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Abstract

We study the problem of allocating a set of indivisible goods to a set of agents with additive valuation
functions, aiming to achieve approximate envy-freeness up to any good (U-EFX). The state-of-the-art results
on the problem include that (exact) EFX allocations exist when (a) there are at most three agents, or (b)
the agents’ valuation functions can take at most two values, or (c) the agents’ valuation functions can be
represented via a graph. For U-EFX, it is known that a 0.618-EFX allocation exists for any number of agents
with additive valuation functions. In this paper, we show that 2/3-EFX allocations exist when (a) there are
at most seven agents, (b) the agents’ valuation functions can take at most three values, or (c) the agents’
valuation functions can be represented via a multigraph. Our results can be interpreted in two ways. First,
by relaxing the notion of EFX to 2/3-EFX, we obtain existence results for strict generalizations of the settings
for which exact EFX allocations are known to exist. Secondly, by imposing restrictions on the setting, we
manage to beat the barrier of 0.618 and achieve an approximation guarantee of 2/3. Therefore, our results
push the frontier of existence and computation of approximate EFX allocations, and provide insights into
the challenges of settling the existence of exact EFX allocations.

1 Introduction

The existence of EFX allocations is arguably themost important open problem in the area of computational

fair divisionwith indivisible goods. In this setting, a set of agents have values over a set of indivisible goods,

and the goal is to allocate the goods to the agents in a way that is perceived as fair by everyone. One of the

most well-established notions of fairness is envy-freeness, introduced in the late 1950s by Gamow and Stern

[1958], see also [Varian, 1974, Foley, 1966] in the context of divisible resources; this notion stipulates that

no agent would prefer another agent’s allocation to her own. For indivisible goods, it is not hard to see that

envy-free allocations may not be possible. Indeed, consider the case where there is a single good which is

positively valued by multiple agents; some agent will receive the good and the others will be envious.

Motivated by this obvious impossibility, the literature has defined relaxed fairness notions, which are

appropriate for indivisible goods allocation. Budish [2011] first defined the notion of envy-freeness up to

one good (EF1), which deems an allocation fair if the envy of an agent is eliminated after the removal

of some good from the bundle of another envied agent. This notion was implicitly introduced earlier by

Lipton et al. [2004] who showed that EF1 allocations always exist, and for monotone valuation functions it

can be achieved in polynomial time via simple algorithms. On the minus side, in certain applications EF1

might be unsatisfactory, as it might require the removal of a very valuable good to restore envy-freeness.

To address this shortcoming, Gourvès et al. [2014] and Caragiannis et al. [2019b] introduced the notion of

envy-freeness up to any good (EFX), which stipulates that the envy is eliminated even if the least valuable

good, from the envious agent’s perspective, is removed from the envied agent’s bundle.

Contrary to the case of EF1 allocations, the existence of EFX allocations is much more intricate. In fact,
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as we mentioned above, this is one of the major open problems in the area of computational fair division,

currently carrying great momentum and being met with intensive efforts from the research community.

The associated research has adopted a systematic approach to tackling this evidently very challenging

question, by first obtaining existence results for special cases of the problem, developing a deeper un-

derstanding of its intricacies, and ultimately aiming to synthesize these ideas into an answer to the main

problem. Among those results, three of the most notable ones are that EFX allocations exist when

- there are at most three agents [Chaudhury et al., 2023],

- each agent’s value for each good can be one of two numbers 0 or 1 [Amanatidis et al., 2021],

- the agents’ valuation functions can be represented by a graph, with edges corresponding to goods and

nodes corresponding to agents [Christodoulou et al., 2023].

Other interesting restrictions that have been studied in the literature include agents with values that in-

duce the same ordering over goods [Plaut and Roughgarden, 2020] and leaving some goods unallocated

[Caragiannis et al., 2019a, Chaudhury et al., 2021b, Berger et al., 2022].

A related line of work has studied approximations to the EFX notion, referred to as U-EFX. An allocation

is U-EFX if after the removal of any good from the envied agent’s bundle, the envy is bounded by a multi-

plicative factor of U . A 1/2-EFX allocation is achievable via slight modifications to techniques that achieve

EF1, e.g., see [Chan et al., 2019]. The state of the art for approximate EFX allocations is a q − 1 = 0.618 ap-

proximation due to Amanatidis et al. [2020], which in fact seems to be the limit of the techniques that the

literature has developed for the problem; see also Farhadi et al. [2021]. Markakis and Santorinaios [2023]

were able to beat the 0.618 barrier and achieve 2/3-EFX allocations for a restricted case where all of the

= agents agree on which = goods are the most valuable. Whether 2/3-EFX allocations can be achieved

in general is a very intriguing open problem. If sufficiently many goods are left unallocated, it has been

shown that near optimal approximations to EFX can be achieved [Chaudhury et al., 2021a].

The state of the art results in the literature can thus be seen as lying on a certain kind of frontier : indeed,

a certain set of parameters (e.g., the number of agents, the type of values of the agents, the approximation

factor), can be seen as a point on a search space, with those points for which we have obtained existence

results constituting the frontier of our current understanding of the problem. The ultimate goal is to move

towards the point corresponding to (exact) EFX for any number of agents and without restrictions on the

values. Given the challenging nature of this endeavor, however, it seems sensible to try to “push” this

frontier towards that goal.

1.1 Our Results and Techniques

In this work, we prove that 2/3-EFX allocations exist and can be efficiently computed for agents with

additive valuation functions in three important cases, namely when:

- There are at most seven agents (Theorem 4.7).

- Each agent’s value for each good can be one of three non-negative numbers 0, 1, or 2 (Theorem 5.1).

- The agents’ values can be represented by amultigraph, with edges corresponding to goods and nodes

corresponding to agents (Theorem 4.4). Here an agent has nonzero value for a good only if this good

is incident to her. This setting generalizes the setting studied recently by Christodoulou et al. [2023].

We make progress in all three settings through the same algorithmic framework, although each one re-

quires its own modifications. While all of these are nontrivial, the most intricate case is, somewhat sur-

prisingly, the case of three values. We next present an overview of our techniques.

2



Property-Preserving Partial Allocations. Our approach is based on the following general principle:

obtain a partial allocationX of goods to agents that satisfies a certain set of properties. Then this allocation

can be transformed into a complete allocation that is 2/3-EFX.

To be more precise, all of the known algorithms for U-EFX in the literature [Amanatidis et al., 2020,

Markakis and Santorinaios, 2023, Farhadi et al., 2021] start by producing a partial allocation X using only

a subset of the goods. How this partial allocation is obtained may differ between different algorithms, but

they all serve the same purpose: once X is obtained, then one can run the Envy Cycle Elimination algo-

rithm of Lipton et al. [2004], with initial input X, to produce an allocation that is approximately EFX. For

this to be possible, X has to satisfy certain properties, mainly that (a) it is U-EFX, for the approximation

factor U that we are aiming to prove, and (b) none of the agents consider any of the goods that are left

unallocated too valuable. Formally, an unallocated good is “too valuable” for an agent 8 if her value for that

good is at least a factor V of her value for her allocated bundle in the partial allocation X. These goods

lie at the heart of our approach and we refer to them as critical goods. This is captured by the following

lemma, stated informally here (its formal statement, restricted to 2/3-EFX, is Lemma 4.2 in Section 4.1).

Informal Lemma 1 (Markakis and Santorinaios [2023]). If a partial allocation X is U-EFX and does not

induce any critical goods (defined via a parameter V), then it can be transformed into a completemin{U, 1
V+1 }-

EFX allocation.

Therefore, the value of V that makes a good critical depends on the approximation factor U that we are

aiming to prove existence for. For U = 0.618 (achieved by Amanatidis et al. [2020]), it is also the case that

V = 0.618. From a technical perspective, the “balance” of these terms makes the construction of a partial

allocation X that does not induce any critical goods achievable via relatively simple algorithms. In fact,

said algorithms also guarantee that the cardinality of each bundle in X is at most 2. In the context of

(approximate) EFX, bundles of cardinality at most 2 are much more manageable. For larger values of U

however, U ≠ V and we will have a natural imbalance. For U = 2/3 in particular, we have V = 1/2. In this

case, it can be shown that even for the cases that we consider, it is not possible for X to be both 2/3-EFX

and induce no critical goods, unless agents receive bundles of cardinality 3 or more. We demonstrate that

concretely via the following example with only three agents and three possible values.

Example 1. Consider an instance with three agents 1, 2, 3 and six goods 61, 62, 63, 64, 65 and 66. The values

of the agents for the goods are given by the following table. Assume that we have a partial allocation X

61 62 63 64 65 66
agent 1 1 1 3/5 1/100 1/100 1/100

agent 2 1 1 1/100 3/5 1/100 1/100

agent 3 1 1 1/100 1/100 3/5 1/100

where the bundle-8 of each agent 8 ∈ {1, 2, 3} contains at most two goods. If either61 or62 are unallocated,

they are critical for each of the agents. If they are allocated, assume without loss of generality that 61 is

allocated to agent 1. For X to be 2/3-EFX, 62 cannot be allocated to agent 1 as well, so it must be allocated

to some other agent, say agent 2. This means that neither of agents 1 and 2 can have another good in her

bundle, as otherwise agent 3 (who does not have 61 or 62 in her bundle) would envy that agent by more

than 2/3. Since agent 3’s bundle contains at most two goods, one of 63, 64 and 65 must be unallocated.

These would be critical for agents 1, 2 and 3 respectively, so in the end there must be some critical good

in X. �

Our goal will be to obtain a 2/3-EFX partial allocationXwithout critical goods in two stages. First, we devise

a general algorithm called Property-Preserving Partial Allocation algorithm (3PA), which obtains a

partial allocationX1 that satisfies a certain set of properties (see Algorithm 1). One such property is that it
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is 2/3-EFX, as required by Informal Lemma 1 above. This partial allocationX1 will still have critical goods,

but it will limit the number of such goods to at most one per agent, and only for agents that have singleton

bundles in X
1. This, together with the other properties of X1 will prepare the ground for allocating the

critical goods to the agents in a subsequent stage, resulting in a new partial allocationX2. ThisX2 will now

satisfy the properties of Informal Lemma 1, and it will eventually be transformed into a complete 2/3-EFX

allocation.

Swap steps and different types of envy graphs. The aforementioned 3PA algorithm is based on a series

of steps which are executed in sequence according to a certain priority structure. Most of these are swap

steps, i.e., steps that enable certain agents to exchange (parts of) their bundles in the partial allocation

X with certain unallocated goods. The priority is determined by the cardinality of the bundles in X, as

well as the value of the agents for those unallocated goods. Besides the swap steps, the algorithm also

includes steps that are performed on several different types of envy graphs, associated with allocation X.

A (standard) envy graph for a partial allocation X is a graph in which the nodes corresponds to agents,

and an edge (8, 9) signifies that agent 8 envies agent 9 . Envy graphs are very common in the design of

algorithms for fair division of indivisible goods, starting with the Envy Cycle Elimination algorithm of

Lipton et al. [2004]. We also consider two different types of graphs, namely reduced graphs and enhanced

graphs. In the former, any envy towards agents with singleton bundles is disregarded, unless it is high

enough. In the latter, we add edges of near envy, as long as the value of the target bundle is above a certain

threshold. By exchanging bundles along cycles and paths in these graphs, we obtain the flexibility to deal

with the inherently most challenging case of “moving value” from and to agents with singleton bundles.

In the case of three values we further refine our graphs, including edges that indicate ties in the values.

This allows for more options on how the partial allocations evolve, but adds an extra layer of complexity

in the analysis.

Throughout the execution of the 3PA algorithm, the value of an agent for her bundle may decrease several

times, but this is done in a controlled way that allows us to allocate the critical goods in subsequent steps.

We remark that since the steps of the 3PA algorithm and its variants repeatedly allocate and de-allocate

goods, their polynomial running time, or even their termination is far from obvious; to this end we provide

proofs based on carefully crafted potentials and appropriate combinatorial arguments.

1.2 Further Discussion on Related Work

The literature on the fair division of indivisible goods is extensive. Here we discuss theworksmost relevant

to us, and defer the reader to the recent survey of Amanatidis et al. [2023] for more details.

The existence of EFX allocations for three agents with additive valuations by Chaudhury et al. [2023] was

a breakthrough which followed the existence result for two agents due to Plaut and Roughgarden [2020].

This result was recently simplified (and generalized to somewhat larger valuation classes) by Akrami et al.

[2023]. Our first aforementioned result above shows that if we relax the requirement from EFX to 2/3-

EFX, we can guarantee its existence for up to 7 agents. Our algorithm for this case also runs in polynomial

time, contrary to the aforementioned algorithms for exact EFX and three agents. Amanatidis et al. [2021]

were the first to study the existence of EFX on instances with two values (2-value instances). First, they

showed that the Maximum Nash Welfare (the geometric mean of the agents’ values for their allocated

bundles) guarantees EFX in this setting, and then developed a polynomial-time algorithm to achieve EFX

allocations. Babaioff et al. [2021] consider a setting where the valuations need not be additive, but have

binary marginals and prove the existence of EFX allocations in that case. The approaches for two values

clearly fall short if one considers instances with three values. Our approach is fundamentally different

from that of Amanatidis et al. [2021] and shows that existence is possible, at the expense of a loss in the

approximation factor. Finally, the question of the existence of EFX allocations on graphs was studied very

4



recently by Christodoulou et al. [2023]; the authors point out that their techniques are insufficient when

applies to instances on multigraphs. Using our framework, we show how to obtain 2/3-EFX allocations

on multigraphs in polynomial time, and in a relatively simple manner.

2 Preliminaries

Let # be the set of agents and let " be the set of indivisible goods. Let = = |# | and< = |" |. Our goal is

to assign the goods to the agents in a fair way. This assignment is captured by the notion of an allocation,

which can be partial or complete.

Definition 2.1 ((Partial) Allocation). A partial allocation X = (-1, . . . -=) is an ordered tuple of disjoint

subsets of " , i.e., (i) for every agent 8, -8 ⊆ " , and (ii) for any two distinct agents 8 and 9 , it holds that

-8 ∩ - 9 = ∅.

A partial allocation X corresponds to an assignment of (some of the) goods to the agents; we call -8 the

bundle of agent 8. An allocation is a partial allocation for which
⋃

8∈# -8 = " . We also say that a partial

allocation is of size at most : if max8∈# |-8 | ≤ : .

It will also be useful to refer to the set of unallocated goods as “the pool”.

Definition 2.2 (The Pool). Given a partial allocationX, we refer to" \∪8∈#-8 as the pool, and we denote

it by P(X).

2.1 Valuation Functions and Fairness Notions

Next we define the value of an agent for a bundle of goods.

Definition 2.3 (Agent Valuation Functions). Given a function E8 : " → R≥0, where E8 (6) represents the

value of agent 8 for good 6, we can define the value of an agent 8 ∈ # for a bundle of goods - ⊆ " by

extending E8 to an additive function, i.e., E8 (- ) =
∑

6∈- E8 (G).

In this work, we only study additive instances of the problem, i.e., instances where all agents have additive

valuation functions. Wewill also be interested in two special cases of additive instances, namelymultigraph

value and 3-value instances. As we discussed in the Introduction, these strictly generalize the classes of

instances for which the state-of-the-art results on the existence of EFX have been established.

Definition 2.4 (Multigraph Value Instances). We say that an instance of the problem is amultigraph value

instance, if for any agent 8 ∈ # , the function E8 is additive, and there is a labeled multigraph � = (+, �)

with its vertices labeled via a bijection to # and its edges labeled via a bijection to " , such that for any

8 ∈ # and for any good 6 ∈ " , it holds that E8 (6) ≠ 0 only if 6 is the label of an edge incident to the vertex

labeled as 8.

Intuitively, we can see a multigraph value instance as a multigraph, where the vertices are agents, the

edges are the goods, and any agent has value 0 for any edge not incident to her.

Definition 2.5 (3-Value Instances). We say that an instance of the problem is a 3-value instance, if for any

agent 8 ∈ # and for any good 6 ∈ " , the function E8 is additive and it holds that E8 (6) ∈ {0, 1, 2}, for some

0 ≥ 1 ≥ 2 ∈ R≥0.

Clearly, in instances where 0 = 1 = 2 = 0 any allocation is EFX, so we only consider instances where 0 > 0.

In fact, without loss of generality, we assume that 0 = 1, as the values of the other two goods can be scaled

appropriately.

We are now ready to define our main fairness notion, that of approximate EFX.
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Definition 2.6 (Envy, Envy-Freeness, U-EFX). Given a partial allocation X, a constant U > 0, and two

agents 8, 9 ∈ # , we will say that

- agent 8 does not U-envy or, equivalently, is U-envy-free towards agent 9 , if E8 (-8 ) ≥ U · E8 (- 9 );

- agent 8 does not U-envy agent 9 up to any good or, equivalently, is U-EFX towards agent 9 , if for any

good 6 ∈ - 9 , it holds that E8 (-8) ≥ U · E8 (- 9 \ {6}).

A partial allocation X is U-envy-free (respectively U-EFX) if, given X, every agent 8 ∈ # is U-envy-free

(respectively U-EFX) towards any other agent 9 ∈ # . When U = 1, we drop the prefixes; e.g., we write EFX

instead of 1-EFX.

Often, we need to compare the value E8 (-8 ) an agent has for her bundle with the value E8 (() she has for

a set ( which is not the bundle of any other agent. Then, if E8 (() ≥ U · E8 (-8 ), instead of using envy

terminology, we say that agent 8 prefers ( by a factor of at least U ; moreover, when ( is a singleton, we drop

the braces.

The goal is to find a (complete) allocation which is U-EFX. Note that for< ≤ =, it is trivial to produce an

exact EFX allocation by giving at most one good to each agent arbitrarily. So, in what follows we assume

that< > =. This will allow us to consider partial U-EFX allocations where no bundle is empty throughout

the course of our algorithms, thus avoiding trivial cases in several of our proofs. We next define the notion

of critical goods, which is in the epicenter of our approach.

Definition 2.7 (Critical Good). Given a partial allocation X, a good 6 ∈ P(X) is critical for agent 8 ∈ # if

8 prefers 6 by a factor of at least 1/2, i.e., E8 (6) >
1
2E8 (-8 ).

As we have mentioned above (recall the related discussion in the Introduction), one could give a param-

eterized definition of criticality [see, e.g., Markakis and Santorinaios, 2023], but as we only care about a

specific value here which is appropriate for our goal of achieving 2/3-EFX allocations, we avoided this.

2.2 Envy Graphs

The notion of an envy graph is ubiquitous in the design of algorithms for variants and relaxations of

envy-freeness. Besides the “vanilla” version, we define and use two additional envy-based graphs.

Definition 2.8 (Envy Graph�). Given a partial allocationX, the envy graph on X,� (X) = (#, � (X)), is a

directed graph whose vertex set is the set of agents. Its edge set contains a directed edge (8, 9) if and only

if agent 8 envies agent 9 , i.e., � (X) = {(8, 9) : E8 (-8 ) < E8 (- 9 )}.

Definition 2.9 (Reduced Envy Graph �r). Given a partial allocation X, the reduced envy graph on X,

�r (X) = (#, �r (X)), is a subgraph of the envy graph � (X), where we remove all edges (8, 9), such that

|-8 | > 1, |- 9 | = 1, and 8 is 2
3 -envy-free towards 9 . That is �r (X) = � (X) \ {(8, 9) : |-8 | > 1, |- 9 | =

1, and E8 (-8) ≥
2
3E8 (- 9 )}.

Definition 2.10 (Enhanced Envy Graph�e). Given a partial allocation X, the enhanced envy graph on X,

�e (X) = (#, �e (X)), is a supergraph of the reduced envy graph�r (X), where we add all edges (8, B), such

that B is a source (i.e., vertex of in-degree 0) in �r (X), |-8 | = 1, |-B | > 1, and E8 (-B ) ≥
2
3E8 (-8). We color

these additional edges red.

Occasionally, when it is clear what the partial allocation X is from context, we just write � , �r, and �e

instead of� (X),�r (X), and�e (X), respectively.
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2.3 Basic Subroutines

Before we proceed with the presentation of our algorithms, we first define some useful subroutines that

we will be using throughout their design. The first one is a procedure which eliminates a given cycle in a

(standard, reduced, or enhanced) envy graph by swapping the bundles of the agents backwards along the

cycle. We refer to this process as a cycle resolution on the graph, see Subroutine 1. Similarly, we can define

a subroutine that eliminates all cycles in a (standard, reduced, or enhanced) envy graph, see Subroutine 2.

Here we should discuss two small conventions, made for the sake of readability. First, the full information

about the instance is available to all of our subroutines and algorithms. Nevertheless, we only include the

“necessary” arguments as input, e.g., we write AllCyclesResolution(X, �̃) rather than AllCyclesRes-

olution (#, (E8)8∈# ,X, �̃ (X), "). Secondly, whenever one of the envy graph variants is used in any sub-

routine or algorithm, it is assumed that it is up to date. That is, every time the allocations change, the

relevant envy graphs are “quietly” updated, although we have opted not to add these extra steps to our

already lengthy pseudocode descriptions. In general, tie-breaking is not important for the properties of

our subroutines and algorithms, so we assume that any tie-breaking is always done lexicographically.

SUBROUTINE 1: CycleResolution(X, �̃,�)

Input: A partial allocation X, its graph �̃ (X), and a cycle� in �̃ (X)
Output: An updated partial allocation X such that the (implied) graph �̃ (X) no longer contains the cycle� .

X̃← X // X̃ is an auxiliary allocation

for every edge (8, 9 ) ∈ � do

-8 ← -̃ 9 // swap the bundles backwards along the cycle

return X

In our case, the graph �̃ in Subroutines 1 and 2 can be any of the envy graph� , the reduced envy graph�r,

or the enhanced envy graph �e. It is well-known that the AllCyclesResolution subroutine terminates

in polynomial time: we add a short proof here for completeness.

SUBROUTINE 2: AllCyclesResolution(X, �̃)

Input: A partial allocation X and its graph �̃ (X).
Output: An updated partial allocation X such that its graph �̃ (X) is acyclic.

while there exists a cycle � in �̃ (X) do

X = CycleResolution(�̃ (X),�)

return X

Lemma 2.11. The AllCyclesResolution subroutine terminates in polynomial time.

Proof. Note that every time a cycle is resolved within the body of the while loop of the subroutine, the

number of edges in the graph �̃ (X) strictly decreases, compared to its previous number, before X was

updated. This means that the while loop will terminate in at most< iterations. Each iteration, however,

only needs$ (=) steps, if �̃ (X) is given, or$ (=2 +<) steps, if �̃ (X) has to be constructed from scratch. �

The third subroutine deals with swapping bundles along paths of the (-, reduced, enhanced) envy graph.

In particular, for any edge (8, 9) in the path, agent 8 will receive the bundle of agent 9 . We do not specify

what the bundle of the last agent on the path (for whom, since we will be considering paths of maximum

cardinality, there will be no outgoing edge) will be. Similarly, we do not specify what will happen to the

bundle that the first agent in the path (the source) had before the swap. Both of these will be handled

by our algorithms later. We refer to this process as a path resolution on the graph; see Subroutine 3. The
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PathResolution subroutine obviously runs in $ ( |Π |) = $ (=) time. Again, in our case, the graph �̃ in

Subroutine 3 can be any of the envy graph� , the reduced envy graph�r, or the enhanced envy graph�e.

SUBROUTINE 3: PathResolution(X, �̃,Π)

Input: A partial allocation X, its graph �̃ (X), and a path Π = (81, 82, . . . , 8ℓ ) in �̃ (X)

Output: An updated set of bundles -8 , one for every agent 8 ∈ {81, 82, . . . , 8ℓ−1}.

for : ← 1 to ℓ − 1 do // go through every 8 such that (8, 9) ∈ Π following the path

-8: ← -8:+1 // assign to 8: the bundle of the agent 8:+1 that she envies

return (-8 )8∈# :∃(8, 9 ) ∈Π

Note that PathResolution does not return a partial allocation, but only the updated bundles of the agents

along the path, except for the bundle of the last agent. This is to allow some flexibility in building the latter

when PathResolution is used as a subroutine. Using the PathResolution subroutine, we can also define

the following useful subroutine. The subroutine will assume that the sources of the graph� have two goods

in their bundles; our algorithms will ensure this is the case. Then, it will perform PathResolution on the

path with respect to a target agent 8 ∈ # , and allocate 8 one of the goods of the respective source and a

designated good from the pool, which is given as input.

SUBROUTINE 4: PathResolution∗(X, �̃,Π)

Input: A partial allocation X, its graph �̃ (X), and a path Π = (B, . . . , 8) in �̃ (X) starting at a source B of �̃ (X)
with |-B | = 2

Output: An updated partial allocation X.

Let 6B ∈ argmax6∈-B
E8 (6) // recall that B is the first and 8 is the last vertex of Π

Let 6∗ ∈ argmax6∈P (X) E8 (6)

(-8)8∈# :∃(8,ℓ ) ∈Π = PathResolution(X, �̃,Π)

-8 ← {6∗, 6B} // agent 8 gets her favorite goods from -B and P(X)

P(X) ← (P(X) ∪ -B) \ {6∗, 6B }

return X

3 The Property-Preserving Partial Allocation (3PA) Algorithm

As we mentioned in the Introduction, our approach to achieving 2/3-EFX allocations will be the following.

We will first construct a partial allocationX1 that satisfies certain properties related to the values and level

of envy of agents for bundles of other agents and unallocated goods, as well as the number of critical

goods. Then, we will allocate these critical goods ensuring that the resulting partial allocation X
2 is still

2/3-EFX. Then, it is known that we can run the Envy Cycle Elimination algorithm of Lipton et al. [2004]

to complete X2, resulting in a 2/3-EFX allocation, see also Lemma 4.2 in Section 4.1. Given this, it suffices

to focus on obtaining the allocation X
2.

In this section, we first define the aforementioned properties, and then we develop the algorithm that

produces the partial allocation X
1 that satisfies these properties, see Algorithm 1. We refer to X

1 as a

Property-Preserving Partial Allocation (3PA), and to the corresponding algorithm as the 3PA algorithm. This

will in fact be the “basic” variant of the algorithm, which is sufficient to achieve 2/3-EFX for multigraph

value instances and—with a small additional step—for a small number of agents, which we present in

Section 4. For the case of 3-value instances, we will need a refined version of this list, which we present in

Section 5.
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Desired properties of a partial allocation X:

(a) Every agent 8 ∈ # with |-8 | = 1 is EFX towards any other agent.

(b) Every agent 8 ∈ # is 2/3-EFX towards any other agent.

(c) Every agent 8 prefers her bundle to any single unallocated good, i.e., for every agent 8 ∈ #

and good 6 ∈ P(X), E8 (-8 ) ≥ E8 (6).

(d) Every agent 8 ∈ # with |-8 | > 1 does not have any critical goods, i.e., for every agent 8 ∈ #

and any good 6 ∈ P(X), E8 (6) ≤
1
2E8 (-8).

(e) Any agent 8 with |-8 | = 1 has at most one critical good 68 , and she values that good at most 2
3

of the value of her current bundle, i.e., for every agent 8, there is at most one good 68 ∈ P(X)

such that E8 (68 ) >
1
2E8 (-8 ) and it holds that E8 (68) ≤

2
3E8 (-8).

It is easy to see that Properties (d) and (e) imply Property (c). Nevertheless, we keep this redundancy for

the sake of presentation, as we view Properties (d) and (e) as special cases of the simpler Property (c).

We are almost ready to state the 3PA algorithm. To allow flexibility in the use of the algorithm as a

potential subroutine, 3PA takes as input a partial allocation X of size at most 2, which does not contain

any empty bundles and satisfies Properties (a) and (b). We call any such allocation a seed allocation. For

our results in the following section, it suffices to start with a seed allocation in which each agent arbitrarily

receives a single good (recall that this is possible as we have assumed that< > =). Then the algorithm

executes a series of steps, each of which is executed only if the previous one is not. At a high level, for

several of the steps of the algorithm, certain agents are enabled to swap (parts) of their bundles with

goods from the pool. These agents are considered according to a certain priority, which depends on the

cardinality of their bundles in the partial allocation X. Several steps of the algorithm also consider the

reduced envy-graph �r and the enhanced envy-graph �e and eliminate the cycles in those graphs via

invoking the AllCyclesResolution subroutine. Finally, the algorithm also takes care of the corner case

where the pool no longer contains enough goods valuable enough for trades, which is addressed via the

SingletonPool subroutine (Subroutine 5).

SUBROUTINE 5: SingletonPool(X)

Input: A partial allocation X (of size at most 2 with a single unallocated good 6, which some agent 8—who has
|-8 | = 1 and is not a source in �r(X)—values more than 2/3 · E8 (-8)).

Output: A partial allocation X
′, such that 6 ∉ P(X′) and some other good 6′ is returned to P(X′).

Let 6 be the only good in P(X) and let 8 ∈ # be such that |-8 | = 1 and E8 (6) >
2
3E8 (-8)

// when SingletonPool is called, such 6 and 8 do exist and 8 is not a source in �r (X)

Let Π be a path in �r(X) starting from some source B of �r(X) and terminating at 8
// when SingletonPool is called, no sources in �r (X) own only one good

X← PathResolution∗(X,�r,Π)

return X

The following lemma establishes that the partial allocationproduced by 3PA satisfies properties Properties (a)

to (e), and that its enhanced envy graph has a source without critical goods.

Lemma 3.1. Let X be a seed allocation. Then the output of 3PA ((E8)8∈# ,X) is a partial allocation X1 of size

at most 2 that satisfies Properties (a) to (e). Furthermore, if X1 is not a complete allocation, then �e (X
1) has

at least one source, and every source B in�e (X
1) has |- 1

B | = 2.

Note that the fact that |- 1
B | = 2 combined with Property (d) directly imply that this source B of�e (X

1) has

9



ALGORITHM 1: Property-Preserving Partial Allocation (3PA) ((E8 )8∈# ,X)

Input: The values E8 (6) for every agent 8 ∈ # and every good 6 ∈ " , and a partial allocation X of size at most

2 which satisfies Properties (a) and (b).

Output: A Property-Preserving Partial Allocation X
1 of size at most 2, i.e., a partial allocation X

1 of size at

most 2 which satisfies Properties (a) to (e).

while P(X) ≠ ∅ do

1 (Step 1) if there is 8 ∈ # with |-8 | = 1 and a good 6 ∈ P(X) such that E8 (6) > E8 (-8) then

P(X) ← (P(X) ∪ {-8}) \ {6} and -8 ← {6}

// If an agent with 1 good prefers 1 good from the pool, swap them.

2 (Step 2) else if there is 8 ∈ # with |-8 | = 2 and a good 6 ∈ P(X) such that E8 (6) >
3
2E8 (-8) then

P(X) ← (P(X) ∪ {-8}) \ {6} and -8 ← {6}

// Else if an agent with 2 goods prefers 1 good from the pool by more than 3/2, swap her

bundle with that good.

3 (Step 3) else if there is 8 ∈ # with |-8 | = 1 and goods 61, 62 ∈ P(X) such that E8 ({61, 62}) >
2
3E8 (-8) then

P(X) ← (P(X) ∪ {-8}) \ {61, 62} and -8 ← {61, 62}

// Else if an agent with 1 good prefers 2 goods from the pool by more than 2/3, swap that 1

good with the two goods from the pool.

4 (Step 4) else if there is 8 ∈ # with |-8 | = 2, and goods 6 ∈ P(X) and 6′ ∈ -8 such that E8 (6) > E8 (6
′) then

P(X) ← (P(X) ∪ {6′}) \ {6} and -8 ← (-8 ∪ {6}) \ {6
′}.

// Else if an agent with 2 good prefers 1 good from the pool to one of her own goods, swap

that good with the one good from the pool.

5 (Step 5) else if the reduced envy graph�r(X) has cycles then

X← AllCyclesResolution(X,�r)

// Else if the reduced envy graph has cycles, resolve them by swapping the bundles.

6 (Step 6) else if in the reduced envy graph�r there is a source B with |-B | = 1 then

P(X) ← P(X) \ {6∗}, - ′B ← -B ∪ {6
∗}, where 6∗ ∈ argmax6∈P (X) E8 (6).

// Else if there is a source in the reduced envy graph with a single good, add her most

valuable good from the pool to her bundle.

7 (Step 7) else if |{6 ∈ P(X) : ∃8 such that |-8 | = 1 and E8 (6) >
2
3E8 (-8 )}| = 1 then

X← SingletonPool(X)

// Else if there is a single unallocated good and some agent with 1 good prefers it strictly

more than 2/3, run the SingletonPool subroutine to allocate it.

8 (Step 8) else if the enhanced envy graph�e(X) has cycles then

X← AllCyclesResolution(X,�e)

// Else if the enhanced envy graph has cycles, resolve them by swapping the bundles.

9 (Step 9) else

break

return X

no critical goods in X
1. To prove the Lemma 3.1, we will devise and prove a series of other lemmata. We

start with the following lemma, which establishes that X1 satisfies Properties (a) and (b). This is the most

challenging part of proving Lemma 3.1.

Lemma 3.2. Let X be a seed allocation. Then the output of 3PA ((E8)8∈# ,X) is a partial allocation X1 of size

at most 2 that satisfies Properties (a) and (b).

Proof. We first argue that X1 is of size at most 2. Since X is a seed allocation, initially all the bundles

have cardinality 1 or 2. Then it is just a matter of inspection to see that no step in 3PA can increase the

cardinality of a bundle from 1 or 2 to more than 2.
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Next we will prove by induction that Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied at the end of the execution of the

algorithm. In particular, we will prove that the properties are always satisfied right before the condition of

the main while loop of the algorithm is checked. For the base case, it follows by assumption on the input

partial allocation X that Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied, before the first iteration of the loop. We will

assume that the properties are satisfied before iteration : of the loop and we will prove that (if the loop

condition is met) they are satisfied at the end of iteration : as well, or, equivalently, before iteration : + 1.

Notice that in each iteration of the while loop, only one of the steps of the algorithm will be executed.

In particular, Step 8 ∈ {1, . . . , 9} will only be executed if all Steps 9 ∈ {1, . . . , 8 − 1} are not executed. We

will consider each possible step and argue that Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied after the execution of

that step. For ease of reference, we will use X and X
′ to denote the partial allocation before and after the

execution of the step respectively.

To avoid unnecessary repetition, in each case we will completely disregard pairs of agents whose bundles

did not change during the iteration at hand; this extends to pairs (8, 9), such that 8’s bundle did not change

and 9 received a preexisting bundle via some exchange. It is implicit that for such pairs, Properties (a)

and (b) are always satisfied after the execution of the loop, given that they were satisfied before it. Also,

we will omit explicit references to trivial cases like Property (a) being true for agents with two goods or

Property (b) being true for agents with one good for whom Property (a) holds.

If Step 1 is executed: Obviously E8 (-
′
8 ) > E8 (-8), hence Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied for agent 8 by the

induction hypothesis. Since |- ′8 | = 1, any other agent 9 ∈ # \ {8} is obviously EFX towards agent 8, and

hence Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied for all agents.

If Step 2 is executed: By the induction hypothesis, agent 8 was 2/3-EFX towards any other agent 9 ∈ # \{8} in

X. Since E8 (-
′
8 ) ≥

3
2E8 (-8 ), this implies that inX′ agent 8 is EFX towards any other agent, and Properties (a)

and (b) are satisfied for agent 8. For agent 8, we now have |- ′8 | = 1, so any other agent 9 ∈ # \ {8} is also

trivially EFX towards agent 8 as well. Thus, Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied for all agents.

If Step 3 is executed: In this step, the value of agent 8 for- ′8 might be reduced, to at least 2/3 of her value for

-8 , i.e., E8 (-
′
8 ) ≥

2
3E8 (-8 ). In X, agent 8 was EFX towards every other agent, since |-8 | = 1, by the induction

hypothesis. By the inequality above, agent 8 in - ′ is now 2/3-EFX towards any agent 9 ∈ # \ {8}. Now

consider any other agent 9 ∈ # \ {8}; we have two cases:

- |- 9 | = 1. In this case we know that for ℓ ∈ {1, 2}, E8 (- 9 ) ≥ E 9 (6ℓ ), i.e., agent 9 (weakly) prefers her own

allocation- 9 to any of the two goods61,62 that constitutes agent 8’s bundle-
′
8 . This is because otherwise

9 could have swapped - 9 with one of 61 and 62 in Step 1, which by assumption was not executed. From

this, it follows that agent 9 is EFX towards agent 8.

- |- 9 | = 2. We have that for ℓ ∈ {1, 2}, E 9 (6ℓ ) ≤
3
2E 9 (- 9 ); otherwise, Step 2 could have been executed and

agent 9 would have swapped - ′9 with one of 61 or 62. It follows that agent 9 is 2/3-EFX towards agent 8.

In both cases, Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied for all agents.

If Step 4 is executed: Again, we have that E8 (-
′
8 ) > E8 (-8 ), hence Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied for agent

8 by the induction hypothesis. Now consider any agent 9 ∈ # \ {8}; we have two cases:

- |- 9 | = 1. Similarly to before, we know that E 9 (- 9 ) ≥ E 9 (6), i.e., agent 9 does not prefer the good added

to agent 8’s bundle - ′8 from the pool, as otherwise Step 1 of the algorithm would have been executed,

and agent 9 would have swapped- 9 for 6. We also have that E 9 (- 9 ) ≥ E 9 (-
′
8 \ {6}), i.e., agent 9 does not

prefer the good that was part of agent 8’s bundle -8 previously, before 6
′ was removed and 6 was added.

This holds because of the induction hypothesis, as Property (a) ensures that agent 9 was EFX towards

agent 8. This establishes that Property (a) holds for agent 9 in X
′ as well.
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- |- 9 | = 2. The argument here is similar to the case above. We know that E 9 (6) ≤
3
2E 9 (- 9 ), as otherwise

Step 2 of the algorithm could have been executed, and agent 9 would have swapped her bundle - 9 with

the good 6 from the pool. Additionally, by Property (b) which holds for X by the induction hypothesis,

we know that E 9 (-
′
8 \ {6}) = E 9 (-8 \ {6

′}) ≤ 3
2E 9 (- 9 ). This establishes that in X

′, agent 9 does not value

any of the goods in - ′8 by more than 3/2 of her value for - 9 , and Property (b) is satisfied.

If Step 5 is executed: After this step, we obviously have E8 (-
′
8 ) ≥ E8 (-8 ), for any 8 ∈ # , as the utility of any

agent cannot decrease. For any agent 8 with |-8 | = 1, the agent was EFX towards any other agent in X,

by the induction hypothesis, and therefore she is also EFX towards any other agent in X
′. Similarly, for

any agent 8 ∈ # such that |-8 | = |-
′
8 | = 2, the agent is 2/3-EFX towards any other agent in X

′, since this

was the case in X by the induction hypothesis. It remains to show that every agent 8 for whom |-8 | = 2

and |- ′8 | = 1 is now EFX in X
′ towards every other agent, noting that the agent was 2/3-EFX in X by the

induction hypothesis. This is indeed the case here, since 8 received a bundle - ′8 that she valued more than

3/2 of her value for -8 , i.e., E8 (-
′
8 ) >

3
2E8 (-8). To see this, note that otherwise there would not be an edge

(8, 9) in the reduced envy graph, where - 9 = - ′8 . This establishes that in X
′, agent 8 is EFX towards any

other agent. In the end, Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied for all agents.

If Step 6 is executed: Consider agent B first; we have EB (-
′
8 ) > EB (-8). By the induction hypothesis, since

|-B | = 1, agent B was EFX towards every other agent by Property (a). This means that in X
′ agent B is EFX

towards any other agent, and Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied. Now consider any other agent 9 ∈ # \{B};

again we distinguish two cases.

- |- 9 | = 1. Similarly to before, we know that E 9 (- 9 ) ≥ E 9 (6
∗), otherwise Step 1 would have been executed

and agent 9 would have swapped- 9 with 6
∗. Since B was a source of�r (X), we also know that E 9 (- 9 ) ≥

E 9 (-B ). This establishes that agent 9 is EFX towards agent B, and therefore Property (a) is satisfied.

- |- 9 | = 2. Again, we know that E 9 (- 9 ) ≥ E 9 (6
∗), otherwise Step 2 would have been executed and agent

9 would have swapped - 9 with 6∗. Additionally, since B was a source of �r (X) with |-B | = 1, we also

know that E 9 (- 9 ) ≥
2
3E 9 (-B ), as otherwise there would be an edge ( 9, B) in�r (X). These two inequalities

imply that agent 9 is 2/3-EFX towards agent B, and therefore Property (b) is satisfied.

If Step 7 is executed: The SingletonPool subroutine performs a path resolution on the reduced graph

�r (X). Consider the agent 8 in the resolved path % that lies at the end of the path (the “target” vertex of the

path), who receives the good 6 and one good from -B . This is also the agent that “triggered” the execution

of the SingletonPool subroutine, as |-8 | = 1 and E8 (6) >
2
3E8 (-8 ). For all agents 9 ∈ # \ {8}, we have

that E 9 (-
′
9 ) ≥ E 9 (- 9 ). For those agents, very similar arguments to the ones in the Step 6 establish that

Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied in X
′. Now consider agent 8, whose utility in X

′ was possibly reduced.

Since |-8 | = 1, and by Property (a) in X which is satisfied by the induction hypothesis, we have that agent

8 was EFX towards any other agent in X. Since E8 (6) >
2
3E8 (-8), it follows that E8 (-

′
8 ) ≥

2
3E8 (-8) and hence

agent 8 is now 2/3-EFX towards any other agent. Since |- ′8 | = 2, Property (b) now holds for agent 8.

If Step 8 is executed: In this step, the AllCyclesResolution subroutine eliminated all the cycles of�e (X).

We will argue that for every execution of CycleResolution withinAllCyclesResolution, Properties (a)

and (b) are satisfied. Let 8 ∈ # be some agent that is part of the cycle � resolved by CycleResolution;

after the resolution, the agent receives agent 9 ’s bundle, where (8, 9) was an edge in �e (X); i.e., -
′
8 = - 9 .

We consider three cases:

- |-8 | = |- 9 |. In this case, we know that (8, 9) ∈ �r, i.e., it is not red, since in �e additional edges are

from agents with bundles of cardinality 1 to agents with bundles of cardinality 2. Therefore, we have

that E8 (-
′
8 ) = E8 (- 9 ) > E8 (-8 ). Since agent 8’s utility increased and her bundle did not change in size,

Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied for this agent by the induction hypothesis.
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- |-8 | = 2 and |- 9 | = 1. Again, we know that (8, 9) ∈ �r, i.e., it is not red, since in �e we only add edges

originating from agents with bundles of cardinality 1. By definition of �r (X), we have that E8 (-
′
8 ) =

E8 (- 9 ) >
3
2E8 (-8 ). By the induction hypothesis, Property (b) was satisfied for agent 8 in X, and now

Property (a) is satisfied for agent 8 in X
′.

- |-8 | = 1 and |- 9 | = 2. In this case the edge (8, 9) may be red or not. In either case, it holds that

E8 (-
′
8 ) = E8 (- 9 ) ≥

2
3E8 (-8 ). Since Property (a) was satisfied for agent 8 by the induction hypothesis,

Property (b) is now satisfied for 8.

In all cases, Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied for all agents.

If Step 9 is executed: With this step, the algorithm terminates. In particular, the step does not change the

allocation X, and therefore Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied trivially by the induction hypothesis. �

Our next lemma establishes that the allocationX1 outputted by the 3PA algorithmalso satisfies Properties (c)

to (e).

Lemma 3.3. Let X be a seed allocation. Then the output X1 of 3PA ((E8)8∈# ,X) satisfies Properties (c) to (e).

Proof. Assume by contradiction that X1 violates one of Properties (c) to (e). Assume first that it violates

Property (c). That means that there exists some agent 8 ∈ # that prefers some good 6 ∈ P(X1) from the

pool to her bundle - 1
8 . We consider two cases:

- |- 1
8 | = 1. In that case, the 3PA algorithm would not have terminated and Step 1 would be executed.

- |- 1
8 | = 2. In that case, the 3PA algorithm would not have terminated and one of the steps up to Step 4

would be executed.

Next assume that Property (d) is not satisfied. That means that there exists some agent 8 ∈ # with |- 1
8 | = 2

that has a critical good, i.e., a good 6∗ ∈ P(- 1
8 ) such that E8 (6

∗) > 1
2E8 (-

1
8 ). This means that E8 (6

∗) >

min6∈- 1
8
E8 (6), i.e., there is a good from the poolP(X1) that agent 8 prefers to one of the goods in her bundle;

this follows by the additivity of the values. In that case, the 3PA algorithm would not have terminated and

one of the steps up to Step 4 would be executed.

Finally, assume that Property (e) is not satisfied. That has one of the following two implications:

- there exists some agent 8 ∈ # with |- 1
8 | = 1 that has at least two critical goods, or

- there exists some agent 8 ∈ # with |- 1
8 | = 1 that has exactly one critical good 68 ∈ P(X

1), but that

good has value more than 2/3 of her bundle, i.e., 23E8 (-
1
8 ) < E8 (68 ).

Consider first the first case, and let 68 and 6̃8 be two of the critical goods of agent 8. This means that

E8 ({68 , 6̃8 }) > E8 (-
1
8 ) and since 68 , 6̃8 ∈ P(X

1), Step 3 of the algorithm could have been executed for the

agent to swap - 1
8 with {68 , 6̃8 }. This contradicts the fact that the algorithm terminated. Next consider the

second case, where 68 is the critical good of agent 8, for which we have E8 (68 ) >
2
3E8 (-

1
8 ). Assume first that

there is some other good 6′ ∈ P(X1); in that case we have that E8 ({68 , 6
′}) > 2

3E8 (-
1
8 ), since E8 (6

′) ≥ 0.

This implies that Step 3 of the algorithm could have been executed for agent 8 to swap - 1
8 with {68 , 6

′},

contradicting the fact that the algorithm terminated. Finally, assume that P(X1) = {61}. This is precisely

the condition of Step 7 of the 3PA algorithm, and hence that step could have been executed, contradicting

the fact that the algorithm terminated. In the end, this establishes that the partial allocation X
1 satisfies

Properties (c) to (e). �

Our final lemma establishes that the enhanced graph�e of X
1 has a source without critical goods.

Lemma 3.4. Let X be a seed allocation and X
1 be the output of 3PA ((E8)8∈# ,X). If X

1 is not a complete

allocation, then�e (X
1) has at least one source, and every source B in�e (X

1) has |- 1
B | = 2.

13



Proof. The existence of a source B in�e (X
1) is immediate by Step 8 of the 3PA algorithm, which resolves all

cycles in the graph�e (X
1) and is guaranteed to run because P(X1) ≠ ∅. By the definition of the reduced

and enhanced graphs �r and �e respectively, it also immediately follows that if B is a source in �e (X
1),

it is also as source in �r (X
1). Since P(X1) ≠ ∅, it is not possible to have |- 1

B | = 1, as then Step 6 of the

algorithm could have been executed and agent B would have received an extra good from P(X1). Recall,

however, that |- 1
B | ≥ 1 (see the beginning of the proof of Lemma 3.2). Thus, |- 1

B | > 1. �

Clearly, combining Lemmata 3.2 to 3.4 completes the proof of Lemma 3.1. We conclude the section with a

proof that the 3PA algorithm (Algorithm 1) terminates in polynomial time.

Lemma 3.5. The 3PA algorithm terminates in polynomial time.

Proof. We begin with the easy fact that there are
(<
2

)

+
(<
1

)

possible bundles for an agent, given that the

3PA algorithm maintains a partial allocation of size at most 2. For any < ≥ 1, this quantity is at most

<2. Next, observe that in every iteration of the while loop of the 3PA algorithm, except in the very last

one, there is at least one agent whose bundle changes. We next claim that although the bundle of an agent

might change, it never becomes one of the bundles she saw in the past iterations.

Claim 3.6. Once the bundle of an agent changes from ( to ( ′ during the execution of 3PA, it will never go

back to ( in any future iteration.

Proof of Claim 3.6. Fix an agent 8 ∈ # and consider the finite sequence of her bundles -
(0)
8 , -

(1)
8 , -

(2)
8 , . . .,

where the superscript indicates how many iterations of the while loop have been executed. First, observe

that the only way that 8’s value for her bundle decreases is through Steps 3, 7, and 8, but this happens

only by moving from a bundle of cardinality 1 to a bundle of cardinality 2 and, despite the decrease, she

maintains at least 2/3 of the previous value. In any other case, 8’s value for her bundle strictly increases.

In particular, when moving from a bundle of cardinality 2 to a bundle of cardinality 1 (through Steps 2, 5,

or 8) this increase is by a factor strictly larger than 3/2.

Consider all the iterations ℓ1 < ℓ2 < . . ., during which the bundle of agent 8 changes, i.e., -
(ℓ^−1)
8 ≠ -

(ℓ^ )
8

for any ^ ≥ 1. Using strong induction on ^, we are going to show that E8 (-
(ℓ^ )
8 ) is strictly larger than all

the preceding bundles of cardinality |-
(ℓ^ )
8 |. This would imply Claim 3.6.

For ^ = 1, observe that -
(0)
8 = -

(1)
8 = . . . = -

(ℓ1−1)
8 . There are two simple cases. First, if |-

(ℓ1−1)
8 | = |-

(ℓ1 )
8 |,

then it must be E8 (-
(ℓ1−1)
8 ) < E8 (-

(ℓ1)
8 ), through Steps 1, 5, or 8, if |-

(ℓ1 )
8 | = 1, and through Steps 4, 5, or 8,

if |-
(ℓ1 )
8 | = 2. Secondly, if |-

(ℓ1−1)
8 | ≠ |-

(ℓ1 )
8 |, then E8 (-

(ℓ1 )
8 ) is strictly larger than all the preceding bundles

of cardinality |-
(ℓ1)
8 | trivially (as there are no other such bundles).

Assuming the induction hypothesis for all indices up to and including ^, consider the bundle -
(ℓ^+1)
8 .

- First, assume that |-
(ℓ^+1−1)
8 | = |-

(ℓ^+1)
8 |. Like in the base case, it must be E8 (-

(ℓ^+1−1)
8 ) < E8 (-

(ℓ^+1)
8 ),

through Steps 1, 5, or 8, if |-
(ℓ^+1)
8 | = 1, and through Steps 4, 5, or 8, if |-

(ℓ^+1)
8 | = 2. By the definition

of the ℓ9 s, however, we have -
(ℓ^ )
8 = -

(ℓ^+1)
8 = . . . = -

(ℓ^+1−1)
8 and E8 (-

(ℓ^ )
8 ) is strictly larger than all the

preceding bundles of cardinality |-
(ℓ^ )
8 | by the induction hypothesis. Thus, E8 (-

(ℓ^+1)
8 ) is strictly larger

than all the preceding bundles of cardinality |-
(ℓ^+1)
8 |.

- Next, assume that |-
(ℓ^+1−1)
8 | ≠ |-

(ℓ^+1)
8 |. If there is no preceding bundle of cardinality |-

(ℓ^+1)
8 | then the

desired property of E8 (-
(ℓ^+1)
8 ) trivially holds. So, assume that this is not the case, and let A be the largest

superscript less than^ forwhich |-
(ℓA )
8 | = |-

(ℓ^+1)
8 |. We first assume that |-

(ℓ^+1)
8 | = 1. Thismeans that the

subsequence -
(ℓA )
8 , -

(ℓA+1)
8 , . . . , -

(ℓ^+1)
8 maintains cardinality 1 for some iterations (until -

(ℓA+1−1)
8 ), then
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moves once from cardinality 1 to cardinality 2 (namely, from -
(ℓA+1−1)
8 to -

(ℓA+1 )
8 ), possibly maintains

cardinality 2 for a number of iterations (until -
(ℓ^+1−1)
8 ) and, finally, moves once from cardinality 2 back

to cardinality 1. In terms of value, this translates to a possible increase, followed by a decrease that

maintains at least 2/3 of the value, then by a possible increase, and, finally, by an increase by a factor

strictly larger than 3/2. That is, E8 (-
(ℓ^+1)
8 ) > E8 (-

(ℓA )
8 ). Now, given that (a) E8 (-

(ℓA )
8 ) is strictly larger

than all the preceding bundles of cardinality |-
(ℓA )
8 |, (b) -

(ℓA )
8 = -

(ℓA+1)
8 = . . . = -

(ℓA+1−1)
8 , and (c) the

bundles -
(ℓA+1)
8 , . . . , -

(ℓ^+1−1)
8 all have cardinality 2, we conclude that E8 (-

(ℓ^+1)
8 ) is strictly larger than

all the preceding bundles of cardinality |-
(ℓ^+1)
8 |. The remaining case is |-

(ℓ^+1)
8 | = 2. The argument

is completely analogous with the only difference being that the subsequence -
(ℓA )
8 , -

(ℓA+1)
8 , . . . , -

(ℓ^+1)
8

maintains cardinality 2 for some iterations, then moves once from cardinality 2 to cardinality 1, possibly

maintains cardinality 1 for a number of iterations and, finally, moves once from cardinality 1 back to

cardinality 2. ⊡

Claim 3.6 implies that after every iteration at least one of the possible bundles is lost forever to at least

one agent. As a result, the possible choices for all agents will be exhausted after at most =<2 iterations of

the main loop of the 3PA algorithm, so =<2 + 1 is an immediate upper bound on the maximum number

iterations before the 3PA algorithm terminates. The polynomial running time now follows by observing

that only one step of the loop is executed in each iteration and that every such step runs in polynomial

time. The latter is straightforward to see, given that building the graphs �r and �e, finding a cycle or all

sources in them, and resolving cycles can all be done in polynomial time. �

4 2/3-EFX on Multigraphs or For a Small Number of Agents

In this section, we provide our first main results, namely that 2/3-EFX allocations exist and can be obtained

in polynomial time for (i) multigraph value instances, or (ii) additive instances with up to 7 agents. We

begin with some auxiliary results.

4.1 Key Lemmata

Recall that in Section 3 we mentioned that we plan to obtain a 2/3-EFX partial allocationX2 that does not

induce any critical goods. Lemma 4.2 below establishes that obtaining such an X
2 suffices; we can then

complete a 2/3-EFX allocation via running the Envy Cycle Elimination algorithm of Lipton et al. [2004].

Given an envy graph, this algorithm extends a partial allocation one good at a time by allocating the next

available good to an agent who is a source in the envy graph. If such an agent does not exist, the algorithm

first resolves one or more envy cycles. For completeness, we state below a parametric version of Envy

Cycle Elimination. The algorithm is stated so that it can run on a subset of the goods having a partial

allocation as a starting point.

In general, tie-breaking is not important for the properties of the algorithm we need and which are sum-

marized in the next lemma. As usual, we may assume that any tie-breaking is done lexicographically.

Lemma 4.1 (Follows by Lipton et al. [2004]). Fix an agent 8, and let -
(ℓ )
8 be the bundle assigned to 8 at the

end of the ℓ-th iteration of the for loop, for any ℓ ∈ N. Then, for : ≥ ℓ , it holds that E8
(

-
(: )
8

)

≥ E8
(

-
(ℓ )
8

)

.

Furthermore, the algorithm terminates in polynomial time.

Lemma 4.2 below follows from results by Markakis and Santorinaios [2023] as part of a general approxi-

mation framework; see also [Amanatidis et al., 2020, Farhadi et al., 2021]. We adapt the statement to our

terminology, and provide a short proof for completeness.
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ALGORITHM 2: EnvyCycleElimination(X,�)

Input: A partial allocation X and its envy graph� (X).
Output: A complete allocation X

′.
for every 6 ∈ "′ in arbitrary order do

while there is no source in� (X) do
Find a cycle� in � (X)
X← CycleResolution(X,� (X),�)

Let B ∈ # be a source in � (X)
-8 ← -8 ∪ {6}

return X

Lemma 4.2 (Markakis and Santorinaios [2023]). Let X be a 2/3-EFX partial allocation that induces no crit-

ical goods. Then a 2/3-EFX allocation X̃ can be obtained from X in polynomial time.

Proof. The complete allocation X̃ is obtained from X by running the Envy Cycle Elimination algorithm of

Lipton et al. [2004]; in particular, here we will assume that X̃ is the output of EnvyCycleElimination(X,

� (X)). The polynomial running time follows by the fact that EnvyCycleElimination runs in polynomial

time; see Lemma 4.1. For the 2/3-EFX guarantee, consider any agent 8 ∈ # . We know that E8 (-̃8) ≥ E8 (-8)

because during a run of EnvyCycleElimination, the utility of any agent never decreases; see Lemma 4.1.

Now consider an arbitrary agent 9 ∈ # \ {8}.

If no good is ever added to -̃ 9 by EnvyCycleElimination, then -̃ 9 = - 9 ′ , for some 9 ′ ∈ # (possibly

different from 9 ). But agent 8 was 2/3-EFX towards 9 ′ in X, and as her value did not decrease, she is now

2/3-EFX towards 9 in -̃ .

The remaining case is that -̃ 9 has been augmented by EnvyCycleElimination. Let 6 be the last good that

was added to -̃ 9 by EnvyCycleElimination. Right before good 6 was added to -̃ 9 , the bundle belonged

to some agent 9 ′ ∈ # , who was a source of the envy graph � (X̃C ), where X̃
C is the allocation at that

point. For -̃ C
8 , the corresponding bundle of agent 8, we have that E8 (-̃

C
8 ) ≥ E8 (-̃

C
9 ′) = E8 (-̃ 9 \ {6}). Recall

that P(X) does not induce any critical goods; in particular, 6 was not critical for 8. This directly gives us

E8 (6) ≤
1
2E8 (-8 ) ≤

1
2E8 (-̃

C
8 ). This, in turn, implies that

E8 (-̃ 9 ) = E8 (-̃ 9 \ {6}) + E8 (6) ≤ E8 (-̃
C
8 ) +

1

2
E8 (-̃

C
8 ) =

3

2
D8 (-̃

C
8 ) ≤

3

2
D8 (-̃8) .

Hence agent 8 is 2/3-EFX towards agent 9 in -̃ .

Since both agents 8 and 9 were chosen arbitrarily, we conclude that X̃ is 2/3-EFX for all agents. �

Our next lemma regards the allocation of critical goods, which will transform the partial allocation X
1

obtained as the output of the 3PA algorithm into the partial allocationX2 that will in turn be transformed

into a complete 2/3-EFX allocation by Lemma 4.2. In particular, it concerns the special case when every

critical good is critical for at most one agent. This task is handled by theUncontestedCritical algorithm

(Algorithm 3) that allocates all the remaining critical goods by carefully resolving cycles in the envy graph

of the given partial allocation.

This algorithm is similar in nature to the Envy Cycle Elimination algorithm of Lipton et al. [2004]. The

key difference is that we do not simply choose any source, but a source of a path that leads to the agent

with the critical good which we aim to allocate in the current round. Then, if the addition of the good

creates an envy cycle involving this agent, we resolve this particular cycle first.

16



ALGORITHM 3: UncontestedCritical(X, �̃)

Input: A partial allocation X satisfying the conditions (i), (ii) and (iii) of Lemma 4.3, and its graph �̃ (X).
Output: A partial allocation X

′ which does not induce any critical goods.

X← AllCyclesResolution(X, �̃ (X))

while there exists 8 ∈ # and 68 ∈ P(X) such that E8 (68 ) >
1
2E8 (-8 ) do

// while there exists an agent with a critical good

Let B be a source of �̃ (X) such that there exists some path Π from B to 8 in �̃ (X)
if E8 (-B ∪ {68 }) > E8 (-8) then

// if agent 8 prefers the source’s bundle augmented with her critical good

(- 9 ) 9∈# :∃( 9,ℓ ) ∈Π ← PathResolution(X, �̃,Π)

// every agent on the path except agent 8 receives the bundle of her successor

-8 ← -B ∪ {68 } // agent 8 receives the bundle of the source plus her critical good 68

else
-B ← -B ∪ {68 } // agent 8’s critical good is given to the source of the path

X = AllCyclesResolution(X, �̃) // Update X by eliminating all envy cycles in �̃ (X)

return X

Lemma 4.3. Let X be a partial allocation such that (i) X is 2/3-EFX, (ii) each agent has at most one critical

good, and (iii) no good is critical for more than one agent. Then UncontestedCritical(X,� (X)) returns,

in polynomial time, a partial allocation X
′ that is 2/3-EFX and in which no agent has a critical good.

Proof. First we argue that X′ can be obtained in polynomial time. To see this, recall that AllCyclesReso-

lution runs in polynomial time (Lemma 2.11), as does PathResolution. With respect to the while loop of

UncontestedCritical(X,�), note that in each iteration, the number of goods in the poolP(X) decreases,

as one critical good is allocated to some agent, and no goods are ever returned to P(X). This implies that

the algorithm will terminate after at most< iterations of the while loop. Clearly, each iteration here runs

in polynomial time.

The fact that in X
′ there are no agents with critical goods is an immediate consequence of the algorithm

UncontestedCritical terminating. We next argue that X′ is 2/3-EFX. We will prove by induction that

properties (i), (ii), and (iii) of the statement of the lemma hold at every iteration right before the condition of

thewhile loop of UncontestedCritical is checked. Then, the properties will also hold at the termination

of the execution ofUncontestedCritical(X,� (X)); this is enough to establish thatX′ is 2/3-EFX, as this

is property (i).

For the base case, it is easy to see that the properties are satisfied before the first iteration of the loop: they

hold for the initial partial allocationX by assumption, and they continue to hold after running the AllCy-

clesResolution subroutine, which only swaps bundles between agents, never reducing their values.

Now consider the :-th iteration of the while loop. Let X and X̃ be the partial allocations right before and

right after the :-th iteration respectively. After the end of the iteration, we have that E8 (-̃8) ≥ E8 (-8)

for all 8 ∈ # , and that P(X̃) ⊆ P(X). By the induction hypothesis, it follows that properties (ii) and

(iii) are trivially satisfied in X̃. To establish property (i), notice that for every agent 9 ∈ # \ {8}, it holds

that E 9 (-B ) ≤ E 9 (- 9 ), since B is a source of � (X), and E 9 (68 ) ≤
1
2E 9 (- 9 ), since 68 is critical only for 8. By

adding the two inequalities, we have that agent 9 is 2/3-EFX towards any agent who receives the bundle

-B ∪ {68 } in X̃ (either agent 8 or agent B). Recall that by the induction hypothesis, X right before the :-th

iteration was 2/3-EFX. Since all other bundles (i.e., all bundles besides -B ) do not change as sets and they

are possibly exchanged so that no agent’s value is decreased, we conclude that X̃ is also 2/3-EFX. �
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4.2 2/3-EFX for Multigraph Value Instances

Given the machinery that we have set up so far, it is fairly easy to show that it is possible to achieve

2/3-EFX allocations in multigraph value instances, also in polynomial time.

ALGORITHM 4: MultigraphAllocate(#, (E8 )8∈# , ")

Input: A multigraph value instance.
Output: A 2/3-EFX allocation X.

Let X0 be an arbitrary partial allocation where each bundle has cardinality 1
X
1 ← 3PA((E8)8∈# ,X

0)

C ← {6 ∈ P(X1) : there are distinct 8, 9 ∈ # so that 6 is critical for both 8, 9 }
// the set of critical goods which are critical for more than one agent

Let B be a source of�e(X
1)

// at least one such B exists, and has |- 1
B | > 1 and no critical goods, by Lemma 3.1

-̃B ← - 1
B ∪ C // we just give the whole C to B

-̃8 ← - 1
8 for any other 8 ∈ # \ {B}

X
2 ← UncontestedCritical(X̃,� (X̃)) // we handle the remaining critical goods

X← EnvyCycleElimination(X2,� (X2)) // we complete the allocation

return X

Theorem 4.4. Let (#, (E8)8∈# , ") be a multigraph value instance. Then MultigraphAllocate constructs

a 2/3-EFX allocation in polynomial time.

Proof. The partial allocation X
0 where each agent receives a single good arbitrarily trivially satisfies

Properties (a) to (d). We use this allocation as input to the 3PA algorithm (Algorithm 1) to obtain a par-

tial allocation X
1; by Lemma 3.5, X1 can be obtained in polynomial time. By Lemma 3.1, X1 also satisfies

Properties (a) to (e), and either it is a complete allocation or its enhanced graph �e (X
1) has at least one

source B, and this (as any other source of�e (X
1)) does not have any critical goods.

Next, we consider the set C of critical goods which are critical for more than one agent. Since this is a

multigraph value instance, any good in C is critical for exactly two agents, as only two agents could have

positive value for it. We then assign every good6 ∈ C to B, i.e., -̃B = - 1
B ∪C. Finding B, C, and constructing

X̃ obviously can be done in polynomial time. We will show the following claim about X̃:

Claim 4.5. The partial allocation X̃ satisfies the conditions in the statement of Lemma 4.3.

Proof of Claim 4.5. First notice that condition “(iii) no good is critical for more than one agent” is directly

satisfied by the removal of C from P(X̃). Further, the condition “(ii) each agent has at most one critical

good” is met because it holds for X1 (by Property (e)) and, by moving to X̃, we have P(X̃) ⊆ P(X1) and

no agent had her value reduced. It remains to show that X̃ is 2/3-EFX (i.e., condition “(i)” of Lemma 4.3).

Looking at the partial allocation X
1, first notice that for any good 6 ∈ C corresponding to an edge ( 9, ℓ), 6

must be critical for both agents 9 and ℓ , but it has no value for anyone else, i.e., for any agent 8 ∈ # \ { 9, ℓ},

we have E8 (6) = 0.

Now consider any agent 8 ∈ # with a critical good 68 ∈ C. By Property (d) of X1, it must be that |- 1
8 | = 1.

Recall that the source agent B had no critical goods. So, 8 must be distinct from B and hence -̃8 = - 1
8 . Also,

by Property (e) of X1, every other good 6 ∈ C \ {68 } is not critical for agent 8. This implies that E8 (6) = 0

for all 6 ∈ C \ {68 }. From this, we obtain that E8 (C) = E8 (68 ) ≤
2
3E8 (-

1
8 ), where the last inequality follows

again by Property (e) ofX1. Also, since B is a source in�e (X
1), we have E8 (-

1
B ) <

2
3E8 (-

1
8 ), by the definition
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of�e (X
1) and the cardinalities of - 1

B , -
1
8 . Therefore,

E8 (-̃B) = E8 (-
1
B ∪ C) <

2

3
E8 (-

1
8 ) +

2

3
E8 (-

1
8 ) ≤

3

2
E8 (-

1
8 ) =

3

2
E8 (-̃8) ,

where the last equality follows from the fact that -̃8 = - 1
8 . So, agent 8 is 2/3-EFX towards agent B in X̃.

Given that she was 2/3-EFX towards anyone else in X
1 (by Properties (a) and (b)), we conclude that agent

8 is 2/3-EFX towards everyone in X̃.

Next, consider any agent 8 ∈ # with no critical goods in C (where 8 could be B here). By the discussion

about the value of goods in C above, we have E8 (C) = 0. Moreover, by the choice of B, the definition of

�e (X
1), and the fact that |- 1

B | > 1, we have E8 (-
1
B ) ≤ E8 (-

1
8 ) (independently of the cardinality of-

1
8 ). Thus,

we get E8 (-̃B ) = E8 (-
1
B ∪ C) ≤ E8 (-

1
8 ) + 0 ≤

3
2 E8 (-̃8 ). So, again, agent 8 is 2/3-EFX towards B in X̃. As she

was 2/3-EFX towards anyone else in X
1 (by Properties (a) and (b)), agent 8 is 2/3-EFX towards everyone

in X̃. ⊡

Given Claim 4.5, Lemma 4.3 implies that the partial allocation X
2 returned by the UncontestedCritical

algorithm in polynomial time is 2/3-EFX and it does not induce any critical goods. By Lemma 4.2, we can

then obtain a complete 2/3-EFX allocation X in polynomial time via EnvyCycleElimination. �

4.3 2/3-EFX for up to 7 Agents

Next we show the existence of 2/3-EFX allocations for 7 agents, and that they can be computed in poly-

nomial time. For this we need a slight variant of the 3PA algorithm augmented by one additional step

between Steps 8 and 9 as shown below as 3PA+.

ALGORITHM 5: Property-Preserving Partial Allocation+ (3PA+) ( (E8)8∈# ,X)

Input / Output: (as in 3PA)

. . . (same as 3PA) . . .

8 (Step 8) else if . . .
. . .

8.5 (Step 8.5) else if for some 8 ∈ # , there exists a path Π = (B, . . . , 8) in �r (X) starting at a source B of �r(X),
such that E8 (-8) < E8 ({6,6

′}) for some 6 ∈ P(X) and some 6′ ∈ -B then

Let Π be such a path
X← PathResolution∗(X,�r,Π)

// Else if there exists a path from a source B to some agent 8 in �r (X), such that 8 prefers a

good from the pool and a good from -B to her own bundle, swap the bundles along the envy

path and give those two goods to 8.

. . .

return X

Whenever Step 8.5 is executed, Properties (a) to (e) hold for the same reasons they hold whenever Steps 4

and 5 are executed. In fact, withminimal changes to the proofs of Lemmata 3.1 and 3.5, we get their analogs

for 3PA+; this is summarized in Lemma 4.6 below. Recall that a seed allocation is a partial allocation of size

at most 2, which does not contain any empty bundles and satisfies Properties (a) and (b).

Lemma 4.6. Let X be a seed allocation. Then, in polynomial time, 3PA+ ((E8)8∈# ,X) outputs a partial allo-

cation X
1 of size at most 2 that satisfies Properties (a) to (e). Furthermore, if X1 is not a complete allocation,

then�e (X
1) has at least one source, and every source B in�e (X

1) has |- 1
B | = 2.

Now we are ready to state the main algorithm for a small number of agents. Of course, the general idea is

very similar toMultigraphAllocate, yet the process of handling the critical goods is more refined here.
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ALGORITHM 6: FewAgentsAllocate(#, (E8 )8∈# , ")

Input: An additive instance with at most 7 agents.
Output: A 2/3-EFX allocation X.

Let X0 be an arbitrary partial allocation where each bundle has cardinality 1
X
1 ← 3PA+((E8 )8∈# ,X

0)

C ← {6 ∈ P(X1) : there are distinct 8, 9 ∈ # so that 6 is critical for both 8, 9 }
// the set of critical goods which are critical for more than one agent

if |C| = 2 (say, C = {61, 62}) and there are at least two sources, B1, B2, in �e(X
1) then

// recall that |- 1
B1 | > 1, |- 1

B2 | > 1, and B1, B2 have no critical goods, by Lemma 3.1

-̃B1 ← - 1
B1
∪ {61} // we split C among B1, B2

-̃B2 ← - 1
B2
∪ {62}

-̃8 ← - 1
8 for any other 8 ∈ # \ {B1, B2}

else

Let B be a source of�e(X
1)

// at least one such B exists, and has |- 1
B | > 1 and no critical goods, by Lemma 3.1

-̃B ← - 1
B ∪ C // we give the whole C to B

-̃8 ← - 1
8 for any other 8 ∈ # \ {B}

X
2 ← UncontestedCritical(X̃,� (X̃)) // we handle the remaining critical goods

X← EnvyCycleElimination(X2,� (X2)) // we complete the allocation

return X

Theorem 4.7. Let (#, (E8)8∈# , ") be any additive instance with = ≤ 7. Then FewAgentsAllocate con-

structs a 2/3-EFX allocation in polynomial time.

Proof. Initially, we argue like in the proof of Theorem 4.4. The partial allocation X
0 trivially satisfies

Properties (a) to (d). When used as input to the 3PA+ algorithm (Algorithm 5) we obtain in polynomial

time a partial allocation X
1, which also satisfies Properties (a) to (e), and either it is a complete allocation

or its enhanced graph�e (X
1) has at least one source B and this (as any other source) has a bundle of size 2

(by Lemma 4.6). Again we consider the set C of critical goods which are critical for more than one agent,

but now we need to argue about its cardinality.

If there are at least two sources, B1, B2, in the enhanced envy graph�e (X
1), then there are at most 5 agents

that are not sources and may have a critical good. (Indeed, recall that since - 1
B1
= - 1

B2
= 2, by Property (c)

of X1, B1, B2 cannot have critical goods.) This immediately implies that |C| ≤ 2. The case where |C| ≤ 1 is

handled in the else part of FewAgentsAllocate and is analysed later in the proof. For now, we consider

the case where |C| = 2, say C = {61, 62}, which is handled in the if part of FewAgentsAllocate. To

define the next partial allocation, X̃, we assign one good from C to each of B1, B2, i.e., -̃B8 = - 1
B8
∪ {68 }, for

8 ∈ {1, 2}. Finding B1, B2, C, and constructing X̃ can be clearly done in polynomial time.

Claim 4.8. If the partial allocation X̃ is constructed in the if case, it satisfies the conditions in the statement

of Lemma 4.3.

Proof of Claim 4.8. The conditions “(ii) each agent has at most one critical good” and “(iii) no good is critical

for more than one agent” are satisfied exactly like in the proof of Claim 4.5. We only need to show condition

“(i)”, i.e., that X̃ is 2/3-EFX.

First consider any agent 8 ∈ # with a critical good in C under the partial allocation X
1. We assume that

8’s critical good is 61, the other case being completely symmetric. By Property (d) of X1, we have |- 1
8 | = 1.

Also, by Property (e) of X1, we have E8 (62) ≤ E8 (61) ≤
2
3E8 (-

1
8 ). Recall that B1, B2 had no critical goods. So,
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8 must be distinct from both B1 and B2 and hence -̃8 = - 1
8 . Finally, since B1, B2 are sources in �e (X

1), we

have E8 (-
1
B 9
) < 2

3E8 (-
1
8 ), 9 ∈ {1, 2}, by the definition of�e (X

1) and the cardinalities of- 1
B1
, - 1

B2
, - 1

8 . We now

have, for 9 ∈ {1, 2},

E8 (-̃B 9 ) = E8 (-
1
B 9
∪ {69 }) <

2

3
E8 (-

1
8 ) +

2

3
E8 (-

1
8 ) ≤

3

2
E8 (-

1
8 ) =

3

2
E8 (-̃8 ) .

So, agent 8 is 2/3-EFX towards both B1 and B2 in X̃. Given that she was 2/3-EFX towards anyone else in X
1

(by Properties (a) and (b)), we conclude that agent 8 is 2/3-EFX towards everyone in X̃.

Next, consider any agent 8 ∈ # with no critical goods in C (where 8 could be B1 or B2 here). This immediately

implies that max9 ∈{1,2} E8 (69 ) ≤
1
2E8 (-

1
8 ) ≤

1
2E8 (-̃8). Moreover, for 9 ∈ {1, 2}, by the choice of B 9 , the

definition of�e (X
1), and the fact that |- 1

B 9
| > 1, we have E8 (-

1
B 9
) ≤ E8 (-

1
8 ) (independently of the cardinality

of - 1
8 ). Thus, we get

E8 (-̃B 9 ) = E8 (-
1
B 9
∪ {69 }) ≤ E8 (-

1
8 ) +

1

2
E8 (-

1
8 ) ≤

3

2
E8 (-̃8) .

So, again, agent 8 is 2/3-EFX towards B in X̃. As shewas 2/3-EFX towards anyone else inX1 (by Properties (a)

and (b)), agent 8 is 2/3-EFX towards everyone in X̃. ⊡

Similarly to how we argued above, if there is a single source, B, in�e (X
1), then there are at most 6 agents

that are not sources and may have a critical good, and this implies that |C| ≤ 3. Both this case and the case

where we may have multiple sources but |C| ≤ 1 are handled together in the else part of FewAgentsAl-

locate. There, to define the partial allocation X̃, we assign the whole C to B (which may be the unique

source or any one of multiple sources). That is, -̃B = - 1
B ∪C. Finding B, C, and constructing X̃ can be done

in polynomial time.

Claim 4.9. If the partial allocation X̃ is constructed in the else case, it satisfies the conditions in the statement

of Lemma 4.3.

Proof of Claim 4.9. Again, the conditions “(ii) each agent has at most one critical good” and “(iii) no good is

critical for more than one agent” are satisfied exactly like in the proof of Claim 4.5. We only need to show

condition “(i)”, i.e., that X̃ is 2/3-EFX.

First consider any agent 8 ∈ # with a critical good 68 (not necessarily in C) under the partial allocationX
1.

By Property (d) of X1, we have |- 1
8 | = 1. Also, since B is a source in�e (X

1), we have E8 (-
1
B ) <

2
3E8 (-

1
8 ), by

the definition of�e (X
1) and the cardinalities of - 1

B , -
1
8 .

Since no step of the 3PA+ algorithm can be applied on X
1 , the condition of Step 3 fails, i.e., for any two

goods 6, 6′ ∈ P(X), E8 ({6, 6
′}) ≤ 2

3E8 (-
1
8 ). However, as 68 is critical for 8, E8 (68 ) >

1
2E8 (-

1
8 ). It then follows

that for any 6 ∈ P(X) \ {61}, it must be E8 (6) ≤
1
6E8 (-

1
8 ), as E8 ({6, 68 }) ≤

2
3E8 (-

1
8 ). Now it is not hard

to bound E8 (C). If 68 ∉ C, then E8 (C) ≤ |C|
1
6E8 (-

1
8 ) ≤

1
2E8 (-

1
8 ). If 68 ∈ C, it could be that |C| ≤ 2, and

thus E8 (C) ≤
2
3E8 (-

1
8 ), by the discussion above, or it could be that |C| ≤ 2, say C = {68 , 6, 6

′}, and thus

E8 (C) = E8 ({68 , 6}) + E8 (6
′) ≤ 2

3E8 (-
1
8 ) +

1
6E8 (-

1
8 ) =

5
6E8 (-

1
8 ). In any case, E8 (C) ≤

5
6E8 (-

1
8 ). To show that X̃

is 2/3-EFX, we distinguish two cases.

Case 1 (|C| = 3): Then any agent 8 ∈ # \ {B} has a critical good in P(X1). Therefore,

E8 (-̃B ) = E8 (-
1
B ) + E8 (C) ≤

2

3
E8 (-

1
8 ) +

5

6
E8 (-

1
8 ) =

3

2
E8 (-

1
8 ) .

So, agent 8 is 2/3-EFX towards B in X̃, and as she was 2/3-EFX towards anyone else in X
1 (by Properties (a)

and (b)), she is 2/3-EFX towards everyone in X̃. It is also straightforward that agent B is 2/3-EFX towards

everyone in X̃, as her value did not decrease and every other agent maintained the bundle she had in X
1.
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Case 2 (|C| ≤ 2): Showing that any agent 8 ∈ # \ {B} who has a critical good in P(X1) is 2/3-EFX towards

everyone in X̃ is almost the same as in Case 1, except the upper bound for E8 (C) is now
2
3E8 (-

1
8 ) rather

than 5
6E8 (-

1
8 ).

The interesting case is that of agent who have no critical goods, so let 8 ∈ # be such an agent (possibly 8 is

B herself). We have E8 (-
1
8 ) ≥ E8 (-

1
B ), since B is a source of�e (X

1). Also, since Steps 3 and 4 of 3PA+ fail to

apply on X
1, we have E8 (-

1
8 ) ≥ E8 (C), and since Step 8.5 of 3PA

+ fails to apply on X
1, we have that for any

goods 6 ∈ - 1
B and 6′ ∈ C, E8 (-

1
8 ) ≥ E8 ({6, 6

′}). Overall, for any two goods 6, 6′ ∈ -̃B , E8 (-
1
8 ) ≥ E8 ({6, 6

′}).

This in turns means that for any three goods 6, 6′, 6′′ ∈ -̃B , E8 (-
1
8 ) ≥

2
3E8 ({6, 6

′, 6′′}). That is, for any good

6 ∈ -̃B ,

E8 (-̃8 ) ≥ E8 (-
1
8 ) ≥

2

3
E8 (-̃B \ {6}) ,

and, thus, agent 8 is 2/3-EFX towards B in X̃, and as she was 2/3-EFX towards anyone else in X
1 (by

Properties (a) and (b)), she is 2/3-EFX towards everyone in X̃. ⊡

Given Claims 4.8 and 4.9, Lemma 4.3 implies that the partial allocation X
2 returned in polynomial time by

the UncontestedCritical algorithm is 2/3-EFX and it does not induce any critical goods. By Lemma 4.2,

we then obtain a complete 2/3-EFX allocation X in polynomial time via EnvyCycleElimination. �

5 2/3-EFX for 3-Value Instances

The last setting we consider is 3-value instances with values 0 ≥ 1 ≥ 2 ≥ 0. We assume that 0 > 1 > 2,

as, otherwise, the problem is either trivial or reduces to the 2-value setting where it is known that EFX

allocations can be computed in polynomial time [Amanatidis et al., 2021]. Therefore, as we mentioned in

Section 2, it is without loss of generality to set 0 = 1 and rescale 1 and 2 appropriately. The main result

here is the following theorem about our ThreeValuesAllocate algorithm (Algorithm 8).

Theorem 5.1. Let (#, (E8)8∈# , ") be any 3-value instance. Then ThreeValuesAllocate constructs a 2/3-

EFX allocation in polynomial time.

For the proof of the theorem, but also for the description of our algorithm, we consider three cases de-

pending on the range of the values of 1 and 2, namely:

(a) 1 ≤ 1
2 ;

(b) 1 >
1
2 and 1 + 2 ≥

2
3 ;

(c) 1 >
1
2 and 1 + 2 <

2
3 .

It turns out that Case (a) can be completely handled by our existing machinery, whereas Case (b) requires

a minor modification of the 3PA algorithm similar to what we did by adding Step 8.5 in 3PA+. By replacing

Step 8.5 with a slightly more refined version of itself, we get the 3PA∗ algorithm (Algorithm 7) below.

Case (c), however, turns out to be much more challenging, and requires significant refinements to our

general approach. The variant of 3PA we design here, 3PA++ (Algorithm 7 in Section 5.1.4), is rather

intricate, as is the proof about the properties it maintains, and we defer it to Section 5.1.

Whenever Step 8.5∗ is executed, Properties (a) to (e) hold for the same reasons they hold whenever Steps

4, 5 and 8 of 3PA are executed. Note that, like Steps 3, 7 and 8, Step 8.5∗ may decrease the value an agent

has for her bundle, but again this only happens by moving from a bundle of cardinality 1 to a bundle of

cardinality 2 and always maintains at least 2/3 of the previous value. As it was the case with 3PA+ and

Lemma 4.6, with minimal changes to the proofs of Lemmata 3.1 and 3.5, we get the following for 3PA∗.
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ALGORITHM 7: Property-Preserving Partial Allocation∗ (3PA∗) ((E8 )8∈# ,X)

Input / Output: (as in 3PA)

. . . (same as 3PA) . . .

8 (Step 8) else if . . .
. . .

8.5∗ (Step 8.5∗) else if for some 8 ∈ # , there exists a path Π = (B, . . . , 8) in �r(X) starting at a source B of �r (X),

such that E8 (-8) ≤
1
2 (4 − |-8 |) E8 ({6, 6

′}) for some 6 ∈ P(X) and some 6′ ∈ -B then

Let Π be such a path
X← PathResolution∗(X,�r,Π)

// Compare to Step 8.5: we still require E8 (-8) < E8 ({6,6
′}) when |-8 | = 2, but only

E8 (-8) <
3
2E8 ({6,6

′}) when |-8 | = 1.

. . .
return X

Lemma 5.2. Let X be a seed allocation. Then, in polynomial time, 3PA∗ ((E8)8∈# ,X) outputs a partial allo-

cation X
1 of size at most 2 that satisfies Properties (a) to (e). Furthermore, if X1 is not a complete allocation,

then�e (X
1) has at least one source, and every source B in�e (X

1) has |- 1
B | = 2.

We have all the components needed to state the complete algorithm for 3-value instances, called Three-

ValuesAllocate (Algorithm 8), except for the significant modification of 3PA that handles Case (c), called

3PA++. We state the algorithm here and we defer the description of 3PA++ to Section 5.1 which, as already

mentioned, is dedicated to proving Theorem 5.1 for Case (c). It is worth noting that, given the three vari-

ants, 3PA, 3PA∗, and 3PA++, we can directly produce a partial allocation without any critical goods in any

of the three cases. That is, for 3-value instances, we do not rely on an analog of UncontestedCritical or

on other subroutines for dealing with critical goods, but only run EnvyCycleElimination on the output

of 3PA, 3PA∗, or 3PA++.

ALGORITHM 8: ThreeValuesAllocate(#, (E8)8∈# ,")

Input: An 3-value instance with values 0 = 1 > 1 > 2 ≥ 0.
Output: A 2/3-EFX allocation X.

Let X0 be an arbitrary partial allocation where each bundle has cardinality 1

if 1 ≤ 1
2 then // Case (a)

X
1 ← 3PA((E8 )8∈# ,X

0)

else if 1 >
1
2 and 1 + 2 ≥ 2

3 then // Case (b)

X
1 ← 3PA∗((E8 )8∈# ,X

0)

else // Case (c)

if 2 = 0 then // the 2 = 0 case is reduced to the 2 > 0 case below

Update (E8 )8∈# so that 2 ← Y for sufficiently small Y > 0
// roughly, Y will be as small as the smallest possible (weighted) difference between two

bundles under the original (E8)8∈# scaled down by 3<; see Lemma 5.31

X
1 ← 3PA++((E8 )8∈# ,X

0) // handles Case (c) for 2 > 0

X← EnvyCycleElimination(X1,� (X1)) // we just complete the allocation (no critical goods)

return X

Proof of Cases (a) and (b) of Theorem 5.1. Let X1 be the partial allocation outputted by 3PA or 3PA∗ when

initiatedwith an allocationX0 of size at least 1 and at most 2 which satisfies Properties (a) and (b) as shown

in ThreeValuesAllocate (Algorithm 8). By Lemma 3.1, X1 satisfies Properties (a) and (b). We will argue
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that, in both cases, are no critical goods induced by X
1. Therefore, running EnvyCycleElimination on

X
1 results in a 2/3-EFX allocation, by Lemma 4.2. The polynomial running time directly follows from the

running time of 3PA, 3PA∗, and EnvyCycleElimination (Lemmata 3.1, 4.1 and 5.2).

A simple, but very useful, observation that we will be using in both cases below is that if an agent 8 has a

critical good 68 , by Properties (d) and (e) of X1, it holds that |- 1
8 | = 1 and 1/2 < E8 (68 ) ≤ 2/3. This implies

that E8 (-
1
8 ) = 1 or E8 (-

1
8 ) = 1; if E8 (-

1
8 ) = 2, the agent cannot have a critical good.

Case (a): 1 ≤ 1
2 Suppose, towards a contradiction, that there exists some agent 8 ∈ # that has a critical

good6 ∈ P(X1). Consider first the case when E8 (-
1
8 ) = 1. In this case, there are no candidate critical goods

6 such that 1/2 < E8 (6) ≤ 2/3 violating Property (e). Next, consider the case E 9 (-
1
8 ) = 1. By Property (e),

we have that E8 (6) = 2, as otherwise we would have E8 (6) >
2
3E8 (-

1
8 ). Now consider a source B of the

enhanced envy graph �e (X
1); such a source exists by Lemma 3.4 (since here we assumed P(X1) ≠ ∅)

and recall that |-B | = 2. By virtue of B being a source, we have E8 (-
1
8 ) ≥ E8 (-

1
B ). This is only possible if

E8 (-
1
B ) = 22 or if E8 (-

1
B ) = 1 + 2 and 2 = 0. In the latter case 6 is not critical for agent 8. In the former case,

the inequality E8 (-
1
8 ) ≥ E8 (-

1
B ) implies that 1 ≥ 22, which means that 6 is not critical for agent 8. Both

cases, contradict the choice of 6.

Case (b): 1 >
1
2 and 1 + 2 ≥

2
3 Again, suppose, towards a contradiction, that there exists some agent 8 ∈ #

that has a critical good 6 ∈ P(X1). Because of Step 9, we know that�e (X
1) and, thus,�r (X

1) are acyclic.

Let Π = (B, . . . , 8) be a maximal path in �r (X
1) leading to agent 8. Due to maximality, the initial vertex B

of Π must be a source and, because Step 6 did not run in the last iteration of 3PA∗, B must be distinct from

8 herself. Let 6B ∈ -B . Obviously E8 (6B ) ≥ 2. We will argue that E8 ({6B , 6}) ≥
2
3E8 (-8 ). By the observation

made before Case (a), we have that E8 (-
1
8 ) = 1 and E8 (6) ∈ {1, 2}, or E8 (-

1
8 ) = 1 and E8 (6) = 2. If E8 (6) = 1,

then E8 ({6B , 6}) ≥ 1 + 2 ≥ 2
3 ≥

2
3E8 (-8 ), since E8 (-8) ≤ 1. If E8 (6) = 2, we have 2 >

1
2E8 (-8) and therefore

E8 ({6B , 6}) ≥ 22 > E8 (-B). In any case, E8 ({6B , 6}) ≥
2
3E8 (-8 ), directly contradicting the fact that Step 8.5∗

did not run in the last iteration of 3PA∗. �

5.1 Instances with 1 >
1
2 and 1 + 2 <

2
3

As wementioned earlier, our general technique needs to be significantly refined and expanded to deal with

Case (c). To this end, we develop a rather complicated refinement of the 3PA+ algorithm (see Algorithm

9 below). Before going into the technical details, it is worth discussing the additional challenges and the

high-level idea behind designing the 3PA++ algorithm.

As we showed in Example 1, even when considering 3-value instances, there is no way to allocate all

critical goods without resulting in allocated bundles of cardinality larger than 2. This brings up two main

challenges that we need to address: (i) Agents receiving a single goodmay not be EFX towards other agents

if we just add a good to the bundle of a source of the enhanced envy graph. For example, suppose that

agent 8 has a single good for which she has value 1 and a source B has two goods for which 8 has value

1 + 2 <
2
3 . Then 8 will not be EFX towards B if we give an extra good to B for which 8 has value 1; this was

not the case when the bundles are restricted to having cardinality at most 2. (ii) Agents with more than 2

goods may have critical goods. For example, an agent with 3 goods for which she has value 1 may have a

critical good for which she has value 1.

To overcome the first challenge, we modify the enhanced envy graph so that a red edge does not represent

near-envy of at least 2/3 from an agent 8 with a critical good to a source B of the reduced envy graph,

but rather the fact that 8 has value 1 for one good in the possession of B. This modification resolves the

situation in (i) above, but now agent 8 may see her value drop by more than 2/3 (yet no more than 1/2) if

she receives the set of B. This is resolved with the addition of a number of sophisticated steps in the 3PA++

algorithm that prevent the formation of bundles with many goods that 8 values by more than 2/3 even
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after removing a single good.

Regarding the second challenge, we allow agents with many goods who still have a critical good to ex-

change all but one of their goods with their critical good. This may reduce their value and result in these

agents not being 2/3-EFX towards agents that hold specific types of bundles. To avoid this violation of

2/3-EFX, we introduce more elaborate versions of the enhanced envy graph (see Definitions 5.4 and 5.5)

that prevent the formation of such bundles through carefully defined additional edges.

For everything that follows up until Lemma 5.31, we will assume that 2 > 0. When 2 = 0, Lemma 5.31

shows how to reduce the problem back to the 2 > 0 case in polynomial time; this is also reflected to the

ThreeValuesAllocate algorithm. Hence, the 2 > 0 assumption is without loss of generality.

For showing the Case (c) of Theorem 5.1, we have to go through the properties of the 3PA++ algorithm like

we did for Cases (a) and (b) with 3PA and 3PA∗. That is, we would like to show that the partial allocationX1

outputted by 3PA++ when initiatedwithX0 inThreeValuesAllocate (Algorithm 8) satisfies Properties (a)

and (b) and is computed in polynomial time. These two properties of 3PA++ are established in Lemmata 5.9

and 5.10.

We begin with some definitions which extend those that we presented in Section 2.

5.1.1 Definitions and Modifications

We first provide refined versions of the various envy-graphs that we will use.

Definition 5.3 (Reduced+ Envy Graph�+r ). Given a partial allocation X, the reduced+ envy graph �+r (X)

of X is defined as a supergraph of �r (X) (recall Definition 2.9) with the addition of any edge (8, 9) such

that |-8 | = |- 9 | = 1 and E8 (-8 ) = E8 (- 9 ) = 1. We color those extra edges grey and note that they represent

zero envy.

Definition 5.4 (Enhanced+ Envy Graph �+e ). Given a partial allocation X and its reduced+ envy graph

�+r (X), we construct the enhanced+ envy graph �+e (X) as follows. In �+r (X) we add any edge (8, 9) such

that 9 is a source of�+r (X) and the following three properties hold: (a) |-8 | = 1, (b) there exists 6 ∈ - 9 such

that E8 (6) = 1, and (c) there exists 6′ ∈ P(X) such that E8 (6
′) = 1.

Definition 5.5 (Doubly Enhanced Graph�de). Given a partial allocationX and its enhanced+ envy graph

�+e (X), we construct the doubly enhanced graph �de (X) as follows. In �
+
e (X) we add any edge (8, 9) such

that 9 is a source of�+e (X) and the following three properties hold:

(a) 1 + 1 ≤ E8 (-8) < 2, i.e., from the perspective of 8, -8 consists of either three goods of value 1 or one

good of value 1 and one good of value 1, and the rest of the goods have value 2,

(b) from the perspective of 8, - 9 consists of three goods of value 1 and the rest of the goods have value 2,

(c) there exists 6′ ∈ P(X) such that E8 (6
′) = 1.

In�de (X) we allow self loops (8, 9), where 9 = 8, if the above properties hold.

We remark that in the graphs described above we might have paths or cycles that consist solely of grey

edges. Since there is no envy between any of the agents involved in these, we will refer to those as

unjaundiced paths or cycles, respectively.

Definition 5.6 (Unjaundiced Path or Cycle). Consider any path Π (resp. cycle �) in �+r (X), �
+
e (X), or

�de (X). We say that Π (resp. �) is unjaundiced if it consists entirely of grey edges; otherwise we say it is

jaundiced.

Next we introduce a notion that captures the fact that there might be groups of agents who each have a

good of value 0 (from their perspective) but are not envied (in the sense captured by�+r ) by anyone outside
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of their group.

Definition 5.7 (Secluded Set). Given a partial allocation X, let ( be a set of agents such that E8 (-8) = 1,

for all 8 ∈ ( , and for any 9 ∉ ( , there is not an edge ( 9, 8) in�+r (X). We will refer to ( as a secluded set.

Lemma 5.8. Given a partial allocation X, there is a unique secluded set '(X) of maximum cardinality and

can be found in polynomial time.

Proof. By its definition, a secluded set cannot contain any agent 9 such that E 9 (- 9 ) ≠ 1 nor any agent reach-

able from 9 in�+r (X). We argue that all remaining agents form a secluded set and, thus, this is the unique

secluded set of maximum cardinality. Let '(X) = {8 ∈ # : there is no path Π = ( 9, . . . , 8) in�+r (X), such

that E 9 (- 9 ) ≠ 1}. Clearly, '(X) can be constructed in polynomial time. Also, for any 8 ∈ '(X) we have

E8 (-8) = 1, by the definition of '(X), and any 9 ∉ '(X) could not be in any secluded set as argued above.

What remains to be shown is that there is no edge ( 9, 8) with 8 ∈ '(X) and 9 ∉ '(X). Suppose, towards a

contradiction that ( 9, 8) was such an edge. This means that 9 is reachable by some 9 ′ such that E 9 ′ (- 9 ′ ) ≠ 1.

But then, so is 8 and thus 8 ∉ '(X), contradicting the choice of ( 9, 8). �

For the rest of the section, we will use '(X), as in the statement of Lemma 5.8, to denote the unique

maximal secluded set induced by X.

Finally, let :max be the unique integer such that

1 + (:max − 1)2 ≥
2

3
and 1 + (:max − 2)2 <

2

3
.

This will be (an upper bound on) the maximum cardinality of any allocated bundle as long as there are

agents that have critical goods (see Lemma 5.12). Since 1 + 2 <
2
3 , it must be that :max ≥ 3.

5.1.2 Potential Function

To show the termination of our algorithm, we will need to use a potential function. For any partial alloca-

tion X, we define the following sets of agents:

# [2,∞) (X), # [1+1,2) (X), # (1,1+1 ) (X), # [2/3,1) (X), #1,(0,2/3) (X) ,

where

- # [2,∞) (X) = {8 ∈ # : E8 (-8 ) ∈ [2,∞)}, i.e., agents whose value in X lies in [2,∞).

- # [1+1,2) (X) = {8 ∈ # : E8 (-8) ∈ [1 + 1, 2)}, i.e., agents whose value in X lies in [1 + 1, 2).

- # (1,1+1 ) (X) = {8 ∈ # : E8 (-8 ) ∈ [1, 1 + 1)}, i.e., agents whose value in X lies in (1, 1 + 1).

- # [2/3,1) (X) = {8 ∈ # : E8 (-8 ) ∈ [2/3, 1)}, i.e, agents whose value in X lies in [2/3, 1).

- #1,(0,2/3) (X) = {8 ∈ # : E8 (-8 ) = 1 or E8 (-8 ) ∈ [0, 2/3)} i.e., agents whose value in X is either 1 or

lies in (0, 2/3).

We define as the potential function the tuple

F (X) = ( |# [2,∞) (X) |, |# [1+1,2) (X) |, |# (1,1+1 ) (X) |, |# [2/3,1) (X) |, (,(0,1+1 ) (X)),

where (,(0,1+1 ) (X) =
∑

8∈# :E8 (-8 )<1+1 E8 (-8 ) is the social welfare of only the agents who value their bun-

dles less than 1 + 1. We will show that in each step of our algorithm, the potential function would only

lexicographically increase, with the exception of finitely many steps during which it may remain constant.
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5.1.3 Additional Properties

Besides Properties (a) and (b), here we need the following two properties, instead of Properties (c) to (e).

Further Desired properties of a partial allocation X:

(F.1) For any agent 8 ∈ #1,(0,2/3) (X) and any good 6 ∈ P(X), it holds that E8 (6) < 1.

(F.2) For any agent 8 ∈ #1,(0,2/3) (X) and any agent 9 ≠ 8, such that |- 9 | ≥ 2, it holds that E8 (6) < 1

for any 6 ∈ - 9 .

5.1.4 A Refined Version of the Property-Preserving Partial Allocation Algorithm

Here we present the refinement of the 3PA algorithm; see Algorithm 9. In contrast to the results of

Section 4, 3PA++ will produce the desired allocation X
2 directly, i.e., X2 will be the allocation X

1 similarly

to Cases (a) and (b). In other words, the processes of obtaining a property-preserving partial allocation

and of allocating the critical goods left in the pool will be intertwined. Still, the logic of the algorithm is

similar to 3PA, and therefore we refer to this version as a refinement.

In a number of occasions (in particular, in Steps 5, 9, and 10) the algorithm needs to allocate a few goods in

a round-robin fashion. As a shortcut, we introduce Subroutine 6below. SingleRoundRobin takes a partial

allocation and a set of agents as input, and augments the allocation by considering the specified agents

one after the other, giving to each of them her favorite unallocated good.

SUBROUTINE 6: SingleRoundRobin(X, ()

Input: A partial allocation X and a set of agents ( .
Output: An updated partial allocation X, in which each 8 ∈ ( adds her favourite available good from the pool

to her bundle, in a round-robin fashion.
// The agents in ( pick their favourite good from the pool one by one, until each one gets one good,

or the pool empties.

while ( ≠ ∅ and P(X) ≠ ∅ do

Select 8 ∈ (
Let 6∗ ∈ argmaxP(X)
-8 ← -8 ∪ 6

∗

P(X) ← P(X) \ {6∗}

( ← ( \ {8}

return X

Sections 5.1.5 and 5.1.6 will be devoted to proving the following two lemmata. By Lemma 4.2, Lemma 5.9

implies the existence of a complete 2/3-EFX allocation, and Lemma 5.10 establishes that this allocation can

be obtained in polynomial time. This implies Case (c) of Theorem 5.1, completing the theorem’s proof.

Lemma 5.9. Let X1 be the partial allocation outputted by 3PA++. Then X
1 is 2/3-EFX, with no critical goods

for any agent.

Lemma 5.10. The 3PA++ algorithm terminates in polynomial time.

5.1.5 The Proof of Lemma 5.9

To prove Lemma 5.9, we develop a sequence of technical lemmata and claims. We begin with some very

simple observations, but as we progress our statements (and proofs) will become increasingly more com-

plex.
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ALGORITHM 9: Property-Preserving Partial Allocation++ (3PA++) ((E8 )8∈# ,X)

Input: The values E8 (6) for every 8 ∈ # and every 6 ∈ " , and a partial allocation X in which |-8 | = 1 for all 8 ∈ # .

Output: A Property-Preserving Partial Allocation, a partial allocation X
1 satisfying Properties (a), (b), (F.1), and (F.2)

while P(X) ≠ ∅ do

1 (Step 1) if there is a jaundiced cycle � in�+r (X) then

X← CycleResolution(X,�+r )

2 (Step 2) else if there is 8 ∈ # with |-8 | = 1 and a good 6 ∈ P(X) such that E8 (6) > E8 (-8 ) then

-8 ← {6} and P(X) ← (P(X) ∪ {-8 }) \ {6}

3 (Step 3) else if there is 8 ∈ # with |-8 | = 2 and a good 6 ∈ P(X) such that E8 (6) >
3
2E8 (-8) then

-8 ← {6} and P(X) ← (P(X) ∪ {-8 }) \ {6}

4 (Step 4) else if there is a jaundiced path Π = (81, . . . , 8ℓ ) in �
+
r (X) and a good 6 ∈ P(X) so that E8ℓ (-8ℓ ) = E8ℓ (6) then

(- 9 ) 9∈{81,...,8ℓ−1} = PathResolution(X,�+e ,Π)

-8ℓ = {6} and P(X) = P(X) ∪ -81

5 (Step 5) else if '(X) ≠ ∅ then // there is a nonempty secluded set

X← SingleRoundRobin(X, '(X))

6 (Step 6) else if there is 8 ∈ # with |-8 | = 1 and two goods 61, 62 ∈ P(X) such that E8 ({61, 62}) > E8 (-8) then

-8 ← {61, 62} and P(X) ← (P(X) ∪ {-8}) \ {61, 62}

else if P(X) = {6} and some 8 ∈ # , with |-8 | = 1 and E8 (-8) = E8 (6), is a source of �
+
r (X) then

-8 ← -8 ∪ {6}

7 (Step 7) else if there is 8 ∈ # with |-8 | ≥ 2 and a good 6∗ ∈ P(X) such that E8 (6
∗) > E8 (-8 \ {61}), where

61 ∈ argmax6∈-8
E8 (6) then

-8 ← {61, 6
∗} and P(X) ← (P(X) ∪ -1) \ {61}

8 (Step 8) else if there exists 8 ∈ # and goods 61, 62, 63 ∈ -8 such that E8 (6 9 ) = 1, for 9 ∈ {1, 2, 3}, and E8 (6) = 2 , for any

other good 6 ∈ -8 \ {61, 62, 63} (if any), and there exists a good 6∗ ∈ P(X) such that E8 (6
∗) = 1 then

-8 ← {61, 6
∗} and P(X) ← (P(X) \ {6∗}) ∪ (-8 \ {61})

9 (Step 9) else if in the enhanced+ envy graph�+e (X) there is a jaundiced cycle � then
Let ) (�) = {8 ∈ # : B is a source of �+r (X) and (8, B) ∈ �} // ) (� ) ≠ ∅; implied by Lemma 5.15

Let 8∗ ∈ ) (�) and let B8∗ be the source of �
+
r (X) such that there is an edge (8∗, B8∗) in �

+
r (X)

X = CycleResolution(X,�+e ,�)

Let 6 ∈ -8∗ such that E8∗ (6) = 1 // exists by the definition of �+r , since -8∗ was B8∗’s bundle right before

Let 6∗ ∈ P(X) such that E8 (6
∗) = 1 // exists by the definition of �+e

-8∗ ← {6,6
∗} and P(X) ← (P(X) \ {6∗}) ∪ (-8∗ \ {6})

X = SingleRoundRobin(X,) (�) \ {8∗})

10 (Step 10) else if :max ≥ 4 and in the double enchanced graph�de(X) there is a jaundiced cycle or self-loop � then

Let 8∗ ∈ # be such that (8∗, B8∗) is an edge of � and B8∗ is a source of �
+
e (X)

// Note that such an 8∗ always exists since Step 9 was not executed, and hence any cycle in �+e is unjaundiced

Let ) (�) = {8 ∈ # : B is a source of �+r (X) and (8, B) ∈ � ∩�
+
e (X)}

X = CycleResolution(X,�de,�)

Let {61, 62, 63} ∈ -8∗ be such that E8∗ (6 9 ) = 1, for 9 ∈ {1, 2, 3}

// {61, 62, 63} exist by the definition of �de, since -8∗ was B8∗’s bundle right before

Let 6∗ ∈ P(X) such that E8 (6
∗) = 1 // exists by the definition of �de

-8∗ ← {61, 62, 63, 6
∗} and P(X) ← (P(X) \ {6∗}) ∪ (-8∗ \ {61, 62, 63})

X = SingleRoundRobin(X, (), where ( ← ) (�) ∩ {8 ∈ # : |-8 | = 1}

11 (Step 11) else if there is 8 ∈ # with a critical good 6 and a source B in �de(X) with |-B | < :max then

-B ← -B ∪ {6}

12 (Step 12) else if there is an agent 8 with a critical good 6, and for every source B in�de(X), it holds that |-B | = :max then

Let B8 be a source of �de(X) such that there exists a path Π from B8 to 8 in �de(X) and let 6′ ∈ -B8

-8 ← (-B8 ∪ {6}) \ {6
′} and P(X) ← (P(X) ∪ {6′}) \ {6}

(- 9 ) 9∈#,∃( 9,ℓ ) ∈Π = PathResolution(X,�de,Π)

13 (Step 13) else

break

return X
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Lemma 5.11. It holds that 2 < 1
6 .

Proof. This is easy to see since 1 + 2 <
2
3 and 1 >

1
2 , and so 2 <

2
3 − 1 <

2
3 −

1
2 =

1
6 . �

Lemma 5.12. At the end of any iteration of the while loop of the 3PA++ algorithm, the cardinality of any

allocated bundle of goods is at most :max.

Proof. Recall that since 1+2 <
2
3 and by the definition of :max, we have that :max ≥ 3. The only steps where

the 3PA++ algorithmmay allocate bundles of cardinalitymore than 2 are Steps 10, 11 and 12, where Step 10

only runs when :max ≥ 4. In any case, after each step, clearly the cardinality of the allocated bundles does

not exceed :max . �

Lemma 5.13. Consider any agent 8 ∈ # and any set of goods - , with |- | ≤ :max. If, from the perspective of

agent 8, - consists of

1. exactly one good of value 1 and possibly other goods of value 2, then E8 (- ) <
5
6 and E8 (- \ {6}) <

2
3 ,

for any 6 ∈ - .

2. only goods of value 2, then E8 (- ) <
1
2 .

Proof. For the first case, by the definition of:max, we have that E8 (- ) <
2
3 +2, which implies E8 (- \{6}) <

2
3 ,

for any 6 ∈ - . By Lemma 5.11 and the additivity of the values, we have E8 (- ) <
2
3 +

1
6 =

5
6 . For the

second case, we have that E8 (- ) ≤ :max · 2. By the definition of :max and Lemma 5.11, we have that

:max · 2 <
2
3 − 1 + 22 <

2
3 −

1
2 +

2
6 =

1
2 . �

Lemma 5.14. At the end of any iteration of the while loop of 3PA++, for any agent 8 ∈ # and any allocated

bundle - , if E8 (- ) ∈ {1, 1, 2}, then |- | = 1.

Proof. We consider three cases, depending on E8 (- ).

Case 1: E8 (- ) = 1. Assume be contradiction that |- | > 1. Note that - cannot contain any good 6 such

that E8 (6) = 1 or any two goods 61, 62 such that E8 (61) = E8 (62) = 1. This is because, since 2 > 0, in each

case that would imply that E8 (- ) > 1. This means that - contains at most one good 6 such that E8 (6) = 1,

and for any other good 6′ ∈ - , it holds that E8 (6
′) = 2. By Lemma 5.13, it holds that E8 (- ) <

5
6 < 1, a

contradiction.

Case 2: E8 (- ) = 1. Assume be contradiction that |- | > 1. Note that - cannot contain any good 6 such

that E8 (6) = 1 or E8 (6) = 1, because in that case we would have E8 (- ) > 1 (again, since 2 > 0). This means

that - contains only goods 6 such that E8 (6) = 2. By Lemma 5.13, E8 (- ) <
1
2 , a contradiction, since 1 >

1
2 .

Case 3: E8 (- ) = 2. In this case the statement of the lemma holds trivially by the fact that 2 > 0. �

Lemma 5.15. Let X be a partial allocation for which �+r (X) only has unjaundiced cycles, and for which

'(X) = ∅, i.e., every secluded set is empty (i.e., Steps 1 and 5 of the 3PA++ algorithm do not run). Then, there

exists at least one source B in the reduced+ envy graph �+r (X).

Proof. Assume by contradiction that there does not exists any source B in the reduced+ envy graph�+r (X).

From�r (X), we generate a new graph� as follows: as long as there is a cycle� in�+r (X), we create a new

node G , and for any 8 ∉ �, we add an edge (8, G) if there exists an edge (8, 9) for some 9 ∈ �, and an edge

(G, 8) if there exists an edge ( 9, 8) for some 9 ∈ �. Then, we remove all the nodes of � and all the edges

adjacent to them. At the end of this procedure � is acyclic.
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Let B be a source of� . If B is also a node of�+r (X) then it is a source of�
+
r (X) andwe obtain a contradiction.

Therefore suppose that B is not a node of�+r (X) and let '
′ (X) be the set of nodes of�+r (X) that B “replaced”

in all rounds of the aforementioned procedure. This means that any 8 ∈ '′ (X) was part of some cycle of

�+r (X), since it was replaced. By the premise of the lemma statement, each cycle in�r (X) is unjaundiced.

This implies that for every agent 8 ∈ '′ (X), it holds that E8 (-8 ) = 1. Since B is a source of � , there is no

edge ( 9, 8) of �+r (X) for any 8 ∈ '′ (X) and any 9 ∉ '′ (X) by construction of � . This means that '′ (X)

is a nonempty secluded set, and Step 5 of the 3PA++ algorithm would have been executed, giving us a

contradiction. �

Before we continue with the statement of the remaining lemmata, we define the notion of an agent hier-

archy, based on our potential function defined earlier in the section.

Definition 5.16 (Agent Hierarchy for a Partial Allocation). Given a partial allocation X, we consider a

hierarchy of the agents according to their value for their bundle as follows:

(L.1) # [2,∞) (X)

(L.2) # [1+1,2) (X)

(L.3) # (1,1+1 ) (X)

(L.4) # [2/3,1) (X)

(L.5) #1,(0,2/3) (X)

When comparing two partial allocations X and X
′, we will say that an agent falls in hierarchy from X to

X
′, if in X and X

′ she is on Levels (L.8) and (L.8′) respectively, with 8 < 8′.

Lemma 5.17. Let X and X
′ be any two partial allocations obtained in the course of the 3PA++ algorithm,

with X
′ being obtained after X. For any agent 8 ∈ # , the agent does not fall in hierarchy from X to X′.

Proof. An agent can only fall in hierarchy if E8 (-
′
8 ) ≠ E8 (-8). We first consider the steps of the 3PA++

algorithm during which E8 (-
′
8 ) < E8 (-8), these are Steps 8, 9, 10 and 12. Consider Step 8 and consider

agent 8 whose allocation changes in this step. Before the step, we had that 8 ∈ # [1+1,2) (X) (i.e. the agent

was at Level (L.2)). After the step, she receives a bundle - ′8 for which E8 (-
′
8 ) = 1 + 1; this means that

8 ∈ # [1+1,2) (X
′). Next consider Step 9. The only agent(s) 8 ∈ # for whom the value for their bundle

possibly decreases are the ones with |-8 | = 1 and E8 (-8) = 1. Those agents belong to the set of Level (L.5),

i.e., 8 ∈ #1,(0,2/3) (X), so they cannot fall in hierarchy by definition. Step 12 is slightly more involved. Here

the agents 9 ∈ # for whom the value for their bundle possibly decreases are either the ones with |- 9 | = 1

and E 9 (- 9 ) = 1 like in Step 9 (including the main agent 8 of the step, by Lemma 5.26) who cannot fall in

hierarchy by definition, or the agents who drop in value but stay in # [1+1,2) (X
′) because of edges which

are unique to�de. Finally consider Step 10. The set of agents for whom the value for their bundle possible

decreases consists of agents like the ones considered in Step 9, who belong to Level (L.5) and cannot fall

in hierarchy, as well as some agents in # [1+1,2) (X), i.e., those with E8 (-8 ) ∈ [1 + 1, 2). Each agent 8 among

the latter receives a bundle - ′8 such that E8 (-8 ) ≥ 31 > 1 + 1, so 8 ∈ # [1+1,2) (X
′).

We now consider the remaining case, i.e., when E8 (-
′
8 ) > E8 (-8 ), and agent 8 possibly falling in hierarchy

from Level (L.4) to Level (L.5), i.e., 8 ∈ # [2/3,1) (X) and 8 ∈ #1,(0,2/3) (X
′). For this to be possible, it must

be the case that 2
3 ≤ E8 (-8 ) < 1 and E8 (-

′
8 ) = 1. In turn, this can only happen if |-8 | > 1 and, by

Lemma 5.14, |- ′8 | = 1 . However, during the execution of the the 3PA++ algorithm, if an agent with |-8 | ≥ 2

finds herself with a bundle - ′8 such that |- ′8 | = 1, her value must increase by more than 3
2 (see Step 3

of the 3PA++ algorithm and the definition of the reduced+ envy graph �+r in Definition 5.3), leading to a

contradiction. �
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Lemma 5.18. Let X be a partial allocation for which

(a) all the cycles in�+r (X) are unjaundiced,

(b) all the paths in�+r (X) ending at an agent 8 with E8 (-8 ) = E8 (6) for some 6 ∈ P(X) are unjaundiced,

(c) all the secluded sets are empty ('(X) = ∅),

(i.e., Steps 1, 4 and 5 of the 3PA++ algorithm do not run). Then, for any agent 8 ∈ # such that either E8 (-8 ) = 1

or 8 is not a source of the reduced+ envy graph �+r (X), it holds that E8 (-8 ) ≠ E8 (6) for any 6 ∈ P(X).

Proof. Assume by contradiction that there exists some agent 8 ∈ # that is either not a source of�+r (X) or

for which E8 (-8) = 1, and some good6 ∈ P(X) such that E8 (6) = E8 (-8 ). By the statement of the lemma, we

know that any path Π in�+r (X) is unjaundiced. Let '
′ (X) = { 9 ∈ # : 9 is on some path Π to 8 in�+r (X)},

and add agent 8 to '′ (X) only if E8 (-8 ) = 1. By definition, since every agent 9 ∈ '′ (X) lies on some

unjaundiced path to agent 8, we have E 9 (- 9 ) = 1, by definition of �+r (X). We remark that '′ (X) ≠ ∅.

Indeed, if there is at least one unjaundiced path ending at agent 8, all the agents of that path would be

included in '′ (X). If there are no such paths, by the second condition of the statement of the lemma, there

are no paths ending at agent 8 in �+r (X) in general. This implies that 8 is a source of �+r (X); this would

violate the assumption at the beginning of the proof, unless E8 (-8 ) = 1. In this case however, 8 ∈ '′ (X)

and hence '′ (X) ≠ ∅. We will next argue that '′ (X) is a secluded set.

Let 9 ∉ '′ (X); if such a 9 does not exist then '′ (X) is trivially a secluded set. Let ℓ ∈ '′ (X); such an ℓ exists

since '′ (X) ≠ ∅. Assume first that 9 ≠ 8. We argue that there is no edge ( 9, ℓ) in the�+r (X): indeed, if such

an edge existed, there would be a path from 9 to 8 (via ℓ , since there is a path from 9 to ℓ), contradicting

the fact that 9 ∉ '′ (X). Since 9 and ℓ were chosen arbitrarily, this implies that '′ (X) is a secluded set.

Now assume that 9 = 8. Again we argue that there is no edge (8, ℓ) in the �+r (X): indeed, if such an edge

existed, there would be cycle � including 8 (through the edge (8, ℓ) and since there is a path from ℓ to 8 by

definition of '′ (X)). Since 8 = 9 ∉ '′ (X) by assumption, we have that E8 (-8) ≠ 1. This implies that the

edge (8, ℓ) is not grey, and � is jaundiced, contradicting the first condition of the lemma statement. The

lemma follows. �

Corollary 5.19. LetX be a partial allocation obtained in an iteration of the while loop of the 3PA++ algorithm

in which Steps 1-5 did not run. For any agent 8 with E8 (-8) = 1, it holds that E8 (6) < 1 for any 6 ∈ P(X).

Proof. The corollary follows immediately by Lemma 5.18. �

Lemma 5.20. Let X be a partial allocation obtained in an iteration of the while loop of the 3PA++ algorithm

in which Steps 1-5 did not run. Then X satisfies Property (F.1).

Proof. For any agent 8 ∈ # with E8 (-8 ) <
2
3 and any good 6 ∈ P(X), it must be the case that E8 (6) < 1, as

otherwise one of Steps 2 or 3 of the 3PA++ algorithm would have run. If E8 (-8 ) = 1, by Corollary 5.19, it

holds that E8 (6) < 1 for any good 6 ∈ P(X). �

Lemma 5.21. LetX be a partial allocation at the end of any iteration of the while loop of the 3PA++ algorithm

such that P(X) ≠ ∅. Then X satisfies Property (F.2).

Proof. We will prove the lemma by induction on the number of iterations of the while loop of the 3PA++

algorithm. For the base case, Property (F.2) is trivially for the input allocation X before the execution of

the first loop, since |-8 | = 1 for all 8 ∈ # .

Suppose that Property (F.2) holds at the beginning of some iteration of the while loop and the allocation

X; we will show that after the end of the iteration and the allocation X
′, regardless of which step ran, the
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property still holds. Note that by Lemma 5.17, the set #1,(0,2/3) (X) can only become smaller, so we will

show that Property (F.2) will hold for the #1,(0,2/3) (X) set either as formed prior to the application of the

current step or after.

If Step 1 is executed: All bundles remain unchanged, so Property (F.2) holds by the induction hypothesis.

If any of Steps 2-4 is executed: The only bundle -8 that is modified still consists of a single good, i.e.,

|-8 | = |-
′
8 | = 1, and Property (F.2) holds by the induction hypothesis.

If Step 5 is executed: The only agents whose bundles are modified are the agents in the secluded set '(X). In

particular, each agent 8 ∈ '(X) will receive an extra good from the pool in - ′, and hence 8 ∉ #1,(0,2/3) (X
′).

Consider any agent 8 ∈ '(X) and any agent 9 ∈ #1,(0,2/3) (X) \ '(X). Let 6 ∈ P(X) be the good such

that 6 ∈ - ′8 . Since Step 2 or Step 3 did not run, this implies that E 9 (- 9 ) < 1, then E 9 (6) < 1. Moreover,

by the definition of '(X), we have that E 9 (-8 ) ≤ E 9 (- 9 ) < 1, and thus E 9 (6
′) < 1 for any 6′ ∈ -8 . If

E 9 (- 9 ) = 1, by Corollary 5.19, we have that E 9 (6) < 1. Moreover, by the definition of '(X), we have that

E 9 (-8 ) < E 9 (- 9 ) = 1 (otherwise there would be a grey edge ( 9, 8)), and again we have E 9 (6
′) < 1 for any

6′ ∈ -8 . This establishes that Property (F.2) holds for X
′.

If any of Steps 6 - 8 is executed: The only bundle that is modified from X to X′ now consists only of goods

from P(X), and possibly one good from a bundle with - |- | ≥ 1 in X; By the induction hypothesis and

by Lemma 5.20, Property (F.2) holds for X′.

If any of Steps 9 - 12 is executed: Consider any bundle - in X that is modified to - ′ in X
′. - ′ consists of a

subset of - together with one good 6 ∈ P(X). By Lemma 5.20, for any agent 8 ∈ #1,(0,2/3) (X), E8 (6) < 1.

Prior to the application of that step, �

Lemma 5.22. LetX be a partial allocation at the end of any iteration of the while loop of the 3PA++ algorithm,

and let - be any allocated bundle with |- | ≥ 3. For any agent 8 ∈ #1,(0,2/3) (X)

- let 6 ∈ maxG∈- E8 (G); then E8 (6) ≤ 1

- for any 6′ ∈ - \ {6}, it holds that E8 (6
′) = 2.

Proof. By Lemma 5.21, for any 6′ ∈ - , we have that E8 (6
′) < 1, and thus E8 (6

′) ≤ 1. Assume by contradic-

tion that there exist distinct 61, 62 ∈ - such that E8 (61) = E8 (62) = 1.

Consider the first iteration of the while loop A after which {61, 62} ∈ -̃ for some bundle -̃ and none of them

is removed from -̃ afterwards until the allocation X is reached. Let X′ and X
′′ be the partial allocation

after and prior, respectively, the execution of iteration A , and also let - ′ and - ′′ be the aforementioned set

-̃ , after and prior, respectively, the execution of iteration A . So 61, 62 ∈ -
′.

If |- ′ | = 2, agent 8 would prefer- ′ over her own bundle in all iterations until X is reached. This is because

8 ∈ #1,(0,2/3) (X) and by Lemma 5.17, agent 8’s value for her bundle is at most 1 in all those iterations, and

by our assumption that E8 (-
′) = 21 > 1. The cardinality of a bundle can only increase from 2 to more

goods in Steps 11 and 12, and only if it is allocated to a source of the doubly enhanced graph. The bundle

- ′ can never be allocated to a source in all iterations until X is reached, which is a contradiction to the

fact that |- | ≥ 3.

Suppose now that |- ′ | ≥ 3. A bundle -̃ is updated to another bundle with cardinality at least 3 only in

Steps 10 - 12. In these steps, only a single good is added to -̃ from the pool. Assume without loss of

generality that 61 ∈ - ′′ and 62 ∈ P(-
′′), i.e., 61 was already allocated to - ′′, and 62 was added to - ′′

from the pool during the execution of iteration A . This also means that |- ′′ | ≥ 2. Regardless of which of

Steps 10 - 12 ran at iteration A , the bundle - ′′ had to be assigned to some source B of the enhanced+ envy
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graph �+e (X
′′). We will show that this cannot happen by considering all different cases for agent 8, who,

by Lemma 5.17, is in ∈ #1,(0,2/3) (X
′′):

- E8 (-
′′
8 ) ≤ 1. In this case 8 would envy B in X

′′, since - ′′ contains at least two goods, one of which has

value 1 for 8. So B cannot be a source in�+e (X
′′).

- 1 < E8 (-
′′
8 ) < 1. By the second case of Lemma 5.13, there exists a good 6′ ∈ - ′′8 , such that E8 (6

′) = 1,

and E8 (-
′′
8 \ {6

′}) < 1
2 . Since E8 (62) = 1, Step 7 would have ran, where agent 8 would swap - ′′8 \ {@} with

62. So, the 3PA
++ algorithm would not execute any of Steps 10 - 12.

- E8 (-
′′
8 ) = 1. In this case 62 is a critical good for agent 8. Since E8 (61) = 1 and 8 has a critical good, there

should be an (8, B) in the enhanced+ envy graph�+e (X
′′) and therefore B cannot be a source of�+e (X

′′).

Overall, we ended up with a contradiction to our assumption that there exist 61, 62 ∈ - such that E8 (61) =

E8 (62) = 1, and the lemma follows. �

Lemma 5.23. LetX be a partial allocation at the end of any iteration of the while loop of the 3PA++ algorithm,

and let - be any allocated bundle. For any agent 8 ∈ # [1+1,2) (X), it holds that E8 (- \ {6}) < 1 + 5
3 , for any

6 ∈ - .

Proof. In the following two claims we show that

- there are no two goods 61, 62 ∈ - such that E8 (61) = E8 (62) = 1, unless |- | = 2,

- if |- | ≥ 5 there are no four goods 61, 62, 63, 64 ∈ - such that E8 (69 ) ≥ 1, for 9 ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}.

This means that for any 6 ∈ - , by Lemma 5.13,

- if |- | ≤ 4, it holds that E8 (- \ {6}) ≤ 1 + 21 < 1 + 5
3 , and

- if |- | ≥ 5, E8 (- \ {6}) ≤ 1 + 21 + (:max − 4)2 < 1 + 5
3 .

Claim 5.24. If |- | ≥ 3 there are no two goods 61, 62 ∈ - such that E8 (61) = E8 (62) = 1.

Proof of Claim 5.24. Suppose, towards a contradiction, that there exist61, 62 ∈ - such that E8 (61) = E8 (62) =

1. Consider the first iteration of the while loop A after which 61 and 62 were assigned together in the same

set -̃ and none of them is removed from -̃ until the allocationX is reached. LetX′ andX′′ be the allocation

after and prior, respectively, the execution of iteration A , and also let - ′ and - ′′ be that set -̃ , again after

and prior, respectively, the execution of iteration A , so 61, 62 ∈ -
′.

If |- ′ | = 2, then E8 (-
′) = 2 and agent 8 would envy the set - ′ in all iterations until X is reached. This

is because 8 ∈ # [1+1,2) (X) and by Lemma 5.17, 8 values her bundle by less than 2 in all those iterations.

The cardinality of a set may only increase from |-̃ | = 2 to |-̃ | > 2 in Steps 11 and 12, and only if it was

assigned to a source of the doubly enhanced graph. - ′ can never belong to a source in all iterations until

X is reached, which is a contradiction to the fact that |- | ≥ 3.

Suppose now that |- ′ | ≥ 3. A set -̃ is updated to another set with cardinality at least 3, only in Steps

10 - 12. In all those steps only one good is added to -̃ from the pool. Assume w.l.o.g. that 61 ∈ - ′′ and

62 ∈ P(X
′′). We will show that another step should have been executed instead of Steps 10 - 12, since 62

was in the pool and E8 (62) = 1.

If 8 ∈ #1,(0,2/3) , by Lemma 5.20, one of Steps 2 - 5 of the 3PA++ algorithm would have run. Consider now

the case where 8 ∈ # (1,1+1 ) (X
′′) ∪ # [2/3,1) (X

′′). In that case |- ′′8 | ≥ 2 and 2/3 ≤ E8 (-
′′
8 ) < 1 + 1. By the

second case of Lemma 5.13, there exists 6′ ∈ - ′′8 such that E8 (6
′) ≥ 1, in which case Step 7 would have

been run, where agent 8 would swap - ′′8 \ {6
′} with 62. Suppose now that 8 ∈ # [1+1,2) (X

′′). If there exists

6′ ∈ - ′′8 such that E8 (6
′) ≥ 1, Step 7 would have run as above. If no such 6′ exists, it must be the case that
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there are three goods in - ′′8 that 8 values a 1, in which case Step 8 would have been executed. Note that by

Lemma 5.17, 8 ∉ # [2,∞) (X
′′).

Overall, we ended up with a contradiction and the claim follows. ⊡

Claim 5.25. If |- | ≥ 5, there are no four goods 61, 62, 63, 64 ∈ - such that E8 (69 ) ≥ 1, for 9 ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}.

Proof of Claim 5.25. Suppose, towards a contradiction, that there exist 61, 62, 63, 64 ∈ - each of which is

valued at least 1 by agent 8. Consider the first iteration A of the while loop of the 3PA++ algorithm, after

which 61, 62, 63, 64 were part of the same bundle -̃ and none of them is removed from -̃ afterwards until

the allocation X is reached. Let X′ and X
′′ be the allocation after and prior, respectively, the execution

of iteration A , and also let - ′ and - ′′ be that bundle, again after and prior, respectively, the execution of

iteration A , so 61, 62, 63, 64 ∈ -
′.

A bundle -̃ is updated to another bundle with cardinality at least 4 only in Steps 10, 11 and 12. In all those

steps only one good is added to -̃ from the pool. Assume w.l.o.g. that61, 62, 63 ∈ -
′′ and64 ∈ -

′′
% . If Step 10

is executed, then- ′ = {61, 62, 63, 64}. Then, the cardinality can only increase to at least 5 in Step 11, where

this bundle should be assigned to a source of the double enhance graph, but 8 would envy that bundle and

therefore it can never be assigned to a source vertex. If one of Steps 11 and 12 was executed at iteration

A , then - ′′ had to be assigned to some source B of the doubly enhanced graph�de (X
′′). If E8 (-

′′
8 ) < 1 + 1,

then 8 would envy B, since E8 (-
′′) ≥ 31 > 1 + 1, and B would not be a source in�de (X

′′).

So, by Lemma 5.17, it can only be the case that 8 ∈ # [1+1,2) (X
′′), and recall that64 ∈ P(X

′′) with E8 (64) ≥ 1.

If E8 (64) = 1, either Step 7 should be executed for 8, if 8 values one good in her bundle at 1, or Step 8

should be executed for 8, because the only other case for 8 ∈ # [1+1,2) (X
′′) is that she values three goods

in her bundle at 1 (see the second case of Lemma 5.13). Suppose now that E8 (64) = 1. If 8 values any of

61, 62, 63 ∈ - ′′ at 1, then 8 envies B, so B cannot be a source of the doubly enhanced graph �de (X
′′). If

E8 (61) = E8 (62) = E8 (63) = 1 for 61, 62, 63 ∈ -
′′ , there should be an edge (8, B) (it may as well be a self loop)

in the doubly enhanced graph�de (X
′′) and therefore B cannot be a source in�de (X

′′).

Overall, we ended up with a contradiction and the lemma follows. ⊡

With those two claims we complete the proof of the lemma. �

Lemma 5.26. LetX be a partial allocation at the end of any iteration of the while loop of the 3PA++ algorithm.

If Steps 1-8 of the algorithm did not run, for any agent 8 ∈ # that has a critical good 6 we have |-8 | = 1,

E8 (-8) = 1, and E8 (6) = 1.

Proof. Consider any agent 8 ∈ # and any good 6 ∈ P(X). Regardless of whether |-8 | = 1 or |-8 | > 1, it

must be the case that E8 (-8 ) ≥ E8 (6), as otherwise either Step 2 or Step 3 would have run. Given this, by

Lemma 5.18, it follows that E8 (6) < E8 (-8 ), which implies that E8 (-8) > 2, as 2 is the minimum value of any

good, as otherwise one of Steps 1, 4, or 5 would have run. Consider first the case when |-8 | = 1. In this

case E8 (-8) > 2 implies either that E8 (-8) = 1 or that E8 (-8) = 1. In the former case, we obviously have that

E8 (6) = 2, and by Lemma 5.11, we have that E8 (-8 ) > 2 · E8 (6), since 1 > 1/2. This means that 6 cannot

be a critical good for agent 8. In the latter case, 6 obviously cannot be critical for agent 8, if E8 (6) = 2, and

therefore we conclude that if 6 is critical, it must be that E8 (6) = 1.

Now consider the case when |-8 | > 1. We will prove that it is not possible for agent 8 to have a critical

good. First, if E8 (6) = 2, then we trivially have that E8 (-8) ≥ 2 · E8 (6) since |-8 | > 1, and 6 cannot be critical

for agent 8. Therefore we may assume that E8 (6) ≥ 1. Let 6∗ ∈ argmax6∈-8
E8 (6) be a good of maximum

value for agent 8 in her bundle -8 . We argue that there exists 6 ∈ -8 \ {6
∗} such that E8 (6) ≥ 1. If this was

not the case, by applying Lemma 5.13 for the set-8 \ {6
∗}, we infer E8 (-8 \ {6

∗}) < 1
2 < 1, and therefore the
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agent would have swapped-8 \ {6
∗} with 6 from the pool (since E8 (6) ≥ 1) in Step 7, which by assumption

in the statement of the lemma did not run. From this, we infer that there are at least two goods 6∗, 6̃∗ in

-8 for which E8 (6
′) ≥ 1, for 6′ ∈ {6∗, 6̃∗}. If E8 (6) = 1, this implies that 6 cannot be critical for agent 8, so

assume that E8 (6) = 1. In turn, since Step 7 did not run, we have that E8 (-8 \ {6
′}) ≥ 1, where 6′ ∈ {6∗, 6̃∗}

is the good with the minimum value for agent 8 among the two. We consider three cases:

- E8 (6
′) = 1. In that case we have E8 (-8) ≥ 2 · E8 (6), and hence 6 cannot be critical for agent 8.

- E8 (-8 \ {6
′}) ≥ 31. Similarly, in that case we have E8 (-8) ≥ 2 · E8 (6), and hence 6 cannot be critical for

agent 8.

- there exist exactly three goods {61, 62, 63} in -8 for which E8 (68) = 1, for 8 ∈ {1, 2, 3} and E8 (6
′′) = 2 for

any other good 6′′ ∈ -8 . This is precisely the condition of Step 8, contradicting the assumption of the

lemma that this step did not run. �

The following lemma establishes that Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied at the end of each iteration of the

while loop of the algorithm, unless the algorithm has terminated with a complete (2/3)-EFX allocation, in

which case we are done.

Lemma 5.27. Let X be a partial allocation obtained at the end of any iteration of the while loop of the 3PA++

algorithm.

- If P(X) ≠ ∅, then X satisfies Properties (a) and (b).

- If P(X) = ∅, then X is a complete (2/3)-EFX allocation.

Proof. We will prove the statement by induction on the number of iterations of the while loop of the

3PA++ algorithm. Before the first iteration Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied, any if P(X) = ∅, then X is

a complete (2/3)-EFX allocation. Now consider any arbitrary iteration of the while loop, and let X be the

partial allocation of the algorithm before the iteration, and X
′ be the partial allocation over the iteration.

We first state and prove the following two useful claims which address situations that may occur in several

steps of the algorithm.

Claim 5.28. Suppose that at the current iteration of the while loop, any step except Step 2 or Step 3 runs. Let

- be any allocated bundle in X, with |- | ≥ 2, and for any two agents 8, 9 ∈ # ,

- - ′8 = {6, 6
′} for any good 6 ∈ P(X) and any good 6′ ∈ - ,

- E 9 (-
′
9 ) ≥

3
2E 9 (- 9 ), if |- 9 | > |-

′
9 | = 1, and E 9 (-

′
9 ) ≥ E 9 (- 9 ), otherwise.

Then, if |- ′9 | = 1, 9 is EFX towards 8, and if |- ′9 | > 1, 9 is (2/3)-EFX towards 8.

Proof of Claim 5.28. Consider first the case when |- 9 | = 1. Since Step 2 did not run, for every good 6̃ ∈

P(X) we have E 9 (6̃) ≤ E 9 (-8 ) and hence also E 9 (6) ≤ E 9 (- 9 ). By Property (a) which holds by the induction

hypothesis, we also have E 9 (- 9 ) ≥ E8 (6
′), since |- | ≥ 2 and - is an allocated bundle in X. This, together

with the fact that E 9 (-
′
9 ) ≥ E 9 (- 9 ), implies that in X

′ agent 9 is EFX (and hence also trivially (2/3)-EFX)

towards agent 8. Now consider the case when |- 9 | > 1. Since Step 2 did not run, for every good 6̃ ∈ P(X)

we have that E 9 (6̃) ≤
3
2E 9 (- 9 ), which implies E 9 (6) ≤

3
2E 9 (- 9 ). By Property (b) which holds that by the

induction hypothesis, we have that E 9 (- 9 ) ≥
2
3E 9 (6

′), since |- | ≥ 2 and - is an allocated bundle in X. If

|- ′9 | = 1, by the statement of the claim we have that E 9 (-
′
9 ) ≥

3
2E 9 (- 9 ), which implies that in X

′ agent 9

is EFX towards agent 8. If |- ′9 | > 1, by the statement of the claim we have that E 9 (-
′
9 ) ≥ E 9 (- 9 ), which

implies that agent 9 is (2/3)-EFX towards agent 8. ⊡
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Claim 5.29. Suppose that at the current iteration of the while loop, any step except Steps 1-8 run. Let B be

any source in the reduced+ envy graph �r (X), and for any two agents 8, 9 ,

- - ′8 ⊆ -B ∪ {6}, for any good 6 ∈ P(X), and |- ′8 | ≤ :max,

- E 9 (-
′
9 ) ≥

3
2E 9 (- 9 ), if |- 9 | > |-

′
9 | = 1, and E 9 (-

′
9 ) ≥ E 9 (- 9 ), otherwise.

Then, if |- ′9 | = 1, 9 is EFX towards 8, and if |- ′9 | > 1, 9 is 2
3 -EFX towards 8.

Proof of Claim 5.29. If |- 9 | = 1, by Lemma 5.26, E 9 (- 9 ) ≥ 1, otherwise P(X) = ∅. If E 9 (- 9 ) = 1 again

by Lemma 5.26, it holds that E 9 (6) = 2. Since B is a source of �r (X) it holds that E 9 (- 9 ) ≥ E 9 (-B ) =

E 9 (-B ∪ {6}) −2 ≥ E 9 (-
′
8 \ {6

′}), for any 6′ ∈ - ′8 , and so agent 9 is EFX (and also trivially 2/3-EFX) towards

agent 8. Suppose now that E 9 (- 9 ) = 1. By Lemma 5.26, it holds that E 9 (6) ≤ 1. Since B was a source vertex

of �r (X), we have that E 9 (6
′) ≤ 1, for any 6′ ∈ -B . If |-

′
8 | ≤ 2, it holds that E 9 (-

′
8 \ {6

′}) ≤ 1 < E 9 (- 9 ),

for any 6′ ∈ - ′8 . If |-
′
8 | ≥ 3, Lemmata 5.13 and 5.22, we have that E 9 (- 9 ) > E 9 (-

′
8 ). Therefore, in this case

agent 9 is EFX (and also trivially 2/3-EFX) towards agent 8.

Suppose now that |- 9 | > 1. By Lemma 5.26, it holds that E 9 (6) ≤
1
2E 9 (- 9 ), and since B is a source of�

+
r (X),

it also holds that E 9 (- 9 ) ≥ E 9 (-B ). By combining these two inequalities, we obtain that E 9 (- 9 ) ≥
2
3E 9 (-

′
8 ).

We conclude the proof by observing that

- If |- ′9 | = 1, by the statement of the claim, E 9 (-
′
9 ) ≥

3
2E 9 (- 9 ), and so 9 is EFX towards 8.

- If |- ′9 | > 1, by the statement of the claim, E 9 (-
′
9 ) ≥ E 9 (- 9 ), and so 9 is 2

3 -EFX towards 8. ⊡

Now can continue with the proof of Lemma 5.27. We consider cases depending on which step of the

algorithm ran in this iteration of the while loop.

If Step 1 or Step 4 is executed: For each agent 8 ∈ # we have E8 (-
′
8 ) ≥ E8 (-8). Therefore, by the induction

hypothesis, it suffices to consider the case of an agent 9 that went from |- 9 | = 2 (and for which Property (b)

was satisfied) to |- ′9 | = 1 (where now Property (a) must be satisfied). Since in these stepswe are considering

the reduced+ envy graph�+r (X), this only happens when E 9 (-
′
9 ) ≥

3
2E 9 (- 9 ). This establishes Property (a),

and thus both properties are satisfied.

If Step 2 is executed: Consider the agent 8 ∈ # whose bundle was updated in this step, and notice that

E8 (-
′
8 ) ≥ E8 (-8 ). By Property (a) which is satisfied in X by the induction hypothesis, and since |- ′8 | = 1,

Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied in X
′ also. Since |- ′8 | = 1, every other agent 9 ∈ # is EFX towards agent

8, and so Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied for those agents as well.

If Step 3 is executed: Consider the agent 8 ∈ # whose bundle was updated in this step. By Property (b)

which holds by the induction hypothesis, agent 8 was 2/3-EFX towards any other agent 9 ∈ # in X. Since

E8 (-
′
8 ) ≥

3
2E8 (-8 ), agent 8 is EFX towards any other agent in X

′, which implies Properties (a) and (b) for

agent 8. Since |- ′8 | = 1, every other agent 9 ∈ # is EFX towards agent 8, and so Properties (a) and (b) are

satisfied for those agents as well.

If Step 5 is executed: Consider the agents in '(X) whose bundles changed from X to X′, and notice that for

each 8 ∈ '(- ), we have |-8 | = 1 and |- ′8 | = 2, as well as E8 (-
′
8 ) ≥ E8 (-8). Consider any other agent 9 ∈ # .

Assume first that 9 ∉ '(- ). By the definition of '(X), E 9 (- 9 ) ≥ E 9 (-8) (otherwise there would be an edge

( 9, 8) in�+r (X)). Furthermore,

- since Step 2 did not run, if |- 9 | = 1, it holds that E 9 (- 9 ) ≥ E 9 (6) for all 6 ∈ P(X),

- since Step 3 did not run, if |- 9 | = 2, it holds that E 9 (- 9 ) ≥
2
3E 9 (6) for all 6 ∈ P(X).

This means that
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- if |- ′9 | = 1, E8 (- 9 ) = E8 (-
′
9 ) ≥ E 9 (-

′
9 \ {6}) for any good 6 that was added to agent 8’s bundle, and

hence agent 9 is EFX towards agent 8 in X
′,

- if |- ′9 | = 2, E8 (- 9 ) = E8 (-
′
9 ) ≥

2
3E 9 (-

′
9 \ {6}) for any good 6 that was added to agent 8’s bundle, and

hence agent 9 is 2/3-EFX towards agent 8 in X
′.

Since E8 (-
′
8 ) ≥ E8 (-8), agent 8 is EFX towards agent 9 in X

′ by the induction hypothesis, which ensures

that she was EFX towards 9 in X.

Now assume that 9 ∈ '(- ). In that case E8 (-
′
9 ) ≥ E 9 (- 9 ) = 1. Since both 8 and 9 are in the set '(X) it

follows that E 9 (- 9 ) ≥ E 9 (-8) = E 9 (68 ) where 68 is the good that constitutes -8 . Letting 6
′
8 = - ′8 \ {68 } be the

good that was added to agent 8’s bundle by the SingleRoundRobin routine in Step 5, we also have that

E 9 (- 9 ) ≥ E 9 (6
′
8 ), as otherwise Step 2 would have run. Since E 9 (-

′
9 ) ≥ E 9 (- 9 ), agent 9 is EFX towards agent

8 in X
′, and Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied for agent 9 . Finally, for any pair of agents 8, 9 ∉ '(X), their

bundles have not changed in X, so when considered against each other, Properties (a) and (b) hold by the

induction hypothesis.

If Step 6 is executed: Consider the agent 8 whose bundle was updated in this step and notice that E8 (-
′
8 ) ≥

E8 (-8). Property (a) was satisfied for the agent inX by the induction hypothesis, since |-8 | = 1. This means

that Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied for the agent in X
′. Consider any other agent 9 ∈ # . Looking at

agent 8’s bundle - ′8 , we observe that it contains 2 goods which she either received both from P(X), or one

from P(X) and one from -8 , as a source of�
+
r (X). Similarly to the argument for Step 5 above,

- since Step 2 did not run, if |- 9 | = 1, it holds that E 9 (- 9 ) ≥ E 9 (6) for all 6 ∈ P(X),

- since Step 3 did not run, if |- 9 | = 2, it holds that E 9 (- 9 ) ≥
2
3E 9 (6) for all 6 ∈ P(X).

So, by the induction hypothesis, agent 9 is EFX towards agent 8 if |- ′9 | = 1 and 2/3-EFX towards 8 if |- ′9 | > 1,

since - 9 = - ′9 . This implies that Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied for all agents.

If Step 7 is executed: Consider the agent 8 ∈ # whose bundle was updated in this step and notice that

E8 (-
′
8 ) ≥ E8 (-8 ). Since |-8 | ≥ 2 and |- ′8 | ≥ 2, the induction hypothesis implies that Property (b) is satisfied

for agent 8 (and so is Property (a) vacuously). Looking at agent 8’s bundle - ′8 , we observe that it contains 2

goods, one that she received from P(X) and one from-8 . By Claim 5.28, Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied

for any other agent 9 ∈ # \ {8}, so overall both properties are satisfied.

If Step 8 is executed: Consider the agent 8 ∈ # whose bundle was updated in this step. By definition of the

sets in the hierarchy (see Definition 5.16), 8 ∈ # [1+1,2) (X). From the allocation update of the step, we have

that E8 (-
′
8 ) ≥ 1 + 1. Consider any other agent 9 ∈ # . By Lemma 5.23, for any 6 ∈ - 9 , it holds that

2

3
E8 (- 9 \ {6}) <

2

3

(

1 +
5

3

)

= 1 −
1

3
+
10

9
< 1 −

1

6
+
10

9
= 1 +

17

18
< 1 + 1,

and therefore Property (b) is still satisfied for agent 8. By Claim 5.28, Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied for

any agent 9 ∈ # \ {8}, so overall both properties are satisfied.

If Step 9 or Step 10 is executed: Consider any bundle- that was updated (meaning that the goods it contains

changed) in this step, and observe that in X it was the set -8 of some source 8 ∈ # of�+r (X). Let -
′ be its

updated version in X (assigned to some agent ℓ as bundle - ′ℓ . Looking at -
′, we observe that it consists of

one good 6∗ ∈ P(X), and one good of - . By Claim 5.29, Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied in X
′ for any

agent 9 such that E 9 (-
′
9 ) ≥ E 9 (- 9 ). Note that for any agent 9 such that |- ′9 | = 1 and |- 9 | ≥ 2, it holds that

E 9 (-
′
9 ) ≥

3
2E 9 (- 9 ) by the definition of the reduced+ envy graph�+r (X).

Now consider any agent 8 ∈ # such that E8 (-
′
8 ) < E8 (-8 ). Note that this implies that either 8 ∈ #1,(0,2/3) (X

′),

or 8 ∈ 8 ∈ # [1+1,2) (X
′) (this happens only if we executed Step 10). Suppose first that 8 ∈ #1,(0,2/3) (X

′). By
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Lemmata 5.13 and 5.22, for any other agent 9 ∈ # \ {8}, we have that E8 (-
′
9 \ {6}) <

2
3 for any 6 ∈ -

′
9 . By

the definition of the enhanced+ envy graph �+e (X), it further holds that E8 (-
′
8 ) > 1 >

4
9 >

2
3E8 (- 9 \ {6}).

Moreover, we either have that |-8 | > 1, in which case Property (b) is satisfied for 8, or P(X′) = ∅ during

this step, and the lemma follows.

If 8 ∈ # [1+1,2) (X
′), then Property (b) is satisfied for agent 8 for the same reasons as if we executed Step 8

above. Overall, Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied or the allocation is complete and it is (2/3)-EFX.

If Step 11 is executed: In this step, only some set -8 is modified in X
′ by setting - ′8 = -8 ∪ {6} for some

good 6 ∈ P(X). Notice that E8 (-
′
8 ) ≥ E8 (-8), which, combined with the fact the |-8 | ≤ |-

′
8 implies that

Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied by the induction hypothesis. Notice also that agent 8 was a source of

�de (X) and therefore also a source of �+r (X). By Claim 5.29, Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied in X
′ for

any agent 9 ∈ # \ {8}.

If Step 12 is executed: In this step, there is only one bundle - (allocated as -ℓ to some agent ℓ ∈ # in

X) that is modified. Let - ′ be its updated version in X
′ (allocated to some agent 8 as - ′8 ). We have that

- ′ = - \ {6} ∪ {6′}, where 6 ∈ - and 6′ ∈ P(- ). For any agent 9 ∈ # \ {8}, Properties (a) and (b)

are satisfied by Claim 5.29 and by the definition of �+r (X), since - was the bundle of a source in �+r (X)

(before it was updated and assigned to agent 8). We next argue that agent 8 is 2/3-EFX towards any other

agent 9 ∈ # , with bundle - ′9 (with possibly - ′9 = -8 ). By the condition of Step 12, agent 8 had a critical

good 68 ∈ P(X). By Lemma 5.26, this implies that E8 (-8) = 1. By Lemmata 5.13 and 5.22, for any agent

9 ∈ # \ {8}, we have that E8 (- 9 \ {6}) < 2/3 for any 6 ∈ -8 . Additionally, by Lemma 5.14, it follows that

|-8 | = 1, so trivially, E8 (-8 \{6}) = 0 <
2
3 for any6 ∈ -8 . Finally, we have that E8 (-

′
8 ) ≥ 1+ (:max−1)2 ≥ 2/3

by the definition of :max (more precisely E8 (-
′
8 ) = 1 + (:max−1)2). This implies that Property (b) is satisfied

for agent 8 in X
′ as well. Overall, Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied.

If Step 13 is executed: In this case X′ = X and the algorithm terminates; Properties (a) and (b) are satisfied

trivially by the induction hypothesis. �

Concluding the proof of Lemma 5.9. We argue that as long as there exists some agent 8 ∈ # with a

critical good, some step of the 3PA++ algorithm other than Step 13 will run. Assume by contradiction that

in the last iteration of the while loop of the algorithm Step 13 ran. Since Steps 1 and 5 did not run, by

Lemma 5.15 the reduced+ envy graph �+r (X) has a source vertex B. Consider the enhanced+ envy graph

�+e (X), and assume first that it does not have a source; this means that B must be contained in some cycle

of �+e (X). Consider any such cycle �, and let (8, B) be an edge in �. Since B is a source of �+r (X), (8, B) is

not an edge of �+r (X). From this it follows that (8, 9) is not a grey edge, which in turns implies that � is

jaundiced. That means that Step 9 of the 3PA++ algorithm would have run, a contradiction.

Now assume that there is a source in �+e (X), and consider the doubly enhanced graph �de (X). Similarly

to before, if there is no source in�de (X), there would be a cycle that is jaundiced and Step 10 would have

run, a contradiction. So we may assume further that there exists a source B in �de (X). By definition of

�de (X), B is also a source of �+e (X). In that case however, if |-B | < :max , Step 11 would have run, and if

|-B | = :max, Step 12 would have run. In each case, we obtain a contradiction.

5.1.6 The Proof of Lemma 5.10

Wewill show that the potential function we introduced in Section 5.1.2 lexicographically increases at each

round of 3PA++ that performs any step, except possibly of 1, 8, and 11. Applying Steps 1, 8, or 11 may leave

the potential function unaffected, yet we will argue that those three steps may be applied sequentially for
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a polynomially bounded number of steps. Recall the potential function:

F (X) = ( |# [2,∞) (X) |, |# [1+1,2) (X) |, |# (1,1+1 ) (X) |, |# [2/3,1) (X) |, (,(0,1+1 ) (X))

By Lemma 5.17, while running 3PA++ none of the first four coordinates of the potential function ever

decreases. Hence, F (X) increases if one of its terms increases.

- If Step 2 or 3 is applied, one agent will improve her value by getting a single good, so (,(0,1+1 ) (X) is

improved.

- If Step 4 is applied, no agent decreases their value. Let (8′, 8) be the last non-grey edge in the path. We

first argue that |-8 | = 1. This is true, since either 8 is not the last vertex in the path so, the next edge

is grey, or it is the last vertex in the path, for whom it holds E8 (-8 ) = E8 (6), for some 6 ∈ P(X). By

Lemma 5.14, |-8 | = 1. Therefore, agent 8′ will strictly improve her value by getting a single good, so

(,(0,1+1 ) (X) is improved.

- If Step 5 is applied, no agent in'(X) belonged to any of the sets# [2,∞) (X),# [1+1,2) (X),# (1,1+1 ) (X), since

they had value 1 for their bundles. However, after applying Step 5, they belong to one of them (unless

the pool empties and the algorithm terminates), so the cardinality of at least one of them increases.

- If Step 6 is applied no value is decreased and, by Lemma 5.20, the agent whose bundle is modified, values

her new set by at most 21, so (,(0,1+1 ) (X) is improved, unless the pool empties and 3PA++ terminates.

- If Step 7 is applied, let 8 be the agent that modifies her bundle. If her value for her updated set is less

that 1 + 1, (,(0,1+1 ) (X) is improved. The cases that left to examine is that her value for her updated set

is either 1 + 1, in which case |# [1+1,2) (X) | increases, or 2, in which case |# [2,∞) (X) | increases.

- If Step 9 or 10 is applied, some agents may reduce their value, but in Step 9 |# (1,1+1 ) (X) | will increase

(an agent with value 1 will increase her value to 21) and in Step 10 |# [2,∞) (X) | will increase (an agent

with value less than 2 will increase her value to 41).

- If Step 12 is applied, |# [2/3,1) (X) | will increase, since an agent with value 1 will receive a set for which

she has value 1 + (:max − 1)2 ≥
2
3 .

- If Step 8 is applied, the potential function remains unchanged because only an agent from # [1+1,2) (X)

changes her bundle and remains in # [1+1,2) (X).

- If Step 1 or 11 is applied, no agent reduces their value, whereas the potential may or may not improve.

Next we argue that it is not possible to consecutively apply Steps 1, 8, and 11 2<=2 timeswithout increasing

F (X). First note that Step 1 can be executed consecutively less than =2 times, since each time the number

of edges in �r (X) decreases. If only Steps 1 and 8 are executed, Step 8 can be executed at most< times,

since the cardinality of the pool always increases, so both steps can be consecutively executed less than

<=2 times. In the following claim we prove that if Steps 1 and 8 cannot be applied at any point, then Step

8 may be only applied after the potential function has increased.

Claim 5.30. If for some allocation X Steps 1 and 8 of 3PA++ cannot apply, Step 8 may be only applied after

the increment of the potential function.

Proof of Claim 5.30. If any of the Steps 2-7, 9, 10, or 12 can be applied on X, the potential function will

increase and the claim follows. So, assume that Steps 2-8 cannot be applied on X. This means that for any

agent 8 ∈ # [1+1,2) (X) and any good 6 ∈ P(X), E8 (6) < 1, otherwise either Step 7 or Step 8 would apply.

Suppose, towards a contradiction, that it is possible that only Steps 1 and 11 are executed until we get an

allocation X
′ where Step 8 can be applied again; otherwise the potential function would increase and the

claim would follow. The set # [1+1,2) (X) remains the same during all those rounds, otherwise the potential

function would increase. During Steps 1 and 11, P(X) may only stay the same or shrink, so for any agent
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8 ∈ # [1+1,2) (X
′) and any good 6 ∈ P(X′) ⊆ P(X), E8 (6) < 1, and therefore Step 8 cannot be applied on

X
′. This contradicts our assumption, and the claim follows. �

As an immediate consequence of the claim, we get that after less than<=2 steps (during which we have

assumed that the potential remains the same), Steps 1 and 8 cannot be applied anymore. Then, however,

only Steps 1 and 11 could be executed without the improving F (X). Similarly to the above, if only Steps 1

and 11 are executed, Step 11 can be executed at most< times, since the pool always shrinks, so both steps

can be executed sequentially less than<=2 times. Overall, all three steps can be consecutively executed,

without the execution of any other step, for less than 2<=2 times.

Equivalently, within 2<=2 steps, F (X) will improve. Already this suffices to show that 3PA++ terminates.

This follows from the simple fact that eventually either the allocation will be complete, or the potential

function will become equal to (=, 0, 0, 0, 0), i.e., all agents will enter the set # [2,∞) (X). Once an agent gets

into# [2,∞) (X) (i.e., Level (L.1)), by Lemma 5.17, she never leaves this set (as she cannot fall in hierarchy). It

is easy to check that if # [2,∞) (X) = # , none of the Steps 1-12 can be applied and the algorithm terminates.

Nevertheless, we are going to show something stronger, namely that 3PA++ terminates in polynomially

many iterations. As each iteration only involves checking the conditions of the different steps in polyno-

mial time and one of the steps running, again in polynomial time, this would prove the statement.

So, every 2<=2 steps at most, F (X) improves. We are going to distinguish two types of improvements:

welfare improvements, where only the restricted social welfare (,(0,1+1 ) (X) increases, and ascend improve-

ments, where some of the other coordinates of F (X) increases, i.e., at least one agent ascends in the

hierarchy. Each agent can trigger at most 4 ascend improvements, as she never falls in hierarchy. So there

are at most 4= ascend improvements in total. In fact, by the above discussion, after at most 4= ascend

improvements, the 3PA++ algorithm must terminate.

Finally, we are going to bound the number of welfare improvements between two ascend improvements.

By the definition of an ascent improvement, between any two of them, the set of agents contributing to

(,(0,1+1 ) (X), i.e., agents at Levels (L.3) to (L.5), remains unchanged. As long as none of the Steps 5, 9,

10, or 12 is executed (all of which force an ascend improvement) every agent at Levels (L.3) to (L.5) never

decreases her value. Moreover, every 2<=2 steps at most, at least one of those agents strictly increases

her value through Steps 2-4 or 7, always by getting a bundle of cardinality 1 or 2, as one can see by

simple inspection of the different steps. Every time this happens for a specific agent 8 ∈ # (1,1+1 ) (X) ∪

# [2/3,1) (X) ∪ #1,(0,2/3) (X), she must have a distinct value for her bundle. Since there are only 7 possible

bundles of cardinality at most 2 that allow 8 to be in that set, 8 can trigger at most 6 welfare improvements

between two ascend improvements. So there are at most 6= welfare improvements, in total, between two

ascend improvements.

Therefore, every 14<=3 steps or less, at least one ascend improvement occurs. Therefore, if the 3PA++

algorithm doed not terminate earlier, within 56<=4 iterations at most, all possible ascend improvements

will happen, guaranteeing termination.

5.1.7 Dealing with Zero Values

In the pseudocode of ThreeValuesAllocate the case where 2 = 0 is handled by replacing these zeros by a

sufficiently small number. Here we will show that this is indeed a valid approach that reduces the problem

to the 2 > 0 case we already dealt with. Moreover, as it is evident by the definition of 2′ in the statement

of the next lemma, a sufficient value for Y in ThreeValuesAllocate can be found in$ (<2) time.

Lemma 5.31. Consider a 3-value instance (#, (E8)8∈# , ") such that 0 = 1 > 1 > 2 = 0 and construct the
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instance (#, (Ẽ8)8∈# , ") by replacing any value that is 0 by

2′ =
1

3<
min{|: + ℓ1 | : :, ℓ ∈ {−3<, . . . , 2<} and : + ℓ1 ≠ 0} .

Then any 2/3-EFX allocation for (#, (Ẽ8)8∈# , "), is also a 2/3-EFX allocation for (#, (E8)8∈# , ").

Proof. First, note that for any two (,) ⊆ " and any 8 ∈ =, we have that |2E8 (() −3E8 () ) | is either 0 or takes

a value in the set {|: + ℓ1 | : :, ℓ ∈ {−3<, . . . , 2<} and : + ℓ1 ≠ 0}. In particular, if |2E8 (() − 3E8 () ) | ≠ 0,

then |2E8 (() − 3E8 () ) | ≥ min{|: + ℓ1 | : :, ℓ ∈ {−3<, . . . , 2<} and : + ℓ1 ≠ 0} = 3<2′.

LetX be a 2/3-EFX allocation for (#, (Ẽ8)8∈# , ") and consider any two agents 8, 9 ∈ # . Of course, we have

Ẽ8 (-8) ≥
2
3 max6∈- 9

Ẽ8 (- 9 \{6}). By the definition of Ẽ8 , we have Ẽ8 (-8 ) ≤ E8 (-8 )+ |-8 |2
′ and max6∈- 9

Ẽ8 (- 9 \

{6}) ≥ max6∈- 9
E8 (- 9 \ {6}). That is

E8 (-8 ) + |-8 |2
′ ≥

2

3
max
6∈- 9

E8 (- 9 \ {6}), or equivalently, 2E8 (.9 ) − 3E8 (-8 ) ≤ 3|-8 |2
′ ,

where .9 ⊆ - 9 such that E8 (.9 ) = max6∈- 9
E8 (- 9 \ {6}).

Suppose, that E8 (-8 ) <
2
3 max6∈- 9

E8 (- 9 \ {6}). Then, 2E8 (.9 ) − 3E8 (-8 ) > 0 and, by the above discussion,

it must be 2E8 (.9 ) − 3E8 (-8) > 3<2′ ≥ 3|-8 |2
′ ≥ 2E8 (.9 ) − 3E8 (-8 ), which is a contradiction. Hence, X be a

2/3-EFX allocation for (#, (E8)8∈# , ") as well. �

6 Conclusion and Discussion

In this work we have pushed the frontier of existence and computation results for approximate EFX alloca-

tions in three natural settings for which we show that 2/3-EFX allocations can be computed in polynomial

time. Interestingly, these settings strictly generalize the settings for which the state-of-the-art is known

about exact EFX allocations. The algorithmic framework that we develop, via the introduction of the 3PA

algorithm and its variants, has the potential to be a powerful tool in obtaining approximate EFX alloca-

tions, possibly in polynomial time. While the existence of EFX allocations remains the holy grail of this

line of work, one of the most sensible next steps would be to aim for the existence of 2/3-EFX alloca-

tions for (general) additive valuation functions. The case of 3-value instances already reveals many of the

intricacies one has to deal with in this endeavour.

Another natural question here is whether our framework can be applied when the resources are indivisible

chores, i.e., each item has non-positive value for everyone. The existence of—exact or approximate—EFX

allocations in this case (under the natural modification of Definition 2.6) seems to be equally, if not more,

opaque. Currently, the best known approximation factors for additive valuation functions are 2 for 3

agents [Christoforidis and Santorinaios, 2024] and $ (=2) in general [Zhou and Wu, 2024]. Although the

mechanics of criticality are quite different for chores, we believe that the high level approach of this work,

i.e., the recursive improvement of an initial partial allocation and the use of multiple envy graphs, could

be a good starting point for obtaining positive results in similar restricted cases.
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