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Abstract. We propose a new model for aggregating preferences over a set of indivisible
items based on a quantile value. In this model, each agent is endowed with a specific quantile,
and the value of a given bundle is defined by the corresponding quantile of the individual
values of the items within it. Our model captures the diverse ways in which agents may
perceive a bundle, even when they agree on the values of individual items. It enables richer
behavioral modeling that cannot be easily captured by additive valuation functions. We
study the problem of maximizing utilitarian and egalitarian welfare within the quantile-
based valuation setting. For each of the welfare functions, we analyze the complexity of
the objectives. Interestingly, our results show that the complexity of both objectives varies
significantly depending on whether the allocation is required to be balanced. We provide
near-optimal approximation algorithms for utilitarian welfare, and for egalitarian welfare,
we present exact algorithms whenever possible.

1 Introduction

Consider a setting where submitted papers (items) need to be allocated among a set of reviewers
(agents). Reviewers may have different levels of satisfaction with a given set of papers assigned to
them, even when they agree on the quality of the papers. For instance, one reviewer’s perception
of the allocation might depend on the most unpleasant task they need to undertake. Another
reviewer, however, might not be concerned about the workload or the most unpleasant paper; their
satisfaction could instead depend on the most interesting and inspiring paper in the set. Both
opinions can be captured by different quantile values for the set of items (papers) assigned to
the agents. The pessimistic reviewer bases their satisfaction on the lowest quantile, whereas the
more optimistic reviewer bases their satisfaction on the highest quantile. Similarly, other types of
reviewers may base their satisfaction on a different quantile value, such as the median paper in
their batch. We introduce a novel valuation class, termed quantile valuations, which encompasses
the aforementioned scenarios. In this framework, each agent is endowed with a specific quantile
value τ ∈ [0, 1], and the value that she assigns for a bundle S is the τ -quantile of the distribution of
item values in S. Returning to the conference paper assignment example, the pessimistic reviewer
corresponds to an agent with quantile τ = 0, whereas the optimistic reviewer corresponds to a
quantile τ = 1.

Quantiles are widely used across data analysis and statistics because they provide a robust
description of value distributions. Compared to measures like average or total/gross, most quantile
based measures are significantly less susceptible to outliers. As a result, quantiles are commonly
used in practical settings, in measures like median household income, median age, and median
house price in a given neighborhood etc. Quantiles have also been used in decision theory to model
agent preferences in settings where agents have preferences over stochastic outcomes. Specifically,
quantiles have been considered in settings where an agent faces a choice of actions, each yield-
ing a distribution over outcomes. Here, modeling the agent’s choice as a quantile maximizer has
been shown to provide a better approximation of human behavior than modeling them as an ex-
pected utility maximizer [19, 20]. Based on such quantile-based preferences, we introduce quantile
valuations to the problem of allocating indivisible items.

Applications like assigning conference submissions to reviewers demand that agents receive
similar sized sets. In contrast, when comparing the welfare of cities and neighborhoods, there is no
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Objective Our Results

Balanced
USW

Algorithms min(m
n
+ 1, n)-USW† (Thm. 2)

Complexity NP-h to find O
(

m/n
log(m/n)

)

-USW, when m ≤ n2 (Thm. 1)

ESW Algorithms in P† (Thm. 3)

Unbalanced

USW
Algorithms (1 + 1

n−1
)-USW† (Thm. 5)

Complexity NP-h (Thm. 4 )

ESW
Algorithms in P when τ ∈ {0, 1/3, t

t+1
, 1}, for any t ∈ Z+ (Thm. 6)

Complexity NP-h when τ ∈ {1/t | t ≥ 4} ∪ (3/8, 2/5] ∪ (5/9, 3/5] (Thm. 7)

Table 1: Complexity of computing USW and ESW optimal allocation given n agents and m items.
α-USW refers to an α approximation to the optimal USW. Results marked with † hold when agents
have heterogeneous quantiles. All other results require agents to have the same (homogeneous)
quantile value of τ .

guarantee that the underlying populations are of similar size. As a result, we give results for both
the space of balanced allocations as well as for all allocations.

1.1 Our Results

We study the problem of maximizing welfare for agents with quantile valuations. Under quantile
valuations, each agent i specifies their value for individual items and a quantile value τi ∈ [0, 1].
Given a bundle B, agent i’s value for B is the τith quantile of the values of the items in B.
We provide comprehensive results on utilitarian social welfare (USW) (see for e.g. Harsanyi [24]),
which captures efficiency, and egalitarian social welfare (ESW) (see for e.g. Moulin [31]), which
captures fairness. We study each objective both with and without the balancedness requirement.
Our results for goods are summarized in Table 1. Many of our results for goods also extend to
chores; however, some do not.

Utilitarian Welfare. We first show that the problem of maximizing the Utilitarian Social Welfare
is NP-hard for both balanced and all allocations. Over balanced allocations (where each agent
receives m/n items), we prove that it is NP-hard to approximate the optimal USW within a factor

O( m/n
log(m/n) ) for instances with m ≤ n2. We then present a min(mn +1, n)-approximation algorithm,

which matches the hardness of approximation bound asymptotically.

In the setting without constraints on the allocation, we present a
(

1 + 1
n−1

)

-approximation

algorithm to the optimal USW. Our results thus demonstrate that the complexity of both problems
differs significantly depending on whether the allocations are required to be balanced.

Egalitarian Welfare. In the setting where allocations are constrained to be balanced, we prove that
ESW optimal allocations can be computed in polynomial time, even when agents have arbitrary
heterogeneous quantiles. This is in contrast to USW, where we have hardness of approximation.

When not restricted to balanced allocations, we show that the complexity of maximizing ESW
is highly dependent on the agents’ quantile values. Specifically, we prove that when agents have
homogeneous quantiles τ , the problem is solvable in polynomial time for τ ∈ {0, 1/3, 1/2, t/t + 1, 1 | t ∈
Z+}. In contrast, for τ ∈ {1/t | t ≥ 4} ∪ (3/8, 2/5] ∪ (5/9, 3/5], the problem becomes NP-hard, and
no multiplicative approximation is possible. Our results demonstrate that, for ESW, the tractable
and intractable values of τ interlace.

Identical Valuations. When all agents have the same valuation function, the strong intractability
results for maximum USW under balanced allocations and maximum ESW over all allocations can
be overcome. Due to space constraints, we defer this discussion to Appendix D.
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Chores. For chores, under balanced allocations, the problem of minimizing utilitarian social cost
(USC) is NP-hard by using similar reductions as in the goods setting. Further, we show that
without the balancedness constraint, the problem of minimizing USC is NP-hard to approximate
to factor better than (1 − o(1)) logm. This establishes a clear separation between the goods and
chores settings.

For the problem of finding a minimum egalitarian social cost (ESC) balanced allocation, the al-
gorithmic ideas developed for the goods setting extend to the chores setting, providing a polynomial-
time algorithm for this problem. However, without the balancedness constraint, many of the algo-
rithmic results for ESW no longer apply. For instance, for goods, under a homogeneous quantile
of τ = 1/2, maximum ESW is solvable in polynomial time. However, the equivalent problem for
chores is NP-hard. This once again highlights a difference between the goods and chores settings.

1.2 Related Work

We defer an extended review of relevant work to Appendix A.

Quantile based preferences. Quantile based preferences are well-established in mathematical eco-
nomics and social choice theory. Our proposed valuations are a generalization of preference set
extensions that lift preferences over individual items to a set of items. The study of preference set
extensions has a long-standing history in social choice theory [6] and has been applied to hedonic
coalition formation games [17, 18], committee selection [2] and multidimensional matchings [29].
We discuss these in detail in Appendix A, along with alternate generalizations of preference set
extensions.

Allocating Indivisible Items. The problem of allocating indivisible items fairly and/or efficiently
is very well studied (See [1] for a survey). Existing literature almost exclusively assumes that
aggregated preferences are monotone, very often, additive[4, 15]. Some also consider arbitrary
(not necessarily monotone) valuations [8, 13]. Our proposed valuations are non-monotone for most
quantiles. Restricted cardinality allocations have been explored for additive valuations [12, 14, 33].

2 Model

We shall use [t] = {1, · · · , t} for any t ∈ Z+.
We consider a setting with a set of agents N s.t. |N | = n and a set of items M , s.t. |M | = m.

Each agent i ∈ N has a valuation function vi over M . Informally, a valuation function is τ quantile
valuation, for τ ∈ [0, 1], if the value assigned to a bundle S is determined by the τ quantile of the
distribution of item values in S. We now provide a formal definition of this valuation class.

Definition 1 (Quantile Valuations). Given a set of indivisible items M , we say that vi : 2
M →

R is a τ quantile for τi ∈ [0, 1], if for any subset S ⊆ M , we have that

vi(S) = min
g∈S

{

vi(g) :
|{g′ ∈ S : vi(g

′) ≤ vi(g)}|

|S|
≥ τi

}

An equivalent way of defining quantile valuations is to say that vi is a τi quantile for τi ∈ [0, 1]
if for any subset S ⊆ M where gi1 , · · · , gi|S|

are the items in S s.t. vi(gi1) ≤ · · · ≤ vi(gi|S|
) and

vi(S) = vi(gi⌈τ|S|⌉
) if τi > 0, otherwise, vi(S) = vi(gi1). In particular, if τi is 0, the agent values

the given set as much as their least favorite item and if τi is 1, they value it as much as their most
favorite item.

We shall use τi to denote the quantile of agent i. When all agents have the same quantile, we shall
simply use τ . Unless otherwise specified, assume that all agents have the same quantile τ ∈ [0, 1].
Consequently, an instance of quantile allocations can be expressed by the tuple I = 〈N,M, v, τ〉.
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Each item must be allocated to some agent. Formally, an allocation A = (A1, · · · , An) is an
n-partition of M , with Ai being the set of items assigned to agent i ∈ N . We shall use Π(n,M)
to denote the set of all allocations that divide the items in M among n agents. Our aim is to
allocations with maximum welfare.

Definition 2 (Utilitarian Social Welfare (USW)). Given an instance I = 〈N,M, v, τ〉 and
an allocation A = (A1, · · · , An), the utilitarian social welfare is the sum of the values received by
the agents.

USW(A) =
∑

i∈N

vi(Ai)

Given an instance I = 〈N,M, v, τ〉, let A∗ be a maximum USW allocation. We shall say that
allocation A is α-USW for α ∈ [0, 1], if USW(A) ≥ αUSW(A∗).

Definition 3 (Egalitarian Social Welfare (ESW)). Given an instance I = 〈N,M, v, τ〉 and
an allocation A = (A1, · · · , An), the egalitarian social welfare is the minimum of the values incurred
by the agents.

ESW(A) = min
i∈N

vi(Ai)

Balanced Allocations Quantile valuations are very intuitive for settings where we insist on each
agent getting an equal number of items, as in the case of assigning papers to reviewers in confer-
ences. We shall consider both Utilitarian and Egalitarian Welfare with and without this require-
ment.

When considering balanced allocations, we shall assume that the number of agents divides
the number of items. That is, m = kn for some k ∈ Z+. Thus, we shall look for allocations
A = (A1, · · · , An) where |Ai| = k. We shall useΠ(n,M) to denote the set of all balanced allocations
for instance I.

It is important to note that when we consider maximizing USW or ESW over balanced allo-
cations, we are in fact finding a maximum welfare allocation from Π(I) alone. That is, we are
not holding the allocations to the standard of maximum welfare under any allocation, balanced or
otherwise. When not explicitly specified, assume any allocation in Π(I).

Goods and Chores. We shall say that an item g ∈ M is a good, if for all agents vi(g) ≥ 0. Analo-
gously, we shall say that an item g ∈ M is a chore, if for all agents, vi(g) ≤ 0. Unless specifically
mentioned otherwise, the items we refer to will be goods. When referring to chores, we shall often
use the term disutilities with di denoting agent i’s disutility where di = −vi. Consequently, an
instance of our problem can be denoted equivalently by 〈N,M, d, τ〉 when considering an instance
with chores.

When we consider instances with only chores, the social welfare notions become Utilitarian
Social Cost (USC) and Egalitarian Social Cost (ESC), respectively. Here, USC(A) =

∑

i∈N di(Ai)
and ESC(A) = maxi∈N di(Ai). We shall say that allocation A is α-USC for α ≥ 1, if USC(A) ≤
αUSC(A∗) where A∗ has minimum USC.

3 Balanced Allocations

The requirement that the allocations be balanced is quite natural in practice, especially for the
reviewer assignment context. Consequently, we first explore quantile valuations with the require-
ment that the allocations be balanced. Our results for USW and ESW lie in stark contrast with
each other here.
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3.1 Utilitarian Social Welfare

We first show, when allocations are balanced, that maximizing USW is NP-hard to approximate

better than a factor of O( m/n
log(m/n) ). We then proceed to give a polynomial-time algorithm that

matches hardness of approximation bound asymptotically.

Hardness of Approximation In order to show hardness of approximation, we give a reduction
from the k-DimensionalMatching(kDM) problem. The kDM problem requires finding a maxi-
mum collection of disjoint edges in a k-partite hypergraph where each hyperedge has size k. The
aim is to find a matching of maximum size. Hazan et al. [25] showed that this problem is NP-hard
to approximate to a factor better than O( k

log k ).

Theorem 1. Given instance I = 〈N,M, v, τ〉 where m < n2 and m = kn, it is NP-hard to find

an O
(

m/n
log(m/n)

)

-USW balanced allocation.

Proof. Given an instance of kDM, 〈G = (X,H), ℓ〉, we create an instance of our problem as follows:
For each edge Hi ∈ H , we create agent i. For each vertex x ∈ X , we create item gx. We can assume,
without loss of generality, that each vertex is contained in at least one hyper-edge. Thus, we have
that |X | ≤ k|H |. To balance the item count, we introduce k|H |−|X | dummy items g′1, · · · , g

′
kn−|X|.

Thus, we have n = |H | agents and the number of items is m = k|H |. As a result, we have that
m = kn. Recall that balanced allocations require k = m

n items to be allocated to each agent.
For each agent i ∈ N , we set τi = 0 for all i ∈ N . Now for i and each gx, if x ∈ Hi, we set

vi(gx) = 1 else, we set vi(gx) = 0. Finally, for each t ∈ [k|H | − |X |], set vi(g
′
t) = 0.

We now show that a matching of size ℓ in the kDM problem can be transformed into a balanced
allocation whose USW is at least ℓ in the reduced instance of our problem, and vice versa. Consider
a matching µ of size ℓ in kDM. For each Hi ∈ µ, allocate the items vertices in Hi. That is,
Ai = {gx|x ∈ Hi}. Arbitrarily allocate the remaining items, ensuring |Ai| = k. It is easy to see
that USW(A) ≥ ℓ.

Now consider a balanced allocation A in the reduced instance with a USW of ℓ. As the maximum
value for any agent is 1, this implies that ℓ agents receive a value of 1 from A. By construction,
vi(Ai) = 1 only if Ai contains all the items corresponding to the vertices in Hi. From here, it is
easy to see that µ = {Hi|vi(Ai) = 1} is a matching of size ℓ.

Hazan et al. [25] proved that there exists a class of instances with k < n such that kDM is
NP-hard to approximate within a factor of O(k/log(k)). Thus, we have hardness of approximation
for instances where m < n2.

Near-Optimal Algorithm We now provide an approximation algorithm that almost matches
the lower bound placed by Theorem 1. The greedy algorithm (Algorithm 1) proceeds by iteratively
allowing unassigned agents to “demand” their best possible set from the unassigned items. We
then choose the agent whose value for their demanded set is highest. We repeat this until all items
are assigned.

Theorem 2. Given an instance I = 〈N,M, v, τ〉 with m = kn and heterogeneous quantiles, Algo-
rithm 1 returns a balanced allocation which is min(mn + 1, n)-USW.

Proof. Given I, let A∗ = (A∗
1, ..., A

∗
n) be a maximum USW balanced allocation. Without loss of

generality, we may assume that v1(A
∗
1) ≥ v2(A

∗
2) ≥ · · · ≥ vn(A

∗
n). Let it denote the agent who

is allocated a bundle in the t-th iteration of the while loop, and let Ait denote the corresponding
bundle allocated to her under Algorithm 1.

Let ki = min(k, k − ⌈τik⌉+ 1). That is, ki is minimum number of items in any k sized bundle
B s.t. vi(g) ≥ vi(B). Recall that under the greedy algorithm, an agent “demands” ki items. Let
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ALGORITHM 1: Greedy Algorithm for min(m
n
+ 1, n)-USW

Input: Instance with goods and heterogeneous quantiles 〈N,M, v, τ 〉 where m = kn
Output: An allocation A

1 Initialize set of unallocated goods P ←M ;
2 Initialize set of unassigned agents N ′ ← N ;
3 Let ki ← min(k, k − ⌈τik⌉+ 1);
4 while P 6= ∅ do

5 For each i ∈ N ′, let Si ← max
S:S⊆P,|S|=ki

vi(S);

6 Let i∗ = argmax
i∈N′

vi(Si);

7 Ai∗ ← Si∗ ;
8 P ← P \ Ai∗ ;
9 N ′ ← N ′ \ {i∗} ;

10 Allocate items in P arbitrarily s.t. |Ai| = k for all i ∈ N ;
11 Return A

k′ = maxi ki. Observe that 1 ≤ k′ ≤ k. We shall now show that the first ⌈ n
k′+1⌉ agents to receive

a bundle will have value comparable to the value under specific bundles under A∗.

Claim: For each t = 1, · · · , ⌈ n
k′+1⌉, we have that the value of agent it, vit(Ait) ≥ v(t−1)(k′+1)+1(A

∗
(t−1)(k′+1)+1).

Proof of Claim. We shall prove this by induction. For i1, as none of the items have been allocated,
the best possible bundle Ai1 must be such that vi1(Ai1 ) ≥ v1(A

∗
1).

Suppose we have that for all t ≤ t̄− 1, the claim holds. Let L =
⋃

ℓ∈[t̄−1] Aiℓ be the set of items

that are allocated up to the (t̄− 1)th iteration of the while loop. As at most k′ items are allocated
in each iteration, we have that |L| = k′(t̄ − 1). It follows that in the worst case, the number of
bundles under A∗ for which some item has already be allocated in L is |{j ∈ [(t̄− 1)(k′ +1)+ 1] :
A∗

j ∩ L 6= ∅}| ≤ |L| = k′(t̄− 1).
Consequently, we get that among the top (t̄−1)(k′+1)+1 bundles under A∗, at least t̄ bundles

do not intersect with L. Thus far, t̄ − 1 bundles have been allocated. Consequently, at least one
bundle and agent pair among these t̄ unallocated bundles must remain available for selection .
Hence, we must have that vit̄(Ait̄) ≥ v(t−1)(k′+1)+1(A

∗
(t−1)(k′+1)+1). ⊓⊔

We can now prove the approximation guarantee. Let α = min(k′+1, n). Observe that ⌈ n
k′+1⌉ = ⌈n

α⌉.

The USW of A is lower bounded by
∑⌈ n

k′+1
⌉

t=1 vit(Ait). From the proof of the claim, we know that

⌈n
α
⌉

∑

t=1

vit(Ait) ≤

⌈n
α
⌉

∑

t=1

v(t−1)(k′+1)+1(A
∗
(t−1)(k′+1)+1)

Recall that agents are ordered according to A∗, that is, v1(A
∗
1) ≥ · · · ≥ vn(A

∗). As a result, we get
that USW(A∗) =

∑

t∈[n] vt(A
∗
t ) ≤ α

∑

t∈⌈[ n
k′+1

]⌉ v(t−1)(k′+1)+1(A
∗
(t−1)(k′+1)+1). From the claim, we

know that this is less than or equal to α times the value obtained by the first ⌈ n
k′+1⌉ agents under

Algorithm 1. Hence, USW(A) ≥ USW(A∗)
α .

Observe that when each agent demands ki < n − 1 items, we are guaranteed (k′ + 1)-USW
which may be even better than (k+1)-USW. However, when k′ ≥ n− 1, the greedy algorithm can
only guarantee n-USW. Consequently, for an arbitrary I, Algorithm 1 is min(mn + 1, n)-USW.

3.2 Egalitarian Social Welfare

We now move to maximizing egalitarian welfare. We begin with a very useful reduction, which
facilitates all our algorithms for ESW. We first show that whenever there is an algorithm to find
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ALGORITHM 2: Max balanced ESW for binary goods.

Input: Instance with binary values and heterogeneous quantiles 〈N,M, v, τ 〉 s.t. m = kn
Output: Balanced Allocation A

1 Let ki = min(k, k − ⌈τik⌉ − 1);

2 Create bipartite graph G = (X,Y,E) where X contains xg for each g ∈M , Y contains yi
1, · · · y

i
ki

for
each i ∈ N and

3 (xg, y
i
t) ∈ E only if vi(g) = 1, for each i ∈ N, g ∈M, t ∈ [ki];

4 Let µ be a maximum cardinality matching in G;
5 if |µ| = |Y | then
6 Initialize A = (A1, · · ·An) where Ai ← {g|(xg, y

i
t) ∈ µ for some t ∈ [ki]} for each i ∈ N ;

7 Allocate remaining items arbitrarily but ensuring |Ai| = k for all i ∈ N ;

8 else

9 Let A be an arbitrary balanced allocation;

10 Return A;

an allocation with maximum Egalitarian Welfare under binary valuations, we can use it to find a
maximum ESW allocation under general non-negative valuations.

Lemma 1. The problem of finding an allocation with ESW at least ν ≥ 0 over allocations in
Π ′ ⊆ Π(n,M) under heterogeneous quantiles reduces to maximizing ESW over Π ′ under binary
goods with heterogeneous quantiles.

Proof. Consider an arbitrary instance I = 〈N,M, v, τ〉 and Π ′ ⊆ Π(n,M) and a threshold ν, s.t.
we wish to find an allocation in A ∈ Π ′ s.t. ESW(A) ≥ ν. We can construct an alternate instance
I ′ = 〈N,M, v′, τ〉 with binary valuations as follows: v′i(g) = 1 if and only if vi(g) ≥ ν. We can now
show that an allocation A ∈ Π ′ has ESW(A) ≥ ν under v if and only if ESW(A) = 1 under v′.

Suppose we have an allocation A ∈ Π ′ s.t. A has ESW(A) ≥ ν under v. Thus, for each i ∈ N ,
Ai must contain enough goods each with value at least ν so that vi(Ai) ≥ ν. Thus, for the same
quantile τi, it must be that v′i(Ai) ≥ 1. Consequently, ESW(A) ≥ 1 under v′.

Similarly, suppose we have an allocation A ∈ Π ′ s.t. A has ESW(A) ≥ 1 under v′. We can
analogously see that v′i(Ai) ≥ 1 if and only if vi(Ai) ≥ ν. As a result, it must be that vi(Ai) ≥ ν
for each i ∈ N , and thus, ESW(A) ≥ ν under v.

Given an algorithm ALG which finds a maximum ESW allocation over Π ′ for binary goods.
We can make a call to ALG for a given value of vi(g) to see if an allocation with ESW at least vi(g)
exists. Consequently, we can make at most mn calls to ALG to find a maximum ESW allocation
over Π ′ for the original instance.

This enables us to maximize ESW over balanced allocations, even if the quantile values are
heterogeneous. We only consider a setting where vi(g) ∈ {0, 1} for all i ∈ N and all g ∈ M . Here,
we shall try to see if an allocation with ESW 1 can exist. That is, all agents must get a value of 1.
In order to achieve this, we first make the following observation:

Observation 1. For an agent i with quantile τi and binary valuations, a bundle B ⊆ M where the
size of |B| = k, the value for B, vi(B) = 1 if and only if there are at most ⌈τik⌉− 1 items in B for
which i has value 0.

This follows from the definition of quantile valuations. Thus, to have ESW of 1, each i ∈ N
must receive at least ki = min(k, k− ⌈τik⌉+1) items of value 1. Note that the min argument only
comes in when τi = 0.

We can check if this is possible using a simple maximum cardinality bipartite matching algo-
rithm. This is shown in Algorithm 2. Here, we create a bipartite graph where for each i ∈ N , we
create ki vertices, and for each g ∈ M we create one vertex. We add an edge between i and g if
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vi(g) = 1. A matching of size
∑

i∈N ki exists if and only if the given instance has an allocation
with ESW of 1.

Proposition 1. Given I = 〈N,M, v, τ〉 where m = kn with binary goods and heterogeneous quan-
tiles, Algorithm 2 finds a maximum ESW balanced allocation in polynomial time.

Proof. For an instance with binary goods, the maximum ESW possible is 1. For a balanced alloca-
tion to have ESW of 1, from Observation 1 each i ∈ N must receive at least ki = min(k, k−⌈τik⌉+1)
items which give i value 1. Algorithm 2 checks if this is simultaneously possible for all i ∈ N . Let
A be the allocation returned by Algorithm 2 on I. We shall now show that ESW(A) = 1 whenever
a balanced allocation with ESW 1 exists for I.

Suppose a matching of size
∑

i∈N ki exists in the graph G constructed in Algorithm 2. Conse-
quently, Ai contains at least ki items for which i has value 1. Thus, ESW(A) = 1.

Conversely, let an allocation A′ with ESW(A′) = 1 exist for the given instance. Then for each
i ∈ N , A′

i must contain at last ki items of value 1 for i. Let g1i · · · g
ki

i ∈ A′
i be distinct items

s.t. vi(g
t
i) = 1 for all t ∈ [ki]. Consider µ′ = {(xgt

i
, yit)|t ∈ [ki]}. Clearly, |µ

′| =
∑

i ki. That is, a
maximum cardinality matching of the required size must exist. As a result, the allocation returned
by A is s.t. ESW(A) = 1.

Running Time. The bipartite graph has
∑

i ki ≤ kn = m vertices in X and m vertices in Y and
thus, at most m2 edges. A maximum cardinality matching on a bipartite graph can be found in
polynomial time using the Ford-Fulkerson Algorithm. As a result, Algorithm 2 runs in polynomial
time.

As a consequence of Lemma 1 and Proposition 1, we get the following theorem.

Theorem 3. Given I = 〈N,M, v, τ〉 with heterogeneous quantiles where m = kn, a balanced
allocation with maximum ESW can be found in polynomial time.

4 Unbalanced Allocations

As previously mentioned, typical work on allocating indivisible items does not require allocations
to be balanced. Thus, for completeness, we again explore welfare maximization, now over all allo-
cations, beginning with utilitarian welfare. We find that while it possible to give significantly better
guarantees on USW, maximum ESW now becomes intractable for a large subset of the quantiles.
Any omitted proof are deferred to Appendix B.

4.1 Utilitarian Social Welfare

We find that while maximizing USW still remains intractable, we are able to circumvent hardness of
approximation and achieve a near exact approximation algorithm that even works for heterogeneous
quantiles.

Intractability We first show that for non-identical agents with quantile τ = 0 for all agents, the
problem of maximizing social welfare proves to be NP-hard for goods. We give reduction from the
Exact3Cover problem, which is known to be NP-hard [23].

Theorem 4. Given instance I = 〈N,M, v, τ〉 with goods finding a maximum USW allocation is
NP-complete.
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ALGORITHM 3: Scapegoat Algorithm for 1 + 1
n−1

-USW

Input: Instance with heterogeneous quantiles 〈N,M, v, τ 〉
Output: Allocation A

1 for each i ∈ N do

2 Create weighted bipartite graph Gi = (X,Y,E,w) where
3 X contains xg for each g ∈M ,
4 Y contains yj for each j ∈ N \ i and
5 w(xg, yj) = vj(g);

6 Let µ be a maximum weight matching in Gi;

7 Set Ai
j = {g|xg = µ(yj)} for all j 6= i;

8 Set Ai
i = M \ ∪j 6=iA

i
j ;

9 Let A← argmax{USW(Ai)|i ∈ N};
10 Return A;

A similar reduction can be carried out for all other quantiles in τ ∈ [0, 1) by adding a sufficient
number of items that would give value 0 to all agents. The only change needed would be add enough
“padding” items of value 0 for everyone, so that we can get an analogous mapping of instances.
The number of padding items needed depends on the quantile, but can easily be computed for
each.

In contrast to the balanced case, we are now able to find a near-optimal approximation for
USW. We call this the scapegoat algorithm (Algorithm 3) as it proceeds by considering allocations
where one agent is the “scapegoat” and receives m − n + 1 items, while the remaining agents
get one item each of high value. Exactly n such allocations are considered, one for each agent as
the scapegoat. For a fixed scapegoat, the corresponding allocation is built by a maximum weight
one-one matching between the other agents and the items. All unmatched items are allocated to
the scapegoat. The algorithm finally chooses the allocation with the highest USW.

Theorem 5. Given instance I = 〈N,M, v, τ〉 with heterogeneous quantiles, scapegoat algorithm
(Algorithm 3) returns an (1 + 1

n−1 )-USW allocation in polynomial time.

Near Exact Algorithm Building on this approach, we now show that when even one agent has
τi = 1, we can now maximize USW in poly time. Essentially this agent can be treated as the
scapegoat, and we can simply use a maximum weight one-one matching as in Algorithm 3 and
allocate all remaining items to the scapegoat.

Proposition 2. Given instance I = 〈N,M, v, τ〉 with heterogeneous quantiles and an agent i∗

such that τi∗ = 1, a maximum USW allocation can be found in polynomial time.

Proof. Given I, let Ai and A be as in Algorithm 3 when run on I. Let A∗ be a maximum USW
allocation for I. Further, let i∗ ∈ N be such that A = Ai.

By definition of quantile valuations, for each j ∈ N , there is some gj ∈ A∗
j s.t. vj(A

∗
j ) = vj(gj).

Without loss of generality we can assume that v1(A
∗
1) ≥ v2(A

∗
2) ≥ · · · ≥ vn(A

∗
n). As a result,

n−1
n USW(A∗) ≤

∑n−1
j=1 vj(A

∗
j ).

Now, as Ai has maximum USW over all the allocations constructed, it is straightforward to
see that its USW must be at least the weight of the best max weight matching constructed under
Algorithm 3. This matching in turn must have weight at least

∑n−1
j=1 vj(gj) =

∑n−1
j=1 vj(A

∗
j ). Thus,

we get that

USW(A) ≥
n−1
∑

j=1

vj(gj) ≥
n− 1

n
USW(A∗).
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Fig. 1: Quantile-wise tractability or intractability of max ESW. Red dashed lines show values of
τ for which maximizing ESW is NP-hard, black solid lines show a value for τ for which we have
polytime algorithms.

Hence, A is (1 + 1
n−1 )-USW.

Note that since the maximum weight matching can be computed in O(nm) time, and such a
matching is computed n times, our algorithm terminates in O(mn2) time.

4.2 Egalitarian Social Welfare

Rather surprisingly, we find that maximizing ESW over all allocations is intractable for some
quantiles and tractable for others. Here, we assume all agents have the same quantiles. Clearly,
the intractability results would extend to settings with arbitrary heterogeneous valuations. We
illustrate the spectrum of quantiles for which the problem is tractable vs intractable in Figure 1.
When presenting algorithms, we shall again assume binary valuations. From Lemma 1, a polynomial
time algorithm for the binary case is sufficient to get a general algorithm.

Exact Algorithms. We are able to find polynomial time algorithms for maximizing ESW under
a class of quantiles which includes many natural quantiles like τ = 0, 1/2, 2/3, 3/4, 9/10. We begin with
a simple observation which is true for all quantiles: it must be possible to simultaneously allocate
at least one item of value 1 to each agent.

Observation 2. Under an instance with binary goods, for allocation A, ESW(A) = 1 if and only if
for each i ∈ N , there exists g ∈ Ai, s.t. vi(g) = 1.

This gives a necessary condition for an allocation with ESW of 1 to exist. We now specifically
consider quantiles of the form τ = t

t+1 for k ∈ Z+. For this setting, we have the following simple
result.

Lemma 2. For an agent i ∈ N with τi =
t

t+1 , where t ∈ Z+ is fixed, a bundle B ⊆ M with exactly
ℓ goods of value 1 for i, we have that vi(B) = 1 if and only if the number of 0 valued items in B
for i is at most ℓt− 1.

Proof. Given agent i and bundle B with exactly ℓ goods of value 1 for i. Observe that it is sufficient
to compare the case when there are either exactly ℓt− 1 items of value 0 or ℓt items of value 0.

Suppose the number of items of value 0 is ℓt. The value of agent i for B would be from the
⌈(ℓt+ ℓ) t

t+1⌉ = ℓt’th lowest valued item, which would have value 0. Consequently vi(B) = 0.
On the other hand, if B contained ℓt− 1 items of value 0, then i’s value would come from the

item which has the pth lowest value where

p =
⌈

(ℓt− 1 + ℓ)
t

t+ 1

⌉

=
⌈ℓt2 + ℓt− t

t+ 1

⌉

=
⌈

(ℓt−
t

t+ 1
)
⌉

= ℓt (As t
t+1 < 1.)
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ALGORITHM 4: Max ESW for binary goods and τ = t/t + 1

Input: I = 〈N,M, v, τ 〉 with binary goods and τ = t/t + 1

Output: An allocation A
1 Create bipartite graph G = (X,Y,E) where X contains xg for each g ∈M , Y contains yi for each

i ∈ N and (xg, yi) ∈ E only if vi(g) = 1, for each i ∈ N, g ∈M ;
2 Let µ be a maximum cardinality matching in G;
3 Let M0 = {g ∈M |vi(g) = 0 for all i ∈ N};
4 Let M1 = M \M0;
5 if |M0| > t|M1| − n OR |µ| < n then

6 Let A be an arbitrary allocation;
7 else

8 Let A = (A1, · · · , An) be s.t. Ai ← {g|(xg, yi) ∈ µ};
9 M1 ←M1 \ ∪iAi;

10 while M1 6= ∅ AND M0 6= ∅ do

11 Arbitrarily pick g ∈M1 and i ∈ N s.t. vi(g) = 1;
12 if |M0| ≥ t then
13 Pick an arbitrary subset S ⊆M0 s.t. |S| = t;
14 else

15 Let S ←M0;

16 Ai ← Ai ∪ {g} ∪ S;
17 M1 ← M1 \ {g} and M0 ←M0 \ S;

18 if M0 6= ∅ then

19 Let B1 · · ·Bn be an arbitrary partition of M0 s.t. |Bi| ≤ t− 1 for all i ∈ N ;

20 if M1 6= ∅ then

21 Let B1 · · ·Bn be an arbitrary partition of M1 s.t. g ∈ |Bi| only if vi(g) = 1;

22 For each i ∈ N , set Ai ← Ai ∪Bi;

23 Return A;

As a result, when there are at most ℓt− 1 items of value 0, vi(B) = 1.

Based on Observation 2 and Lemma 2 we develop an algorithm for maximizing ESW over
unbalanced allocations when there is a t ∈ Z+ s.t. τi =

t
t+1 for each i ∈ N . We divide the items

into two set M0 and M1. Items in M0 are objective 0s, that is, all agents have value 0 for each
item in M0. The remaining items are in M1 which are subjective 1s. That is, these are the items
for which at least 1 agent who has value 1.

The algorithm checks for two conditions: are there enough items so that each agent can receive
a good of value 1 and are there enough items in M1 to offset the items in M0. If so, it first assigns
each agent an item they have value 1 for. Next, out of the unassigned items in M1, it arbitrarily
selects one such item and allocates it to an agent who has value 1 for it, along with t items from
M0. Finally, if no items remain in one of M0 or M1, it allocates the remaining items while ensuring
the condition in Lemma 2.

Proposition 3. Given instance I = 〈N,M, v, τ = t
t+1 〉 where t ∈ Z+, Algorithm 4 returns a

maximum ESW allocation in polynomial time.

Proof. We now show that given an instance with binary goods I = 〈N,M, v, τ = t
t+1 〉, Algorithm 4

finds an allocation with ESW of 1 whenever it exists.
Let µ, M0 and M1 be as defined in Algorithm 4 by step 4. We shall now show that whenever

an allocation of ESW 1 exists, Algorithm 4 will return an allocation with ESW 1. We first show
that when |µ| = n and |M0| ≤ t|M1| − n, Algorithm 4 creates an allocation where if agent i ∈ N
receives ℓi > 1 items of value 1 then they receive at most tℓi − 1 items of value 0. We have that
ℓi > 1 as µ matches each agent to an item of value 1.
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ALGORITHM 5: Max ESW binary goods for τ = 1/3

Input: I = 〈N,M, v, τ 〉 with binary goods and τ = 1/3
Output: An allocation A

1 Let M0 = {g ∈M |vi(g) = 0 for all i ∈ N};
2 Let M1 = M \M0;
3 Create graph G = (X ∪ Y,E) where X contains xg for each g ∈M1, Y contains yi for each i ∈ N and

(xg, yi) ∈ E only if vi(g) = 1 and (xg, xg′) ∈ E only if there exists i ∈ N s.t. vi(g) = vi(g
′) = 1;

4 Define edge weight function w where w(x, y) = |X ∪ Y |+ 1 and w(y, y′) = 1;
5 Let µ be a maximum weight matching in G2;
6 if w(µ) < |M0|+ n(|X ∪ Y |+ 1) then
7 Let A be an arbitrary allocation;
8 else

9 Let A = (A1, · · · , An) be such that Ai = {g|(xg, yi) ∈ µ};
10 M1 ←M1 \ ∪iAi;
11 while M0 6= ∅ do

12 Arbitrarily pick g0 ∈M0 and g, g′ s.t. (xg, xg′) ∈ µ;
13 Pick i ∈ N s.t. vi(g) = vi(g

′) = 1;
14 Ai ← Ai ∪ {g0, g, g

′};
15 M1 ← M1 \ {g, g

′} and M0 ←M0 \ {g0};

16 if M1 6= ∅ then

17 Let B1 · · ·Bn be an arbitrary partition of M1 s.t. g ∈ |Bi| only if vi(g) = 1;

18 For each i ∈ N , set Ai ← Ai ∪Bi;

19 Return A;

Further, in the while loop, whenever i receives at most t 0 valued items from M0, they are
accompanied with one item of value 1. After the while loop, an additional t − 1 items of value 0
may be allocated to i. As a result, vi(Ai) = 1 in this case.

Consequently, when |µ| = n and |M0| ≤ t|M1|−n, we have that Algorithm 4 finds an allocation
with ESW(A) = 1.

Conversely, assume that an allocation A∗ exists s.t. ESW(A∗) = 1. Now, clearly each agent i
must receive at least one good of value 1, thus we have that |µ| = n.

Now let A∗
i,0 and A∗

i,1 respectively denote the 0 and 1 valued items i is allocated under A∗. We
have that M0 ⊆ ∪i∈NA∗

i,0 and ∪i∈NA∗
i,1 ≤ M1.

As vi(A
∗
i ) = 1, from Lemma 2, we have that |A∗

i,0| ≤ t|A∗
i,1| − 1. Consequently, we have that

|M0| ≤
∑

i

|A∗
i,0| ≤

∑

i

t|A∗
i,1| − 1 ≤ t|M1| − n

Hence, we have that the necessary conditions will be satisfied and Algorithm 4 will return an
allocation of ESW 1. As a result, Algorithm 4 will return an allocation with ESW 1 if and only if
one exists.

We now extend this idea to the setting of τi = 1/3 for all agents. Here, we begin with the
following simple observation, analogous to Lemma 2.

Observation 3. For an agent i ∈ N with τi = 1/3, a bundle B ⊆ M with exactly ℓ items of value 0
for i, we have that vi(B) = 1 if and only if the number of 1 valued items in B is at least 2ℓ+ 1.

Thus, when M0 and M1 are as in Algorithm 4, we need two items from M1 to offset one from
M0. We can now build Algorithm 5 where we need to check if we can satisfy both Observations 2
and 3.
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Proposition 4. Given I = 〈N,M, v, τ = 1/3〉, Algorithm 5 returns a maximum ESW allocation
in polynomial time.

Proof. We now show that given an instance with binary goods I = 〈N,M, v, τ = 1/3〉, Algorithm 5
finds an allocation with ESW of 1 whenever it exists.

Let µ M0 and M1 be as initially defined in Algorithm 5. We shall now show that whenever
an allocation of ESW 1 exists, Algorithm 4 will return an allocation with ESW 1. We first show
that when w(µ) ≥ |M0|+ n(|X ∪ Y |+ 1), Algorithm 5 creates an allocation where if agent i ∈ N
receives ℓi items of value 0, then they receive at least 2ℓi + 1 items of value 1.

Firstly, µ matches each agent to one item of value 1, so for agents with ℓi = 0, the requirement
is satisfied. Further, in the while loop, whenever i receives two items of value 1 for every item from
M0. After the while loop, only items of value 1 may be allocated to i. As a result, vi(Ai) = 1 in
this case.

Consequently, when w(µ) ≥ |M0|+n(|X∪Y |+1), we have that Algorithm 5 finds an allocation
with ESW(A) = 1.

Conversely, assume that an allocation A∗ exists s.t. ESW(A∗) = 1. Now let A∗
i,0 and A∗

i,1

respectively denote the 0 and 1 valued items i is allocated under A∗. We have that M0 ⊆ ∪i∈NA∗
i,0

and ∪i∈NA∗
i,1 ≤ M1.

As vi(A
∗
i ) = 1, from Lemma 2, we have that |A∗

i,1| ≥ 2|A∗
i,0|+1. Consequently, we have can build

a matching µ′ in in G2 matching |A∗
i,0| pairs of items from A∗

i,1 to each other and one additional
item to i. Now as µ2 is a maximum weight matching in G2, it must have weight at least

w(µ2) ≥ w(µ′)

≥
∑

i

(|A∗
i,0|+ |X ∪ Y |+ 1)

= n(|X ∪ Y |+ 1) +
∑

i

|A∗
i,0|

≥ n(|X ∪ Y |+ 1) + |M0|.

Hence, we have that the necessary condition will be satisfied and Algorithm 4 will return an
allocation of ESW 1. As a result, Algorithm 4 will return an allocation with ESW 1 if and only if
one exists.

We can now summarize our tractability results for maximum ESW over all allocations as follows.

Theorem 6. A maximum ESW allocation can be found in polynomial time for τ = {0, 1/3, 1} ∪
{ t
t+1 |t ∈ Z+}.

Intractability. We now show that there are several quantile values for which maximizing ESW is
NP-hard. Intriguingly, these values interweave between quantile values for which maximizing ESW
can be done in polynomial time. We find three ranges of intractability. Namely, for τ ∈ {1/t|t ≥
4} ∪ (3/8, 2/5] ∪ (5/9, 3/5]. For τ = 1/t where t ≥ 4, one item of value 0 needs to be offset by t items
of value 1. We show that this can be equivalent to a t− 1 dimensional matching. For τ ∈ (3/8, 2/5]
or τ ∈ (5/9, 3/5) the ratio of additional items of value 1 for a new item of value 0 can vary. We find
that deciding between these cases proves to be NP-hard. In all three cases, we prove NP-hardness
via a reduction from Exact3Cover.

Theorem 7. Given I = 〈N,M, v, τ〉, maximizing ESW is NP-hard for τ ∈ {1/t|t ≥ 4}∪ (3/8, 2/5]∪
(5/9, 3/5].
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5 Chores

We now turn our attention to the case of chores. Here, all items give all agents non-positive values.
Recall that for chores, we capture agent preferences via disutilities and aim to minimize utilitarian
and egalitarian social costs.

5.1 Utilitarian Social Cost

Balanced Allocations. Under balanced allocations, we had seen in Section 3.1 that maximum
USW is hard to approximate. While the same reduction does not extend well to the case, of
chores, it can be seen from a simple reduction from Exact3Cover (X3C) that the problem is
NP-hard. Similarly, while the greedy algorithm (Algorithm 1) can be arbitrarily bad for chores,
a minimum ESC allocation (which we shall discuss in Section 5.2) can be shown to be at most
maxi∈N, g∈M di(g)-USC.

Unbalanced Allocations . While goods allow for a near exact algorithm, for chores, one is not
possible. We now show that minimizing USC when all agents quantiles is 0, is equivalent to the
WeightedSetCover problem. This enables us to show that with chores and pessimistic agents
(quantile τ = 0) no polytime algorithm can guarantee better than logm approximation to minimum
USC, unless P = NP .

Theorem 8. Given instance I = 〈N,M, d, τ = 0〉 with chores, it is NP-hard to find an (1 −
o(1)) logm-USC allocation.

Given an instance with chores, I = 〈N,M, d, τ = 0〉, we can get an analogous reduction to
weighted set cover. Here we construct an element for each item and a set for each agent and each
disutility level. That is, for each agent, we create a set with top top k best chores, for each k ∈ [m].
The corresponding weight of the set will be the agent’s disutility for the set. We can now see that
there is a mapping between set covers of weight at most ν and to allocations of USC at most ν.
Thus, the logm-approximation algorithm for weighted set cover provides a logm-USC algorithm
for pessimistic agents.

5.2 Egalitarian Social Cost

We had begun our exploration of egalitarian welfare in Lemma 1, by showing that for goods, it
is sufficient to find algorithms for binary goods. We can get an analogous result for the case of
egalitarian cost.

Lemma 3. The problem of finding an allocation with ESC at most ν ≥ 0 over allocations in
Π ′ ⊆ Π(n,M) under heterogeneous quantiles reduces to the problem of minimizing ESC over Π ′

under binary chores with heterogeneous quantiles.

We can now focus our discussion on binary chores where di(g) ∈ {0, 1} for all i ∈ N and all
g ∈ M . For balanced allocations, it is straightforward to see that the ideas for binary goods for
balanced allocations extend to binary chores. Recall Algorithm 2. Instead of adding edges for items
of value 1, we add an edge for chores for disutility 0. The result will then analogously follow.

Theorem 9. Given an instance with chores and heterogeneous quantiles I = 〈N,M, d, τ〉 where
m = kn, a minimum ESC balanced allocation can be found in polynomial time.

Unbalanced Allocations. Recall that for goods, the tractability of egalitarian welfare was highly
quantile dependent. Algorithm 4 found a maximum ESW allocation in polynomial time for quantiles
of the form τ = t/t + 1 for t ∈ Z

+. We now show that for chores, not only does Algorithm 4 not
extend, but the corresponding quantiles prove to be NP-hard.

Theorem 10. Given an instance I = 〈N,M, d, τ = 1/2〉, finding a minimum ESC allocation is
NP-hard.
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Exact Algorithms. In this manner, most of the quantiles for which we had exact algorithms for
goods become intractable. For two specific quantiles however, we continue to have simple exact
algorithms: τ = 0 and τ = 1. If τ = 0, it is sufficient to check for the given binary chores instance,
if there is an item that is a universal bad, in which case all allocations will have ESC of 1. If not,
each item has at least one agent who has no disutility for it, and can be arbitrarily assigned to
such an agent to get an allocation with ESC of 0. For τ = 1, if any one agent has even item with
no disutility, they can be given all the items in M to get an allocation with ESC of 0. Otherwise,
each allocation must have ESC of 1.

6 Conclusions

In this work, we proposed a novel quantile-based preference model in the context of indivisible item
allocation. We studied Utilitarian and Egalitarian Welfare, both with and without the balanced
allocation requirement, and provided comprehensive algorithmic and complexity-theoretic results.

Interestingly, our results reveal that the complexity of the problems changes significantly de-
pending on whether the balancedness requirement is imposed. For instance, for balanced allocations
there is a strong hardness of approximation bound for maximizing USW, whereas without the bal-
ancedness requirement, a near-exact approximation algorithm exists. A similar phenomenon occurs
with ESW but in reverse: for balanced allocations, maximizing ESW can be solved efficiently, while
without the balancedness requirement, maximizing ESW is NP-hard for many quantile values.

Our work opens up several promising directions for future research. Firstly, while we focused
on the two extremes of the p-means (Utilitarian and Egalitarian welfare), exploring other welfare
functions, such as Nash welfare, presents an intriguing avenue for study. Secondly, investigating
the compatibility between fairness notions, such as EF1 or EFx, and Pareto efficiency within the
framework of our valuation class is another interesting direction of further research.
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A Additional Related Work

Allocating Indivisible Items. The problem of allocating indivisible items fairly and/or efficiently
is very well studied (See [1] for a survey). Existing literature almost exclusively assumes that
preferences are aggregated in a monotone manner, often assuming additive valuations [4, 15], but
also at times subadditive [9, 10] or superadditive valuations [7, 34]. A couple of papers also consider
arbitrary valuations, with no underlying structure guaranteed, in addition to monotone valuations
[8, 13]. Our paper considers quantile preferences which may be monotone for the two extreme
quantiles, but non-monotone for all others.

While typical work on allocating indivisible items does not explicitly restrict the type of allo-
cations studied there has been some work restricting the number of items that can be allocated.
Shoshan et al. [33] and [12] consider a setting where items are partitioned into categories and there
is a uniform constraint on how many items of each category can be allocated to a single agent. For
this space, Biswas and Barman [12] focus on envy based fairness, while Shoshan et al. [33] consider
efficiency via pareto optimality and envy-based fairness.

Caragiannis and Narang [14] study a repeated matching setting where there are T rounds and
n agents and n items. In each round, each agent must receive exactly one item. Here, value for an
item depends on how many times this agent has received the item in the past. For this space, [14]
pursue utilitarian social welfare and envy-based fairness.

Quantile based preferences. Quantile based preferences are well-established in mathematical eco-
nomics and social choice theory. [19, 20] show that quantile preferences are a more accurate model
of real-life behavior of agents in random settings over expected utility.

These preferences are a generalization of preference set extensions that lift preferences over
individual items to a set of items. The study of preference set extensions has a long-standing history
in social choice theory [6] and has been applied to hedonic coalition formation games [16, 17, 18],
committee selection [2] and multidimensional matchings [29]. Among them, one is called the best
set extension in which the sets are compared based on the best item in each set. One is called the
worst set extension, in which the sets are compared based on the best item in each set. The best
and worst extension correspond to the τ = 1 and τ = 0 in our model.

Quantile based set extensions have been explored in prior work through the lens of specific
quantiles. The downward lexicographic (DL) and the upward lexicographic (UL) set extension are
both natural refinements of the best and worst set extensions, respectively. Both lexicographic
extensions are also special cases of set extensions based on additive valuations [6]. Lexicographic
preferences are relatively well studied within fair division [3, 21, 26, 27, 28]. Other quantiles have
also been considered previously. Nitzan and Pattanaik [32] characterize median quantile preferences
that are a special case of τ = 1/2 in our model.

Recently, the idea of quantiles has been introduced on top of the standard additive valuation
setting within fair division. [5] consider settings where an agent assesses the fairness of a bundle
by comparing it to her valuation in a random allocation. In this framework, a bundle is considered
q-quantile fair, if it is at least as good as a bundle obtained in a uniformly random allocation with
probability at least q. In a similar vein, Bhawalkar et al. [11] introduce the average value problem
where the valuations are additive but they require that the average value of the bundles received
by the agents meets a certain threshold.

B Omitted Proofs from Section 4

B.1 Utilitarian Welfare

Intractability

Theorem 4. Given instance I = 〈N,M, v, τ〉 with goods finding a maximum USW allocation is
NP-complete.
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Proof. It is straightforward to see that this problem is in NP. Given instance I and value α, such
that there exists an allocation A with USW at least α, it can be checked in polynomial time that
A has USW at least α.

We give a reduction from the well known Exact3Cover problem, which is known to be NP-
hard [23]. Under the Exact3Cover problem we are given a universe of 3t elements E and a family
of sets S = {S1, · · · , Sℓ} s.t. for each j ∈ [t], Sj ⊂ E and |Sj | = 3. The aim is to find t mutually
disjoint sets Sj1 , · · · , Sjt that cover the given set of elements, i.e.,

⋃

p∈[ℓ] Sjp = E .

Given an instance of Exact3Cover 〈E ,S〉, we construct an instance of our problem with ℓ
agents and 2t + ℓ items as follows: For each set Sj , create an agent ij . For each element e ∈ E ,
create an item ge. Create an additional set of prized ℓ− t items g′1, · · · , g

′
ℓ−t.

For each agent i, set the quantile value τi = 0. Set the agent values as follows: for any i ∈ N ,
we set i’s value for a prized item g′ as vi(g

′) = 2 and for each j ∈ [t] we set vij (ge) = 1 if e ∈ Sj

and vij (ge) = 0 otherwise.
We can now show that 〈U ,S〉 has an Exact3Cover if and only if there exists an allocation

A = (A1, · · · , An) under the constructed instance 〈N,M, v〉 with USW at least 2ℓ− t.
First assume that an Exact 3-Cover does exist, and that it is, without loss of generality,

S1, · · · , Sk. Consider the allocation A where each agent corresponding a set in the exact 3 cover re-
ceives the items corresponding to its constituent elements and the remaining agents get one prized
item each. That is, for j ∈ [t], Aij = {ge|e ∈ Sj} and for j ∈ [ℓ] \ [t], Aij = {g′j−t}. Observe that,
here agents i1, · · · , it each get a value of 1 while the remaining ℓ− t agents receive value 2, making
the USW of A to be 2ℓ− t.

Now let there not exist an exact 3-cover. Then, even if we assign each item corresponding to
an element ge to a set containing it, we will need to give these elements to at least t + 1 distinct
agents, in which case at least t+1 agents receive value 1 and at most ℓ− t− 1 agents receive value
2.

If we were to assign an element item to an agent who does not contain it, they would get value
0. Thus, in either case the optimal USW cannot be more than 2ℓ− t− 1.

Near Exact Algorithm

Proposition 2. Given instance I = 〈N,M, v, τ〉 with heterogeneous quantiles and an agent i∗

such that τi∗ = 1, a maximum USW allocation can be found in polynomial time.

Proof. Given I, let A∗ be a maximum USW allocation. For each j ∈ N , let gj ∈ A∗
j be such that

vj(A
∗
j ) = vj(gj).

Consider a maximum weight matching µ on the bipartite graph with all agents and all items.
Observe that the weight of µ is at least

∑

j vj(A
∗
j ) = USW(A). Now define allocation A to be such

that for all j 6= i∗, they are allocated only their matched item under µ. Agent i∗ is allocated the
matched item under µ along with all remaining items.

Clearly USW(A) is the weight of µ. Hence, A has maximum USW.

B.2 Egalitarian Welfare

Intractability

Lemma 4. Given an instance with binary goods I = 〈N,M, v, τ = 1/4〉, maximizing ESW is
NP-hard.

Proof. We shall give a reduction from Exact3Cover (X3C) 1. Given an instance of X3C 〈U ,S〉
where |U| = 3t and |S| = ℓ, we shall create an instance of our problem as follows:

For each Sj ∈ S, we create a set agent ij and a set item gj.

1 See the proof of Theorem 4 for a definition of the exact 3 cover problem
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For each element u ∈ U , we create an element item gu.
Create t dummy items g′1, · · · , g

′
t.

As a result, we have created ℓ agents and ℓ+ 4t items. We define agent preferences as follows.
For any ij ∈ N , vij (g

′) = 0 for any dummy item g′. Further, for any u ∈ U , if u ∈ Sj , set
vij (gu) = 1, otherwise set vij (gu) = 0. Finally, for any j′ ∈ [ℓ], set vij (gj′) = 1 if j = j′ otherwise,
set vij (gj′) = 0. Lastly, set τi = 1/4, for all i ∈ N .

We shall now show that an allocation with ESW of 1 exists if and only if the given X3C instance
has an exact 3-cover.

First, assume that Sj1 , · · · , Sjt form an exact 3 cover of 〈U ,S〉. Consider the following allocation
A

Aij =

{

{gj} if j /∈ {j1 · · · , jt}

{gj, g
′
p} ∪ {gu|u ∈ Sj} if j = jp for some p ∈ [t]

That is, agents corresponding to sets in the exact 3 cover receive their set item, one dummy
item and constituent items. Agents corresponding to sets not in the exact 3 cover only receive
their corresponding set item. Firstly, observe that as Sj1 , · · · , Sjt form an exact 3 cover of 〈U ,S〉,
A must be a valid allocation, where all items are allocated, and the bundles of agents are disjoint.
Now, for any agent ij , where j /∈ {j1 · · · , jt}, we have that Aij = {gj}, thus, vij (Aij ) = 1.

Further, for j ∈ {j1 · · · , jt}, Aij contains one item of value 0, the dummy item g′ and 4 items
of value 1, the set item and element items. As, τ = 1/4, we have that vij (Aij ) = 1. Consequently,
ESW(A) = 1.

Now, conversely, assume that an allocation A∗ exists s.t. ESW(A∗) = 1. That is, for each i ∈ N ,
vi(A

∗
i ) = 1.
Observe that for each agent there are exactly four items of value 1: the corresponding set item

and constituent element items. As τi = 1/4, A∗
i can contain at most 1 item of value 0 for i. If it

does contain one item of value 0, all four of the value 1 items must also be contained to ensure
vi(A

∗
i ) = 1.
In particular, as there are t dummy items for which each agent has value 0, each agent can be

allocated at most one dummy item under A∗. Let the set of agents who receive one dummy item be
ij1 , · · · , ijt . Further, each for j ∈ {j1, · · · , jt}, we have that Aij must contain gj and all three items
in {gu|u ∈ Sj}. As a result, Sj1 , · · · , Sjt must be mutually disjoint. Consequently, Sj1 , · · · , Sjt form
an exact 3 cover of 〈U ,S〉.

Hence, the problem of finding a maximum ESW allocation is NP-hard for binary goods and
τ = 1/4.

We can do an analogous reduction from the t-dimensional matching problem for t ≥ 3, to an
instance with binary goods and τ = 1

t+1 where 1 item of value 0 needs to be offset by t items of
value 1 to ensure that the bundle has value 1 for the corresponding agent.

Corollary 1. Given I = 〈N,M, v, τ = 1/t〉 with binary goods where t ≥ 4, maximizing ESW is
NP-hard.

Intractability with τ ∈ (3/8, 2/5]. The main source of intractability in this range of quantiles comes
from differing number of value 1 items that can are needed to offset an additional item of value 0.
Considering only bundles that give value 1 to an agent, with four items of value 1, there can be
at most two items of value 0. However with five items of value 1 there can be at most three items
of value 0. Thus when the number items which give value 0 is strictly greater than the number of
items that give value 1 to at least one agent, deciding if an ESW 1 allocation may not be possible
with polynomially many greedy decisions.

Lemma 5. Finding a maximum ESW allocation is NP-hard for τ ∈ (3/8, 2/5].
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Proof. We shall give a reduction from Exact3Cover (X3C). Given an instance of X3C 〈U ,S〉
where |U| = 3t and |S| = ℓ, we shall create an instance of our problem as follows:

– For each Sj ∈ S, we create a set agent ij and a set items g1j and g2j .
– For each element u ∈ U , we create an element item gu.
– Create ℓ+ 2t dummy items g′1, · · · , g

′
ℓ+2t.

As a result, we have created n = ℓ agents and m = 3ℓ+ 5t items. We define agent preferences
as follows. For any ij ∈ N , vij (g

′) = 0 for any dummy item g′. Further, for any u ∈ U , if u ∈ Sj ,
set vij (gu) = 1, otherwise set vij (gu) = 0. Finally, for any j′ ∈ [ℓ], set vij (g

1
j′) = vij (g

2
j′) = 1 if

j = j′ otherwise, set vij (g
1
j′ ) = vij (g

2
j′) = 0. Lastly, set τi = 2/5, for all i ∈ N .

We shall now show that an allocation with ESW of 1 exists if and only if the given X3C instance
has an exact 3-cover.

First, assume that Sj1 , · · · , Sjt form an exact 3 cover of 〈U ,S〉. Consider the following allocation
A where Aij = {g1j , g

2
j , g

′
j} if j /∈ {j1 · · · , jt} and Aij = {g1j , g

2
j , g

′
j , g

′
ℓ+2p−1, g

′
ℓ+2p} ∪ {gu|u ∈ Sj} if

j = jp for some p ∈ [t]
That is, agents corresponding to sets in the exact 3 cover receive their set items, three dummy

items and their constituent items. Agents corresponding to sets not in the exact 3 cover only receive
their corresponding set items and one dummy item. Firstly, observe that as Sj1 , · · · , Sjt form an
exact 3 cover of 〈U ,S〉, A must be a valid allocation, where all items are allocated, and the bundles
of agents are disjoint. Now, for any agent ij, where j /∈ {j1 · · · , jt}, we have that Aij = {g1j , g

2
j , g

′
j}.

As τi > 1/3, we have that, vij (Aij ) = 1.
Further, for j ∈ {j1 · · · , jt},Aij contains three items of value 0, the dummy items g′j, g

′
ℓ+2p−1, g

′
ℓ+2p

and five items of value 1, the set items and element items. As, τi > 3/8, we have that vij (Aij ) = 1.
Consequently, ESW(A) = 1.

Now, conversely, assume that an Exact 3 Cover does not exist.
Observe that for each agent there are exactly five items of value 1: the corresponding set items

and constituent element items. This along with the fact that τi ≤ 2/5 implies that any bundle of
value 1 for i can contain at most three items of value 0 for i. If it does contain three items of value
0, all five of the value 1 items must also be contained to ensure the bundle has value 1.

Recall that there are ℓ + 2t dummy items for which each agent has value 0. These items can
only be offset by 2ℓ set items and 3t element items. Further, as for all agents τi ∈ (3/8, 2/5], we have
that if an agent received p < 5 items of value 1, they must have at most ⌊p/2⌋ items of value 0.

Consequently, in order to offset all the dummy items, we must have at least t agents who each
receive three dummy items and their corresponding set item and constituent items. Now as no
exact 3 cover exists, at most t − 1 (set) agents can receive all three constituent element items.
Thus, no allocation exists with an ESW of 1.

Intractability with τ ∈ (5/9, 3/5]. The main source of intractability in this range of quantiles comes
from differing number of value 0 items that can be added with an additional item of value 1.
Considering only bundles that give value 1 to an agent, with three items of value 1, there can be
at most three items of value 0. However with four items of value 1 there can be at most five items
of value 0. Thus when the number items which give value 0 is strictly greater than the number of
items that give value 1 to at least one agent, deciding if an ESW 1 allocation may not be possible
with polynomially many greedy decisions.

Lemma 6. Finding a maximum ESW allocation is NP-hard for τ ∈ (5/9, 3/5].

Proof. We shall give a reduction from Exact3Cover (X3C). Given an instance of X3C 〈U ,S〉
where |U| = 3t and |S| = ℓ, we shall create an instance of our problem as follows:

For each Sj ∈ S, we create a set agent ij and a set item gj.
For each element u ∈ U , we create an element item gu.
Create ℓ+ 4t dummy items g′1, · · · , g

′
ℓ+4t.
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Thus, we have created ℓ agents and 2ℓ + 7t items. We define agent preferences as follows. For
any ij ∈ N , vij (g

′) = 0 for any dummy item g′. Further, for any element u ∈ U , if u ∈ Sj , set
vij (gu) = 1, otherwise set vij (gu) = 0. Finally, for any j′ ∈ [ℓ], set value for set item gj′ vij (gj′) = 1
if j = j′ otherwise, set vij (gj′) = 0. Lastly, arbitrarily set τi ∈ (5/9, 3/5], for all i ∈ N .

We shall now show that an allocation with ESW of 1 exists if and only if the given X3C instance
has an exact 3-cover.

First, assume that Sj1 , · · · , Sjt form an exact 3 cover of 〈U ,S〉. Consider the following allocation
A where Aij = {gj, g

′
j} if j /∈ {j1 · · · , jt} and Aij = {gj, g

′
j , g

′
ℓ+4p−3, g

′
ℓ+4p−2, g

′
ℓ+4p−1, g

′
ℓ+4p} ∪

{gu|u ∈ Sj} if j = jp for some p ∈ [t]
That is, agents corresponding to sets in the exact 3 cover receive their set item, five dummy

items and their constituent items. Agents corresponding to sets not in the exact 3 cover only receive
their corresponding set item and one dummy item. Firstly, observe that as Sj1 , · · · , Sjt form an
exact 3 cover of 〈U ,S〉, A must be a valid allocation, where all items are allocated, and the bundles
of agents are disjoint. Now, for any agent ij, where j /∈ {j1 · · · , jt}, we have that Aij = {gj, g

′
j}.

As τi > 0.5, we have that, vij (Aij ) = 1.
Further, for j ∈ {j1 · · · , jt}, Aij contains five items of value 0, the dummy items g′j , g

′
ℓ+4p−3,

g′ℓ+4p−2, g
′
ℓ+4p−1, g

′
ℓ+4p and 4 items of value 1, the set item and element items. As, τi > 5/9, we

have that vij (Aij ) = 1. Consequently, ESW(A) = 1.
Now, conversely, assume that an Exact 3 Cover does not exist.
Observe that for each agent there are exactly four items of value 1: the corresponding set item

and constituent element items. This along with the fact that τi ≤ 3/5 implies that any bundle of
value 1 for i can contain at most 5 items of value 0 for i. If it does contain five items of value 0,
all four of the value 1 items must also be contained to ensure the bundle has value 1.

Recall that there are ℓ + 4t dummy items for which each agent has value 0. These items can
only be offset by d set items and 3t element items. Clearly there are fewer items that can give
an agent value 1 than the number of items that give all agents value 0. Further, as for all agents
τi ∈ (5/9, 3/5], we have that if an agent received p < 4 items of value 1, they must have at most p
items of value 0.

Consequently, in order to offset all the dummy items, we must have at least t agents who each
receive 5 dummy items and their corresponding set item and constituent items. Now as no exact
3 cover exists, at most t− 1 (set) agents can receive all three constituent element items. Thus, no
allocation exists with an ESW of 1.

C Omitted Proofs from Section 5

C.1 Utilitarian Social Cost

Theorem 8. Given instance I = 〈N,M, d, τ = 0〉 with chores, it is NP-hard to find an (1 −
o(1)) logm-USC allocation.

Proof. We give an approximation preserving reduction from the SetCover problem. Given an
instance of SetCover with element set E = [ℓ] and family of subsets S = {S1, · · · , St}, we
construct an instance of our problem with n = t agents and m = ℓ items as follows:

Create an agent ij for each set Sj ∈ S. Create an item (chore) ge for each element e ∈ E. Set
the quantile value τi = 0 for each agent i.

We set the disutilities as follows: for j ∈ [t], the disutility of agent ij for item ge is:

dij (ge) =

{

1 if e ∈ Sj

t+ 1 if e /∈ Sj

It is straightforward to see that an allocation with USC at most α ≤ t exists if and only if a set
cover of size at most α ≤ t exists. Let there exist a set cover of size α. Without loss of generality,
let it be S1, · · · , Sα. Then construct allocation A where
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Aij =

{

{ge : e ∈ Sj \ (∪j′≤j−1Sj′ )} if j ≤ α

∅ if j > α

Clearly, agents i1, · · · , iα receive disutility 1 and all remaining agents receive disutility 0. As a
result, the USC of A is α.

We can similarly argue the other case. Let an allocation A have USC(A) = α ≤ t. Thus, each
agent ij must only be assigned items belonging to its corresponding set Sj and exactly α agents
are assigned any items. Consequently, sets corresponding to these agents must form set cover of
size α.

As a result, we have an approximation preserving reduction from SetCover. It is known that,
for SetCover problem is hard to approximate to within factor (1− o(1)) log ℓ, unless P=NP [22].
Consequently, as our constructed instance has m = ℓ items, the problem of minimizing USC is
NP-hard to approximate to factor within (1− o(1)) logm.

C.2 Egalitarian Social Cost

Theorem 10. Given an instance I = 〈N,M, d, τ = 1/2〉, finding a minimum ESC allocation is
NP-hard.

Proof. We give a reduction from VertexCover[30] where given a connected undirected graph
G = (X,E) and a positive integer α > 0, we wish to find a set of at most α vertices, such that
each edge has at least one endpoint in this set.

Given an instance of vertex cover 〈G = (X,E), α〉, we construct an instance with binary chores
as follows. For each vertex x ∈ X , we create an agent ix. For each edge e, we create an item ge. We
create additionally, |E| − α universal bads g′1, · · · , g

′
|E|−α. For each x ∈ X and e ∈ E, dix(ge) = 0

if e is incident on x, otherwise, dix(ge) = 1. Further for all agents and all t ∈ [|E| − α], we have
that di(g

′
t) = 1. Finally, for each i, we set τi = 1/2.

Now, observe that if an agent is allocated an empty set, clearly their disutility will be 0. For
non-empty sets, as τi = 1/2 for all i, i needs to have strictly more items of disutility 0 than 1 to
have a disutility of 0 for the allocated set.

We now show that the given instance has a vertex cover of size at most α if and only if the
constructed instance has an allocation with ESC of 0.

First, assume that there is a minimum vertex cover S ⊆ X s.t. |S| ≤ α. Thus, we can assume
without loss of generality, there a must be a partition of the edges in E ∪x∈SPx = E s.t. |Px| ≥ 2.
If not, as the graph is connected, a smaller vertex cover must exist. Based on this, we create a
partition of the universal bads g′ s.t. ∪x∈SMx = {g′1, · · · , g

′
|E|−α} and |Mx| = |Px| − 1.

We now construct the following allocation where Aix = ∅ if x /∈ S and if x ∈ S, Aix = {ge|e ∈
Px} ∪Mx. Clearly, for x /∈ S dix(Aix) = 0. For agents ix s.t. x ∈ S, ix receives |Px| incident edge
items and |Mx| − 1 universal bads. Consequently, dix(Aix) = 0. Thus, ESC(A) = 0.

Conversely, let an allocation A exist s.t. ESC(A) = 0. By construction, there are |E| items that
give disutility 0 to at least some agent, and |E| − α items that give disutility 1 to all.

Now, as ESC(A) = 0, at most α agents can receive non-empty sets, as there are only α ex-
tra edge items than universal bad. Further, all the edge items must have been allocated to an
agents corresponding to an endpoint of the edge. Thus, the agents allocated non-empty sets must
correspond to a vertex cover of size at most α.

Hence, a vertex cover of size at most α exists in G if and only if the constructed instance has
an allocation of ESC 0.

D Identical Valuations

We now consider identical valuations, that is all agents have the same quantile and the same
valuation function v.
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D.1 USW under Balanced Allocations

Here, a maximum USW balanced allocation can be found in polynomial time for any τ ∈ [0, 1].
In fact, we have that the same greedy algorithm (Algorithm 1) that worked for general valuations
that proves to be an exact algorithm in this case.

Theorem 11. Given an instance with identical valuations I = 〈N,M, v, τ〉, Algorithm 1 returns
a balanced allocation with maximum USW.

Proof. Given I with identical valuation v, let the items be such that v(g1) ≥ v(g2) ≥ · · · ≥ v(gm).
Let A be the allocation returned by Algorithm 1. Furthermore, let ki = min(k, k − ⌈τk⌉ + 1) as
defined in Algorithm 1. Since the quantiles are identical, we have that ki = kj for each i 6= j. Let
k′ = min(k, k − ⌈τik⌉+ 1).

Let the order in which agents are first assigned their demanded set under Algorithm 1 be
i1, i2, · · · in. Without loss of generality, we assume that Sit = {g(t−1)k′+1, · · · , gtk′}. In particular,
Sin = {g(n−1)k′+1, · · · , gnk′}. Thus, v(Ait) = v(gtk′).

Now let A∗ be a balanced allocation with maximum USW. As agents have identical valuations,
we can assume without loss of generality that v(A∗

i1 ) ≥ v(A∗
i2 ) ≥ · · · ≥ v(A∗

in ).
We now show inductively that for all t ∈ [n], v(Ait) ≥ v(A∗

it).
First for the base case, observe that as i1 was the first to be allocated a set of items, it must

be {g1, · · · , gk′} ⊆ Ai1 . Clearly, no set can give value higher than v(gk′ ), thus, v(A∗
i1) ≤ v(gk∗) =

v(Ai1).
Now, assume that there is a t ∈ [n− 1], s.t. for all t′ ≤ t, we have that v(A∗

it′
) ≤ v(Ait). Recall

that v(A∗
i1 ) ≥ · · · ≥ v(A∗

it−1
) ≥ v(A∗

it). If v(A∗
it) > v(gtk′), by the pigeonhole principle, there

wouldn’t be enough items of higher value to ensure that for all t′ < t, v(A∗
it′
) ≥ v(A∗

it
). Thus, it

must be that v(A∗
it
) ≤ v(gtk′ ) = v(Ait).

Consequently, for each t ∈ [n], we must have that v(Ait) ≥ v(A∗
it). Hence, USW(A) ≥

USW(A∗).

D.2 ESW under Unbalanced Allocations

We again focus our attention to binary goods, as a consequence of Lemma 1. We find that a
maximum ESW allocation over all allocations can be found in polynomial time, when all agents
have identical valuations and quantiles. We first observe a simple fact.

Observation 4. Given τ ∈ (0, 1] and a τ -quantile binary valuation function v and bundle B ⊂ M ,

let B0 = {g ∈ B|v(B) = 0}. We have that v(B) = 1 if and only if |B| > |B0|
τ .

We use this basic observation to show that under identical valuations, in order to maximize
ESW, it is sufficient to only consider allocations where the number of items of value 0 is balanced
across agents.

Lemma 7. Given instance I = 〈N,M, v, τ〉 with identical valuations over binary goods. Let r be
the number of goods with value 1. If there exists an allocation with ESW of 1, then there must exist
an allocation where all agents get value 1 and get at most ⌈(m− r)/n⌉ goods with value 0.

Proof. Let there exist an allocation A = (A1, · · · , An) s.t. v(Ai) = 1 for all i ∈ N . Let ti denote
the number of goods of value 0 in Ai.

If τ = 0, then either r = m or no allocation can exist where all agents get utility 1.
Now consider the case where τ > 0. Let there exists an agent j s.t tj > ⌈m−r

n ⌉. Then there
must exist an agent j′ s.t. tj − tj′ ≥ 2. Thus, tj′ < ⌊m−r

n ⌋.
We shall show that there exists an allocation A′ where j gets tj − 1 items of value 0, and j′

gets tj′ + 1 items of value 0 and all agents still get a value of 1.
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Consider A′ where A′
i = Ai for all i 6= j, j′. We shall now transfer one item of value 0 and just

enough items of value 1 from j to j′ to get the required allocation. From Observation 4, for tj′ +1

items of value 0, A′
j must be such that |A′

j′ | >
tj′+1

τ . If we can do this without any additional

items of value 1, that is if |Aj′ |+ 1 >
tj′+1

τ , we need not transfer any goods of value 1 from Aj .

Now as v(Aj′ ) = 1, by Observation 4, it must be that |Aj′ | >
tj′

τ . Thus, we need only consider

the case |Aj′ |j′ ∈
(

tj′

τ ,
tj′+1

τ

]

. We shall show that there are enough goods of value 1 in Aj that

can be transferred while maintaining the values of both bundles.
Let us transfer ℓ = ⌈ 1

τ ⌉−1 goods of value 1 from agent j to agent j′. Observe that as v(Aj′ ) = 1,

we have that |Aj′ | >
tj′

τ , we have that

|A′
j′ | = |Aj′ |+ 1 + ℓ ≥ |Aj′ |+

1

τ
>

t′j + 1

τ
.

Thus j′ will continue to have value 1 with additional one good of value 0 and ℓ goods of value
1. We now show that removing these will not decrease j’s value.

By assumption, v(Aj) = 1. Thus, we have that ⌈τ |Aj |⌉ ≥ tj +1. Now consider the bundle after
removing one good of value 0 and ℓ goods of value 1. Thus, j now has tj − 1 goods of value 0. We
need ⌈τ(|Aj | − (1 + ℓ))⌉ ≥ tj . Consider

⌈τ |A′
j |⌉ = ⌈τ(|Aj | − (1 + ℓ))⌉

≥ ⌈τ(|Aj | −
1

τ
)⌉

= ⌈τ |Aj | − 1⌉

= ⌈τ |Aj |⌉ − 1

≥ tj + 1− 1 = tj .

Thus we have that both j and j′ will continue to have value 1 even after the transfer. Conse-
quently, we can repeat this procedure till each agent has at most ⌈m−r

n ⌉ goods of value 0. Hence,
whenever an allocation exists s.t. ESW(A) = 1, there must exist an allocation A′, s.t. ESW(A′) = 1
and each agent receives either ⌊(m− r)/n⌋ or ⌈(m− n)/r⌉ items of value 0.

Theorem 12. Given instance I = 〈N,M, v, τ〉 with identical valuations, an allocation with maxi-
mum ESW can be found in polynomial time.

Proof. Given I, as a consequence of Lemma 1, we assume I is an instance with binary goods.
First, consider the set of items of value 0, that is, M0 = {g ∈ M |v(g) = 0}. From Lemma 7, we

know that it is sufficient to consider only allocations where items in M0 are distributed uniformly.

Let t = |M0| − n⌊ |M0|
n ⌋. That is, t is the number of agents who need to receive more than ⌊ |M0|

n ⌋
items from M0.

Now, consider the set of items of items of value 1, that is M1 = M \M0. If an agent receives ℓ
items from M0, by Observation 4, we can easily calculate the minimum bundle size k s.t. ⌈τk⌉ > ℓ.

In particular, k = min{k′ ∈ Z+|k > ℓ
τ }. Consequently, let k1 = min{k′ ∈ Z+|k > ⌊|M0|/n⌋

τ } −

⌊|M0|/n⌋ and k2 = min{k′ ∈ Z+|k > ⌈|M0|/n⌉
τ } − ⌈|M0|/n⌉.

As a result, an agent receiving ⌊|M0|/n⌋ items from M0 requires at least k1 items from M1 to
have value 1. Analogously, an agent receiving ⌈|M0|/n⌉ items from M0 requires at least k2 items
from M1 to have value 1. Thus, an allocation of ESW 1 exists, if and only if |M1| ≥ tk2+(n− t)k1.

This can easily be checked and an appropriate allocation can accordingly be built. Thus, a
maximum ESW allocation can be found in polynomial time.

Proposition 5. Given instance I = 〈N,M, v, τ〉 with identical valuations over binary goods, an
allocation with maximum USW can be found in polynomial time.
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Proof. Let M0 and M1 be the sets of items of value 0 and 1, respectively.
Observe that with binary goods, an allocation with USW n exists, if and only if an allocation

with ESW 1 exists. Thus, we first find a maximum ESW allocation. If it has ESW 1, it must have
USW n.

If an ESW 1 allocation does not exist, we can check if |M1| > n − 1. If so we can give n − 1
agents exactly one item each from M1 and give all remaining items in M1 and M0 to the remaining
agent.

Finally, if |M1| ≤ n− 1, we can give |M1| agents one item each from M1 and the items in M0

are distributed arbitrarily among the remaining agents. In this case, no agent can get an item from
both M1 and M0.

It is easy to see that this can be done in polynomial time.
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