2502.09377v1 [cs.GT] 13 Feb 2025

arxXiv

Fair Division via Resource Augmentation*

Hannaneh Akramif Alon Edenf Michal Feldman® Amos Fiat! Yoav Gal-Tzur!

February 14, 2025

Abstract

We introduce and formalize the notion of resource augmentation for maximin share allocations — an
idea that can be traced back to the seminal work of Budish [JPE 2011]. Specifically, given a fair division
instance with m goods and n agents, we ask how many copies of the goods should be added in order to
guarantee that each agent receives at least their original maximin share, or an approximation thereof. We
establish a tight bound of m/e copies for arbitrary monotone valuations. For additive valuations, we show
that at most min{n — 2, [ 2| (1 + o(1))} copies suffice. For approximate-MMS in ordered instances, we
give a tradeoff between the number of copies needed and the approximation guarantee. In particular, we
prove that |n/2] copies suffice to guarantee a 6/7-approximation to the original MMS, and |n/3] copies
suffice for a 4/5-approximation. Both results improve upon the best known approximation guarantees
for additive valuations in the absence of copies.
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1 Introduction

Fair Division goes back to antiquity, (Genesis 13), where 2 agents (Abraham and Lot) used cut and choose
to split a contested resource. For divisible items and 2 agents, cut and choose ensures that (a) both agents
get at least half the good, when viewed subjectively based on the agent’s own valuation — this is called a
proportional allocation, and (b) no agent would prefer to swap with the other — this is called an envy free
allocation. See [15, 16]. Extensions to n > 2 agents were studied by Banach, Knaster and Steinhaus, [39],
where proportionality means that every agent gets at least 1/n fraction of her value for the entire good. In
particular, they show that proportionality is always achievable, for any number of agents, in the context of
divisible cake cutting. (In general, for more than 2 agents, proportionality does not imply envy freeness.)
Unfortunately, proportionality is not possible, in general, for indivisible items.

The maximin share is a relaxation of proportionality for indivisible items. Given n agents and a set M
of indivisible items, the maximin share of an agent is the maximum value (over all partitions of M into n
bundles), of the minimum valued bundle in the partition.

The maximin share (hereinafter denoted MMS), was studied by [30, 19]. Budish [19] defined the term
and showed that if the number of agents goes to infinity and there are many copies of every item (also going
to infinity) then one can approximate the maximin share to within a small error (going to zero). This was
particularly relevant in the context of registration to classes, his motivating example.

Again, unfortunately, even if restricted to additive valuations, a maximin allocation need not exist [32, 25].
Albeit, there are several special cases where achieving the maximin share is in fact achievable, see [14].

Relaxations of MMS Given that achieving the maximin share is impossible, several relaxations have
been studied. Implicitly introduced in [19], a 1-out-of-d maximin share is the maximum value each agent
can guarantee while partitioning the set M into d > n bundles (instead of n bundles in the original MMS
definition), and receiving a minimum valued bundle.

Clearly, the larger d is, the easier it is to achieve the benchmark. The question then becomes, what
is the smallest value of d > n such that there is an allocation for n agents so that each agent achieves
the 1-out-of-d maximin share. This is also referred to as the ordinal approximation. In [31] the authors
show that 1-out-of-[3n/2] MMS allocations exist for any instance with additive valuations, later improved
to 1-out-of-4[n /3] MMS allocations in [3], the current state of the art.

Another relaxation of MMS, also called approximate-MMS, is that of a-MMS, introduced by Procaccia
and Wang [32]. An a-MMS allocation is one where every agent gets at least an « fraction of the maximin
share. Procaccia and Wang [32] showed that o = 2/3 is attainable for additive valuations. This was
subsequently improved in a sequence of papers, culminating in [1] which achieved a ( %—l—ﬁ)—MMS allocation,
the best known bound thus far (Akrami and Garg).

1.1 Owur Contributions

Our main contribution is to introduce relaxations to the MMS by allowing resource augmentation, (i.e.,
allowing extra copies of items) and to obtain both positive and negative results in different settings. This
relaxation was implicitly suggested by Budish in [19], where the number of items (slots in classrooms) tended
to infinity. We ask:

Main question: How many items should be duplicated so as to guarantee an allocation in which every
agent’s value is at least the agent’s (original) MMS?

We consider both the total number of copies and the maximum number of copies of an item. We
distinguish between distinct copies (only one extra copy of an item allowed), and when more copies of a
single item are allowed. Much of this paper is focused on distinct copies —- up to one extra copy of an item.
Our results are the following:



General Monotone Valuations A tight bound (= m/e) on the number of copies needed to achieve
MMS with copies, for arbitrary monotone valuations. More precisely we show that

e For all n, m, there exist n monotone valuations over m items such that every MMS allocation with
copies requires at least ( %)n -m copies. See Theorem 1. The number of copies of an individual good
can be as high as n (in an instance where m is sufficiently large).

e Given n monotone valuations {v;};c[n) and a set [m] of goods, one can find an MMS allocation with
copies, while making at most (%)n - m extra copies. See Proposition 1. Moreover, the number of
copies of any individual good is no more than O(Inm/Inlnm). See Proposition 2. Note that this does

not conflict with the lower bound of n above as the lower bound instance has m = n".

e We also show a connection between two different MMS relaxations, in particular we show that if there
exists a l-out-of-(1 + a)n MMS allocation then there is a full MMS allocation with [am|(1 + o(1))
distinct copies, see Lemma 5. While this reduction is for general valuations — we use it to obtain
bounds for additive valuations.

Additive Valuations

e We show that
min{n — 2, |m/3|(1+o(1))}

distinct copies suffice to guarantee a full MMS allocation, see Theorem 3. These results are indeed
tight for 3 additive agents (namely, a single copy of a single good suffice), but are not known to be tight
for 4 or more agents, raising a very perplexing open problem. As far as we know today, a single copy
of a single good may suffice to achieve a full MMS allocation for any instance with additive valuations.

e We also consider MMS problem for chores, where the question becomes how many chores need be
removed to achieve an MMS allocation? We show that there is an MMS allocation for chores where at
least m — n + 2 of the chores will be allocated to agents, (i.e., n — 2 chores removed), see Appendix A.

a-MMS Approximations with Copies for Ordered Instances (Additive Valuations) We give
new approximation guarantees for ordered instances, which improve upon the best-known approximations
(without copies). Ordered instances, also called same ordered preferences (SOP) in [14], are such where all
agents have additive valuations, and all agents have identical ranking of the items. We give points along a
tradeoff between the guarantee of the a-MMS approximation and the number of copies needed, we show how
to achieve a 6/7-MMS with |n/2] distinct copies (Theorem 4) and how to achieve a 4/5-MMS with |n/3]
distinct copies (Theorem 5).

1.2 Our Techniques

Our upper bounds for general monotone valuations use the probabilistic method. This is used for bounding
the total number of copies as well as for bounding the maximal number of copies of a single item.

We give new extended variants of existing techniques in the fair division literature to a setting with
copies. Specifically:

e We introduce bag filling with copies. Our bag filling techniques give full MMS allocations while
duplicating some of the items. See Algorithm 2: BagFill-with-Copies

e Valid reductions in general take an instance and reduce it to a new instance with less agents and items,
while ensuring that the MMS of each remaining agent has not decreased. An a-valid reduction is a
valid reduction where the agents removed are allocated sets whose value is at least « times their MMS
share, see Definition 4. We give new valid reductions and a-valid reductions that use copies, see Section
5.1.



e We combine bag filling and round robin approaches to achieve approximate MMS with copies for
ordered instances. See Algorithm 4: BagFill-RoundRobin.

1.3 Open Problems

We believe that one of our major contributions is to suggest many open problems, the penultimate open
problem being “does one extra copy of a good suffice to obtain an MMS allocation for additive valuations?”.
If so, this would be an interesting analogy to the Bulow Klemperer result [20] where adding a single bidder
suffices so that a simple auction (Vickrey) obtains as much revenue as the optimal auction (Myerson). Other
open problems are:

e Of course, making progress on any of our bounds on additive valuations are obvious open problems,
even if not showing that one extra copy suffices for MMS.

e Considering more general classes of valuations such as submodular valuations, gross substitutes, etc.
An illustrative example is that of k-demand valuations where we show that n — 1 distinct copies suffice
to achieve an MMS allocation, see Appendix D. We remark that the tools used to produce an MMS
allocation with copies for k-demand valuations are a slight variant of those used for additive valuations.

e We reduce the problem of MMS with [distinct] copies to the 1-out-of-d problem (Lemma 5). We use
this to derive bounds on the number of copies in the context of additive valuations, but any such
1-out-of-d result for arbitrary monotone valuations would similarly imply analogous results for general
valuations. Are there such 1-out-of-d results?

e Another natural direction is applying the resource augmentation paradigm to other fairness notions.

1.4 Other Related Work

Fair division of indivisible goods is a vast area of research in recent years, a survey paper by Amanatidis
et al, “Fair Division of Indivisible Goods: Recent Progress and Open Questions”, [6], includes 12 pages of
references, and the authors stress that this is not an exhaustive survey and refer to yet other surveys (e.g.,
[34] with a more economic perspective) that focus on specific aspects of the problem.

Fair division notions can be roughly partitioned into share based [8] and envy based [15]. In share based
fair division one ignores what the others get, one is happy if one gets value above some threshold (that does
not depend on others, only on their cardinality), proportionality and MMS are share based. In envy based
fair division one decides if one is happy or not depending on the others’ allocated bundles. The basic envy
based fairness notion is that being envy free (one does not seek to exchange allocations with the other). For
indivisible goods, envy freeness is impossible in general and thus relaxations were proposed. These include
envy freeness up to one good (EF1) [33, 19] and envy freeness up to any good (EFX) [21]. EF1 allocations
are known to exist, the question of when do EFX allocations exist is a notoriously hard open problem. The
number of citations dealing with envy free, EF1 and EFX allocations is quite daunting, see [6]. In this paper
we deal with share based, and more specifically MMS fairness.

Besides MMS and a-MMS, other relaxations/approximations to proportionality include proportionality
up to one good (PROP1), Round Robin Share, Pessimistic proportional share [22], proportional up to any
good (PROPx) [7] which need not exist, and proportionality up to the maximin item (PROPm) [12] which
are known to exist for 5 agents. Allocations that are both PROP1 and Pareto efficient exist [22].

Prior to Budish [19], Hill also considered the maximin share [30] and gave lower bounds on the maximin
share as a function of the item values.

There was a long series of papers improving upon results for a-MMS, complexity improvements and
improvements in the quality of the result [35, 4, 32, 27, 13], « = 3/4 was achieved in [28, 26, 2] and finally
[1] improved upon 3/4 by a small constant.

A formal definition of shares and of feasible shares appears in [8, 10}, MMS itself is not feasible as it may
not exist, even for additive valuations. A recent share-based notion is quantile-share [11], which is guaranteed



to exist for additive valuations and, more generally, for monotone valuations (then called universally feasible),
assuming the Erdés Matching Conjecture holds.

There is a long history of considering resource augmentation in various forms in computer science and
economics, see chapter on resource augmentation in “Beyond the Worst-Case Analysis of Algorithms” [37].
Resource augmentation appears in Bulow Klemperer [20] where simple auctions with one extra bidder guar-
antee revenue at least as large as that of complex auctions without the extra bidder. This was further studied
in [29] and since then has been used in many contexts such as auction design, for both revenue and welfare,
prophet inequalities, etc. It also goes by the name of competition complexity, see [24, 38, 9, 17, 18, 23].

2 Model and Preliminaries

Following standard usage, define [k] := {1,2,...,k} for integer k > 1.

An instance of a fair division problem is given by a tuple Z = (N, M, {v;}ien), where M is a set of
m indivisible goods, and N is a set of n agents. Every agent i has a valuation function v; : 2 — R,
associating a non-negative value to every set S C M of goods, denoted by v;(S). As standard, we assume
that v; is monotone, i.e., for any T'C S C M, v;(T) < v;(S), and normalized, so that v;(0)) = 0.

A valuation function v; is said to be additive if for every set of items S C M, v;(S) = > cgvi({g}). We
abuse the notation and write v;(g) or v;, instead of v;({g}) for g € M.

An allocation of the set M is a tuple (A1, ..., A,), where A; denotes the bundle allocated to agent i, such
that (¢, 4i = M (ie., all items are allocated), and A; N A; = () for any i # j (i.e., no item is allocated to
more than one agent). We denote the collection of all allocations of the set M among n agents by A, (M).

The mazimin share (MMS) of agent ¢ [19] is the value that agent ¢ can guarantee by splitting the set M
into n bundles, getting the worst out of them. Formally:

Definition 1 (Maximin share (MMS)). For an instance T = (N, M, {v;};cn) with n agents, the maximin
share (MMS) of agent i with valuation function v;, denoted by u?*(M), is given by

(M) = inv;(S).
i (M) Aéﬁii‘mg@ﬂ”()

When convenient, we sometimes abuse notation, and refer to this value as p;(Z).

As valuations can be scaled, we may assume, without loss of generality that the MMS value for every
agent is one. For additive valuations, this implies that every agent values the grand bundle (all items) at n
or more.

Any partition that realizes the MMS value of agent i, is said to be an MMS partition of agent i. That
is, a partition P = (Py,..., P,) of the goods into n bundles is an MMS partition of agent ¢, if and only if
pi (M) = min; v; (F;).

We next present the notion of an approximate MMS allocation.

Definition 2 (a-MMS). Given a fair division instance T = (N, M, {v;}ien) and o > 0, an allocation A is
a-MMS if and only if for all agents i € N, v;(4;) > - ul(M).

Valid reductions. Valid reductions allow us to remove a subset of agents and items while ensuring that
the MMS values of the remaining agents do not decrease. The following lemma is due to [5, 14].

Lemma 1 ([5, 14]). For any agent i € N, any monotone, non-negative, valuation functions v; : 2M — Rxg
and any good g € M, pi(M) < pi' ' (M \ {g}).

By applying Lemma 1 repeatedly, we conclude that for any k& < min{m,n}, the MMS of agent ¢ may
only increase if we remove an arbitrary set of £ goods and an arbitrary set of k agents. This is shown in the
following corollary.



Corollary 1. For any agent i € N, any k < min{m,n}, and any S C M s.t. |S| =k, it holds that
i (M) < H(M\ S).

We remark that a similar notion of a-valid reductions is useful when pursuing approximate MMS alloca-
tions. This is defined and used in Section 5.

MMS with Copies. An allocation with copies is an allocation where goods may be duplicated, with
different copies allocated to different agents. An agent may receive at most one copy of each good. An
allocation with copies is a relaxation of an allocation where the two or more bundles may have a non-empty
intersection.

Definition 3 ((¢, k)-allocation). Given a fair division instance T = (N, M,{v;}ien), a (t,k)-allocation
A= (Ay,...,A,) is a collection of sets of items, such that

1. A; C M for everyi € N.
2. The total number of extra copies is at most t, i.e., y ;. n [Ai] < [M|+t.

3. The number of extra copies of any good g € M is at most k, i.e., for every g € M, |[{i € N | g €
A} <k+1.

Note that, the definition above implies that no agent is allowed to receive more than a single copy of
each good.
We also consider valid reductions with copies which appear in Section 5.1.

3 MMS with Copies: General Valuations

In this section we provide (tight) bounds on the number of copies needed for full MMS under general
valuations. Section 3.1 establishes bounds on the total number of copies, while Section 3.2 gives bounds on
the number of copies per good.

3.1 A Tight Bound of m/e on the Total Number of Copies

In this section we give a tight bound on the total number of copies required to guarantee original MMS value
to all agents under monotone valuations.

Our lower bound is based on a combinatorial construction which considers m = n™ goods positioned on
the n-dimensional cube, so each good may be identified with n coordinates, (di,...,d,). The valuations are
such that each of the agent is almost “single-minded”, with agent ¢ only interested in bundles that contain all
n"~1 goods that share the same value in the d; coordinate. Those n different bundles (one for each possible
value of d;), make up his MMS partition. A simple counting argument shows that the only way to satisfy
all agents simultaneously is to copy (n — 1)™ goods, which is a 1/e-fraction of the total number of goods, as
n tends to infinity.

We complement this result by showing, using the probabilistic method, that in every instance there exists
an allocation which satisfies all agents, and copies at most (1 — %)n-fraction of the goods.

Theorem 1. For any n, there exists an instance with n monotone valuations such that the total number
of copies needed is (%)n-fraction of the goods, and there is at least one good which must be copied n — 1
times.

Proof. Consider n agents and n™ goods positioned on the n-dimensional cube. ILe., the set of goods is

M =A{ga,,...a, | dv, ..., dn € [n]}.



Each agent ¢ € [n] is interested in one of n disjoint bundles, Pil7 ..., P! of n"~! goods each, where

P) ={ga,,....a, | di = j}. Formally, agent ¢’s valuation is monotone and for every S C M it is defined to be:

() 1 Jjeln]st. PPCS
’U,L- =
0 otherwise

Agent i’s MMS partition is (P}, ..., P!*) and her MMS value is 1.
Observe that for any k agents, i1, ..., € [n] and for any k indexes j1,...,jr € [n], it holds that

\P* N PR 0P = [{gay,a, | VLE K] diy =i} =n" "

If we wish to find an allocation with copies A = (A1, ..., A,) such that for every i, it holds that v;(4;) > 1,
while minimizing the number of items we copy, then it is without loss to assume that A, = P/* for some
Ji € [n]. Thus, the total number of goods (copies included) is 3., [Ail = 22cp) |P7| =n-n"t =npn.
The number of different goods used is, using the inclusion-exclusion principle:

Yl = B Qe 0 ()

k=1 k=2

e (e S () <o (S ()

= n"—(n—-1)",

which implies that the total number of copies is (n — 1)". Additionally, in any such allocation there exists
a good which is allocated n times, and thus duplicated n — 1 times, as gj, j,,...j, € (= P}, and the claim
follows. O

Below we prove a matching upper bound on the number of total copies required. We show that there
always exists an allocation which assigns to every agent ¢ one of his MMS bundles and makes no more than
(1 — %)n -m additional copies.

Proposition 1. For any set N of n agents with monotone valuations {v; }icn, and any set M of m goods,
one can find an MMS allocation with copies, while making at most ("T_l)n -m extra copies.

Proof. Fix n MMS partitions {(P},..., P")}ien. Let A = (A1,...,A,) be a random allocation, where
A; ~U({P},...,P"}), independently for any agent i. That is, agent i gets one of her MMS bundles chosen
uniformly at random.

Observe that for every agent ¢ and good g, Prlg € 4;] = %, and so the expected number of unique items
in allocation A is:

1 n
Ea [|Uiep Ail] = D Prlg € UigpAil = Y 1-Prlg ¢ UgmAil = > 1- (1 - _)

n
ge[m] ge[m] ge[m]

(- (-9)

where the third inequality follows from independence.
The expected total number of items (including copies) is

n

> Al

i=1

- m
EA ZZEAHAZ'”:’H,-—:WL.
i=1

n




By linearity of expectation, the expected number of copies made for an allocation A is

mon (= (=2)) )

so there must exists an allocation that assigns each agent one of her MMS bundles and requires no more
than m (1 — %)n extra copies. O

Ea | Y 1Ail = | Uigpn Ail
=1

3.2 Bound on the Maximum Number of Copies of Any Good

In this section we upper bound the number of copies of any individual good, and together with the bound
established in Section 3.1, show to achieve both guarantees with high probability.

Theorem 2. For any instance T = (N, M, {v; }ien) with monotone valuations, there exists a (t, k)-allocation
that satisfies all agents and satisfies t < m/e and k < min {n— 1, 1?;111‘:]7:2} Moreover, given an MMS
partition for each agent, for any [ € N, there exists an efficient algorithm that returns such an allocation

with probability 1 — e 5.

In the proof of Theorem 2, we use the following lemma. Its proof, which relies on a balls-and-bins
argument, is deferred to Appendix B.

Lemma 2. For any fair division instance T = (N, M,{v;}ien), with monotone valuations {v;}ien, there

exists an MMS allocation where every good is copied at most O (hirl’:lm) times.

Proof sketch. Consider an allocation where agent ¢’s bundle, is randomly chosen as one of the sets in ¢’s
MMS partition. We view this process as throwing throwing n balls (agents) into n bins (the index in an
MMS partition). Fix some good g € M, it belongs in to some MMS set for all the agents, possibly different
indices, but we can rename the sets and assume without loss of generality that g is always in the set of index
1 in the MMS partitions of all agents. The event in which g is copied at least k times for the allocation
A= (A44,...,4,), is exactly the event in which the bin corresponding to index 1 has at least k balls. For
k= 2mm the probability of having a bin with more than k balls is at most ﬁ o

Inlnm?

Proof of Theorem 2. Fix an instance Z = (N, M, {v;}ien). For any agent i, let P = (P},..., P!) be his
MMS partition. Consider the algorithm A which does the following (at most) 3m/ times:

1. Samples an allocation according to A; ~ U(P?).

2. Returns the allocation A only if the number of total copies is t < m/e and every item is copied at most
k 3lnm .
— Inlnm

First, by the union bound, the probability that A fails in some iteration is

3lnm
Inlnm

1
Pr[A fails in a single iteration] < Pr[t > m/e] 4+ Pr [k > ] < Prft >m/e] + —,
m
where the last inequality follows from the proof of Lemma 2.
Recall that in the proof of Proposition 1, we have established that when the allocation A is picked
uniformly at random, as in the above procedure, the expected number of total copies is m/e. This allows us
to bound the second term using Markov’s inequality,

1
Pr[t>m/e]§Pr[t2(1+£)T}§ <
m/ e 1+ " m+2
Putting everything together we have,
1 2 2 3/2 1
Pr[A fails in a single iteration] < + —= mem < m +3/ <1l——.
m+2 m m2 + 2m m+ 2 3m



In particular, there is a strictly positive probability that A succeeds in some iteration, so there exists an
MMS allocation with ¢t < m/e and k < 1?;111?1721' The statement follows immediately, as

1\ 1
Pr[A fails in all iterations] = (Pr[A fails])*™? < (1 - 3—) =—. O
m

4 MMS with Copies: Additive Valuations

In this section, we prove the following theorem.

Theorem 3. For any instance with additive valuations, at most min{n — 2, |[m/3|(1+o(1))} distinct copies
suffice to guarantee a full MMS allocation.

The proof of Theorem 3 is divided into two parts. In Section 4.1, we give an algorithm that obtains full
MMS with n — 2 distinct copies. In Section 4.2 we relate the 1-out-of-d bounds to our problem (a relation
that holds for arbitrary monotone valuations), and use it to obtain full MMS with [m/3](1 + o(1)) distinct
copies for additive valuations.

4.1 Full MMS with n — 2 Copies

Algorithm Match-n-Fill operates as follows. It inspects the MMS Partition P of an arbitrary agent, tries
to satisfy as many agents as possible (without harming other agents) using P without any copies. Then it
uses a modified bag-filling algorithm, BagFill-with-Copies, that uses copies in order to satisfy the remaining
agents. Recall that we scale valuations so that p (M) =1 for every agent 4, which also implies v;(M) > n.

Algorithm 1: Match-n-Fill(Z = (N, M, {v; }ien)):
Input: n additive valuations {v; };en over items in M.
Output: Allocation A = (Ay,..., A,) with at most n — 2 distinct copies.

while 3i € N,j € M s.t. v;; > 1do
| A (i} N« N\ {ih, M« M\ {5}
end
Let P = (P1, Ps, ..., P,) be the MMS partition of agent 1
Consider the bipartite graph G = (V = N x P, E), where E = {(i, P;) : v;(P;) > 1}
if there is a perfect matching between N and P in G then
| Allocate each i € N its match in the perfect matching
end
else
Let P’ C P be the minimal set of bundles violating Hall’s theorem (|P’| > 1 since 1 is matched
to every node in P)

Consider some P; € P' and let P = P'\ {P;}
Find a matching between bundles in P and agents in N

foreach ¢ € N matched to some P; € P do
| Al < Pj
end

Let N be the set of unallocated agents and M = M \ (UZ—GN\N Ai) the set of unallocated items

Allocate agents in N using procedure BagFill-with-Copies((N, M, {viticn))
end

We first show that BagFill-with-Copies satisfies all agents, assuming each agent values the remaining items
high enough (proof in Appendix C). An example of a run of BagFill-with-Copies appears in Appendix E.



Algorithm 2: BagFill-with-Copies(Z = (N, M, {v; }ien)):
Input: n additive valuations {v; };cn over items in M.
Output: Allocation A = (Ay,..., A,) with at most n — 1 distinct copies.

t< 0, B+ 0, Ng+ N, My <+ M;

for items j < 1 to m do

if Ji; € Ny such that v;, (B U {j}) > 1 then
Ait <_'Btu{j};
t+—t+1, B+ {j}
Ny <= Ny \{iv—1}, My < M1\ By_1;

end

else

| B: <+ B:U{j}
end
end

Lemma 3. Assuming that for everyi € N, v;(M) > |N| and that for every item j, v;; < 1, BagFill-with-Copies
outputs an allocation such that v;(A;) > 1 for everyi € N, and creates at most |[N| — 1 distinct copies.

Proof sketch. A simple induction shows that every time we allocate a bundle, the value of every remaining
agent ¢ for all remaining items is at least the number of remaining agents times ’s MMS value. Indeed,
i’s value for all items except the last item inserted to the bag is at most 1, otherwise, ¢ could have been
allocated in a previous iteration. Since we duplicate the last inserted item, we get that the number of agents
decreased by 1, while the total value of ¢ for all remaining items decreased by at most 1. Thus, we make
sure that at any point, we have enough value to satisfy all remaining agents. O

We now show that n — 2 distinct copies suffice.

Lemma 4. For any fair division instance with additive valuations, at most n — 2 distinct copies suffice to
guarantee a full MMS allocation.

Proof. First, by definition, every agent that is assigned some bundle for which they have an edge in G gets
their MMS value. Moreover, since agent 1 has an edge to all bundles in P, then at least one agent gets
satisfied, and |N| < |[N| — 1. It remains to show that sets N and M satisfy the conditions of Lemma 3.

Match-n-Fill first allocates items with value more than the MMS of an agent, so for every ¢ € N,j e M,
v; < 1. Moreover, by Lemma 1, allocating a single item to a single agent is a valid reduction. Thus, after
this step, we have that for every i € N, v;(M) > |[N|. We show that after allocating bundles P to agents in
N, for every unallocated agent i € N vl( ) > |N |

Recall that P’ is a minimal set of bundles violating Hall’s Theorem, and let |P’| = k. Let N’ = T'(P')
be their neighbors in G. Note that |[N'| = k — 1, otherwise, one can remove an arbitrary element of P’ and
get a smaller set violating Hall’s Theorem. Moreover, since P does not violate Hall’s theorem, we know that
[(P) = N’ and that the agents in N’ are exactly the agents matched by bundles from P. Thus, it must
be that there are no edges between agents in N = N \ N" and bundles in P. Therefore, for every i € N,
vi(Ugep S) <k — 1, which implies

vi(M) = vi(M) —vi | [J 5] =[N~ (k=1)=|N| - N'| = |N|,
sep
as desired. It follows that all the conditions required in order to apply Lemma 3 are fulfilled, and we can
satisfy agents in N using |[N|—1 < |N|—2 < n —2 distinct copies (recall that at least one agent was already

allocated before). Since BagFill-with-Copies is the only place where we produce copies, this concludes the
proof. O
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Together with the example in [25] of an instance with n = 3 additive agents that does not admit an MMS
allocation, Lemma 4 implies a tight bound on the number of copies for 3 additive agents.

Corollary 2. For every instance with 8 additive valuations, a single copy of a single item suffices to guarantee
a full MMS allocation. This is tight, i.e., there are instances where one copy is required.

Remark. One can consider a similar question in the context of chore allocation, and ask “what is the
maximum number of chores that can be assigned to agents such that no agent’s cost is larger than their
maximin share”; that is, how many chores are needed to be set aside in order to produce a full MMS allocation.
It turns out that an analogous process to Match-n-Fill in the context of chores outputs an allocation where
at most n — 2 items are disposed of, and each agent is allocated a bundle of cost no larger than their MMS
value. More on this in Appendix A.

4.2 Full MMS with |m/3]|(1 + o(1)) Copies

We now get an improved bound when m is not too large. This is done via a reduction from 1-out-of-(1+ a)n
bounds.

Lemma 5. If there exists a 1-out-of-(14+a)n MMS allocation for every fair division instance T = (N, M,{v;}ien)
for some constant « € (0, 1) then

(1+ a)?

n—1—«

o) + | | = Lam)(1-+ o(n)

distinct copies suffice to guarantee a full MMS allocation. This holds for arbitrary monotone valuations.

Proof. Let T = (N, M, {v;}ien) be a fair division instance for which there exists a 1-out-of-(1 + a)n MMS.
Notice that if we take a set of agents N’ of size n’ for which (1 4+ a)n’ < n then we can use the guarantee
stated in the lemma to produce an allocation {A;};cn’ without copies such that for each agent i € N,
vi(A;) > pl O ) > e (br).

Consider an arbitrary set N’ of n’ = [n/(1 + «)] agents and the allocation that satisfies their MMS value,
{A;}ien+. Consider the set N = N\ N’. We proceed as follows.

Consider a set

S"e argmin | Ujeg Ai|
SCN’ : |S|=|N]|

Allocate each agent ¢ € S’ the set A;. Now consider the agents in N \ S’. This is a set of size [n/(1 + a)],
and therefore there exists an allocation {B;};cn\s/ of the set M of items without copies which guarantees
each agent in N\ S’ their MMS value. Allocate each agent i € N \ S’ the set B;. Notice that this allocation
satisfies the MMS of all agents, and the only copies made are the items in U;csr4;. We next bound the
number of items in this set.

First, notice that

S =181 =0~ ln/(L+ )] = | o]

Since we chose the set of |N| agents with the least number of items in N’ it holds that

N _a a4
|Uicsr Ai| < um = | Hm| < P{aim
|N/| LLHJ H—an -1

< n+1 1



IN

= |am|(1+0O(1/n)) = am](1 + o(1)).

We apply the above lemma to the following state-of-the-art bound due to [3].

Lemma 6 (Akrami et al. [3]). For every fair division instance with additive valuations, there exist a 1-out-
of-4[n/3] MMS allocation.

Thus, we get the following.

Corollary 3. For any fair division instance with additive valuations, at most | % |(1+ o(1)) distinct copies
suffice to guarantee a full MMS allocation.

Proof. Since 4[n/3] < 4n/3+4=mn(1+%+2), applying Lemma 5 with o = % + 2 implies that the number
of copies sufficient in order to produce a full MMS allocation is at most

o)) s = 1 fao] [
% Ja+oa/m)

bJ (1 + o(1)).

5 Approximate-MMS with Copies: Ordered Instances

In this section we study approximate MMS allocations for ordered instances while allowing duplication of
goods. An instance is ordered if there exists a permutation of the goods (g1,...,gm) such that v;(g1) >
... > vi(gm) for all i € N and also v; is additive for all i € N.

First, in Section 5.1, we review some of the known reduction rules and introduce new ones. Then,
in Section 5.2, we present a simple algorithm BagFill-RoundRobin(Z, &) which combines the idea of bag-
filling and round robin to achieve an a-MMS allocation with copies (see Algorithm 4). This algorithm is
the building block for achieving 6/7-MMS and 4/5-MMS with copies in the the sections that follow. In
particular, in Sections 5.3 and 5.4, we obtain 6/7-MMS with |n/2] distinct copies and 4/5-MMS with |n/3]
distinct copies respectively by first reducing the initial instance using appropriate valid reductions, and then
applying BagFill-RoundRobin.

For the rest of this section, we only consider ordered instances.

5.1 Reduction Rules

Definition 4. Given an instance T = (N, M, {v;}ien), an allocation rule that allocates bundles A, ..., Ag
to agents 1, ... k respectively is a-valid, if and only if the following holds:

o v;(A;) > a- wi(Z) for all i € [k], and

o M R(MN\ (AL U...UAR)) > p(M) for alli € N\ [K].

The following lemma with small value of k£ (namely k& < 3) has been proven and used in [26, 2, 1].
Lemma 7. Given an ordered fair division instance T = (N, M, {v;}ien), a fized agent i € N, and integer

k< |M|/n,let K={k(n—1)+1,k(n—1)+2,...,nk,nk+1}. Then, u? (M \ K) > pu*(M).
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Algorithm 3: R — reduce(Z, a):
Input: An ordered instance Z = (N, M, {v; };cn) and approximation factor a.
Output: An ordered instance Z' = (N', M’ {v; }sen’) with N’ C N and M’ C M.
while for any k < |M|/n, RS is applicable do
| Z < RY(Z) for an arbitrary k such that R} is applicable
end
return (N, M, {v;}ien)

Proof. Let P = (Py, Pa,...,P,) be an MMS partition of agent ¢ for the original instance. By the pigeonhole
principle, there exists j € [n] such that |P; N [kn + 1]| > k. Without loss of generality, let us assume
|P,N[kn+1]| > k and ¢1, g2, - . . gr+1 are k+ 1 distinct goods in P, N[kn+1] such that g1 < g2 < ... < gpy1-
For j € [k+1], let kn —k+j € P,,;. Now for all j € [k+1], swap the goods kn —k+ j and g;; i.e., iteratively
do the following;:

o forall j€lk+1]: Py, < Py, \{kn—k+j}U{g;} and P, < P, \ {g;} U {kn —k + j}.

Let P = (P{,Py,..., P.) be the final partition. Since g1, ..., gr+1 are k + 1 goods in [kn + 1] in increasing
order of index, g; < kn — k4 j. Thus, v;(g;) > vi(kn — k + j) and after each of these swaps, the value of P,
cannot decrease. Therefore, for all j € [n— 1], vi(P}) > vi(P;) > pi!(M) and (Py,..., P, _,) is a partition of
a subset of M \ K into n — 1 bundles of value at least p*(M) for i. The lemma follows. O

Rule R} (Z)
Preconditions:

e 7 is ordered.

e For K ={k(n—1)+1,k(n—1)+2,...,nk,nk + 1}, there exists an agent i such that v;(K) >
a- i (Z).

Process:

e Allocate K to agent i.

e Set N'+ N\ {i} and M' + M\ K.
Guarantees:

o 7' = (N',M’,{v; }ienv) is ordered.

o Foralli e N, u;(Z') > pi(Z).

Corollary 4 (of Lemma 7). Given an ordered instance T = (N, M,{v;}ien), for all k < |M|/n and oo > 0,
RY(T) is an a-valid reduction.

Lemma 8. Let T = (N, M,{v;}ien) be a fair division instance with additive valuations, and fiz an agent
i€ N. Let g1,92 € M be such that vi(g1) + vi(g2) < p!(M). Then p(M) < = (M \ {g1, g2})-

Proof. To prove the lemma, it suffices to find a partition of (a subset of) M \ {g1, g2} into n — 1 bundles,
such that the value of agent ¢ for each bundle is at least uf*(M). We call such a partition a certificate. Let
P = (P,...,P,) be an MMS partition of agent 7 in the original instance Z. Without loss of generality,
assume {g1,92} € PLUPy. If {g1,92} C P1, then (Pa,...,P,_1,P,) is a certificate. Otherwise, let g; € P;
for ¢ € [2]. We have

vi(PLU P2\ {g1,92}) = vi(P1) + vi(P2) — (vi(g1) + vi(g2)) > 207 (M) — i’ (M) > i (M).
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Hence (P U P>\ {g1,92}, Ps, ..., P,) is a certificate. O

Lemma 9. Given a fair division instance T = (N, M,{vi}ien) and a fized agent i € N with additive
valuation, let g1, g2, g3 € M be such that g» # g3 and v;(g2)+vi(gs) < pu(M). Then p=2(M\{g1,92,93}) >
pi (M),

Proof. To prove the lemma, it suffices to partition (a subset of) M \ {g1, g2, g3} into n — 2 bundles, each of
value at least p (M) to i. We call such a partition a certificate. Let P = (Py,..., P,) be an MMS partition
of agent ¢ in the original instance Z. Without loss of generality, assume {g1, g2,93} C P, U...UP; for j < 3.
If {g1,92,95} C P1 U Py, then (Ps,...,P,_1,P,) is a certificate. Otherwise, let g; € P; for i € [3]. We have

vi(P2 U P3\ {92,93}) = vi(P2) + vi(P3) — (vi(g2) + vi(gs)) > 2p;" (M) — pi' (M) > pi (M).
Hence (P2 U P3\ {g2,93}, Py, ..., Py) is a certificate. O
Rule S%(7)

Preconditions:

e T is ordered and R is not applicable.

e There exists an agent ¢ such that v;({1,n+1}) > a - u;(2).
Process:

o Allocate {1,n+ 1} to 1.

o Set N'+ N\ {i} and M’ + M\ {1,n+1}.

o If there exists agent j # ¢ such that v;({1,n+ 1}) > o - u; (Z):
- Duplicate good 1 and allocate {1,n} to agent j.
- Set N' «— N’ \ {j} and M’ + M'\ {n}.

Guarantees:
o 7' = (N',M',{vi}ien-) is ordered.
e Foralli € N, u;(Z') > pi(Z).

Lemma 10. Given an ordered instance T = (N, M,{v;}ien) and o <1, S*(Z) is an a-valid reduction.

Proof. For all agents ¢ who is assigned a bundle B in S%, we have v;(B) > « - u;(Z). First consider the case
that S removes two agents ¢ # j. Since the reduction rule R{ is not applicable, for all the remaining agents
a, we have v,({n,n+1}) < a- p?(M) < p*(M). Hence, by lemma 9, u?~2(M \ {1,n,n+ 1}) > pu™(M).
Now consider the case that S* removes only one agent i. Let a # i be a remaining agent after allocating
{1,n+ 1} to i. We have v,({1,n+1}) < a- p'(M) < ul (M), otherwise, S would allocate {1,n} to a (or
some agent other than 7). By Lemma 8, u?~ (M \ {1,n + 1}) > u(M). O
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Rule T*(7)
Preconditions:

e 7 is ordered and R is not applicable.

e There exists three different agents i, j, £ such that v;({1,n 4+ 1}) > o - 1 (Z), v;({2,n +2}) >
a- wu;(Z), and v ({1,n + 3}) > a - (7).

Process:

e Allocate {1,n+ 1} to i.

e Allocate {2,n + 2} to j.

e Duplicate good 1 and allocate {1,n + 3} to ¢.

o Set N' + N\ {i,4,¢} and M’ + M\ {1,2,n+1,n+2,n+ 3}.
Guarantees:

o 7' = (N',M',{vi}ien’) is ordered.

e Foralli € N, u;(Z') > pi(Z).

Lemma 11. Let T be a fair division instance with additive valuations and let S = {hy, ha, 51, 82,83} C M
be such that for j € (2], vi(h;) < 4/5- u(M) and for j € [3], vi(s;) < 2/5- (M) for alli € N. Then for
alli € N we have p? (M \ S) > p(M).

Proof. To prove the lemma, it suffices to partition (a subset of) M \ S into n — 3 bundles, each of value at
least p* (M) to i. We call such a partition a certificate. Let P = (Py,..., P,) be an MMS partition of agent 4
in the original instance Z. Without loss of generality, assume S C PyU...UP; for k <5. If S C PUP, U P3,
then (Py,...,P,_1, P,) is a certificate. Otherwise, we consider two cases:

e Case1l: SC PLU...UP;. We have
v(PLU...UPL\S) > ul(M)(4—2-4/5-3-2/5) > u(M).

Therefore, (PyU...UPs\ S, Ps,..., P,) is a certificate.

o Case2: SC PiU...UPs. Let P;NS ={s;} for j € [3] and Pj13NS = {h;} for j € [2]. We have
wi(PLU P\ 8) = (M)(2 = 2-2/5) > ul (M),
and
0i(PsU Py U P5 \ 8) = i (M)(3 — 2 4/5 — 2/5) = i (M),
Thus, (PLUP,\S,PsUP,UPs;\ S, Ps,...,P,) is a certificate. O

Lemma 12. Given an ordered instance T = (N, M, {v;}ien) and o < 4/5, T*(Z) is an a-valid reduction.

Proof. For all agents ¢ who is assigned a bundle B in T%, we have v;(B) > « - u;(Z). For all the remaining
agents 4, we have o - u (M) > v;({1}) > v;({2}) and /2 - (M) > v;({2n + 1}) > v;(2n + 2) > v;(2n + 3).
Since o < 4/5, by Lemma 11, v 3 (M \ {1,2,n + 1,n + 2,n+ 3}) > v?(M). O

Definition 5. We call an ordered instance T = (N, M,{v;}ien), R*-irreducible, if for all k < |M|/|N|,
RY(Z) is not applicable. Similarly, an ordered instance is S®-irreducible and T“-irreducible, if S* and T*
are not applicable respectively.
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Algorithm 4: BagFill-RoundRobin(Z, «):
Input: An R*-irreducible instance Z = (N, M, {v; };en) and approximation factor «
Output: An o-MMS allocation A with copies

Let B; =0 for i € [|N]]

n+ |N|,j+ 1l,a+1

for g + 1 to |M| do > Round robin Phase

Bj < B; U{g}

if there exists i € N such that v;(B;) > a - p1; then
A; + Bj for such an arbitrary i
N+ N\{i},a+a+1

end

j+—J+1

if j > n then

| ]+ a
end

end

for j «+ a to n do > Duplication Phase
Letie N

A+ BjU{j—a+1}, N+ N\ {i}

end

return (Ay, As, ..., A,)

5.2 Combining Round Robin and Bag-Filling

In this section, we present Algorithm 4 (BagFill-RoundRobin(Z, «)) which combines the idea of bag-filling
and round robin to achieve an a-MMS allocation with copies for ordered instances.

Note that the input Z of BagFill-RoundRobin(Z, «) is R*-irreducible. For all the agents i, we define
i = p(M) to be the MMS value of agent ¢ in the beginning of the Algorithm 4. We do a round robin
fashion process as following: starting from n empty bags By, ..., By, for j in the cyclic sequence 1,2,...,n,
we add the most valuable available good (not yet allocated to any bag) to B;. If for some remaining agent 1,
v;i(Bj) > o - p;, then we allocate B; to i and remove ¢ from the set of agents and j from the cyclic sequence.
We call this phase of the algorithm, the round robin phase. Note that for all the remaining bags B, and By,
if a < b, then v;(B,) > v;(By) for all agents ¢ and hence, first index 1 will be removed, then index 2 and so on
(see Lemma 14). Let {B, ..., By} be the set of the remaining bags at the end of the round robin phase. In
the next phase of the algorithm, called duplication phase, we duplicate goods 1,2,...,n—a+1, add them to
B, ..., B, respectively and allocate these bags to the remaining agents arbitrarily. Unlike the round robin
phase, it is not clear whether the agents who are allocated during the duplication phase value their bundle
at least « fraction of their MMS. However, in Sections 5.3 and 5.4, we show that by appropriately reducing
the instance in advance, we can ensure both the desired approximation guarantees and the bound on the
number of distinct copies.

For the rest of this (sub-)section, let &« > 0, Z be an R*-irreducible instance, and p; be p;(Z).

Lemma 13. For all the remaining agents i after the round robin phase of BagFill-RoundRobin(Z, «), and
all the bags B; with |Bj| > 3 that were allocated to other agents during the round robin phase, we have
vi(By) < (4a/3) - .

Proof. Let g be the last good added to B;. We have g > 2n+ 1 and hence v;(g) < v;(2n+ 1) < apt;/3. The
last inequality holds since the instance is R$-irreducible. We have v;(B; \ {¢}) < a - ;. Otherwise, B; \ {g}
would have been allocated to i, or some other agent who values it at least « fraction of their MMS value,
previously. Therefore we have,

v (Bj) = vi(B;j \ {9}) +vi(9) < a-pi + /3 p; = 4a/3 - ;. 0O

16



Algorithm 5: S — reduce(Z, «):
Input: An ordered instance Z = (N, M, {v;};cn) and approximation factor «
Output: An ordered instance Z' = (N', M’ {v; }sen’) with N’ C N and M’ C M.
7 + R — reduce(Z)
while S%(Z) is applicable do

T+ S*(T)
7 + R —reduce(Z)
end

return Z = (N, M, {v;}ien)

Lemma 14. Let B be the set of bags allocated during the round robin phase of BagFill-RoundRobin(Z, «).
Then B = {Bl, ce 7B\B|}-

Proof. We prove that first By gets allocated, then By and so on. Towards contradiction, assume for some
j > 1 bag B; gets allocated to agent ¢ while bag B;_ is not assigned. At the time that B; gets assigned, we
have |B;_1| = | B;| since both B;_1 and B; were present in all the rounds so far. Let B;_1 = {¢1,...,gx} and
B; ={d},.-.,9} Followed from round robin, for all ¢ € [k], we have g, = g;—1 which means v;(g¢) > v;(gp)-
Hence v;(Bj—1) > v;(B;) > u; which is a contradiction that B;_; was not assigned to anyone before moving
to Bj. O

5.3 6/7-MMS with Copies

In this section, we present an algorithm which given an ordered instance, outputs an a-MMS allocation with
at most |n/2| distinct copies for any o < 6/7.

First we reduce the instance in Algorithm 5 using R§, R{, ..., and S®. It is not difficult to see that if
k agents are removed (i.e. are assigned a bundle) by the end of the algorithm, then in total at most |k/2]
duplicated goods are introduced and each good is duplicated at most once. Also, since we remove these k
agents and all the goods in these k£ bags, in the future no more copies of them can be used. Since all these
rules are a-valid reductions, it suffices to give an a-MMS allocation with at most | (n* —k)/2] distinct copies
for the instance obtained by the remaining agents and goods where n* is the original number of agents. Let
n=n"—k.

Then, we run Algorithm 4 (BagFill-RoundRobin(Z, «v)) on the reduced instance. We prove that by the end
of the round robin phase, at most |n/2] agents remain. In other words, if the bags B, Ba+1, - - ., By are the
remaining bags, then a > |n/2| + 1. Furthermore, we prove for all remaining agents 4, v;(B; U{n—a+1}) >
wi(Z) for all j € {a,...,n}. Therefore, to ensure MMS for the remaining agents, it suffices to duplicate
goods 1,2,....n —a+1 < |[n/2] < a, add them to B,,..., B, respectively and allocate these bags to
the remaining agents arbitrarily. This is exactly the duplication phase of BagFill-RoundRobin(Z, «/). In this
phase, we duplicate at most [n/2] many goods and at most one copy of each good.

Lemma 15 follows from Lemma 10 and Corollary 4.

Lemma 15. For an arbitrary ordered instance T and o <1, let ' = S — reduce(Z,«). Then for all agents
i€ N, pi(Z') = pi(Z).

For the rest of this (sub)-section, let a < 6/7, Z be an R*-irreducible and S“-irreducible instance, and
w; be 1;(Z). Let n be the number of agents right before the round robin phase of BagFill-RoundRobin(Z, a),
B ={Bi,...,Bas_1} be the set of bags allocated during this phase, and n’ = n — a + 1 be the number of
remaining agents after this phase.

Observation 1. For all bags B; € B, |B;| > 3.
Lemma 16. Let i be a remaining agent after the round robin phase of BagFill-RoundRobin(Z, &) (if any).
Then {B € B | vi(B) > u;}| > n'.
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Proof. Let BT = {B € B | v;(B) > u;}. By definition, for all B € B\ BT, v;(B) < p;. By Observation 1, for
all B € B, |B| > 3. By Lemma 13, for all B € B, v;(B) < 4a/3 - ;. Also, let B be the set of n — |B| = n’
remaining bags after the round robin phase. For all B € B, v;(B) < « - p;. Otherwise, B should have been
allocated to i (or some other agent who values it at least « fraction of their MMS value). Therefore, we have

n - pi < vi(M)

S wiB)+ Y w(B)+ > vi(B)
BeBt BeB\B+ BeB

BT |40 /3 - pi + (1Bl = [BY )i + (n — |Bl)ev - pus
(1Bl = 1B )i + 6/7(1BT|/3 +n — B[+ |BT]) - s (a <6/7)

<
<

Dividing both sides of the inequality by u; and removing (|B| — |B*]|), we obtain,

n—|B|+ BT < 6/7(1B%|/3+n —|B| +|B"|) = 2|B"|/7+6/7(n — |B] + |B"|).
Therefore, |B*| > (n — |B| 4 |B*])/2 which means |[BT| >n — |B| =n/. O
Corollary 5 (of Lemma 16). n’ < |n/2].

Lemma 17. For all the remaining agents i after the round robin phase of BagFill-RoundRobin(Z, «), and all
the remaining bags B;, we have v;(B; U{n'}) > p;.

Proof. By Lemma 14, the bags Bi,..., B,_, are allocated during the round robin phase. By Lemma 16,
there exists at least n’ many bags B;,,...,B; , for iy <ip < ... <iy, <n—n'that were allocated to other
agents during the round robin phase and v;(B;,) > w; for all ¢ € [n’]. Note that i, > n’. Since B; have
been assigned a good in all but maybe the last round, we have |B;| > |B; ,| — 1. Let B; = {g1,...,gx} and
Bi, ={g1,-- gt forj=g1 <...<grand i, =g) <...<gp. Forall £ €[k — 1], since gy is allocated
before gy 1, g¢ < g;,, and hence v;(gr) > vi(gy,,). We have

vi(B; U{n'}) = vi(B;) + vi(n) > 0i(By) + vilin) = Y vilge) + vilin)
Le (k]

> > vilg) +oilin) = vi(Bi,,) > i O
e[k’ —1]

Theorem 4. Given an ordered instance T = (N, M, {v;}ien) with n* agents and o < 6/7,
BagFill-RoundRobin(8 — reduce(Z, o), «)
returns an a-MMS allocation with at most |[n*/2| many distinct copies.

Proof. Let n be the number of agents after applying S — reduce(Z, «). Since S* and R} are valid reductions
for all k < |M|/n*, all agents who receive a bag during the S — reduce(Z, a) receive at least « fraction of
their MMS value and the MMS value of the remaining agents do not decrease after this process. All the
agents who receive a bag during the round robin phase of BagFill-RoundRobin get at least a fraction of their
value. Let agent ¢ be an agent who receives bag B; after the round robin phase. Let g be the good that was
duplicated and added to B; right before allocating it to agent ¢. ¢ < n’ and thus v;(g) > v;(n’). By Lemma
17, v;(Bj U {g}) > au;. Therefore, the final allocation is a-MMS.

Now we prove at most |n*/2] distinct copies are used. Let K = n* — n be the number of agents who
receive a bag in S — reduce(Z, ). Only when applying S¢, new copies are introduced and one copy per two
agents that are removed. Furthermore, the goods that are allocated during S“ along with their copies are
removed from the instance. Therefore, they cannot be copied more than once. So during S — reduce(Z, «),
at most |k/2]| distinct copies are used. In the duplication phase of BagFill-RoundRobin, we duplicate items
1,2,...,n' once. By Corollary 6, n’ < |n/2]. Therefore, in total at most |[n*/2] distinct copies are used. O
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Algorithm 6: T — reduce(Z, «):
Input: An ordered instance Z = (N, M, {v;};cn) and approximation factor «
Output: An ordered instance Z' = (N', M’ {v; }sen’) with N’ C N and M’ C M.
7 + R — reduce(Z)
while T%(Z) is applicable do

T+ T(T)
7 + R —reduce(Z)
end

return Z = (N, M, {v;}ien)

5.4 4/5-MMS with Copies

In this section, we present an algorithm which, given an ordered instance, outputs an a-MMS allocation
with at most |n/3] distinct copies for any a < 4/5.

Similar to Section 5.3, first we reduce the instance but this time by Algorithm 6 using Rf, R{, ..., and
T<. Analogously, it is not difficult to see that if k agents are removed (i.e. are assigned a bundle) by the end
of the algorithm, then in total at most |k/3] duplicated goods are introduced and each good is duplicated
at most once. Also, since we remove these k agents and all the goods in these k bags, in the future no
more copies of them can be used. Since all these rules are a-valid reductions, it suffices to give an a-MMS
allocation with at most |(n* — k)/3] distinct copies for the instance obtained by the remaining agents and
goods where n* is the original number of agents. Let n = n* — k.

Then, we run Algorithm 4 (BagFill-RoundRobin(Z, o)) on the reduced instance. Following a similar idea,
but a more involved calculation, we prove that we end up with a 4/5-MMS allocation using at most |n/3]
distinct copies.

Lemma 18. For an arbitrary ordered instance T and o <1, let T' = T — reduce(Z, ). Then for all agents
i€ N, ui(T') > wi(Z).

Proof. The lemma follows from Lemma 12 and Corollary 4. O

For the rest of this (sub)-section, let a < 4/5, Z be an R*-irreducible and T“-irreducible instance, and
i be 1;(Z). Let n be the number of agents right before the round robin phase of BagFill-RoundRobin(Z, a),
B = {Bi,...,Bas—1} be the set of bags allocated during this phase, and n’ = n — a + 1 be the number of
remaining agents after this phase.

Lemma 19. For all bags B; € B with j > 2, |B;| > 3.

Proof. Towards contradiction, assume for some j > 2, |B;| < 2 and Bj is allocated to agent i. Note that since
T is R§-irreducible, v,(1) < a - p, for all agents a and hence |B| > 2 for all B € B. So for all £ € [n], we have
{{,n+¢} € By and B; = {j,n+ j}. Note that for all 7/ < j, v;({s/,n+37'}) > vi({j,n+37}) > o u;. Hence,
for all j' < j, |Bj/| = 2. Let a1, a2, a3 be the three agents who received B1, B, B3 respectively. Note that
the precondition of Rule T“ is met for these agents which is a contradiction with Z being T'*-irreducible. [

Observation 2. Forn > 2, {B1,Bs} C B and v;(B;) < 3a/2 - p; for alli € N and j € [2].

Proof. Since the instance is Rf-irreducible, v;(2) < v;(1) < a - p;. Therefore, |B;j| > 2. Let g be the last
good added to B;. Since g > n+ 1, v;(g) < vi(n+1) < /2 p;. We have

vi(B;) = vi(B; \ {j}) + vi(B;) < - pi+a/2- p; =3a/2 ;.

Now assume By ¢ B. Note that for all B ¢ B, v;(B) < a - u;. Otherwise, B should have been allocated
during the round robin phase. Therefore

n - i < vi(M)
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= sz‘(Bj)

<30a/2-pi +(n—1)o-
< (4/5n+2/5) - i, (a < 4/5)

which is a contradiction with n > 2. O

Lemma 20. Let i be a remaining agent after the round robin phase of BagFill-RoundRobin(Z, &) (if any).
Then {B € B|vi(B) > a-u;}| >2n/3 orn <5.

Proof. Assumen > 5. Let BY = {B € B | v;(B) > a-u;}. By definition, for all B € B\B", v;(B) < a-p;. Let
B be the set of n — |B| = n/ many remaining bags after the round robin phase. For all B € B, v;(B) < a - ;.
Otherwise, B should have been allocated to i (or some other agent who values it at least « fraction of their

MMS value). We consider two cases:

Case 1: v;(B2) < 4a/3- ;. Forall B € B\ {B1, B2}, Lemma 19 implies |B| > 3 and Lemma 13 implies
v;(B) <4a/3 - p;. Also by Observation 2, v;(B1) < 3a/2 - u; and we have v;(Bs) < 4a/3 - p;. Therefore

Z vi(B) < 4a/3 - pu(IBY] — 1) +3a/2 - s

BeB+
< js(16]B¥|/15 + 2/15). (a < 4/5)
We have
n - py < vi(M)
= Y wB)+ >, w(B)+ > vbB)
BeB+ BeB\B+ BeB
< ni(16B7]/15+2/15) + (IB] =[BT Jor - i + (n — [Bl)ex - p;
< pi(2/15 +4n/5 + 4|B*|/15). (a < 4/5)
We obtain

n/5 < 4|B1|/15 +2/15.
Therefore, |B*| > 3(n — 2)/4 > 2n/3.
Case 2: v;(B2) > 4a/3 - p;. If |Bg| > 3, then by Lemma 13, v;(B2) < 4a/3 - p;. Also if |Bs| = 1,
v;(B2) < « - p; since the instance is R§ irreducible. Therefore, |Bz| = 2. It implies |Bi| = 2 and we
have By = {l1,n + 1} and B2 = {2,n 4+ 2}. Let a and b be the agents who received By and By. If

v;({1,n+3}) > - u;, then the instance is not T*-irreducible since a, b, 7 satisfy its precondition. Therefore,
vi(1) +vi(n+3) < a- p,.

vi(1) +vi(n+2) > v;(2) + vi(n + 2) = v;(B2) > 4a/3 - p;.

Therefore, v;(n +3) < v;(n+2) —a/3 - u; < (/2 —a/3) - ;i = /6 - p;. Now fix an index j > 2 and let ¢
be the last good added to B;. We have

vi(B;) = vi(B; \ {g}) +vi(9)
<a-pi+al6-p;
< . (0‘§4/5)
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Therefore, Bt = { By, B2} and we have

n - pi < vi(M)
= > wB)+ Y w(B)+ > (B
BeB+ BeB\B+ BeB
<3a-pi+ (Bl = 2)a- pi + (n— |Bl)er- p
< ui(4/5 4+ 4n/5). (v <4/5)
We obtain that n < 4 which is a contradiction with n > 5. O

Corollary 6 (of Lemma 20). n’ < |n/3] for n > 6.

Lemma 21. Ifn > 6, for all the remaining agents i after the round robin phase of BagFill-RoundRobin(Z, «),
and all the remaining bags B;, we have v;(B; U{n'}) > a - ;.

Proof. By Lemma 14, the bags Bi,..., B,_, are allocated during the round robin phase. By Lemma 20,
there exists at least 2n/3 > n’ many bags B;,, ..., B; , fori; <iy <... < iy <n—n'that were allocated to
other agents during the round robin phase and v;(B;,) > a - p; for all £ € [n’]. Note that i,,» > n/. Since B;
have been assigned a good in all but maybe the last round, we have |B;| > |B; ,| — 1. Let B; = {g1,...,9x}
and B; , = {g],..., 9} for j = g1 < ... <grand iy =g <...<gp. Foralllc [k —1], since g is
allocated before g, |, ge < g;,, and hence v;(g¢) > vi(g;,,). We have

’Ui(BjU{TL/}):’Ul( )+U1( )
> UZ(BJ) + Uz(’n )
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Theorem 5. Given an ordered instance T = (N, M, {v;}ien) with n* > 5 agents and o < 4/5,
BagFill-RoundRobin(T — reduce(Z, o), «)
returns an a-MMS allocation with at most |[n*/3| many distinct copies.

Proof. Let n be the number of agents after applying T — reduce(Z, «). Since T* and Ry are valid reductions
for all k < |M]/n*, all agents who receive a bag during the T — reduce(Z, o) receive at least « fraction of
their MMS value and the MMS value of the remaining agents do not decrease after this process. All the
agents who receive a bag during the round robin phase of BagFill-RoundRobin get at least « fraction of their
value. Let agent ¢ be an agent who receives bag B; after the round robin phase. Let g be the good that was
duplicated and added to B; right before allocating it to agent i. Since g < n/, v;(g) > v;(n’). By Lemma
21, v;(B; U{g}) > a - p;. Therefore, the final allocation is a-MMS.

Now we prove at most [n*/3] distinct copies are used. Let k& = n* — n be the number of agents who
receive a bag in T — reduce(Z, o). Only when applying 7%, new copies are introduced and one copy per three
agents that are removed. Furthermore, the goods that are allocated during T'* along with their copies are
removed from the instance. Therefore, they cannot be copied more than once. So during T — reduce(Z, «),
at most |k/3] distinct copies are used. In the duplication phase of BagFill-RoundRobin, we duplicate items
1,2,...,n" once. By Corollary 6, n’ < |n/3]. Therefore, in total at most |n*/3] distinct copies are used. O
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A Full MMS by Removing n — 2 Bads for Chore Allocation

Consider the case where for an instance Z = (N, M, {v;}icn), i € N and j € M, v;; is the cost of performing
chore j. We assume agents are additive, that is the cost of bundle S C M for agent i € N equals v;(S) =
Zjes v;;. Agents want to minimize their cost.

Recall that we denote the collection of all allocations of the set M among n agents by A, (M). The
mazimin share! (MMS) of agent i is the upper bound on the cost agent i may exert by splitting the set M
into n bundles, getting the worst out of them. Formally:

Definition 6 (Maximin share (MMS)). For an instance T = (N, M, {v;};cn) with n agents, the maximin
share (MMS) of agent i with cost function v;, denoted by u?(M), is given by
W)= 0 B i)
For every agent i, we normalize p" (M) = 1, thus v;(M) < n for every ¢ € N. We next present Algorithm
Match-n-Fill-for-Chores, which operates in an analogous way to Algorithm Match-n-Fill from Section 4.1.
We first show that BagFill-and-Remove never gives an agent more than their MMS value, and throws
away at most |[N| — 1 items.

Lemma 22. Assuming that for every i € N, v;(M) < |N|, BagFill-and-Remove outputs and allocation such
that v;(A;) <1 for every i € N, and allocates at least |M| — |N| + 1 items.

Proof. Every time an agent is allocated, except the last agent, we throw away the current item considered.
Thus, we allocate all items but |N| — 1. Since every time we allocate, we remove a set of items that is worth
at least 1 for all agents from My, we maintain the invariant that v;(M;) < |N|—t. Thus, when we reach the
last agent, they get a bundle of cost at most 1. O

L Although the maximin share is defined with a min-max type formula, if one considers chores to be goods with negative
value, then a max-min formulation is equivalent.
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Algorithm 7: Match-n-Fill-for-Chores(Z = (N, M, {v; }ien)):
Input: n additive cost functions {v;};en over items in M.
Output: Allocation A = (Ay,...,A,) with at least m — n + 2 allocated items.

Let P = (P, Ps, ..., P,) be the MMS partition of agent 1

Consider the bipartite graph G = (V = N x P, E), where E = {(3, P;) : v;(P;) <1}

if there is a perfect matching between N and P in G then
| Allocate each i € N its match in the perfect matching

end

else

Let P’ C P be the minimal set of bundles violating Hall’s theorem (|P’| > 1 since 1 is matched
to every node in P)

Consider some P; € P' and let P = P'\ {P;}
Find a matching between bundles in P and agents in N

foreach i € N matched to some P; € P do
| Al — Pj
end

Let N be the set of unallocated agents and M = M \ (UieN\N Ai) the set of unallocated items

Allocate agents in N using procedure BagFill-and-Remove((N, M, {viticy))
end

‘We now show that at most n — 2 items should be discarded.

Lemma 23. For any fair division instance of chores with additive costs, at least m —n + 2 items can be
allocated while maintaining o full MMS allocation.

Proof. As in the proof of Lemma 4, if all agents are allocated by a perfect matching in G, and then we don’t
need to throw away any items. If we match a subset of the agents by bundles in G, then the remaining
agents do not have any edges to the allocated bundles, which means that if k£ agents were allocated, the rest
of the agents have a cost of at most |N| — k for the remaining bundles. Thus, we can apply Lemma 22 and
get that at most |[N| — k — 1 items are thrown away. Since k > 1, we get that the number of allocated items
is at least |M| — |N| + 2. O

B Missing Proofs of Section 3

Proof of Lemma 2. For any agent i, let P* = (P},...,P!) be his MMS partition. Consider the MMS
allocations A = (Ay,...,A4,) where A; ~ U({P{,...,Pi}). Namely, i’s bundle, A;, is one of his MMS
bundles chosen uniformly at random, independent of other choices. We use the balls-and-bins analogy [36],
and consider the process of constructing A as throwing n balls (the agents) into n bins (the index in an MMS
partition). We are interested in the number of balls per bin, so we ignore the fact that the balls are distinct.

Fix some good g € M and assume without loss that g € P{ for any i € N. The event in which g is copied
at least k times for the allocation A = (Ay,..., A,), is exactly the event in which the bin corresponding to
index 1 has at least k balls. A simple analysis shows that,

k
1 k
Pr[g was copied at least k times] < <Z> <E) < (E) ,

where the last transition follows from Stirling’s approximation.
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Algorithm 8: BagFill-and-Remove(Z = (N, M, {v;}ien)):
Input: n additive cost functions {v;};en over items in M.
Output: Allocation A = (44,...,A4,) with at least |M| — |N| + 1 allocated items.

t< 0, B« 0
Ny N, My <+ M
for items j < 1 to m do
if 3i € Ny such that v;(B, U{j}) <1 then
| B; «+ B; U {j}
end
else
Let iy € argmin,¢ y, vi(By)
Ait «— B;
tt+1, B+ 0
Ni = Ny \{ig—1}, My My 1\ (Bi—1 U {j})
end

end
Let i; be the last remaining agent in V. Set A;, < B.

3lnm
Inlnm?

If we plug in k = we get

e\* (elnlnm it

(E) _< 3lnm )

eXp(?)lnm ln<elnlnm)>
Inlnm 3lnm

1
exp slnm (Inlnlnm — Inlnm)
Inlnm

IN

IN

3lnmInlnlnm
=exp|-3lnm+ ——— .
Inlnm

For large enough m we have (%)k < exp(—2lnm) =

Applying the union bound we have,

1
m2"

1

3lnm
Pr |there exists a good with more than copies| <m:-— = —
Inlnm m2

which completes the proof.

C Missing Proofs of Section 4

Proof of Lemma 3. Every time an agent is allocated, except the last agent, we duplicate the last item that
was put in his bag and put the duplicate as the first item in the next bag. Since every item’s value is less
than 1 for all agents, every allocated bundle contains at least two items. Therefore, we duplicate a different
item each time, and in total, |N| — 1 items. We now show that upon termination, every agent gets at least
their MMS value.
We show that for every ¢, for every i € Ny, v;(M;) > |N| —t. We prove by induction on ¢t. Obviously,
it’s true for ¢ = 0. Assume this is true for ¢ — 1 € [|N| — 1], and consider the iteration when agent i;_; gets
assigned bundle A;, ,. Consider some agent ¢ € N;. By the inductive assumption, we have that for every

i' € Np_1, vy (My—1) > |[N| —t+ 1. As N; C N;_1, we have that
vi(My—1) > [N| =t +1.
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Now consider the bundle B;_; just before some item j was added to it, causing agent i;_1’s value to rise
above 1. Since before adding j, the value each agent in N;_; assigned to B;_; was smaller than 1, we also
have

'Ui(Bt—l) < 1. (2)
This implies that
vi(My) = vi(My—1 \ Bi—1) = vi(M;—1) —vi(By—1) > [N| —t,

where the last inequality follows Equations (1), (2). O

D MMS with copies for k-demand valuations

It is natural to consider other classes of valuation functions, not only arbitrary monotone and additive. One
of the simplest valuations is that of 1-demand, every agent only wants one good, and every good has a
value. Trivially, one round of round-robin will result in an MMS allocation. So, what about k-demand? The
valuation of a set is the sum of the k& most valuable goods in this set.

It is natural to ask if the algorithm BagFill-with-Copies is relevant, unfortunately, this does not work.
Consider the following input: All n agents with identical valuation functions v; = v, v is 2-demand: v(g) > 0
for all goods, and v(S) = maxg pes v(g) + v(h) for |S] > 2.

We now construct an example on which algorithm BagFill-with-Copies fails, we define goods and valuations
as follows: there are n—1 goods ¢1, ..., gn—1 for which v(g;) = (1 —¢€)/2, n—1 goods hi,..., hn_1 for which
v(h;) = (1 +€)/2, and two additional goods z1, zo for which v(z;) = 1/2. One possible MMS allocation is
{g1,h1} .. {gn-1,hn-1}, {21, 22}, and the MMS value is one.

Now consider [arbitrarily] adding goods in the order ¢1,...,g,—1 to a bag B, at this point in time
v(B) < 1. Next, add x; and z2 to B, all agents have value 1 for the bag, if the bag is assigned to one of
the agents not enough goods will remain. Duplicating the good x2 and all of the h; will not suffice to get
an MMS allocation for the remaining n — 1 agents.

This suggests a variant of algorithm BagFill-with-Copies for k-demand valuations. Upon processing a new
good g, and adding it to B, don’t assign the entire bag B to an agent with v(B) > 1. Instead, choose some
set S C B, |S| = k with v(S) > 1. Some such set S must exist (as v(B) > 1 and v is k-demand). Moreover,
the last good added to the bag g must be in S, otherwise the bag B’ = B\ {g} C B, considered just prior
to the arrival of g, would also have had value > 1. Give one of the agents with v(B) > 1 some k-subset of
B, S C B, for which v(S) > 1. Return all goods in B\ S to the pool of goods yet to be processed, and
assign B = {g}, the last good added to that triggered this allocation, this creates a copy of g. Also, such
duplications can be done at most n — 1 times and no good is duplicated more than once.

To Summarize:

Observation 3. For k-demand valuations n — 1 distinct copies suffice to achieve an MMS allocation.

E Example for Algorithm BagFill-with-Copies

Consider the case when we add items in order g4, g7, 99, 91, 92, 9105 9125 975 955 93, g8 - - -

e For B = {g4,97}, v1(B) = 0.4, v2(B) = 0.3, v3(B) = 0.8, and v4(B) = 0.3, no agent has attained the
MMS value for this set B.

e For B ={g4,97,99}, v1(B) = 1.2, v2(B) = 0.8, v3(B) = 1.1, and v4(B) = 1.1, arbitrarily choose agent
1 and assign B to agent 1, set B to be a copy of the last good added: B = {go}.

e For B = {g9,91, 92}, we have v2(B) = 1.1, v3(B) = 0.8, v4(B) = 1, arbitrarily choose agent 2 and
assign B to agent 2, set B = {g2}.
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Agent 1 | Agent 2 | Agent 3 | Agent 4
[ 0.2 0.3 0.8 0.1
g2 0.2 0.5 0.3 0.1
g3 0.7 0.3 0.2 0.8
g4 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.2
Js 0.3 0.8 0.1 0.2
96 0.5 0.5 0.1 0.7
g7 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.1
gs 0.1 0.1 0.7 0.2
g9 0.8 0.3 0.3 0.8
910 0.2 0.8 0.1 0.3
g12 0.7 0.3 0.1 0.5

Figure 1: Running example for BagFill-with-Copies. There is an MMS allocation without copies for this
instance. All MMS values are one. For agent 1 we have v1({g1,92,95}) = 1.1, v1({94,95,96}) = 1.1,

v1({97,98,90}) = 1 and Vi({g10, 911, 912}) = 1.1. For agent 2 we have va({g1,92,93}) = 1.1, va({g4,95}) =
1, v2({96-97,98,99}) = 1 and Va({g10,911,912}) = 1.1. By construction the MMS partitions consist of

contiguous runs of g1,..., g12.

e For B = {g2, 910, 912, g7}, we have v3(B) = 1.2, v4(B) = 1 and assign B to agent 4, set B = g7.
e For B = {g7, 95,93, 9s} we have that v3(B) = 1.5 and assign B to agent 3.

Note that not all goods have been allocated, we could add the remaining goods to any of the agents,
arbitrarily.
The execution of BagFill-with-Copies depends on the order in which the items are added.
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