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Abstract

We study the paradigmatic fair division problem of allongtia divisible good among agents with
heterogeneous preferences, commonly knowee&e cutting Classical cake cutting protocols are sus-
ceptible to manipulation. Do their strategic outcomes$ gtibrantee fairness?

To address this question we adopt a novel algorithmic aghrday designing a concrete computa-
tional framework for fair division — the class gfeneralized cut and choose (GCC) protocetsand
reasoning about the game-theoretic properties of algostiat operate in this model. The class of GCC
protocols includes the most important discrete cake ayfirotocols, and turns out to be compatible with
the study of fair division among strategic agents. In patéic GCC protocols are guaranteed to have ap-
proximate subgame perfect Nash equilibria, or even exadgtileda if the protocol’s tie-breaking rule is
flexible. We further observe that the (approximate) equdilof proportional GCC protocols — which
guarantee each of theagents a /n-fraction of the cake — must be (approximately) proportioféa
nally, we design a protocol in this framework with the prdpehat its Nash equilibrium allocations
coincide with the set of (contiguous) envy-free allocasion
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1 Introduction

How should one allocate resources among economic agertsatierogeneous preferences, in a way that
is fair to everyone involved? The rigorous study of this gesdates back to the 1940’s; it has led to an
extensive body of literature in economics, mathematicd, @olitical science, with several books written
on the topic #3, 50, 10, 57]. More recently, fair division has become an important peabin computer
science 47, 16, 20, 24, 8, 7, 17, 3, 37, 14, 18, 48, 49, 6, 51, 52, 5, 2, 21, 4]; specific focus areas include
the allocation of computational resource31,[33, 36, 22, 46|, and the implementation and deployment of
practical, provably fair solutions for real-world probleif5, 1, 32, 38, 30, 15].

Among problems in fair division, the so-calledke cuttingproblem is perhaps the most paradigmatic.
It was formalized by Steinhau$4] during World War 1l and studied in a rich body of literaturgen the
years. Thecakeis a metaphor for a heterogeneous divisible resource, sutand, time, memory in shared
computing systems, clean water, greenhouse gass emissidossil fuels.

Going back to the word “fair”, two formal notions of fairnesave emerged as the most appealing and
well-studied in the context of cake cuttingroportionality, in which each of the, agents receives at least a
1/n-fraction of the entire cake according to its valuation; angly-freenesswvhich stipulates that no agent
would wish to swap its own piece with that of another agenth&theart of the cake cutting endeavor is the
design of cake cuttingrotocols which specify an interaction between agents — typicalyyitérative steps
of manipulating the cake — such that the final allocation iargnteed to be proportional or envy-free.

The simplest cake cutting protocol is knowncas and chooseand is designed for two agents. The first
agent cuts the cake in two pieces that it values equally;dbersl agent then chooses the piece that it prefers,
leaving the first agent with the remaining piece. It is easye® that this protocol yields a proportional and
envy-free allocation (in fact these two notions coincideewlthere are only two agents and the entire cake
is allocated). However, taking a game-theoretic point efwilt is immediately apparent that the agents can
often do better by disobeying the protocol when they knovhesdher’'s valuations. For example, in the cut
and choose protocol, assume the first agent only desirescdispenall piece of cake, whereas the second
agent uniformly values the cake. The first agent can obtsieritire desired piece, instead of just half of it,
by carving that piece out.

So how would strategic agents behave when faced with thentlitlhoose protocol? A standard way
of answering this question employs the notiorNatsh equilibrium each agent would use a strategy that is
a best response to the other agent’s strategy. To set up agjasiorium, suppose that the first agent cuts
two pieces that the second agent values equally; the segmmd selects its more preferred piece, and the
one less preferred by the first agent in case of a tie. Clahdysecond agent cannot gain from deviating, as
it is selecting a piece that is at least as preferred as thes. gils for the first agent, if it makes its preferred
piece even bigger, the second agent would choose that preteng the first agent worse off. Interestingly
enough, in this equilibrium the tables are turned; now ihissgecond agent who is getting exactly half of its
value for the whole cake, while the first agent generally geise. Crucially, the equilibrium outcome is also
proportional and envy-free. In other words, even thoughatients are strategizing rather than following the
protocol, the outcome in equilibrium has the same fairnespgsties as the “honest” outcome!

With this motivating example in mind, we would like to makengeal statements regarding the equilibria
of cake cutting protocols. We wish to identify a general figrof cake cutting protocols — which captures
the classic cake cutting protocols — so that each protoctiiérfamily is guaranteed to possess (approxi-
mate) equilibria. Moreover, we wish to argue that theseldxiuim outcomes are fair. Ultimately, our goal
is to be able to reason about the fairness of cake divisicatsatfe obtained as outcomes when agents are
presented with a standard cake cutting protocol and belteategically.



1.1 Model and Results

To set the stage for a result that encompasses classic ciilkg qurotocols, we introduce (in Secti@) the
class ofgeneralized cut and choose (GC@ptocols. A GCC protocol is represented by a tree, wherlk eac
node is associated with the action of an agent. The tree ltetyp&s of nodes: eut node which instructs the
agent to make a cut between two existing cuts; andansenode, which offers the agent a choice between
a collection of pieces that are induced by existing cuts.ddoer, we assume that the progression from a
node to one of its children depends only on the relative jpositof the cuts (in a sense to be explained
formally below). We argue that classic protocols — such abiiatSpanier 25|, Selfridge-Conway (see
[50Q]), Even-Paz 29|, as well as the original cut and choose protocol — are all @@focols.

We view the definition of the class of GCC protocols as one ofneain conceptual contributions, since
cake cutting protocols have not enjoyed a computationaleinaatil this work.

In Section3, we observe that GCC protocols may not have exact Nash ledaiNE), then explore
ways of circumventing this issue, which give rise to our fivad main results.

e We prove that every GCC protocol has at least e for everye > 0, in which agents cannot gain
more thare by deviating, and can be chosen to be arbitrarily small. In fact, we establishresult
for a stronger equilibrium notion, (approximag)bgame perfect Nash equilibrium (SPN&hich is,
intuitively, a strategy profile where the strategies are EhdVen if the game starts from an arbitrary
point.

e We slightly augment the class of GCC protocols by giving thben ability to makeinformed tie-
breakingdecisions that depend on the entire history of play, in cagese multiple cuts are made
at the exact same point. While, for some valuation functiofithe agents, a GCC protocol may not
possess any exact SPNE, we prove that it is always possibitetlify the protocol’s tie-breaking
scheme to obtain SPNE.

In Section4, we observe that for any proportional protocol, the outcamany e-equilibrium must be
ane-proportional division. We conclude that under the classike cutting protocols listed above — which
are all proportional — strategic behavior preserves thpgmnality of the outcome, either approximately,
or exactly under informed tie-breaking.

One may wonder, though, whether an analogous result is tither@spect to envy-freeness. We give
a negative answer, by constructing an envy-inducing SPNfewtne Selfridge-Conway protocol, a well-
known envy-free protocol for three agents.

However, our third main result is the construction of a GCGtgeol in which every NE outcome is
a contiguous envy-free allocation and vice versa, thahisset of NE outcomes coincides with the set of
contiguous envy-free allocations. This shows that the G@@éwork is compatible with arguably the most
important notion of fairness, namely envy-freeness. Itamsopen whether a similar result can be obtained
for SPNE instead of NE.

1.2 Related Work

The notion of GCC protocols is inspired by the Robertson-W\&f®] model of cake cutting — a concrete
qguery model that specifies how a cake cutting protocol magraat with the agents. This model underpins
a significant body of work in theoretical computer science artificial intelligence, which focuses on the
complexity of achieving different fairness or efficiencytioas in cake cuttingd7, 28, 56, 23, 3, 47, 37]. In
Section2, we describe the Roberston-Webb model in detail, and explhy it is inappropriate for reasoning
about equilibria.



In the context of the strategic aspects of cake cutting, Niemd Yu §4] were the first to suggest
equilibrium analysis for cake cutting protocols. Focusixglusively on the case of two agents, they design
a specific cake cutting protocol whose unique SPNE outcoreavig-free. And while the original cut and
choose protocol also provides this guarantee, it is notcgdaral envy free” because the cutter would like
to exchange roles with the chooser; the two-agent protochlianlé and Yu aims to solve this difficulty.
Branzei and Miltersenl]?] also investigate equilibria in cake cutting, but in costre our work they focus
on one cake cutting protocol — the Dubins-Spanier protoc@nre restrict the space of possible strategies
to threshold strategiedJnder this assumption, they characterize NE outcomesirgpalrticular they show
that in NE the allocation is envy-free. Branzei and Mil@rsalso prove the existence ekquilibria that
aree-envy-free; again, this result relies on their strong ietstm of the strategy space, and applies to one
specific protocol.

Several papers by computer scientists, [42, 40] take a mechanism design approach to cake cutting;
their goal is to design cake cutting protocols thatsirategyproafin the sense that agents can never benefit
from manipulating the protocol. This turns out to be an alimmgossible taskd8, 13]; positive results are
obtained by either making extremely strong assumptionsniagvaluations are highly structured), or by
employing randomization and significantly weakening theirgel properties. In contrast, our main results,
given in Section3, deal with strategic outcomes under a large class of cakimguirotocols, and aim to
capture well-known protocols; our result of Sectibis a positive result that achieves fairness “only” in
equilibrium, but without imposing any restrictions on thgeats’ valuations.

2 The Model

The cake cutting literature typically represents the cakéha interval0, 1]. There is a set of agenf§ =
{1,...,n}, and each agent € N is endowed with avaluation functionV; that assigns a value to every
subinterval of[0, 1]. These values are induced by a non-negative continualue density functiom;, so
that for an intervall, V;(I) = [ _,vi(z) d=. By definition, V; satisfies the first two properties below; the
third is an assumption that is made w.l.0.g.

1. Additivity: For every two disjoint interval$;, andl, V;(I; U I) = V;(I1) + V;(I2).

2. Divisibility: For every intervall C [0,1] and0 < X < 1 there is a subinterval’ C I such that
Vi(I') = AVi(I).

3. Normalization:V;([0, 1]) = 1.

Note that valuation functions are non-atomic, i.e., thesigas zero value to points. This allows us to
disregard the boundaries of intervals, and in particulatreat intervals that overlap at their boundary as
disjoint. We sometimes explicitly assume that the valuesifefunctions arestrictly positive i.e.,v;(z) > 0
forall z € [0,1] and for alli € N; this implies that/;([z,y]) > 0forall z < y,z,y € [0,1].

A piece of cakés a finite union of disjoint intervals. We are interested llo@ations of disjoint pieces
of cake Xy, ..., X,, whereX; is the piece allocated to agent N. A piece iscontiguousf it consists of a
single interval.

We study two fairness notions. An allocatidn is proportional if for all i« € N, V;(X;) > 1/n; and
envy-freeif for all 4,5 € N, V;(X;) > V;(X;). Note that envy-freeness implies proportionality when the
entire cake is allocated.



2.1 Generalized Cut and Choose Protocols

The standard communication model in cake cutting was pexbby Robertson and Webb(; it restricts
the interaction between the protocol and agents to two tgpgseries:

e Cutquery:Cut;(z, ) asks agent to return a poiny such thatV;([x, y]) = a.

e Evaluatequery:Evaluatg(z,y) asks agent to return a valuex such thatV;([x, y]) = «, where the
pointsz, y are eithel0, 1, or have been generated as answers to pre@atisueries.

Note that in the RW model, a protocol could allocate piecggedding on whether a particular cut was made
at a specific point (see Algorithi®). More generally, a protocol in the RW model has a properghsas
envy-freeness if, roughly speaking, it gathers enougtrin&tion so that therexistsan allocation such that
for anyvaluation function consistent with the answers to the @sgithe allocation is envy-free. Since the
RW model does not specify how the allocation is computedetheed not exist a succinct representation
of the allocation that arises as the outcome of a protocoichwimakes it difficult to analyze the strategic
properties of protocols in the RW model.

For this reason, we define a generic class of protocols teangrlementable with natural operations,
which capture all boundédand discrete cake cutting algorithms, such as cut and ch&agens-Spanier,
Even-Paz, Successive-Pairs, and Selfridge-Conway (gee[48]). At a high level, the standard protocols
are implemented using a sequence of natural instructi@c$, @f which is either &ut operation, in which
some agent is asked to make a cut in a specified region of tlee cakChooseoperation, in which some
agent is asked to take a piece from a set of already demarngigises indicated by the protocol. In addition,
every node in the decision tree of the protocol is based sixely on the execution history and absolute
ordering of the cut points, which can be verified with any @& tbllowing operatorsx, <,=, >, >.

Formally, ageneralized cut and choose (GC@ptocol is implemented exclusively with the following
instructions:

e Cut The syntax is # Cutsin S”, where S = {[z1,41],- .-, [Tm,ym]} IS @ set of contiguous pieces
(intervals), such that the endpoints of every piécg y;] are0, 1, or cuts made in previous steps of
the protocol. Agent can make a cut at any poiate [x;,y;], for somej € {1,...,m}.

e ChooseThe syntax is # Choosedrom S”, whereS = {[z1,v1], .., [Tm,ym]} IS @ Set of contiguous
pieces, such that the endpoints of every piggey;] € S are0, 1, or cuts made in the previous steps
of the protocol. Agent can choose anginglepiece[z;, y;] from S to keep from that point on.

¢ If-Else Statement§ he conditions depend on the result of choose queries anahitolute order of all
the cut points made in the previous steps.

A GCC protocol uniquely identifies every contiguous piecdah®sy symbolic names of all the cut points
contained in it. For example, Algorithm 1 is a GCC protocolgaithm 2 is not a GCC protocol, because
it verifies that the point where agehtmade a cut is exactly/3, whereas a GCC protocol can only verify
the ordering of the cut points relative to each other and tiipeints of the cake. Note that, unlike in the
communication model of Robertson and W&bB][ GCC protocols cannot obtain and use information about
the valuations of the agents — the allocation is only declaethe agentsChooseoperations.

As an illustrative example, we now discuss why the discretgent of the Dubins-Spanier protoéol
belongs to the class of GCC protocols — but first we must desdhie original Dubins-Spanier protocol.

In the sense that the number of operations is upper-boungadumction that takes the number of agentas input.
2In fact, the discrete variant of Dubins-Spanier was invémteich earlier by Banach and Knaster and is better known as the
“last diminisher” procedure (see Steinhatd]).



agentl Cutsin {[0, 1]} // Qx
agentl Cutsin {[0, 1]} // Qy
agentl Cutsin {[0, 1]} // @z
if (x <y < z)then
agentl Choosedrom {[z, ], [y, z|}
end if

Algorithm 1: A GCC protocol. The notation “/fvz” assigns the symbolic nameto the cut point made by
agent 1.

agentl Cutsin {[0,1]} // Qx
if (z= %) then

agentl Choosesrom {[0, z], [z, 1]}
end if

Algorithm 2: A non-GCC protocol.

Dubins-Spanier is a proportional (but not envy-free) pcotdor n agents, which operates inrounds. In
round 0, each agent makes a matksuch that the piece of cake to the left of the mark is warth, i.e.,
V;([0,2}]) = 1/n. Leti* be the agent that made the leftmost mark; the protocol d#sdae intervalo, z1. ]

to agent*; the allocated interval and satisfied agent are removedundt, the same procedure is repeated
with the remaining: — t agents and the remaining cake. When there is only one aderit feceives the
remaining cake. To see why the protocol is proportionalt fioge that in round the remaining cake is worth

at leastl — t/n to each remaining agent, due to the additivity of the vatuafiinctions and the fact that the
pieces allocated in previous rounds are worth at ngstto these agents. The agent that made the leftmost
mark receives a piece that it valuesldt. In roundn — 1, the last agent is left with a piece of cake worth
atleastl — (n—1)/n =1/n.

The protocol admits a GCC implementation as follows. Forfits round, each ageritis required to
make a cut in{[0, 1]}, at some point denoted by} . The agent* with the leftmost cut:’. can be determined
usingIf-Else statements whose conditions only depend on the orderingeotut pointsri, ..., z}. Then,
agenti* is asked to choose “any” piece in the singleton{getz..]}. The subsequent rounds are similar:
at the end of every round the agent that was allocated a pgecamoved, and the protocol iterates on
the remaining agents and remaining cake. Note that agemtsoarconstrained to follow the protocoal, i.e.,
they can make their marks (in response to cut instructiot&rever they want; nevertheless, an agent can
guarantee a piece of value at leagt by following the Dubins-Spanier protocol, regardless ofvbther
agents do.

While GCC protocols are quite general, a few well-known caliing protocols are beyond their reach.
For example, the Brams-Tayld®][protocol is an envy-free protocol feragents, and although its individual
operations are captured by the GCC formalism, the numbepe@fadions is not bounded as a function of
n (i.e., it may depend on the valuation functions themselMés)yepresentation as a GCC protocol would
therefore be infinitely long. In addition, some cake cutgmgtocols usenoving knivegsee, e.g.,11]); for
example, they can keep track of how an agent'’s value for &pmikanges as the piece smoothly grows larger.
These protocols are not discrete, and, in fact, cannot bieimgnted even in the Robertson-Webb model.

We also note that the GCC modelimeomparableto the RW model. Indeed, given a protocol in the RW
model, it may not be possible to implement it as a GCC protbechuse the RW model does not indicate
a specific allocation, as discussed above. Conversely,ugrieg in the GCC model cannot in general be
translated into cut queries in the RW model, as in the latedehcuts are associated with a specific value.



2.2 The Game

We study GCC protocols when the agents behave strategi&bcifically, we consider a GCC protocaol,
coupled with the valuation functions of the agents, agx@ensive-form game of perfect informati@ee,
e.g., b3)). In such a game, agents execute Gha andChoosenstructions strategically. Each agent is fully
aware of the valuation functions of the other agents and &naptimize its overall utility for the chosen
pieces, given the strategies of other agents.

While the perfect information model may seem restrictitie,same assumption is also made in previous
work on equilibria in cake cuttingdd, 12]. More importantly, it underpins foundational papers ireaiety of
areas of microeconomic theory, such as the seminal analf/die Generalized Second Price (GSP) auction
by Edelman et al.Z6]. A common justification for the complete information sedfi which is becoming
increasingly compelling as access to big data gets perjdsithat agents can obtain significant amounts of
information about each other from historical data.

In more detail, the game can be represented by a tree (cafjatha tre¢ with Cut and Choose nodes:

e In a Cut node defined by‘cuts inS”, where S = {[z1,v1],...,[Tm,ym]}, the strategy space of
agenti is the setS of points where can make a cut at this step.

e In aChoosenode defined byi‘chooses fronb”, where S = {[z1,y1],..., [Tm, ym]}, the strategy
space is the sdftl, ..., m}, i.e., the indices of the pieces that can be chosen by the &gemthe set
S.

The strategy of an agent defines an actiondachnode of the game tree where it executeSw or a
Chooseoperation. If an agent deviates, the game can follow a camlpldifferent branch of the tree, but
the outcome will still be well-defined.

The strategies of the agents areNash equilibrium (NE)f no agent can improve its utility by uni-
laterally deviating from its current strategy, i.e., bytng at a different set of points and/or by choosing
different pieces. Asubgame perfect Nash equilibrium (SPN&A stronger equilibrium notion, which means
that the strategies are in NE in every subtree of the gameltre¢her words, even if the game started from
an arbitrary node of the game tree, the strategies wouldbstin NE. Ane-NE (resp.,e-SPNE) is a relaxed
solution concept where an agent cannot gain more ¢imndeviating (resp., by deviating in any subtree).

3 Existence of Equilibria

It is well-known that finite extensive-form games of perfatfiormation can be solved usingackward
induction starting from the leaves and progressing towards the abeach node the relevant agent chooses
an action that maximizes its utility, given the actions thiate computed for the node’s children. The induced
strategies form an SPNE. Unfortunately, although we camdidite GCC protocols, we also need to deal
with Cut nodes where the action space is infinite, hence naive badknaduction does not apply.

In fact, it turns out that not every GCC protocol admits anceéXdE — not to mention SPNE. For
example, consider Algorithm 1, and assume that the valusityefunction of agent 1 is strictly positive.
Assume there exists a NE where agérduts atz*, y*, z*, respectively, and chooses the piecg, y*|. If
xz* > 0, then the agent can improve its utility by making the first aut’ = 0 and choosing the piece
[/, y*], sinceVi([2,y*]) > Vi([z*,y*]). Thus,z* = 0. Moreover, it cannot be the case thjét= 1, since
the agent only receives an allocationyif < z* < 1. Thus,y* < 1. Then, by making the second cut at
anyy’ € (y*,z*), agentl can obtain the valu#& ([0,4']) > V1(]0, y*]). It follows that there is no exact NE
where the agent chooses the first piece. Similarly, it carhbess that there is no exact NE where the agent
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chooses the second piedg}, z*]. This illustrates why backward induction does not applg tiaximum
value at som€ut nodes may not be well defined.

3.1 Approximate SPNE

One possible way to circumvent the foregoing example is pingahat agent 1 should be happy to make
the cuty very close toz. For instance, if the agent’s value is uniformly distrildliver the case, cutting at
x =0,y =1— ¢,z = 1 would allow the agent to choose the pigeey| with valuel — ¢; and this is true
for anye.

More generally, we have the following theorem.

Theorem 1. For anyn-agent GCC protocolP with a bounded number of steps, amyaluation functions
Vi,..., Vs, and anye > 0, the game induced by and V1, ..., V,, has ane-SPNE.

The proof of Theorenl is relegated toA. In a nutshell, the high-level idea of our proof relies on
discretizing the cake — such that every cell in the resulgng has a very small value for each agent —
and computing the optimal outcome on the discretized caikey Umckward induction. At every cut step of
the protocol, the grid is refined by adding a point betweemyetveo consecutive points of the grid from the
previous cut step. This ensures that any ordering of the @ntgpthat can be enforced by playing on the
continuous cake can also be enforced on the discretizezhivest Therefore, for the purpose of computing an
approximate SPNE, it is sufficient to work with the discratian. We then show that the backward induction
outcome from the discrete game givesea®PNE on the continuous cake.

3.2 Informed Tie-Breaking

Another approach for circumventing the example given ab#ginning of the section is to change tie>
breakingrule of Algorithm 1, by letting agent 1 choose everny it z (in which case agent 1 would cut in
xz =0,y =1,z = 1, and get the entire cake). Tie-breaking matters: even th@ridtSpanier protocol fails
to guarantee SPNE existence due to a curious tie-brealsng 52].

To accommodate more powerful tie-breaking rules, we diigligment GCC protocols, by extending
their ability to compare cuts in case of a tie. Specificallg gan assume without loss of generality that
the If-Else statements of a GCC protocol are specified only with weakuaktips (as an equality can be
specified with two inequalities and a strong inequality vieeguality and weak inequality), which involve
only pairs of cuts. We considénformed GCC protocolswhich are capable of usind-Else statements of
the form ‘if [z < y or (x = y and history of events H)] theri. That is, when cuts are made in the same
location and cause a tie in #RElse, the protocol can invoke the power to check the entire histbevents
that have occurred so far. We can recoverithe y andz < y comparisons of “uninformed” GCC protocols
by setting# to be empty or all possible histories, respectively. Imgatly, the history can include where
cuts were made exactly, and not simply where in relation ¢ edher.

We say that an informed GCC protoch! is equivalent up to tie-breakingp a GCC protocolP if
they are identical, except that some inequalities inltiielse statements o are replaced with informed
inequalities in the correspondin§Else statements of’. That is, the two protocols are possibly different
only in cases where two cuts are made at the exact same point.

For example, in Algorithm 1, the statemeriit & < y < z theri’ can be specified asf‘x < y then if
y < z then”. We can obtain an informed GCC protocol that is eqeivalp to tie-breaking by replacing
this statement withif = < y then if y < z then” (here we are not actually using augmented tie-brgdkin
In this case, the modified protocol may feel significantlfedi#nt from the original — but this is an artifact
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of the extreme simplicity of Algorithm 1. Common cake cuttiprotocols are more complex, and changing
the tie-breaking rule preserves the essence of the protocol
We are now ready to present our second main result.

Theorem 2. For anyn-agent GCC protocdP with a bounded number of steps and anyaluation functions
Vi,...,Vy, there exists an informed GCC protocBl that is equivalent t&® up to tie-breaking, such that
the game induced by’ and V4, ..., V, has an SPNE.

Intuitively, we can viewP’ as being “undecided” whenever two cuts are made at the saimig {hat is,

x = y: it can adopt either the < y branch or ther > y branch — thereexistsan appropriate decision.
The theorem tells us that for any given valuation functiome,can set these tie-breaking points in a way
that guarantees the existence of an SPNE. In this sensegtheeiking of the protocol imformedby the
given valuation functions. Indeed, this interpretatiomplsusible as we are dealing with a game of perfect
information.

The proof of Theoren2 is somewhat long, and has been relegategl fthis proof is completely different
from the proof of Theoreni; in particular, it relies on real analysis instead of backvimduction on a
discretized space. The crux of the proof is the developmkah@uxiliary notion ofmediated gamegot
to be confused with Monderer and Tennenholtrediated equilibriunj41]) that may be of independent
interest. We show that mediated games always have an SPNEcTibns of the mediator in this SPNE are
then reinterpreted as a tie-breaking rule under an infor@€ protocol. In the context of the proof it is
worth noting that some papers prove the existence of SPNE&nreg with infinite action spaces (see, e.qg.,
[34, 35]), but our game does not satisfy the assumptions requieeithn

4 Fair Equilibria

The existence of equilibria (Theorerisnd?2) gives us a tool for predicting the strategic outcomes oécak
cutting protocols. In particular, classic protocols pdwe/fairness guarantees when agents act honestly; but
do they provide any fairness guarantees in equilibrium?

We first make a simple yet crucial observation. In a propogigrotocol, every agent is guaranteed a
value of at least /n regardless of what the others are doing. Therefore, in eNEryif any) of the protocol,
the agent still receives a piece worth at legst; otherwise it can deviate to the strategy that guarantees it
utility of 1/n and do better. Similarly, anNE must bec-proportional, i.e., each agent must receive a piece
worth at leastl /n — e. Hence, classic protocols such as Dubins-Spanier, Evenahd Selfridge-Conway
guarantee (approximately) proportional outcomes in appr@imate) NE (and of course this observation
carries over to the stronger notion of SPNE).

One may wonder, though, whether the analogous statemeenvgrfreeness holds; the answer is nega-
tive. We demonstrate this via the Selfridge-Conway prdtee@ 3-agent envy-free protocol, which is given
in its truthful, non-GCC form as Algorithm 3. To see why thefacol is envy free, note that the division
of three pieces in steps 4, 5, and 6 is trivially envy free.therdivision of the trimmings in step 9, agent
is not envious because it chooses first, and agénnhot envious because it was the one that cut the pieces
(presumably, equally according to its value). In contraggnt 1 may prefer the piece of trimmings that
agenti received in step 9, but overall agent 1 cannot einpecause at bestwvas able to “reconstruct” one
of the three original pieces that was trimmed at step 2, wagsnt 1 values as much as the untrimmed piece
it received in step 6.

We construct an example by specifying the valuation fumstiof the agents and their strategies, and
arguing that the strategies are in SPNE. The example wib tiae property that the first two agents receive



1. Agent1 cuts the cake into three equal parts in the agent’s value.

2: Agent2 trims the most valuable of the three pieces such that theadieswith the two most valuable
pieces.

3: Set aside the trimmings.

4: Agent3 chooses one of the three pieces to keep.

Agent 2 chooses one of the remaining two pieces to keep — with thelatipn that if the trimmed

piece is not taken by ageBt agent2 must take it.

Agent1 takes the remaining piece.

Denote byi € {2, 3} the agent which received the trimmed piece, grd {2, 3} \ {i}.

Agentj now cuts the trimmings into three equal parts in the agetises

Agentsi, 1, andj choose one of the three pieces to keep in that order.

a

Algorithm 3: Selfridge-Conway: an envy-free protocol for three agents.

utilities of 1 (i.e. the maximum value). Therefore, we can safely assugiefihay is in equilibrium; this will
allow us to define the strategies only on a small part of theeg@e®. In contrast, agent 3 will deviate from
its truthful strategy to gain utility, but in doing so will beme envious of agent 1.

In more detail, suppose after agent 2 trims the three pieedsawe the following.

e Agent1 values the first untrimmed piece Btand all other pieces and the trimminggat
e Agent2 values the second untrimmed piecd aand all other pieces and the trimming9at

e Agent3 values the untrimmed pieces Bt7 and0, the trimmed piece at/14, and the trimmings at
11/14.

Now further suppose that if agent 3 is to cut the trimmings (ake on the role of in the protocol), then the
first two agents always take the pieces most valuable to &ditus, if agent 3 does not take the trimmed
piece it will achieve a utility of at mosit/7+ (11/14)(1/3) = 119/294 by taking the first untrimmed piece,
and then cutting the trimmings into three equal parts. Orother hand, if agent 3 takes the trimmed piece
of worth 1/14, agent 2 cuts the trimmings into three parts such that onleeopieces is worth to agent3,
and the other two are equivalent in value (i.e. they haveesdil /14)(1/2) = 11/28). Agentsl and3 take
these two pieces. Thus, in this scenario, agaeteives a utility ofl /14 + 11/28 = 13/28 which is strictly
better than the utility o1 19/294. Agent3 will therefore choose to take the trimmed piece. Howevethis
outcome agent, from the point of view of agem, receives a piece worth/7 + 11/28 = 15/28 and so
agent 3 will indeed be envious.

The foregoing example shows that envy-freeness is not giesad when agents strategize, and so it is
difficult to produce envy-free allocations when agents gtaynaximize their utility. A natural question to
ask, therefore, is whether there are any GCC protocols swathatl SPNE are envy-free, and existence of
SPNE is guaranteed. This remains an open question, but wevel@ug affirmative answer for the weaker
solution concept of NE in the following theorem, whose prappears irC.

Theorem 3. There exists a GCC protoc@ such that on every cake cutting instance with strictly pasit
valuation functionsl, ..., V,, an allocation X is the outcome of a NE of the game inducedbwand
,...,V,ifand only if X is an envy-free contiguous allocation that contains théremake.

Crucially, an envy-free contiguous allocation is guaradt® exist 5], hence the set of NE of protocol
‘P is nonempty.
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Theorem3 is a positive resulh laimplementation theory (see, e.89)), which aims to construct games
where the NE outcomes coincide with a given specificationcoéptable outcomes for each constellation
of agents’ preferences (known assaecial choice correspondenceOur construction guarantees that the
NE outcomes coincide with (contiguous) envy-free allamagi i.e. in this case the envy-freeness criterion
specifies which outcomes are acceptable.

That said, the protocdP constructed in the proof of Theoreiis interesting theoretically, but it re-
mains to be determined when its Nash equilibria arise intfw@acThis further motivates efforts to find an
analogous result for SPNE. If such a result is indeed feasibbroader, challenging open question would
be to characterize GCC protocols that give rise to envy-8BBIE, or at least provide a sufficient condition
(on the protocol) for the existence of such equilibria.
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A Proof of Theorem 1

Lete > 0, and letf(n) be an upper bound on the number of operations (i.e., on thghthef the game
tree) of the protocol. Define a gridj;, such that every cell on the grid is worth at m% to each
agent. For every, let K denote the maximum number of cut operations, witere K < f(n). For each
i€ {1,..., K}, we define the gri@; so that the following properties are satisfied:

e The grids are nested, i.0,1} C Gy C Gy C ... C Gk.

e There exists a unique point€ G, between any two consecutive pointsy € G;, such thatr <
z<yandz ¢ G;, foreveryi € {1,..., K — 1}.

e Each cell orng; is worth at mostzf(;n)2 to any agent, forall € {1,..., K'}.

Having defined the grids, we compute the backward inductigname on the discretized cake, where
thei-th Cut operation can only be made on the géid We will show that this outcome is aRSPNE, even
though agents could deviate by cutting anywhere on the cakethe continuous cake, the agents play a
perturbed version of the idealized game from the @rjcbut maintain a mapping between the perturbed
game and the idealized version throughout the executioheoptotocol, such that each cut point from the
continuous cake is mapped to a grid point that approximatesthin a very small (additive) error. Thus
when determining the next action, the agents use the idehiirid as a reference. The order of the cuts is
the same in the ideal and perturbed game, however the vaities pieces may differ by at most f (n).

We start with the following useful lemma. (For ease of exfiosj in the following we refer tdz, y] as
the segment between pointandy, regardless of whether < y ory < z.)

Lemma 1. Given a sequence of cut points, ..., z; and nested grid§; C ... C G with cells worth at
most4f( g to each agent, there exists a map : {wl, ..., Tx} — Gg such that:

(1) Foreachi € {1,...,k}, M(x;) € G;.

(2) The mapM is order-preserving. Formally, for all, j € {1,... ,k}, z; < z; <= M(z;) < M(z;)
andz; = z; <= M(z;) = M(x;).

(3) The piecdz;, M(z;)] is “small”, that is: V([z;, M(z;)]) < 572, for each agent € N.

2f( )

Proof. We prove the statement by induction on the number of cut péint

Base caseWe consider a few cases.af € Gy, then defineM (z1) := z;1. Otherwise, letR(z1) € Gy
be the leftmost point on the grid; to the right ofz,. If R(x1) # 1, defineM(z1) := R(x;); else, let
L(x1) denote the rightmost point i strictly to the left ofl and defineM (z1) := L(x1). To verify the
properties of the lemma, note that:

(1) M(z1) € Gr.
(2) The mapM is order-preserving since there is only one point.

3) Vi([z1, M(z1)]) < 2f( E for each agent € N since the gridj; has (by construction) the property that
each cell is worth at mong to each agent, and the interyal , M (x;)] is contained in a cell.
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Induction hypothesisAssume that a map1 with the required properties exists for any sequence of
k — 1 cut points.

Induction stepConsider any sequence bfcut pointszy, ..., xx. By the induction hypothesis, we can
map each cut point; to a grid representativé1(z;) € G;, foralli € {1,...,k—1}, in away that preserves
properties 1-3. We claim that the mag on the pointsey, ..., x,x_1 can be extended to theth point, zy,
such that the entire sequenté(z,), ..., M(zy) satisfies the requirements of the lemma. We consider four
exhaustive cases.

(@) There exists € {1,...,k — 1} such thatr;, = x;. Then defineM () := M(x;).

(b) There exists € {1,...,k — 1} such thats; < xy, but M(x;) > z;. Letz; be the rightmost cut such
thatz; < zj; becauseM is order-preserving, it holds thatf (x;) > z. Let R(M(x;)) be the leftmost
point ong, strictly to the right ofM(z;), and setM (xy) := R(M(z;)).

Now let us check the conditions. Condition (1) holds by dé&bni Condition (2) holds because! (z) >
M(z;), and for everyt such thats;, > xj, M(z;) > M(z;) andM(z;) € Gy—1, whereasM (zy,) uses
a “new” point ofG;, \ Gj_; that is closer toM(z;). For condition (3), we have that for everg N,

Vi[zg, M(zy)])

< Vi([zj, M(x)])
= W([xj,M(mj)] +W([M($J)>M(xk)])
- (k—1)e € ke

<
27 2~ 2f(n)?
where the third transition follows from the induction asgtion.
(c) There existg € {1,...,k— 1} such thate; > z, but M(x;) < xj. This case is symmetric to case (b).

(d) For everyz; such thatr; < xj, M(x;) < xy, and for everyr; such thatz; > i, M(x;) > xy. Let
z; andz; be the rightmost and leftmost such cuts, respectively; auithoss of generality they exist,
otherwise our task is even easier.

Let R(zy) be the leftmost point i, such thatR(zy) > zy, and letL(xy) be the rightmost point in
Gy such thatL(xy) < xj. Assume first thatM (z;) > R(zy); then setM (zy) := R(xy). This choice
obviously satisfies the three conditions, similarly to thedof the induction.

Otherwise R(z)) = M(x;) (notice that it cannot be the case titr;) > M(xy)); then setM (zy) :=
L(xy). Let us check that this choice is order-preserving (as therdtvo conditions are trivially satis-
fied). Note thatM (z;) € Gr—1, SOR(x)) € G,—1. Therefore, it must hold that(zy) € Gy \ Gr—1
— itis the new point that we have added betwé#n.), and the rightmost point the left of it afy, ;.
Since it is also the case that (z;) € G,_1, we have thaitV(z;) < M(xx) < M(x;).

By induction, we can compute a mapping with the required grigs fork points. This completes the
proof of the lemma. O

Now we can define the equilibrium strategies. kegf. . . , z;, be the history of cuts made at some point
during the execution of the protocol. By Lemrhathere exists an order-preserving mégp such that each
pointz; has a representative pouM! (z;) € G; and the piecegr;, M(x;)] is “small”, i.e.

ke €
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for each agent € N — usingk < f(n).
Consider any history of cutgey,. .., zx). Leti be the agent that moves next. Ageértomputes the
mapping(M(z1), ..., M(xy)). If the next operation is:

e Choose agenti chooses the available piece (identified by the symbolic saofighe cut points it
contains and their order) which is optimal in the idealizadhg, given the current state and the existing
set of ordered ideal cuts\{(z1),..., M(xy). Ties are broken according to a fixed deterministic
scheme which is known to all the agents.

e Cut agenti computes the optimal cut ¥, say atry . Then: mapszjy  , back to a pointry;
on the continuous game, such thet(x;,1) = =}, ;. That s, the cutry ., (made in stegk + 1) is
always mapped by the other agents:fg | € Gx11. Agenti cuts atry ;.

We claim that these strategies givea8PNE. The proof follows from the following lemma, which we
show by induction ort (the maximum number of remaining steps of the protocol):

Lemma 2. Given a point in the execution of the protocol from which ¢hare at most operations left until
termination, it is EE) -optimal to play on the grid.

Proof. Consider any history of play, where the cuts were made, at. . , z;,. Without loss of generality,
assume it is agerits turn to move.

Base caset = 1. The protocol has at most one remaining step. If it is a cutaijma, then no agent
receives any utility in the remainder of the game regardiésghere the cut is made. Thus cutting on the
grid (Gx) is optimal. If it is a choose operation, then Bt= {Z;,..., Z;} be the set of pieces thattan
choose from. Agent's strategy is to map each piege to its equwalent/\/l( ;) on the gridG, and choose
the piece that is optimal o@;‘C Recall thatl, ([z;, M(z;)]) < 37y for each ageny € N. Thus if a piece
is optimal on the grid, it is/& f( 3 -optimal in the continuous game (adding up the differencéath sides). It
follows thati cannot gain more thaﬂ%) in the last step by deviating from the optimal piecedan

Induction hypothesisAssume that playing on the grid %‘%—optimal whenever there are at most 1
operations left on every possible execution path of theogat and there exists one path that has exactly
t — 1 steps.

Induction stepif the current operation i€hoosethen by the induction hypothesis, playing on the grid
in the remainder of the protocol %_(%-optimal for all the agents, regardlessisfmove in the current step.
Moreover, agent cannot gain by more thaﬁﬁ— by choosing a different piece in the current step, compared
to piece which is optimal ogy, sinceV;([z;, M y for alll e {1,...,k}.

If the current operation i€ut, then the foIIowmg holdf

1. By construction of the grid,. 1, agenti can induce any given branch of the protocol using a cut in
the continuous game if and only if the same branch can be @tlusing a cut on the grid . ;.

2. Given that the other agents will play on the grid for the aerder of the protocol, ageinican change
the size of at most one piece that it receives down the road mmosl HO) by deviating (compared to

the grid outcome), sincE;([z;, M(xz;)]) < 370y foralll e {1,. k + 1} andforallj € N.
Thus by deviating in the current step, agéoannot gain more tha?f%). O

Sincet < f(n), the overall loss of any agent is boundedetyy Lemma2. We conclude that playing on
the grid ise-optimal for all the agents, which completes the proof ofttieorem. O
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B Proof of Theorem 2

Before we begin, we take this moment to formally introduoe alixiliary concept of anediated gamén
an abstract sense. We will largely distance ourselves franspecificity of GCC games here and work in a
more general model. We do this for two purposes. First, ivadlfor a cleaner view of the techniques; and
second, we believe such general games may be of indepemndentsit. We begin with a few definitions.

Definition 1. In an extensive-form game, action tupleis a tuple of actions that describe an outcome of
the game. For example, the action tugle, ..., a,) states that; was the first action to be played; the
second, and, the last.

Definition 2. Given an action tuple, the*" action is said to be SPNE if the subtree of the game tree rooted
where the firsk — 1 actions are played in accordance to the action tuple is imdliocy some SPNE strategy
profile. Furthermore, call such an action tuptleSPNE

Note that if thek!” action is SPNE, so too are all actions succeeding it in thierattiple. To clarify
Definition 2, note that strategies of an extensive-form game are definesary possible node of the game
tree, so &-SPNE action tuple can be equivalently defined as being arES®khe subgame rooted at the
k" action.

With these definitions in hand, we can now describe the garieseoest.

Definition 3. We call an extensive-form gamereediated gamé the following conditions hold:

1. The set of agents consists of a single special agentyeefey as themediator and some finite number
n of other regular agents. Intuitively, the mediator is an apg&ho is overseeing the proper execution
of a protocol.

2. The height of the game tree is bounded.
3. Every agent’s utility is bounded.

4. Starting from the first or second action, the mediator playery second action (and only these ac-
tions).

5. Every action played by the mediator shares the same asfiaoe:
{0, ...,n} x ([o, 12U 2{1~~~vh}) :

This represents the agent who plays néxtdpresents ending the game), and the interval which
represents their action space or the allowed pieces theyahagse from.

6. The mediator’s utility is binary (i.e. it is ifi0, 1}) and is described entirely by the notion allowed
edgesThis is a set of edges in the game tree such that the mediattlity is 1 iff it plays edges only
in this set. Importantly, this set has the property that feery allowed edge, each grandchild subtree
(i.e. subtree that represents the next mediator’s actiondtrhave at least one allowed edge from its
root. Intuitively, these edges are the ones that follow tieéggol the mediator is implementing.

7. Aregular agent’s utility is continuodisn the action tuple.

3The notions of convergence, compactness and continuitighwie will utilize often, necessarily assumes our actioacgs
are defined as metric spaces. Applicable metrics for theraepaces are not difficult to find, but are cumbersome to itresfurly.
We therefore will not belabour this point much further.
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8. Allowed-edges-closednesgiven a convergent sequence of action tuples where theatoeglays
only allowed edges, the mediator must play only allowed gigthe limit action tuple as well.

Note that appending meaningless actions (that affect nat'agsility) to a branch of the game tree will
not affect the game in any impactful way. Thus, for the sakeooivenience, we will assume for any game
we consider all leaves of the game occur at the same depémn (@énoted by).

We now give a series of definitions and lemmas that culminatie main tool used in the proof of
Theorenm2: all mediated games have an SPNE.

Definition 4. A sequence of action tuplés’, ..., a.) |; is said to beconsistentf for every; the agent who
plays actionaé- is constant throughout the sequence and, moreover, iterasfpaces are always subsets of
[0, 1] or always the same subset{df, ..., h} throughout the sequence.

Lemma 3. Let (a}, ..., a.) |; be a sequence of action tuples in a mediated game. Then themoinvergent
subsequence.

Proof. Due to the finite number of agents and bounded height of thegam can find an infinite consistent
subsequenc¥ |;= (bi,...,b%) |;. It suffices to show this subsequence has a convergent sigyses|of its
own. It is fairly clear that we can find a convergent subsegeesia compactness arguments, but there is a
slight caveat: we must show that the limit action tuple igle@hat is, if the limit action tuple igaq, ..., a,)

we must show that for every< r such that the mediator plays actigractioni + 1 is played by the agent
prescribed by:;, and within the bounds prescribed by it. We will prove thisitguction.

Base hypothesigzirst0 actions have a convergent subsequence — this is vacuously tr

Induction hypothesisAssume there exists a subsequence such that thé fittons converge legally.

Induction stepWe wish to show that there exists a subsequence such tHastiket+ 1 actions converge.
By the inductive assumption, there exists a subsequéngesuch that the firsk actions converge. Now
suppose plays thek + 1*" action. Ifp is the mediator, then the action space is indifferent taastplayed
previously and is compact. Thus, tife; must have a convergent subsequence such thatthe" element
of the action tuple converges and so we are done.

Alternatively, if p is a regular agent, the action space is not necessarilyfeneiift to previous actions. If
the action spaces are always the same subddt af, 1}, then we are clearly done. We therefore need only
consider the case where the action spaces will be contairjédli. Due to the compactness of this interval,
there will be a convergent subsequence’of; such that thek + 1** action converges to somee [0, 1].
Call this subsequencé |;.

We argue tha is in the limit action space of thie + 1" action. For purposes of contradiction, assume
this is false. Leb be the length fromy to the closest point in the limit action space (i.e. the acpace in
the limit given by thek!” action played by the mediator). Then there exists sdmsuch that after th@/*"
element ind’ |;,» the closest point in the 4- 1t action space tq is at leas®/2 away. Moreover, there exists
someN such that after th&/" element ind’ i the k + 1" action is no further tha#/3 to ~. Elements of
d' |; after elementax (M, N) then simultaneously must have the- 1/ action space be at least2 away
from v and have a point at mo&f'3 away fromy. This is a clear contradiction. O

Lemma 4. For everyk, if we have a convergent sequence of action tuples wherg‘thaction from the
end is SPNE, then thé” action from the end for the limit action tuple is also SPNEafTis, for everyk,
convergent sequences(ef— k£ + 1)-SPNE action tuples are- — k + 1)-SPNE.

Proof. We prove the result by induction dn
Base Cas¢k = 0): This is vacuously true.
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Induction hypothesi$k = m): Assume convergent sequencegof- m + 1)-SPNE action tuples are
(r —m+ 1)-SPNE.

Induction stegk = m+1): Leta@ |;= (al, ...,a’) |; be a convergent sequence(of- m)-SPNE action
tuples with the limit action tupléas, ..., a,.). We wish to show that if all actions before the last- 1 actions
play their limit actions, then the remaining + 1 actions are SPNE — note that by Lem@ee know that
the limit sequence is a valid action tuple.

Letp be the agent that commits the+1*" action from the end. If is the mediator, then by the definition
of mediated games the desired statement is true (spegifidalthe allowed-edges-closedness condition).
Now suppose instead thaiis not the mediator, and simply a regular agent. We show ifithe 1** action
from the end took on some other valid valwe# a,_,,, there exists SPNE strategies for the remaining
actions such that achieves a utility no higher than had it stuck with the lindgtian of a,._,, .

So suppose the:+1t" action from the end in thé" element of the sequencediésuch thatim;_, ., o/ =
. Sinced |; is a sequence df- — m)-SPNE action tuples, we can construct the sequence:
ofyal,..al) s

bi ”l: (ai, eny a;in_m_17

where the&ié- are SPNE actions such thatichieves at most the utility achieved by instead playifg,,.

Via Lemma3, b |; must have a convergent subsequence —ajland indexed by increasing functien
Thatis,@ = °(). @ |; is then a convergent sequence(of- m + 1)-SPNE action tuples and thus, by the
inductive assumption, its limit action tuple is also(@n— m + 1)-SPNE.

Now consider the limit action tupléy, ..., a,.) (of @ |;) and the limit action tuple of* |; denoted by
(c1,...,¢r). Note that:

1. Vi<r—mia;=c.

2. By the continuity requirement of mediated games (whéris the utility function ofp):

1—00

Vo(as, .., ar)
= lim Vj(ai,...,a")
11— 00
_ o(4) o(4)
g, Volen ™, )
> Jim V(a0 a7 )
(

f e
_ i i
= lim V,(ci,...,c;.)
11— 00

= Vzl?(clv "'767")‘

These two points imply that we can set SPNE strategies faretim@iningm actions such that the utility of

p playing « is less than or equal to if it plays._,, for them + 1" action from the end (when the actions
preceding then + 1** action from the end are those given in the limit action tulg, ..., a,.)). As thea
was arbitrary, then -+ 1" action from the end ofay, ..., a,,) can be made an SPNE action, which completes
the proof. O

Lemma 5. All mediated games have an SPNE.

Proof. We prove the lemma via induction on the height of the game tede that this is possible as
mediated games (like extensive-form games) are recuriigechildren of a node of a mediated game are
mediated games.
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Base casé¢at most) actions): This is vacuously true.

Induction hypothesigat mostk actions): Assume we have shown that any mediated game wiime g
tree of height at most has an SPNE.

Induction stef{at mostk+1 actions): Lep be the agent that commits the first actiomn 1§ the mediator,
any action that is an allowed edge will be SPNE; and if no sutiom exists, any action will be SPNE (as
the mediator is doomed to a utility 6). Now suppose is not the mediator.

Assume by the inductive assumption, opamakes its move, all remaining (at mostactions are SPNE
actions. By the definition of a mediated gams,utility is bounded. Then the least upper bound property of
R implies thatp’s utility as a function of the first action must have a supremf1 Via the axiom of choice,
we construct a sequence of possible actions for the firsirathiat approaches in p’s utility. That is, we
have some sequenet |; such that ifp playsz? for the first action, it achieves some utilifi(x!) — where
lim; o f(2') = S. Moreover, letg(z*) map the action:? to a tuple of the remaining actions — which
are SPNE. By Lemma (=, g(x%)) |; must have a convergent subsequefi¢eg(y*)) |; that converges to
(y,9(y)) — wherey is a legal first action angl(y) are legal subsequent actions.

Notice that(y;,g(y;)) |; is a convergent sequence ®ISPNE action tuples and thus by Lemma
(y,9(y)) is a2-SPNE action tuple as well. Furthermore, note that by théioity requirement of mediated
gamesy must givep a utility of S. Therefore, this must be an SPNE action and so we are done. [

With this machinery in hand, we are now ready to complete tbefpf Theorem2. Our main task is to
make a formal connection between mediated games and (iathr@CC protocols.

Proof of Theoren2. Suppose we haveraagent GCC protocdP with a bounded number of steps and and
set valuations of the agents, ..., V,,. Then we wish to prove that there exists an informed GCC pobto
P’ that is equivalent t@ up to tie-breaking such that the game induced®wandV4, ..., V;, has an SPNE.

Outfit P as a gamé/, such that all but the final condition of mediated games atisfel — that is,
the mediator enforces the rules®fand achieves utility if it follows the rules of P and0 otherwise. More
explicitly, the mediator plays every second action and ugxemination of the history of events (i.e. the
ordering of the cuts made thus far, and results of choosaag)edecides the next agent to play and their
action space based on the prescriptiorPoffo see how all but the last condition is satisfied, we go thhou
them in order.

1. This is by definition.
2. The height of the tree is twice the height of the GCC prdtoco

3. The mediator’s utility is bounded Hyby definition, and all other agent’s utilities are bounded las
that is their value of the entire cake.

4. This is by definition.

5. When the mediator wishes to askCat query to agent in the interval[a, b], it plays the action
(i, (a,b)), whereas when it wishes to asliChoosequery to agent giving them the choice between
thezt", ..., 2" pieces from the left, it plays the acti¢h {1, ..., x4 }). This method of giving choose
queries deviates slightly from the definition given in Sewct?.1, but the two representations are
clearly equivalent.

6. The allowed edges are ones that follow the ruleB of
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7. This property is only relevant when consider{bgt nodes. To establish it, first consider the action in a
singleCutnode, and fix all the other actions. We claim that for every 0 there exist$ = d(¢) > 0
that is independent of the choice of actions in other naglesh that moving the cut by at most
changes the values by at mestndeed, let us examine how pieces change as the cut poirdsnasg
long as the cut point moves without passing any other cuttpoire piece shrinks as another grows.
As the cut point approaches another cut point, the inducackpi— sayk'th from the left — shrinks.
When the cut point passes another cut poeirthe £’th piece from the left grows larger, or it remains
a singleton and another piece grows if there are multiplepoirits atx. In any case, it is easy to
verify that the sizes of various pieces receivedCimosenodes change by at masif the cut point
is moved bys. Furthermore, note that the number of steps is bounded doyd — since the value
density functions are continuous — there is an upper baundn the value density functions such
thatify — x < ¢ thenV;([z,y]) < M foralli € N. Therefore, choosing < ¢/(Mr) is sufficient.
Finally, V1, ..., V, are continuous even in the actions taken in multipie nodes, because we could
move the cut points sequentially.

We now alterM such that at every branch induced by a comparison of cutsmviEElse we allow in
the case of a tie to follow either branch. Formally, suppdsel@anch induced by the statemeiit® < y
then A else B” we now set in the case af = y the edges for botl and B as allowed. Then we claim the
property of allowed-edges-closedness is satisfied.

To see this, let us consider action tuples. An action tuplerer/the mediator id/ only plays on allowed
edges can be viewed as a trace of an executidd which records the branch taken on evéFlse state-
ment — though when there is a tie the trace may follow the ‘irexi” branch. A convergent sequence of
such action tuples at some point in the sequence must thertlkedranches it chooses in the execution of
‘P constant — unless in the limit, the cuts compared in a bramehi$ not constant coincide. Thus, we have
that in the limit, if a branch is constant, the mediator alsvégkes an allowed edge trivially, and otherwise
due to our modification ofi/ the mediator still takes an allowed edge. Furthermore, lfaxctions of the
mediator that are not induced biyElse statements, the mediator clearly still plays on allowedesdgnd so
we have proved the claim.

Now asM is a mediated game, it has an SPNBy Lemmab. Let P’ be the informed GCC protocol
equivalent tgP up to tie-breaking such that for every point in the game tfe® dhat represents the mediator
branching on anif = < y then A else B” statement in the original protoc@, P’ chooses thel or B that
S takes in the event of a tie. Then the informedness of thergaking is built into’ and we immediately
see that the SPNE actions of the regular agenfd icorrespond to SPNE actions 1. O

C Proof of Theorem3

The proof of the theorem uses the Thieves Protocol given lggithm 4. In this protocol, agerit first
demarcates a contiguous allocatidn= { X1, ..., X,,} of the entire cake, wher&; is a contiguous piece
that corresponds to agentThis can be implemented as follows. First, agembakesn cuts such that the
i-th cut is interpreted as the left endpoint®f. The left endpoint of the leftmost piece is resedtby the
protocol. Then, the rightmost endpoint & is naturally the leftmost cut point to its right a@rif no such
point exists. Ties among overlapping cut points are resobingavor of the agent with the smallest index;
the corresponding cut point is assumed to be the leftmost lotice that every allocation that assigns
nonempty contiguous pieces to all agents can be demarcateid way.

After the execution of the demarcation stép,is only a tentative allocation. Then, the protocol enters
a verification round, where each ageéns allowed tosteal some non-empty strict subset of a piece (say,
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Agent1 demarcates a contiguous allocati&nof the cake
fori=2,....,n,1do
I Verification of envy-freeness for agent
Agenti Cutsin {[0, 1]} // @w;
Agenti Cutsin {[w;, 1]} I/ @ z;
for j =1tondo
if 0 * ([wi,zi] N XJ) - Xj then
Il Agent; steals a non-empty strict subsetof
Agenti Choosedrom {[w;, z;] N X}
exit // Verification failed: protocol terminates
end if
end for
/I Verification successful for ageht
end for
for i =1tondo
Agenti Choosedrom { X}
end for

Algorithm 4: Thieves Protocol: Every NE induces a contiguous envy-fleeation that contains the entire
cake and vice versa.

X;) demarcated for another agent. If this happens (i.e., thenflition is true) then agentakes the stolen
piece and the remaining agents get nothing. This indichiedailure of the verification and the protocol
terminates. Otherwise, the pieces)fare eventually allocated to the agents, i.e., agéaites.x;.

We will require two important characteristics of the pratbd-irst, it guarantees that no state in which
some agent steals can be a NE; this agent can always steammeve valuable piece. Second, stealing is
beneficial for an envious agent.

Proof of Theoren8. Let P be the Thieves protocol given by Algorithm 3 afidhe any NE ofP. Denote by
X the contiguous allocation of the entire cake obtained duttie demarcation step, whekg = [z;, y;] for
alli € N, and letw; andz; be the cut points of agenturing its verification round. Assume for the sake of
contradiction thatX is not envy-free. Let* be an envious agent, whevg- (X-) > Vi« (X}« ), for some
j* € N. There are two cases to consider:

Case 1Each agent receives the piec&’; in £. This means that, during its verification round, each agent
1 selects its cut points from the 5@@?:1{9% y; }. By the non-envy-freeness condition f&rabove (and by
the fact that the valuation functidn,- is strictly positive), there existy.., z,. such that;- < w}. < z}. <
yj= and Vi« ([w).., z1..]) > Vi ([, yk+]). Thus, agenk* could have been better off by cutting at points
wy,. andz;. in its verification round, contradicting the assumptiort has a NE.

Case 2 There exists an agentthat did not receive the piec¥;. Then, it must be the case that some
agentk stole a non-empty strict subget/, z//| = [wy, 2] N Z; of another pieceX;. However, agent could
have been better off at the node in the game tree reachedvierifcation round by making the following
marks:wj, = 23U andz), = Z%. Since either; < w)! < 2/ < y; o z; < w] < 2/ < y; (recall that
[wy, z] Is a non-empty strict subset &f; and the valuation functiofir;, is strictly positive), it is also true
that Vi, ([wy,, z;.]) > Vi([wy, z;]), again contradicting the assumption tifas a NE.
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So, the allocation computed by agdninder every NEE is indeed envy-free; this completes the proof
of the first part of the theorem.

We next show that every contiguous envy-free allocatiorhefdntire cake is the outcome of a NE. Let
Z be such an allocation, with; = [z;, y;] for all i € N. We define the following set of strategi€dor the
agents:

e At every node of the game tree (i.e., for every possible atioa that could be demarcated by agent
1), agenti > 2 cuts at pointsy; = x; andz; = y; during its verification round.

e Agent 1 specifically demarcates the allocatidrand cuts at pointay;, = x; andz; = y; during its
verification round.

Observe thajw;, z;] N Z; is either empty or equal t&; for every pair ofi, j € N. Hence, the verification
phase is successful for every agent and agesteives the piecg;.

We claim that this is a NE. Indeed, consider a deviation ohadeto a strategy that consists of the
demarcated allocatiod’ (and the cut pointa); andz{). First, assume that the set of piece<iris different
from the set of pieces i@. Then, there is some ageht£ 1 and some piecéj’. such that the if-condition
0 C [zr,yx] N Z; C Zj is true. Hence, the verification round would fail for somerggec {2,...,k} and
agent 1 would receive nothing. So, bdthand Z contain the same pieces, and may differ only in the way
these pieces are tentatively allocated to the agents. Bhtsrcase the maximum utility agent 1 can get is
max; Vl(Zé), either by keeping the piecg] or by stealing a strict subset of some other piZ§eDue to
the envy-freeness df, we have:

max Vi (Z}) = max Vi (Z;) = Vi(Z1),
J J

hence, the deviation is not profitable in this case either.

Now, consider a deviation of agent> 2 to a strategy that consists of the cut pointsandz;. If both
w; andz; belong tolJ;_, {z;, y: }, then[w;, 2{] N Z; is either empty or equal t&; for somej € N. Hence,
the deviation will leave the allocation unaffected and ttiktyiof agent: will not increase. If instead one of
the cut pointsu; andz; does not belong tbj?zl{xi, y; }, this implies that the condition

0c [w' Z{]ﬁZj gZJ

17

is true for somg € N, i.e., agent will steal the piecéw?, z/] N Z;. However, the utilityV; ([w}, /] N Z;) of
agenti cannot be greater thdr(Z;), which is at most/;(Z;) due to the envy-freeness gt Hence, again,
this deviation is not profitable for agent

We conclude thaf is a NE; this completes the proof of the theorem. O
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