an EF1 algorithm that requires
O(mT) adjustments in Algorithm 3. Note that when m is a constant,
Algorithm 3 is optimal.

The idea is based on the round-robin algorithm. Recall that in
the round-robin algorithm, agents pick their favorite items alter-
nately in each round. The resulting allocation is EF1 since, in each
round, every agent prefers the item that he picks in this round to
any item picked by some agent in the next round. Based on this ob-
servation, we aim to maintain the above property for the allocation
in each round?. To this end, we maintain a round-robin structure
by dividing items into multiple layers satisfying that each agent
gets exactly one item in each layer. In particular, each agent gets
no more than one item in the last layer. Moreover, it holds that in
each layer, each agent prefers his item in this layer to any item in
the next layer. In this case, the allocation induced by this structure
is EF1.

Algorithm 3 is the realization of the above idea. We use C* to
store the allocation in layer k, where C ’; denotes the item obtained
by agent a. In particular, let CL = 0 if agent i does not obtain any
item in layer i, and let v;(0) = 0 for all i € N. When a new item
arrives, the algorithm updates each layer sequentially. Whenever
there is an agent who prefers the new item to his item in the cur-
rent layer, we swap the new item with his item in the current layer
(Line 4-Line 6). After all the replacements in the current layer are
finished, we move to the next layer and repeat the above process.
In the last layer, we assign the new item to an arbitrary agent who
has not obtained any item in this layer (Line 7). Finally, we return
the allocation collectively induced by all layers (Line 8).

Theorem 3.3. Algorithm 3 is an EF1 algorithm that requires O(mT)
adjustments.

ProOF. We first prove that throughout the algorithm, for each
layer k, each agent prefers the item that he obtains in this layer to
any item in layer k + 1, ie., vi(Cll.c) > vi(C}‘H) for any i,j € N.
Then we show that this condition is sufficient for EF1.

2This approach is applied in [11] to show that the allocation induced by recursively
finding a maximum-weight matching between agents and items is EF1.

k
Crne(k-1) < 9t

8: Let A? be the combination of allocations C!,C?, .. ., ck
9: return [Al,Az, .. .,AT]

7:

Now we use induction to prove that
0i(CF) 2 0;(CK*), Vi, j e N,Vk > 0. 1)

When there are no items, (1) is trivially satisfied. We will show that
if (1) holds for the current allocation, then after the arrival of a new
item, (1) also holds for the newly generated allocation. Note that
during the update of a layer, each replacement will strictly increase
the valuation of the chosen agent for his item in this layer. Thus
after each replacement, the chosen agent still prefers his item in
this layer to any item in the next layer. Moreover, the update for
a layer being finished indicates that each agent prefers his item in
this layer to the new item. As a result, we can safely move on and
update the next layer with the new item.

We show that (1) implies EF1. Suppose that (C1, C?, .. .) satisfies
(1) and let A be the allocation induced by (C!,C?, .. .). Note that for
any i € N, we have A; = {C},Cl?, ...}. Thus for any agents i, j € N,
we have

vi(A) = D 0i(CF) > Y 0,(CK) = vi(4; - ),
k>1 k>1
which means that agent i does not envy agent j up to one item.
Therefore, A is EF1.

Finally, we prove that the algorithm uses O(mT) adjustments
in total. Notice that the number of adjustments is upper bounded
by the number of replacements. Since a replacement will make
the valuation of the chosen agent for his item in the current layer
strictly larger and there are at most m distinct valuations of each
agent for items, the number of replacements for each agent in a
certain layer is at most m. Therefore, the number of adjustments
is [T/n] - n- m = O(mT) since there are [T/n] layers. m]

We also notice that all the positive results in the noncontiguous
setting share the property that the valuation of each agent will not
decrease across the entire period. In other words, agents will only
be better off if they follow the dictation of adjustments and, as a
result, they have the incentive to participate. By contrast, in the
contiguous setting, the incentive property is not compatible with
EF1. See Appendix B for more discussion about the incentive issue.

4 CONTIGUOUS SETTING WITH IDENTICAL
VALUATIONS

In this section, we assume that all items are arranged on a line
by the order they arrive. Moreover, we impose the constraint on
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the allocation that it has to be contiguous, i.e., each agent gets a
contiguous block of items. We assume valuations to be identical in
this section, which can be represented by a valuation v shared by
all agents, and agent i always gets the i-th block from left to right.
We will establish lower and upper bounds for both PROPa and EF1.
All the omitted proofs in this section can be found in Appendix D.

4.1 Upper Bounds for PROPa

In the offline model, for any line of items M and n agents with
nonidentical valuations, Suksompong [26] designs an efficient al-
gorithm to compute a PROPa contiguous allocation. He also shows
that "T_l - o™ i the best additive approximation factor even for
identical valuations and without the contiguity requirement.

Lemma 4.1 (Theorem 1 in [26]). Suppose that there are n agents
with nonidentical valuations and the items in M are arranged on
a line. Then contiguous PROPa allocations always exist and can be
computed in polynomial time.

We start by describing the offline algorithm given by Suksom-
pong [26]. The algorithm maintains a current block, iterates all
items sequentially, and adds the new item to the current block. In
the beginning, all agents are active. Whenever there exists an agent
i satisfying PROPa for the current block, then the current block is
obtained by agent i. After that, agent i is deactivated and the cur-
rent block becomes empty. Finally, when all agents become inac-
tive, the remaining items are assigned arbitrarily without violating
the contiguity constraints.

For identical valuations in the online setting, we give an algo-
rithm based on the offline algorithm that achieves PROPa with
O(nT) adjustments in Algorithm 4. Intuitively, we intend to use the
offline algorithm as a subroutine to compute an allocation in each
round independently. If we successfully prove that each separat-
ing point between two adjacent blocks is nondecreasing through-
out all rounds, then the O(nT) upper bound is established. A suf-
ficient condition for the nondecreasing property of the separating
points is that the constraint factor in round ¢, defined as B; :=
% ~o(My) — "T_l - ™3 (M), is nondecreasing. Unfortunately, this
may not hold. For example, if n = 3 and there are two items g1, g2
such that v(g;) = 0 and v(g2) = 1, then we have B; = 0 and
B2 = —1/3 < Bj. The essential observation is that when Bs1+1 < Bt
and A? satisfies the constraint factor By, adding an item to some
block will only enable the allocation to be feasible for a larger con-
straint factor. Therefore, if B;41 < By, we just arbitrarily assign
the new item to obtain A!*! from A?. In fact, we will show that if
Biy1 < BY'® where B := max;e(s] Bi, then we are allowed to
allocate the new item arbitrarily.

In Algorithm 4, for any i € [n], p; serves as the index of the
last item in the i-th block, where py = 0 and p, = t are omitted.
We update p; sequentially by moving p; backward until the i-th
block satisfies the proportional constraint, i.e., o(Mp,_, p,) = Bt
(Line 5-Line 6).

Theorem 4.2. Algorithm 4 is a PROPa algorithm for identical val-
uations that requires O(nT) adjustments.
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Algorithm 4 PROPa Algorithm for Identical Valuations

Require: A valuation function v for all agents
1 pie—0fori=12...,n-1
2: fort=1,...,T do
3: Br — L -o(My) — B2 - o™ (My)

n

4 fori=1,...,n—-1do

5: while v (Mp,_, p;) < B do
6 pi—pi+ 1

7: Af — MPi*laPi

8: Af.l «— MPn—lyt
9: return [Al,Az, .. .,AT]

4.2 Upper Bounds for EF1

In this section, we consider EF1 as the fairness criterion, which,
by Proposition 2.1, is stronger than PROPa. We first give an EF1
algorithm for two agents with general identical valuations that re-
quires O(T) adjustments in Algorithm 5. At each round ¢, we first
find the minimum index i such that the total valuation of items
on the left of g; (inclusively) is at least the total valuation of the
remaining items, i.e., o(M;) > v(M;;) (Line 2). Then the line of
items is separated into two blocks by g;, where g; belongs to the
block with the smaller valuation (Line 3-Line 6).

Algorithm 5 EF1 Algorithm for Two Agents with General Identi-
cal Valuations

Require: A valuation function o for all agents
1: fort=1,...,T do
2 i=min{j | o(Mj) > 0(Mj;)}

3 if v(Mj—1) < v(M;;) then
4 Al = (M;, M,r)

5: else

6:

Al = (Mj—1, Mi—1,1)
7: return [Al,Az, .. .,AT]

Theorem 4.3. Algorithm 5 is an EF1 algorithm for two agents with
general identical valuations that requires O(T) adjustments.

Proor. First, the i specified in Line 2 is well-defined since t €
{j | v(Mj) = v(M;;)}. We show that A’ is EF1 for any ¢ € [T].
Fix t € [T] and define i as in Line 2. Let L = M;—j and R = M;,
and we have v(L + g;) > v(R) by definition. Note that (R + g;) >
v(L) holds since otherwise v(L) > ov(R + g;) and we know that
i—1¢€{j|oMj) = v(Mj;)}, which contradicts the minimality
of i. Without loss of generality, suppose that A = (L U {g;},R) by
symmetry, which means that v(L) < o(R). Thus agent 2 does not
envy agent 1 up to one item. On the other hand, v(L + g;) > v(R)
and thus agent 1 does not envy agent 2. As a result, A is EF1 for
any t € [T].

It remains to prove the required number of adjustments. Define
f() = min{j | v(M;) > v(Mj,)} and h(t) such that agent 1 ob-
tains exactly the first A(t) items in A?. By the monotonicity of v,
we know that f () is nondecreasing. Due to the allocation rule, we

3Such i is called lumpy tie in [8], which possesses some desirable properties that are
useful to establish contiguous fair allocations.
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have f(t) = h(¢) or f(t) = h(t) — 1. It suffices to prove that h(¢) is
nondecreasing since in this case, the total number of adjustments
is

~

-1 T-1
|h(t+1) = h(t)] = > (h(t+1) = h(t)) = h(T) = h(1) < T.
t=1 t=1

Fix t < T.If f(t) < f(t+ 1), it holds that
h(t) < f(t) < f(t+1)—1<h(t+1).

Besides, if f(¢) = f(¢t+1) and h(¢) = f(¢) — 1, then h(¢) < h(t+1)
trivially holds. Lastly, if f(t) = f(t + 1) and h(t) = f(t), we have
U(Mf(t)—l) < U(Mf(t),t)~ Since

(Mg (r1)-1) = 0(Mp(p)-1) < 0(Mp(p),0)
< o(Mp(p),e41) = 0(Mp(41),041)>

gf(t+1) is allocated to agent 1 in AL Tt follows that h(t + 1) =
f(t+1) = h(t). Therefore, h(t) is nondecreasing. O

For any number of agents, we fail to establish such a nondecreas-
ing property for the separating points, by which we can similarly
achieve O(nT) adjustments. Nevertheless, under the assumption
that the valuation of each item lies in some range [L, R] such that
0 < L < R, we employ the slightly modified version of Algorithm 1
in [8] for any number of agents with additive identical valuations
as a subroutine to obtain an EF1 allocation in each round indepen-
dently. This leads to an EF1 algorithm for additive identical valua-
tions that requires O ((R/L) - nzT) adjustments.

We present the offline algorithm in Algorithm 6 and the online
algorithm in Algorithm 7. For a contiguous allocation A, define
P(A) = (f,...,t) such that {5 = 0 and P;(A) = ¢; is the index
of the last item in A;. Denote the leximin (lexicographic maximin)
allocation as the allocation that maximizes the lowest valuation
among all agents, subject to which it maximizes the second-lowest
one, and so on. We say that A is leximinmin if A is the leximin allo-
cation with lexicographically minimum P(A). In Algorithm 6, we
first find a contiguous leximinmin allocation* A as the initial allo-
cation and fix an agent i with the minimum valuation in A. Then
we iterate from 1 to i — 1 and from n to i + 1 separately. During
each iteration j, whenever agent i envies agent j even up to one
item, the item in A; that is closest to A; is moved to the adjacent
block. The only difference between Algorithm 6 in this paper and
Algorithm 1 in [8] is that Algorithm 6 uses the leximinmin allo-
cation as the initial allocation rather than an arbitrary leximin al-
location. Intuitively, choosing the leximinmin allocation guaran-
tees the property that each separating point between two adjacent
blocks is nondecreasing (Lemma 4.7), which is crucial for proving
the upper bound.

We first present the property of Algorithm 6.

Lemma 4.4 (Theorem 7.1 in [8]). For additive identical valuations,
Algorithm 6 is EF1 and can be implemented in polynomial time. More-
over, throughout the two loops in Algorithm 6 (Line 3—Line 8), A; does
not change, where i is determined in Line 2 of Algorithm 6.

Now we give the performance of Algorithm 7.

4For completeness, we show how to use Dynamic Programming to efficiently compute
the contiguous leximinmin allocation in Appendix C.
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Algorithm 6 EF1 Offline Algorithm

Require: A valuation function v for all agents and an item set M
1: Let A = (Ay,...,An) be the contiguous leximinmin allocation
of M
2: Fix i = argminjen 0(Aj)
3: forj=1,...,i—1do
4 while agent i envies agent j even up to one item do
5 move the rightmost item of Aj to Aj4;

6: for j=n,...,i+1do

7 while agent i envies agent j even up to one item do
8: move the leftmost item of Aj to A;_;
9: return A

Algorithm 7 EF1 Online Algorithm

Require: A valuation function o for all agents
1: fort=1,...,T do
2: A? « the allocation returned by Algorithm 6 running with
v and M;
3: return [Al,Az, .. .,AT]

Theorem 4.5. Suppose that the valuations are additive identical
and there exist 0 < L < R such that v(g) € [L,R] for any g € M.
Then Algorithm 7 is EF1 and requires O ((R/L) - nzT) adjustments.

Before proving Theorem 4.5, we give some useful lemmas. Ob-
serve that without the contiguity constraint, leximin allocations
are EF1 for additive identical valuations. Since otherwise by se-
lecting agents i, j such that agent i envies agent j even up to one
item and moving an item with a positive valuation of agent j to
agent i, we reach a contradiction. Nevertheless, it is possible that
none of the contiguous leximin allocations is EF1. For instance,
suppose that there are 3 agents and 5 items with valuations 1, 3,
1, 1, 1. In this instance, the only contiguous leximin allocation is
({91}, {92}, {93, 94, g5}) and agent 1 envies agent 3 even up to one
item.

In a contiguous leximin allocation A = (Ay, ..., Ap), an essential
observation is that the difference between the valuations of two
adjacent blocks is upper bounded by R, where R is the maximum
valuation of items. As a result, let i = argminjen v(A;) be the
agent with the minimum valuation, then v(Aj) — v(A;) is upper
bounded by |i — j|R. We show in the following lemma that such
inequality always holds throughout Algorithm 6

Lemma 4.6. For additive identical valuations, suppose that the val-
uation of each item is at most R. Let i = argminjen 0(Aj) and
B = v(A;) where A is the initial contiguous leximinmin allocation.
Then throughout Algorithm 6,v(A;j) < |i — j|[R+ B always holds for
anyj € N.

PrROOF. Due to symmetry, we assume that i = 1 and we will
prove that

v(Aj) < (j-1)R+B ()

always holds for any j € N. Note that by Lemma 4.4, A; does not

change throughout the algorithm. Thus (2) always holds for j = 1.
Now supposing for induction that (2) always holds for j = k — 1
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where k > 1, we will show that (2) holds for j = k all the time.
Suppose for contradiction that v(Ay) > (k — 1)R + B at some time.
During iteration k, we will keep moving the leftmost item in A
to Ag_; until agent i does not envy agent k up to one item. Note
that agent i does not envy agent k up to one item only if v(Ag) <
v(A;j) + R = B + R, since otherwise for any g € Ay, v(Ap — g) >
v(Ag) — R > v(A;). Thus the total valuation of the items being
moved from Ay to Ay_; during iteration k is at least

v(Ag) — (v(A)) +R) > (k—1)R+B—- (B+R) = (k- 2)R

which, combining the fact that v(A;_;) > B, contradicts the induc-
tion assumption that (2) always holds for j = k — 1. |

The following lemma describes the monotonicity of the sepa-
rating points between two adjacent blocks in the initial contigu-
ous leximinmin allocations in Algorithm 6. This is essentially why
we choose leximinmin allocations as initial allocations. Recall that
P;(A) is the index of the last item in bundle A;.

Lemma 4.7. For additive identical valuations, let X! be the initial
contiguous leximinmin allocation fixed by Algorithm 6 in round t.
Then for everyt < T and j € N, we have Pj(X") < Pj(X”l).

Now it is sufficient to prove Theorem 4.5.

PrROOF OoF THEOREM 4.5. Lemma 4.4 implies that Algorithm 7 is
EF1. It remains to prove the required number of adjustments. We
will use Lemma 4.6 to show that for any ¢t € [T], the number
of adjustments required to transform X’ to A? is upper bounded
by O(n?R/L). Combining the monotonicity of Pj(X’) given by
Lemma 4.7, we can establish the desired upper bound by triangle
inequality.

Fix round ¢ and let i = argminjen U(X;). By Lemma 4.6, we
know that v(A;) < v(A;) + |i — j|R throughout Algorithm 6. Since
by Lemma 4.4, A; never changes and the valuation of each item is
at least L, the number of items being moved from A; toward A; dur-
ing the iteration j is at most (v(A;) — v(A;))/L < |i — jIR/L. Note
that for two contiguous allocations A” and A”, the number of ad-
justments that are required to transform A’ to A” is 27:_11 |Pj(A")—
P;j(A"”)|. Thus the number of adjustments required by Algorithm 6
to transform the initial contiguous leximinmin allocation X? to the
final EF1 allocation A? is

n-1
DUIPi(x") = Pj(AD] < Y i jIR/L < O(n*R/L).
j=1 J#i
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Therefore, the number of adjustments required by Algorithm 7 is

T-1n-1
|Pj(A") = Pj(A"Y)]
=1 j=1
T-1n-1
< 30 > (IPiAY) = X1+ 1P (X = Py (x|
=1 j=1
+ |Pj(Xt+1) _ Pj(At+1)|)
T-1n-1
< P;(X") - Pj(X"*)[ +0 ((R/L) -nzT)
=1 j=1
T-1n-1

DII4

(P;(X"*1) = P;(X")) + O ((R/L) - n*T

Jj=

~
—_

_

&
|

=N (P;(xT) - Pj(x")) +0 ((R/L) . nzT)
=1

<0(nT)+0 ((R/L) : nZT) =0 ((R/L) : nZT) ,

[
I

where the first equality is due to the monotonicity of P;(X’) for
any j € N given by Lemma 4.7. m]

4.3 Lower Bounds

We demonstrate that our upper bound to achieve PROPa for identi-
cal valuations is asymptotically tight. Moreover, by Proposition 2.1,
the same lower bound is also applied to EF1.

Theorem 4.8. For identical valuations, every PROPa algorithm re-
quires at least Q(nT) adjustments.

PROOF. Suppose that there are n agents with identical valua-
tions and each agent has a valuation of 1 for every item. The pro-
portional constraint factor for My that should be satisfied by each

block is
T _n-1] |1
n n | |nl|

Denote the number of items that have arrived as T. We first prove
that, for a large enough ¢, g must come to every agent’s block at
least once as T grows larger. In other words, for every agent i, there
exists T; such that in round T;, g; belongs to agent i. Then we use
this property to show the desired lower bound.

We will prove that, for t > n?, g; must come to every agent’s
block at least once as T grows larger. Fix t > n?. Note that in round
T = t, g must belong to agent n, since agent n’s block cannot be
empty. Now we show that for any i < n, agent i will obtain g; at
some time. Suppose t = ki —r, where 0 < r < iand k > n.In
round T = kn > t, each agent should obtain exactly k items. Then
gr belongs to agent i since k(i — 1) < t < ki.

Now it is sufficient to give the lower bound. By the above argu-
ments, for any ¢ > n?, T > t and i > nt/(T - n), we know that g;
must have been obtained by agents i,i + 1,...,n previously. Thus
the number of adjustments made on g; throughout T rounds is at




ArXiV, October, 2022

nZ
L A g
01(,%) 1---1 n2...n2
Uz(gt) 1-+-1 n2...n2
on(gr) 1---1 n® n?
v

Figure 1: Figure illustrating the instance in the proof of The-
orem 5.1. Each period of length n? is divided into n blocks of
length n, and agent i is only interested in the items in the i-
th block in each period ¢ with n?® valuation for each of these
items. The valuation 0 is omitted.

2

least n — [nt/(T — n)]. Summing over all ¢ > n®, we have

> -T2 = 3 - )

t=n t=n
T
Z(n—l)(T—nz)—ZT_
t=1
(i 1)(T—n?)~ "LT+D
= (=1 =) - F
=Q(nT),

where the last equality is due to T > n. Therefore, the number of
adjustments required by any PROPa algorithm is at least Q(nT).
]

Corollary 4.9. For identical valuations, every EF1 algorithm re-
quires at least Q(nT) adjustments.

5 CONTIGUOUS SETTING WITH
NONIDENTICAL VALUATIONS

In this section, for nonidentical valuations with contiguity require-
ment, we show that it is hopeless to make any significant improve-
ment to the trivial O(T?) upper bound for both PROPa and EF1.
All the omitted proofs in this section can be found in Appendix E.

Theorem 5.1. For nonidentical valuations, every PROPa algorithm
requires at least Q(T? /n) adjustments.

PRrROOF. Suppose that there are T items and n agents with valu-
ations vy, ...,0,. Forany t € [T], let

2

n%, cn?+ (i—1)n <t <cn®+infor somec >0,
0i(gt) =

0, otherwise,

for all i € N. As illustrated in Figure 1, each period of length n? is
divided into n blocks of length n, and agent i is only interested in
the items in the i-th block in each period ¢ with n?® valuation for
each of these items. It suffices to show that, for every k > 2n, the
first nk — n? items belong to one agent in round nk and another
agent in round nk + n. Since it follows that the number of adjust-
ments is at least ZT/" 1(nk -
T > n.

n%) = ©(T?/n), where we assume

Mingwei Yang

We only give the proof for k such that k is a multiple of n, and the
proof can be easily generalized to any k > 2n. Now we show that
for any ¢ > 2 and k = cn, the first nk —n? = (c — 1)n? items belong
to agent 1 in round nk and belong to agent 2 in round nk + n. Note
that in round nk, the proportional constraint factor for all agents
is

1 c—1 n—1 c—2
2 nzn2j _n-2 n2(c—1) _ p2c-3 +anj’
n j=0 n j=0

and the total valuation of the first nk — n? items for each agent is

&P o 2j 2j
ngnj +E J < n% +E J.
- T+l

Jj=0

Define G; = {g; | (c = Dn?+ (i—-Dn <t < (c - 1)n +in} as the
set of items that arrive during period ¢ and agent i is interested in.
To satisfy the proportional constraint, each agent i should get at
least one of the items in G;. Due to the contiguity requirement, for
every i € N, agent i must get the i-th block which should contain
at least one item in G;. As a result, the first nk—n? = (¢c—1)n? items
belong to agent 1. Similarly, we can show that in round nk + n, the
first nk — n? + n items belong to agent 2 and we are done. m]

When it comes to EF1, the lower bound is even stronger, indi-
cating that we cannot make any improvement to the trivial O(T?)
upper bound. The proof of Theorem 5.2 is analogous to the proof
of Theorem 5.1 except that the length of a period is reduced from
n? to O(n).

Theorem 5.2. For nonidentical valuations, every EF1 algorithm re-
quires at least Q(T?) adjustments.

Note that in the hard instance given to prove Theorem 5.1, the
valuations of items are unbounded. Nevertheless, even for 2 agents
with binary valuations, i.e. v;(g) € {0,1} for all i and g, the Q(T?)

lower bound still pertains®.

Theorem 5.3. For 2 agents with binary valuations, every EF1 algo-
rithm requires at least Q(T?) adjustments.

6 CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

We conclude with some directions for future work.

e Even though we have established almost tight upper and
lower bounds to achieve PROPa in the contiguous setting
or when n = 2, there are still large gaps between the up-
per and lower bounds to achieve EF1 in both continuous
and noncontinuous settings. The first future direction is to
tighten these bounds.

o If the types of items are drawn from certain distributions
rather than chosen adversely, can we show a better upper
bound in expectation or asymptotically in both settings®?

o It would be interesting to investigate other fairness notions
like EQ1 [23].

e Another promising direction, like always asked in the of-
fline setting [15], is to achieve fairness and Pareto optimality
simultaneously. This has been shown in some other online
models [3, 27].

SFor 2 agents with binary valuations, PROPa is equivalent to EF1.
%Similar problems are presented in [26].
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A TWO AGENTS AND MIXED MANNA

In this section, we allow valuations to be negative, which is often referred to as mixed manna. For two agents, we show that O(T) adjustments
are sufficient to achieve EF1 in Algorithm 8. The algorithm is the extension of the Envy Balancing Algorithm for two agents with nonnegative
valuations given by He et al. [17], which assumes that we know the information of all items in advance and requires no adjustments.

The idea of Algorithm 8 is based on the envy-cycle elimination algorithm, which can be used to efficiently compute an EF1 allocation
[20]. Recall that an allocation A is envy-free (EF) if v;(A;) > v;(Aj) for any i, j € N. In Algorithm 8, we maintain two disjoint allocations
G and C satisfying that G is EF and C is EF1. Since the combination of an EF allocation and an EF1 allocation is also EF1, the returned
allocation, which is the combination of G and C, is also EF1. To this end, we only assign the new item to an agent in C while maintaining
the EF1 property of C (Line 3-Line 6). Whenever both agents envy each other in C, we swap their bundles in C to make C an EF allocation
(Line 7-Line 8). Once C becomes EF, we merge C into G (Line 9-Line 11).

Algorithm 8 Envy Balancing Algorithm for Mixed Manna

Require: v1,0;
1: G« (0,0),C <« (0,0)
2: fort=1,...,T do
3 if (a; is unenvied in C A v1(g;) > 0) V (v1(gr) > 0 Av2(gr) < 0) V (a1 does not envy az in C A v1(gr) < 0 Avz2(g;) < 0) then

4 C e (C1U{g:},C2)

5: else

6 C e (C1,C2U{g:})

7: if a1 and az envy each other in C then
8: C « (Cz, Cl)

9: if C is envy-free then

10: G «— (G1UC1,Ga U ()

11: C « (0, 0)

12: Al = (Cl UG1,CUGy)
13: return [Al,Az, . ,AT]

Theorem A.1. Algorithm 8 is an EF1 algorithm for two agents and mixed manna that requires O(T) adjustments.

ProoFr. We first prove that every returned allocation is EF1. Since the combination of an EF allocation and an EF1 allocation is EF1, it
suffices to prove that G is always EF and C is always EF1. Notice that we merge C into G only if C is EF, and the combination of two EF
allocations is EF. Thus G is always EF.

Now we prove that C is always EF1. We only need to show that, if C is EF1 at the beginning of the current iteration, it is also EF1 after the
iteration. If C is EF1, at least one of the agents is unenvied in C since otherwise the bundles in C would have been swapped in the previous
iteration, which makes C an EF allocation. Thus there is also at least one agent who does not envy the other agent in C. After g; arrives,
according to Line 3, if it is a good for an agent and a chore for the other agent, i.e., v1(g;) > 0 Av2(g;) < 0orovi(g;) < 0Av2(gs) > 0, it
will be assigned to the agent who views it as a good, which ensures that both v1 (C1) — v1(C2) and v2(C2) — v2(Cy) don’t decrease after the
assignment of g;. In this case, the EF1 property of C is maintained. Next, if the new item is a good for both agents, i.e., v1(g;) > 0Av2(g;) > 0,
the agent who it is assigned to is unenvied by the other agent in C. Thus by definition, C is EF1 after the assignment of g;. Finally, if the
new item is a chore for both agents, i.e., v1(g9;) < 0 A v2(gs) < 0, the agent who it is assigned to does not envy the other agent in C. By
definition, C is EF1 after the assignment of g;.

It remains to prove the number of adjustments. Note that adjustments happen only when both agents envy each other in C, and, in this
case, their bundles in C are swapped, which contributes |C; U Cz| adjustments. After the swap, C becomes EF and is merged into G. Since
no adjustments are made on G, each item is adjusted at most once. Therefore, the total number of adjustments is O(T). m]

B THE INCENTIVE ISSUE

It is natural to ask about the incentive issue. That is, apart from the objective of fairness, we also hope that each agent is better off after
the adjustments to make them happy with the new allocation. It is not difficult to see that all the algorithms given in this paper in the
noncontiguous setting satisfy the incentive property. Furthermore, we prove in Lemma B.1 that if we re-run the round-robin algorithm
with a deterministic tie-breaking rule upon the arrival of a new item, the valuation of each agent will not decrease in the new allocation.
This immediately leads to the incentive property of the algorithms given by He et al. [17] which are based on the round-robin algorithm.
Now we prove the incentive property of the round-robin algorithm. Recall that in the round-robin algorithm, agents pick their favorite
items alternately in each round. Suppose that there are n agents and m items gy, . .., grm. In the outcome of the round-robin algorithm, we
use C{ to denote the index of the item obtained by agent i in round j. In particular, C{ = 0 if agent i does not obtain any item in round j,
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and let v;(0) = 0 for all i € N. Note that there are [m/n] rounds in total. When a new item g;,+1 arrives, we run the round-robin algorithm

again to allocate all the m + 1 items. Let 5{ denote the new outcome analogously.
Lemma B.1. Foreveryl < j < [(m+1)/n] andi € N, we have vi(C{) < 01(5{)

Proor. Without loss of generality, we assume that the agent with a smaller index always picks an item before the agent with a larger
index in each round. Define

Mlj = {gl,...,gm}\{C;; | either £ < jor £ = j, k < i}
as the set of remaining items before agent i pick an item in round j, and
M = {g1,....gms1} \ {CL. | either £ < jor ¢ = j,k < i}
analogously. Since

C{ = arg max 0;(g), 5{ = arg max v;(g),
gEM{ gEMiJ
it suffices to show that Ml] c ]\Z{ , which trivially holds when j = 0.

Assume that i < n and the case of i = n is treated similarly. Suppose for induction that Ml.j c ]\7111 is satisfied. We show that MijJrl c ]\7Il]+1

Since |Mij| +1= |Mlj| let g be the only item in ]\7111 \sz On one hand, if C~’lj = g, then ]\7Il]+1 = MijJrl v {Clj} On the other hand, if C~’lj £,
we have Elj = C{ and thus A7Il.j+1 = Ml.]Jrl U {g}. Therefore, Mi]Jrl c M{H holds. m}

By contrast, with the contiguity constraint, suppose that the order of agents stays the same throughout the entire period, i.e., agent
i obtains the i-th block, which is the default assumption for identical valuations in this work. In this case, the incentive property is not
compatible with EF1, even for two agents with additive identical valuations. For instance, there are three items with valuations of 1, 3
and 2, respectively. In round 2, we have A? = ({g1}, {g2}). However, in round 3, the only contiguous allocation that satisfies EF1 is A3 =
({91,92},{93}), in which the valuation of agent 2 is less than the previous round.

C EFFICIENT COMPUTATION OF CONTIGUOUS LEXIMINMIN ALLOCATIONS FOR IDENTICAL
VALUATIONS

In this section, we discuss how to efficiently compute a contiguous leximinmin allocation. Recall that the contiguous leximinmin allocation
is the contiguous leximin allocation A with lexicographically minimum P(A) among all leximin allocations, where P(A) = (, - - - , £,) such
that £y = 0 and ¢; is the index of the last item in A;. Given an instance with n agents and m items, we will apply Dynamic Programming to
compute the contiguous leximinmin allocation in O(n?m?) time.

Suppose that there are n agents with general identical valuations vy, ...,v, and m items gy, . . ., gm arranged on a line. Recall that M; , =
{9141, - - -, gr} is the set of items whose indexes are in range [l +1,r]. In particular, let M; , = 0 if [ > r. For an allocation A = (Ay, ..., Ag),
define Q(A) = (v(Ag(1)),0(Ag(2))s--->0(Ag(k))) as the tuple obtained by sorting the valuations of all agents in nondecreasing order,
where o is a permutation with length k satisfying 0(As(;)) < v(Ag(i41)) for any i < k. Given allocations A" and A", we say that A” is better
than A” if either Q(A’) is lexicographically larger than Q(A”") or Q(A’) = Q(A”") and P(A’) is lexicographically smaller than P(A”’). By
definition, the contiguous leximinmin allocation is the best allocation among all contiguous allocations.

For any i € [n] and j € [m] U {0}, let A[, j] be the leximinmin allocation for M; with i agents. Observe that if A = (Ay,...,A;) isa
leximinmin allocation, for any k € [i], A" = (A1, ..., Ag) is the leximinmin allocation for the first |A1| +- - - +|A| items with k agents. Thus
if the last block of A[i, j] is My ; for some 0 < k < j, then A[i, j] = A[i — 1,k] o My ;, where we use A o x to denote the tuple obtained by
appending x to the end of tuple A. As a result, the recurrence relation of A[i, j] is

Al j] (M), i=1,
i,jl =
/ the best allocation in {A[i — 1,k] o M ; | 0 < k < j}, otherwise.

In the implementation, we only need to maintain P(A[i, j]) and Q(A[i, j]), which are the necessary information to compare two allo-
cations, rather than recording the exact allocation. We use fi, j| to denote P(A[i, j]) and h[i, j] to denote Q(A[i, j]). By the recurrence
relation of A[i, j], we have f[i, j] = f[i — 1, k] o j, where the last block of A[i, j] is My ;. Analogously, k[, j] can be derived by inserting
0(My, ;) to the appropriate position in h[i — 1, k] to ensure the monotonicity of the elements in h[i, j].

Now we analyze the time complexity of the Dynamic Programming approach that we discussed above. For each pair (i, j) € [n] X ([m]U
{0}), we need to enumerate all allocations in {A[i —1,k] o My ; | 0 < k < j} and make comparisons among them to compute A[i, j]. Thus
the total number of comparisons to be made is O(nm?). Moreover, each comparison can be finished in O(n) time. Therefore, the running
time of the algorithm is O(n?m?).
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Figure 2: Figure illustrating the proof of Lemma 4.7
D MISSING PROOFS OF SECTION 4
Theorem 4.2. Algorithm 4 is a PROPa algorithm for identical valuations that requires O(nT) adjustments.
ProoF. Let B'® = max;c[;] Bi. For a contiguous allocation A = (Ay,...,A,), define £(4;) as the index of the last item in A;. In

particular, let £(Ag) = 0. We abuse the notation and let £(A) = (£(A;),...,£(An—1)). For two contiguous allocations A’ and A", we say
that £(A”) < ¢(A”) if £(A’) is lexicographically smaller than ¢£(A’”"). We say that £(A”) < ¢(A”) if £(A”) < £(A”") or £(A’) = £(A”). For
any t € [T], define X as the allocation with lexicographically minimum £(A) among all contiguous allocations A = (A1, ..., Ay) for M;
satisfying constraint factor BI"®¥, i.e., min;en v(A;) > B®*. We first show that X" is well-defined for all t € [T], and [(Xit) < [(Xl.“'l) for
allt < T and i < n. Then we prove that A? = X* for all ¢ € [T].

We first prove that X* is well-defined for all ¢ € [T], which is equivalent to showing the existence of the contiguous allocation for M;
that satisfies constraint factor B*®*. The existence of X trivially holds for ¢ = 0. We assume for induction that X" exists and show that
X1 also exists. If BINAX = BIMX jt is easy to show that by adding g;+1 to the last block of X, the corresponding allocation for M;4; satisfies
constraint factor B;nax = B;‘}:’l" and we are done. If B?}ralx > B;nax, since in this case we must have B?}ralx = Bi+1, by Lemma 4.1, the allocation
that satisfies constraint factor B, exists. Therefore, X* is well-defined for all t € [T].

Next, we show that forallt < T andi < n, [(Xl.t ) < ¢ (XI.HI). Fix t < T. Suppose for contradiction that there exists i < n such that
[(Xit) > [(Xl.”l) and [(X;) < [(X;”) forall j < i. By the definition of [(Xl.t), we have XI.Prl C Xl.t. Since B, ..., BJ'®* are nondecreasing,
we have U(Xi“'l) > B**1 > B! due to the definition of Xl.“'l. In allocation X*, by moving the items in Xl.t \Xl.t+1 from Xl.t to Xl.tﬂ,
a new allocation X for M; with £(X) < ¢(X?) that satisfies the constraint factor B¥ which contradicts the lexicographic minimality of
X! Thus £(X!) < ¢(X!*!) forallt < Tand i < n.

Now it suffices to prove that for all t € [T], A" = X", which satisfies constraint factor BI"** > B, by definition. First, A’ = X’ trivially
holds for t = 0. Supposing for induction that A*~! = X*~1 where t < T, we will show that A? = X’

If BP®X = B‘;lalx, then p, ..., pn—1 will not change in round ¢ since A1 = xt~1 gatisfies the constraint factor B‘;lalx, which indicates that
£(A?) = £(A'1). By the lexicographic minimality of X*, we have £(X?) < £(A?). Thus,

we obtain

(X < (Xt < e(AY) = (AN = p(xPTY),

by which we conclude that A? = X*.

Suppose By"® > B, which implies that B; = Bj*®*. At the beginning of round ¢, we have

pi= (AT = (X[ < 0(X)),

for all i < n. It is trivial that t’(Aé) = t’(Xé). Assuming for induction that t’(Af_l) = t’(Xi[_l) where i < n, we will show that t’(Alt.) = t’(Xl.t).
On one hand, ¢ (Af) <X f ) must hold, since v(X f ) > B; and the condition of Line 5 will be violated when p; = ¢ (Xl.t ). On the other hand,
t (Alt. ) =X 1.[) must hold, since otherwise we have Af C Xi[ and U(Af) > By, and by moving the items in X it \Af from Xi[ to Xitﬂ,
a new allocation X for M; with £(X) < ¢(X") that satisfies constraint factor B; = B*, which contradicts the lexicographic minimality of
X!, Therefore, A* = X! forall t € [T].

Finally, we prove the number of adjustments required by Algorithm 4. For an item g; that has arrived, the agent i that g; belongs to
satisfies p;—1 < t < p;. Since p; is nondecreasing for each i € N, the number of adjustments made on any item g; is at mostn — 1. As a

result, the total number of adjustments is at most (n — 1)T = O(nT). m}

we obtain
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Lemma 4.6. For additive identical valuations, suppose that the valuation of each item is at most R. Let i = argminjen v(A;j) and B = v(A;)
where A is the initial contiguous leximinmin allocation. Then throughout Algorithm 6,v(Aj) < |i — j|[R+ B always holds for any j € N.

ProOF. Let’s first specify some conventions. Since for any feasible tuple O = (£, ..., f,), there exists the only allocation A satisfying
P(A) = O, from now on we will use a tuple to refer to the corresponding allocation. For an allocation A = (Ay,...,Ar) and O = P(A),
define Q(0) = (v(As(1)),v(As(2)); - --»0(Ag(k))) as the tuple obtained by sorting the valuations of all agents in nondecreasing order,
where o is a permutation with length k satisfying v(Aq(;)) < 0(Ag(i41)) for any i < k. For two tuples O and Oz, we say O1 < Oz if O1 is
lexicographically not larger than Oz. Without loss of generality, we assume that v(g) > 0 for all g € M.

Fix round ¢. We will prove that P;(X’) < Pj(X”l) for every j € N.Let Pj(X?) = (t’l,t’ll, ..., £} and Pj(XtH) = (t’g,t’lz, .2, as
illustrated in Figure 2. Since both X* and X**! are leximinmin, for any j € [n] and k € {1,2}, ek, ..., t’]k) must be a leximinmin allocation
for M, with j agents. Thus if t’} = t’]? for some j € N, then {11 = t’lz forall k < j.

J
Suppose for contradiction that there exists j € N such that t’} > t’]?. Let k be the first index larger than j such that [Il < t’é. Since

t’,% =t<t+1= t’,zl, such k must exist and, in the same time, satisfies that t’,l_ 1> "/f_ I For p, q € {1, 2}, define AP as the allocation for M,a
&

_ (pP P P
such that P(AP9) = (L, Y

t’Z ). Since both A and A?2 are leximinmin, we have

Q(4*) < Q(A™),
and
Q(A™) < Q(A%). (3)
It suffices to show that Q(A'") < Q(A%!) and Q(A%?) < Q(A'?). Since in this case, if
(65,88t ) < (L b, ),

we can replace the first k elements of P(X?) = (£1,...,¢}) with £2,..., £2

_, to obtain another leximin allocation A with P(4) < P(X b,

which contradicts the fact that X? is leximinmin. By contrast, if
1 ,1 1 2 p2 2
(G bl ) < (R 68 8 ),

we can replace the first k elements of P(X”l) = (t’z, el t’,%) with £1,...,¢1

., to obtain another leximin allocation A with P(A) < P(X +y

which contradicts the fact that X**! is leximinmin.

Due to the symmetry, we only prove Q(A!!) < Q(A?!). Since t’]l < t’,g and [,1_1 > [,3_1, we have

o(A) <0(AP) < 0(AP), (4)
and thus
o(A) = 0(A) — o (Mg \ Mp) < 0(AF) —o(Mg \ Mp) = 0(A7). ()

Note that all but the last blocks in A!2 are the same as those in A, and all but the last blocks in A2? are the same as those in A2}, Recall
that when deciding the lexicographic order of two tuples, we first compare the first elements of two tuples; if they are equal, then compare
the second ones, and so on. If (3) is decided only by the blocks in A'? and A%? with valuations smaller than v(Allcl), then Q(A!l) < 0(A%))

holds because the blocks with valuations smaller than v(Allcl) in A1 and A?! are the same with those in A'? and A?2. On the other hand, if
(3) is decided by the blocks with valuations at least U(Allcl), (3) implies that the number of blocks with valuations U(Allcl) in A'? is not smaller
than the number of blocks with valuations U(Allcl) in A?2. By (4) and (5), the number of blocks with valuations U(Allcl) in A is strictly larger
than the number of blocks with valuations v(A,lcl) in A?!. Therefore, Q(A!!) < Q(A?!) is established. o

E MISSING PROOFS OF SECTION 5

Theorem 5.2. For nonidentical valuations, every EF1 algorithm requires at least Q(T?) adjustments.
PRrROOF. Suppose that there are T items and n agents with valuation vy, ...,v,. For any ¢t € [T], let

n%, 3cn+3(i—1) <t < 3cn + 3i for some ¢ > 0,
vi(ge) = )
0, otherwise,

foralli € N. That is, each period of length 3n is divided into n blocks of length 3, and agent i is only interested in the items in the i-th block in
each period ¢ with n%¢ valuation for each of these items. It suffices to show that, for every k > 2n, the first 3k — 3n items belong to one agent

in round 3k and another agent in round 3k + 3. Since it follows that the number of adjustments required is at least ZIZ z;l 3(k—n) = ©(T?),
where we assume T > n.
We only give the proof for k such that k is a multiple of n, and the proof can be easily generalized to any k > 2n. Now we prove that,

for any ¢ > 2 and k = cn, the first 3k — 3n = (¢ — 1) - 3n items belong to agent 1 in round 3k and belong to agent 2 in round 3k + 3. Define
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Figure 3: Figure illustrating the instance in the proof of Theorem 5.3

Gi={9: | (c—1)-3n+3(i—1) <t < (c—1)-3n+3i} as the set of items that arrive during period c and agent i is interested in. In round 3k,
if agent i gets none of the items in G;, there must exist another agent j that obtains at least two of them due to the contiguity requirement.
Furthermore, the total valuation of the first 3k — 3n = (¢ — 1) - 3n items for agent i is

c=2 2(c-1)
i n -1 _
3j=EO I‘lzj =3 ﬁ < nz(c 1 = Ui(g)s vg € Gi-

Thus if agent i gets none of the items in G;, he must envy agent j up to one item. As a result, to satisfy EF1, each agent i should get at least
one of the items in G;. Due to the contiguity requirement, for every i € N, agent i must get the i-th block which contains at least one item
in G;. In this case, the first 3k — 3n = (¢ — 1) - 3n items belong to agent 1. Similarly, we can show that in round 3k + 3, the first 3k — 3n + 3
items belong to agent 2 and we are done. m]

Theorem 5.3. For 2 agents with binary valuations, every EF1 algorithm requires at least Q(T?) adjustments.

Proor. We describe an instance with 4T + 4 items where T > 0 is a multiple of 4. The instance is illustrated in Figure 3. We say that an
item g is type 0 if 01(g) = v2(g) = 1, type 1 if v1(g9) = 1,02(g) = 0, and type 2 if v1(g) = 0,02(g) = 1. The first 2T + 2 items are type 0. The
following 2 items are type 1. The remaining 2T items are divided into periods with a length of 8. In each period, the first 4 items are type
2 and the last 4 items are type 1. For any 0 < k < T/4, we show that the first block must belong to agent 2 in round 2T + 8k + 4 and must
belong to agent 1 in round 2T + 8k + 8.

Given an allocation, we say that an item is non-wasteful if it has a valuation of 1 for the agent that obtains it. In round 2T + 8k + 4, the
numbers of non-wasteful items required by agent 1 and agent 2 are T + 2k + 2 and T + 2k + 1, respectively. Thus an EF1 allocation should
contain at least 2T + 4k + 3 non-wasteful items. Suppose for contradiction that the second block belongs to agent 2. Denote G as the set of
the last 8k + 2 items. Since v2(G) = 4k < T + 2k + 1, all items in G must belong to agent 2, and thus there are |G| — v2(G) = 4k + 2 wasteful
items in G. As a result, the number of non-wasteful items is at most

(2T +8k+4) — (4k +2) =4T + 4k + 2 < 2T + 4k + 3,

which leads to a contradiction. Therefore, the first block must belong to agent 2 in round 2T + 8k + 4.

The proof for round 2T + 8k + 8 is analogous. In round 2T + 8k + 8, the numbers of non-wasteful items required by agent 1 and agent
2 are T + 2k + 2 and T + 2k + 3, respectively. Thus an EF1 allocation should contain at least 2T + 4k + 5 non-wasteful items. Suppose for
contradiction that the second block belongs to agent 1. Denote G as the set of the last 8k + 6 items. Since v1(G) = 4k +2 < T + 2k + 3, all
items in G must belong to agent 1, and thus there are |G| — v1(G) = 4k + 4 wasteful items in G. As a result, the number of non-wasteful
items is at most

(2T +8k +8) — (4k +4) = 2T + 4k + 4 < 2T + 4k + 5,

which leads to a contradiction. Therefore, the first block must belong to agent 1 in round 2T + 8k + 8.
Finally, we prove the lower bound of the number of adjustments. Start from round 2T + 4 and the agent who obtains the first block
alternates after every 4 rounds. Since the first block must contain the first T items, the number of adjustments is at least T?2/2=0(T?). O

Unfortunately, the instance given above only provides a Q(nT) lower bound after being generalized to any number of agents, which is
directly implied by Theorem 4.8.
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