arXiv:2407.14101v1 [econ.TH] 19 Jul 2024

Justified Fairness in House Allocation Problems: two Characterizations of Strategy-proof Mechanisms^∗

Jacob Coreno^† Di Feng^‡

August 2, 2024

Abstract

We consider the house allocation problems with strict preferences, where monetary transfers are not allowed. We propose two properties in the spirit of justified fairness. Interestingly, together with other well-studied properties (strategy-proofness and non-bossiness), our two new properties identify serial dictatorships and sequential dictatorships, respectively.

JEL codes: C78; D61; D47.

Keywords: Strategy-proofness; Justified Fairness; Market Design

∗This article is based upon work supported by the National Science Foundation under Grant No. DMS-1928930 and by the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation under grant G-2021-16778, while authors were in residence at the Simons Laufer Mathematical Sciences Institute (formerly MSRI) in Berkeley, California, during the Fall 2023 semester.

†University of Melbourne. Contact: jacob.coreno@unimelb.edu.au ‡Dongbei University of Finance and Economics. Contact: dfeng@dufe.edu.cn

1 Introduction

We investigate house allocation problems where a finite set of heterogeneous and indivisible objects, such as (public) houses, are assigned to agents in a centralized manner, without monetary transfers. Agents have strict preferences over these objects, and a social planner selects a mechanism to allocate them. The challenge is to design a mechanism that encourages truthfulness from agents while ensuring efficiency and fairness.

Priority rules, such as serial and sequential dictatorships, are commonly used in practice. For example, public housing is often allocated based on “first-come, first-served” queuing systems. But why are they so common in the real world?

From the mechanism and market design perspective, dictatorships are outstanding as they capture efficiency (Pycia and Ünver, 2023), maximize social welfare (Che et al., 2024), and they are “obviously strategy-proof” (Li, 2017; Pycia and Troyan, 2023). Moreover, due to their simple descriptions, dictatorships are easy to implement (Pycia and Utku Ünver, 2022).

We are interested in dictatorships for another aspect: fairness. While randomized dictatorships have been studied for fairness (Bogomolnaia and Moulin, 2001), deterministic variants have received less attention. To the best of our knowledge, the only related paper is Svensson (1994), which shows that serial dictatorships satisfy a form of justice called weak fairness. In this paper, we introduce two weaker versions of Svensson’s (1994) weak fairness and demonstrate that, with the addition of well-known incentive properties, namely strategy-proofness and group strategy-proofness, our proposed fairness properties characterize the serial and sequential dictatorships, respectively.

1.1 Overview of the paper

In mechanism design and market design, fairness is one of the most important concerns, both in theory and in practice. However, unlike efficiency, defining fairness is not that simple. For deterministic house allocation problems, ideal fairness notions, such as envy-freeness, are not suitable. One way to define fairness in this context is “justified fairness.” This means that agents are ordered according to some priorities, and agents can only complain that an allocation is unfair if it violates those priorities. This concept is relevant in various settings, such as school choice problems, where “pairwise stability” is a notable property (Abdulkadiroğlu and Sönmez, 2003).

In this direction, Svensson (1994) proposes weak fairness, which posits that there is a common priority order π over the agents, and agents with higher priorities never envy other agents with lower priorities.^1 This property is suitable in some cases, such as queuing at a theme park, where an agent who is positioned earlier should be served before anyone behind him. However, it may not be suitable for other cases. For instance, consider the school choice problem where schools’

1By a “common” priority we mean that each object prioritizes the agents in the same order.

priorities are merit-based, i.e., all schools prefer students with higher exam scores (or GPAs). Such priorities are common in practice; for example, they are determined by entrance exams in parts of Asia, including China, Japan, and South Korea. However, as a proxy for students’ abilities, exam scores are noisy in the sense that they may be influenced by other environmental factors. That is, even if student A is naturally gifted while student B is not, if B comes from a wealthy family and has had better educational opportunities, B may perform better than A in the entrance exam. Thus, in practice, some underrepresented students are re-ordered in the exam-based common priority, e.g., zhibiaosheng in China.^2 This means that even if there is a well-founded priority π, sometimes the planner may choose not to follow it strictly when determining allocations. The decision of when to apply π is often subject to discretion and can vary on a case-by-case basis.

Motivated by this observation, we consider the minimal level at which to apply π. Specifically, we ask: when could the planner justify a violation of π? If two agents report differing preferences, then the planner could impute any resulting envy between them solely to these differences. If, on the other hand, the two agents report the same preferences, then there are no differences to attribute envy to, and the planner could not justify a deviation from π. In other words, the planner must absolutely respect π when allocating to agents that are “preference-identical.”^3 Based on this principle, we consider two versions of justified fairness: one global and one local. Loosely speaking, the global version states that there is a universal priority over agents. If two agents are preference-identical we use this priority to rank them and determine their allotments. In other words, the higher-ranked agent receives a better outcome than the lowerranked agent whenever they are preference-identical. The local version is more flexible: once we have two preference-identical agents, we will rank them based on some priority (or a tie-break rule). However, this priority may not be constant and may vary depending on other agents’ characteristics, i.e., their preferences. We call these properties globally constant tie-breaking and locally constant tie-breaking, respectively. Note that our properties do not impose any restrictions on the allotments of two agents who are not preference-identical.

Interestingly, our results show that, together with one additional incentive property, our justified fairness properties characterize two typical classes of priority rules, namely serial dictatorships and sequential dictatorships. To be more precise, we show that

2In China, zhibiaosheng can be viewed as privilege for underrepresented students: a student from the poor region may be selected as a zhibiaosheng, and hence he will be given some bonus points β for the exam. For instance, if his original exam score is X, then his adjusted score is X + β. See Kesten et al. (2024) for details.

3In this paper, when two agents share the same preference, we treat them as identical, because in our model, agents are identified by their preferences. In other words, we implicitly assume that agents’ types (or characteristics) are represented by their preferences. This assumption is commonly used in many studies on mechanism design and market design. For instance, in Bayesian games, it is common to assume that agents’ payoffs depend on action profiles and their own types. That is, each agent i has a utility function u(a, t_i), where a is the action profile and t_i is agent i’s type. Therefore, for any action profile and two distinct types, u(a, t_i) ≠ u(a, t_j ).

• a strategy-proof mechanism satisfies globally constant tie-breaking if and only if it is a serial dictatorship (Theorem 1), and

• a group strategy-proof mechanism satisfies locally constant tie-breaking if and only if it is a sequential dictatorship (Theorem 2).

Since our properties require the justification of envy only at the minimal level, our results can be interpreted as impossibility results: there is no non-dictatorial mechanism that satisfies (group) strategy-proofness and even our weak notions of justified fairness.

Our results provide a fresh perspective to understand dictatorships in terms of fairness. In particular, we consider one of the oldest fairness notions, the identical preferences lower bound (Steinhaus, 1948), and we show that in the presence of strategy-proofness, it is implied by globally constant tie-breaking (Corollary 1). Given that strategy-proofness can also be viewed as a fairness property (Pathak and Sönmez, 2008; Hitzig, 2020), Corollary 1 highlights the explicit relationship between three fairness properties.

1.2 Related literature

The paper closest to ours is Svensson (1994), which proposes weak fairness and constructs a mechanism that achieves this property on the full preference domain. There are also many other papers that study fairness properties, mainly focusing on allocation problems with divisibilities, e.g., Bogomolnaia and Moulin (2001). Moulin (2019) and Amanatidis et al. (2023) provide excellent surveys on fairness in the context of indivisibility.

As in Svensson (1999) and Ergin (2000), we provide a new perspective to axiomatically analyze dictatorships. It is interesting to note that while serial dictatorships are studied extensively in the literature, the more general class of sequential dictatorships has received little attention in environments with unit-demand. To the best of our knowledge, the closest work is Pycia and Ünver (2023), which characterizes the hybridization between sequential dictatorships and majority voting by strategy-proofness and Arrovian efficiency with respect to a complete social welfare function. It is important to note that sequential dictatorships are well-studied in environments when agents can consume more than one unit, e.g., Pápai (2001), Klaus and Miyagawa (2002), and Ehlers and Klaus (2003). There is a parallel body of literature focusing on the set of efficient and group strategy-proof mechanisms, including sequential dictatorships as special cases, e.g., Pápai (2000) and Pycia and Ünver (2017).

These studies highlight one significant difference between our work and prior research: most papers focus on efficiency to characterize dictatorships, whereas we focus on fairness. Moreover, since we know dictatorships are efficient, our fairness properties are weak enough to guarantee the compatibility between fairness and efficiency, in the presence of strategy-proofness. In this respect, our results are closely related to other papers that study the trade-off between efficiency and fairness among strategy-proof mechanisms, e.g., Liu and Pycia (2016) and Nesterov (2017).

1.3 Organization

The rest of our paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce our model, mechanisms and their properties, and we give a description of serial dictatorships and sequential dictatorships. We state our main results in Section 3, and we provide several examples to establish the logical independence of the properties in our characterizations in Subsection 3.1. In Section 4, we conclude with a discussion between our properties and three well-known properties, namely, the identical preferences lower bound, Pareto efficiency, and neutrality. Appendix A contains all proofs that were omitted from the main text. Appendix B shows some additional relations between our globally constant tie-breaking and “pairwise consistency” in a model with variable populations.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 House allocation problems

We consider object allocation problems without monetary transfers formed by a group of agents and a set of indivisible objects. Let N = {1, . . . , n} be a finite set of agents and O = {o_1, . . . , o_n} be a finite set of indivisible objects, say houses. A nonempty subset S ⊆ N is a coalition.

An allocation x : N → O is a bijection, that assigns to each agent i ∈ N an object x(i) ∈ O. Note that for any two distinct agents i, j ∈ N, x(i) ≠ x(j). The set of all allocations is denoted by X. Given an allocation x, for each i ∈ N, we refer to x(i) as agent i’s allotment. For simplicity, we often denote an allocation x as a list x = (x_1, . . . , x_n). Given an allocation x, an agent i ∈ N, and a coalition S ⊆ N, let x_{−i} = (x_j )_{j∈N\{i}} be the list of all agents’ allotments, except for agent i’s allotment, and let x_S = (x_i)_{i∈S} be the list of allotments of the members of S. We assume that each agent i ∈ N has complete, antisymmetric, and transitive preferences R_i over objects, i.e., R_i is a linear order over O.^4 For two allotments x_i and y_i, x_i is weakly preferred to y_i if x_i R_i y_i, and x_i is strictly preferred to y_i if [x_i R_i y_i and not y_i R_i x_i], denoted by x_i P_i y_i. Finally, since preferences over allotments are strict, agent i is indifferent between x_i and y_i only if x_i = y_i. We often denote preferences as ordered lists, e.g., R_i : x_i, y_i, z_i instead of x_i P_i y_i P_i z_i. The set of all (strict) preferences is denoted by R. For each nonempty subset of objects A ⊆ O, top_{Ri} (A) denotes the best object in A according to R_i, i.e., top_{Ri} (A) ∈ A and for all o ∈ A, top_{Ri} (A) R_i o.

A preference profile is a list R = (R_1, . . . , R_n) ∈ R^N . For each preference profile R ∈ R^N and each agent i ∈ N, we use the standard notation R_{−i} = (R_j)_{j∈N\{i}} to denote the list of all

4Preferences R_i are complete if for any two allotments x_i, y_i, x_i R_i y_i or y_i R_i x_i; they are antisymmetric if for any two allotments x_i, y_i, x_i R_i y_i and y_i R_i x_i imply x_i = y_i; and they are transitive if for any three allotments x_i, y_i, z_i, x_i R_i y_i and y_i R_i z_i imply x_i R_i z_i.

agents’ preferences, except for agent i’s preferences. For each subset of agents S ⊆ N we define R_S = (R_i)_{i∈S} and R_{−S} = (R_i)_{i∈N\S} to be the lists of preferences of the members of sets S and N \ S, respectively.

A house allocation problem, a problem for short, is a triple (N, O, R); as the set of agents and houses remain fixed throughout, we will simply denote a problem by the corresponding preference profile R. Thus, the set of preference profiles R^N also denotes the set of all problems.

2.2 Mechanisms and properties

A mechanism is a function f : R^N → X that selects for each problem R an allocation f(R) ∈ X. For each i ∈ N, f_i(R) denotes agent i’s allotment.

We next introduce and discuss some well-known properties for allocations and mechanisms.

Efficiency properties.

Here we consider several well-known efficiency criteria. The first one is Pareto efficiency. Let R ∈ R^N . An allocation x is Pareto efficient at R if there is no allocation y such that for each agent i ∈ N, y_i R_i x_i and for some agent j ∈ N, y_j P_j x_j .

Definition (Pareto efficiency).

A mechanism f satisfies Pareto efficiency if for each R ∈ R^N , f(R) is Pareto efficient at R.

Next, we consider an efficiency criterion that rules out efficiency improvements by pairwise reallocation (Ekici, 2024).^5 An allocation x is pairwise efficient at R if no pair of agents want to swap their allotments, i.e., there is no pair of agents {i, j} ⊆ N such that x_i P_j x_j and x_j P_i x_i.

Definition (Pairwise efficiency).

A mechanism f satisfies pairwise efficiency if for each R ∈ R^N , f(R) is pairwise efficient at R.

By the definitions of the three efficiency properties, it is easy to see that Pareto efficiency implies pairwise efficiency.

Incentive properties.

The next two properties are incentive properties that ensure that no agent or subset of agents can benefit from misrepresenting their preferences.

Definition (Strategy-proofness).

A mechanism f satisfies strategy-proofness if for each R ∈ R^N , each agent i ∈ N, and each preference relation R^′_i ∈ R, f_i(R_i, R_{−i}) R_i f_i(R^′_i, R_{−i}), i.e., no agent i can manipulate mechanism f at R via R^′_i.

5Ekici (2024) originally refers to it as “pair efficiency.”

Definition (Group strategy-proofness).

A mechanism f satisfies group strategy-proofness if for each R ∈ R^N , there is no group of agents S ⊆ N and no preference list R^′_S = (R^′_i)_{i∈S} ∈ R^S such that for each i ∈ S, f_i(R^′_S , R_{−S} ) R_i f_i(R), and for some j ∈ S, f_j (R^′_S , R_{−S} ) P_j f_j (R), i.e., no group of agents S can manipulate mechanism f at R via R^′_S .

Aside from being incentive properties, strategy-proofness and group strategy-proofness also represent a certain notion of fairness as they level the playing field by diminishing the harm done to agents who do not strategize or do not strategize well (Pathak and Sönmez, 2008).

Next, we consider a well-known property that restricts each agent’s influence: a mechanism is non-bossy if whenever a change in an agent’s reported preferences does not bring about a change in his own allotment, then it does not bring about a change in other agents’ allotments either.

Definition (Non-bossiness).

A mechanism f satisfies non-bossiness if for each R ∈ R^N , each agent i ∈ N, and each R^′_i ∈ R, f_i(R_i, R_{−i}) = f_i(R^′_i, R_{−i}) implies f(R_i, R_{−i}) = f(R^′_i, R_{−i}).

It is known that, for our model, group strategy-proofness is equivalent to the combination of strategy-proofness and non-bossiness (see, e.g., Pápai, 2000; Alva, 2017).

We next introduce the well-known property of (Maskin) monotonicity, which requires that if an allocation is chosen, then that allocation will still be chosen if each agent shifts it up in his preferences.

Let i ∈ N. Given preferences R_i ∈ R and an object o, let L(o, R_i) = {o^′ ∈ O | o R_i o^′} be the lower contour set of R_i at o. Preference relation R^′_i is a monotonic transformation of R_i at o if L(o, R_i) ⊆ L(o, R^′_i). Similarly, given a preference profile R ∈ R^N and an allocation x, a preference profile R^′ ∈ R^N is a monotonic transformation of R at x if for each i ∈ N, R^′_i is a monotonic transformation of R_i at x_i.

Definition (Monotonicity).

A mechanism f satisfies monotonicity if for each R ∈ R^N and for each monotonic transformation R^′ ∈ R^N of R at f(R), f(R^′) = f(R).

It is well-known that, for our model, group strategy-proofness is equivalent to monotonicity (Alva, 2017).

The relationship between these properties is summarized below.

Fact 1. The following three statements are equivalent.

• A mechanism is group strategy-proof.

• A mechanism is strategy-proof and non-bossy.

• A mechanism is monotonic.

Fairness properties.

Our first fairness property requires that no agent ever envies any other agent. Given a preference profile R and an allocation x, we say that an agent i envies another agent j at x given R if he prefers agent j’s allotment over his own, i.e., x_j P_i x_i. We say that x is envy-free at R if no agent envies any other agent at x given R, i.e., there is no pair of agents {i, j} ⊆ N such that x_i P_j x_j .

Definition (Envy-freeness).

A mechanism f satisfies envy-freeness if for each R ∈ R^N , f(R) is envy-free.

While envy-freeness is appealing, it is not possible in our setting. To see this point, let us consider the following extreme case: when two agents have identical preferences, one of them always envies the other due to the scarcity of houses.

One way to resolve this issue is to prohibit only envy which is not “justified” according to some priority ordering over the agents. Priority orderings arise naturally in many applications. For example, individuals are prioritized according to their need for public housing, while schools prioritize students based on exam scores and proximity (Abdulkadiroğlu and Sönmez, 2003). As in Svensson (1994), we first focus on situations where all objects share a common priority over agents, and we treat this priority as exogenously given.

Let a bijection π : N → N represent such a common priority. Agent i precedes agent j in this order if π^{−1}(i) < π^{−1}(j); in this case, we say that agent i has “higher priority” than agent j or that agent j has “lower priority” than agent i. A mechanism is weakly fair if there exists a priority π such that no agent ever envies another agent with lower priority (Svensson, 1994).

Definition (Weak fairness).

A mechanism f satisfies weak fairness if there exists a priority π such that for each R ∈ R^N , if π^{−1}(i) < π^{−1}(j), then f_i(R) R_i f_j (R).

We now introduce a property which, like weak fairness, eliminates envy that cannot be justified on the basis of some priority π. However, our property is more flexible as it only requires the justification of envy between agents that are “preference-identical.”

Definition (Globally constant tie-breaking).

A mechanism f satisfies globally constant tie-breaking if it satisfies either of the following equivalent conditions:

(1) There exists a priority π such that for each R ∈ R^N and any pair {i, j} of agents, if π^{−1}(i) < π^{−1}(j) and R_i = R_j , then f_i(R) R_i f_j(R).

(2) For each R, R^′ ∈ R^N , if there are two agents i, j ∈ N such that R_i = R_j and R^′_i = R^′_j , then f_i(R) R_i f_j (R) if and only if f_i(R^′) R_i f_j(R^′).

We provide two equivalent formulations of our notion in order to facilitate an easier comparison with other properties. Formulation (1) makes it clear that globally constant tie-breaking is a relaxation of weak fairness (Svensson, 1994). Formulation (2) is similar in spirit to weak uniform tie-breaking, which is used by Doğan and Klaus (2018) to characterize the Immediate Acceptance mechanisms in school choice problems. Intuitively, it says that the selected mechanism contains a tie-breaking rule among agents, and we apply it only when two agents are “preference-identical.” Importantly, the tie-breaking rule between agents i and j is applied “globally” in the sense that it does not depend on the preferences of the other agents in N \ {i, j}.

Our property can be viewed as a minimal requirement for applying fairness with respect to an exogenous priority or right. To illustrate this, consider the case where our justifying principle, π, is based purely on students’ exam scores. Underrepresented groups may perform worse on the exam due to socioeconomic disadvantages. Therefore, the social planner may wish to violate the priority π by allowing a student i to envy a disadvantaged student j with a lower exam score. If the two students report different preferences,^6 then the envy could be justified on the basis of their reported preferences alone. However, if i and j report the same preferences, then the envy would not be justified. In the latter case, the planner has no choice but to respect the priority π. Remark 1. Interestingly, our globally constant tie-breaking is weaker than two prominent properties that feature in other characterizations of serial dictatorships. We show in Appendix B that, in the related model with variable populations considered in Ergin (2000), globally constant tie-breaking is implied by the conjunction of “pairwise consistency” and “pairwise neutrality.”^7

We now consider a weak version of globally constant tie-breaking, in which the tie-break rule between agents i and j may depend on the preferences of the other agents (but it is independent of the preferences of agents i and j). Let N_2 denote the set of all two-agent subsets of N, i.e., N_2 := {I ∈ 2^N | |I| = 2}. A local tie-break rule is a collection of functions {t_I : R^{N\I} → I}_{I∈N2} . Here, for any pair of agents {i, j} ∈ N_2, and any R_{N\{i,j}} ∈ R^{N\{i,j}}, t_{{i,j}}(R_{N\{i,j}}) = i means that agent i has higher priority than agent j when the other agents report R_{N\{i,j}}. A mechanism f satisfies locally constant tie-breaking if any envy between preference-identical agents can be justified by some local tie-break rule.

Definition (Locally constant tie-breaking).

A mechanism f satisfies locally constant tie-breaking if it satisfies either of the following equivalent properties:

(3) There exists a local tie-break rule {t_I }_{I∈N2} such that, for all R ∈ R^N and any pair {i, j} of agents, if t_{{i,j}} ( R_{N\{i,j}} ) = i and R_i = R_j , then f_i(R) R_i f_j(R).

6Recall that in our model, we implicitly assume that agents’ characteristics are represented by their preferences (See Footnote 3). Thus, if two agents have different preferences, then they also have different characteristics.

7See Appendix B for the definitions of “pairwise consistency” and “pairwise neutrality.”

(4) For each R, R^′ ∈ R^N , if there are two agents i, j ∈ N such that R_i = R_j and R^′_i = R^′_j , then f_i(R) R_i f_j (R) if and only if f_i(R^′_i, R^′_j , R_{N\{i,j}}) R^′_i f_j (R^′_i, R^′_j , R_{N\{i,j}}).

Recall that our first explanation of globally constant tie-breaking is that there is a common priority of houses over agents. Economically, locally constant tie-breaking means that the priorities used to justify envy between agents that are “preference-identical” may vary across different profiles. We provide one interpretation to explain this flexibility.

Consider the dynamic implementation of the mechanism, where the priority may be adaptive and updated (Çelebi and Flynn, 2023). This means that in each period, we assign some houses to some agents, and then the priority is updated based on the assignment history. In this type of implementation, the priority between two agents also depends on the other agents’ allotments (and their preferences).

2.3 Dictatorships

We now introduce two classes of mechanisms that are the central focus of this paper: serial dictatorships and sequential dictatorships.

Given a priority π, the serial dictatorship associated with π, denoted f^π, is the mechanism which, at each profile, assigns agent π(1) his best object, agent π(2) his best object among the remaining objects, agent π(3) his best object among the remaining objects, and so on. Formally, for all R ∈ R^N , f^π(R) is determined recursively via f^π_{π(1)} (R) = top_{Rπ(1)} (O) and, for each k ∈ {2, . . . , n}, f^π_{π(k)} (R) = top_{Rπ(k)} ( O\ k−1⋃ t=1 { f^π_{π(t)} (R) } ) . A mechanism f is called a serial dictatorship if there exists a priority π such that f = f^π.

A sequential dictatorship works as follows. There is a first “dictator” who is assigned his best object at every preference profile. A second dictator, whose identity is determined by the first dictator’s allotment, is assigned his best object among the remaining objects; a third dictator, whose identity is determined by the identities of the previous dictators as well as their allotments, is again assigned his best object among the remaining objects, and so on.

Formally, let Σ(N) denote the set of permutations on N, i.e., the set of priorities. A mechanism f is called a sequential dictatorship if there exists a function σ : R^N → Σ(N) such that, for all R ∈ R^N , f(R) = f^{σ(R)}(R) and, in addition, σ satisfies the following “consistency” requirements:

(C1) for all R, R^′ ∈ R^N , σ(R)(1) = σ(R^′)(1);

(C2) for all R, R^′ ∈ R^N , and all k ∈ {2, . . . , n}, if σ(R)(ℓ) = σ(R^′)(ℓ) and f^{σ(R)}_{σ(R)(ℓ)}(R) = f^{σ(R′ )}_{σ(R′ )(ℓ)}(R^′) for all ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , k − 1}, then σ(R)(k) = σ(R^′)(k).

Property (C1) requires that, at each preference profile, the first dictator is the same. Property (C2) requires that, if R and R^′ are preference profiles in which (i) the first k − 1 dictators are the same, and (ii) the first k − 1 dictators are assigned the same objects, then the kth dictator is the same at both profiles R and R^′. In other words, the identity of the kth dictator depends only on the identities of the preceding k − 1 dictators, together with the objects assigned to them. Clearly, every serial dictatorship is a sequential dictatorship.

3 Results

We first provide a characterization of all strategy-proof mechanisms that satisfy our global notion of justified fairness, globally constant tie-breaking. The following theorem says that every such mechanism is a serial dictatorship.

Theorem 1. A mechanism satisfies

• strategy-proofness, and

• globally constant tie-breaking

if and only if it is a serial dictatorship.

The proof of uniqueness is given in Appendix. Here we only explain the intuition of the proof. We start with a preference profile where all agents share the same preferences. The agent who receives the most preferred house at this profile is identified as the first dictator, the agent who receives the second most preferred house is the second dictator, and so forth. Next, we replace the identical preference profile with arbitrary preferences, one agent at a time, starting from the last dictator to the first dictator. We show that after these replacements, the first dictator still receives his most preferred house at the new profile. Inductively, by applying similar arguments, we show that the second dictator still receives his most preferred house among the remaining, and so forth.

We would like to make two additional remarks to emphasize the significance of our first characterization.

First, it is quite interesting that there is no non-bossiness in Theorem 1. The absence of non-bossiness shows the significant difference between Theorem 1 with other characterizations of serial dictatorships in the literature, e.g., Svensson (1999) and Ergin (2000).^8 Second, Theorem 1 also provides a fresh perspective for evaluating serial dictatorships in terms of fairness. In particular, by using globally constant tie-breaking, our characterization also directly shows that serial dictatorships satisfy a punctual fairness notion, the identical

8Ergin (2000) uses consistency to characterize serial dictatorships, and consistency is stronger than nonbossiness.

preferences lower bound, which says that each agent’s allotment is no worse than his allotment in the problem where all agents have an identical preference.^9 Intuitively, the identical preferences lower bound is a solidarity property which posits that all agents should benefit from diversity of preferences. See Thomson (2023, Section 6.1) for a summary of identical preferences lower bound.^{10}

Corollary 1. If a mechanism satisfies globally constant tie-breaking and strategy-proofness, then it satisfies the identical preferences lower bound.

Next, we give a characterization of all group strategy-proof mechanisms satisfying our local version of justified fairness, locally constant tie-breaking.

Theorem 2. A mechanism satisfies

• group strategy-proofness (or strategy-proofness and non-bossiness), and

• locally constant tie-breaking

if and only if it is a sequential dictatorship.

The proof is similar to the proof of Theorem 1. The main difference is that additionally we show that the order of the agents may not be the same at each preference profile. That is, the selection of the second dictator depends on the allotment of the first dictator and, similarly, the selection of subsequent dictators relies on the allotments of their predecessors.

It is worth noting that Theorems 1 and 2 are logically independent in the sense that one cannot use one theorem to imply the other due to the different sets of properties involved. More specifically, in Theorem 1, strategy-proofness is weaker than group strategy-proofness in Theorem 2; conversely, locally constant tie-breaking in Theorem 2 is weaker than globally constant tie-breaking in Theorem 1.

By imposing the identical preferences lower bound in addition to the properties in Theorem 2, we obtain another characterization of serial dictatorships.

Corollary 2. A mechanism satisfies group strategy-proofness, locally constant tie-breaking, and the identical preferences lower bound, if and only if it is a serial dictatorship.

9Formally, a mechanism f satisfies the identical preferences lower bound if for each R ∈ R^N and each i ∈ N, f_i(R) R_i f_i(R^′), where R^′_1 = R^′_2 = . . . = R^′_n = R_i.

10Identical preferences lower bound is one of the oldest concepts of fairness (Steinhaus, 1948). A partial list of papers that study identical preferences lower bound for allocation problem with indivisibility is Moulin (1990), Bevia (1996), Fujinaka and Sakai (2007), and Hashimoto (2018).

3.1 Independence of properties in Theorems 1 and 2

In this subsection, we establish the independence of the properties in Theorems 1 and 2 by providing examples of different mechanisms that satisfy all but one of the stated properties. For each of the examples introduced below we indicate the sole property of Theorems 1 and 2 that it fails.

Example 1. Strategy-proofness For simplicity, consider the three agent case. Let π : 1, 2, 3 and π^′ : 1, 3, 2. Let f be such that if R_2 = R_3, then f(R) = f^π(R); otherwise f(R) = f^{π′} (R). Then f satisfies globally constant tie-breaking (and locally constant tie-breaking) and non-bossiness, but it violates strategyproofness.

Example 2. Non-bossinesss For simplicity, consider the three agent case. Let π : 1, 2, 3, π^′ : 1, 3, 2, and let x ∈ O. Let f be the mechanism such that f(R) = f^π(R) if R_1 ranks object x second, and f(R) = f^{π′} (R) otherwise. Then f satisfies strategy-proofness and locally constant tie-breaking, but it violates non-bossiness.^{11}

Example 3. Globally/locally constant tie-breaking A constant mechanism, i.e., one that always selects the same allocation, satisfies group strategyproofness but violates locally constant tie-breaking (and globally constant tie-breaking).

4 Independence with other properties

We conclude the paper with a discussion of the relationships between our properties and three well-known properties, namely, the identical preferences lower bound, Pareto efficiency, and neutrality.

First, given Corollary 1, one may wonder if there is a relation between our justified fairness properties and the identical preferences lower bound. Here, we show that they are logically independent.

Identical preferences lower bound ≠⇒ globally/locally constant tie-breaking: A constant mechanism satisfies the identical preferences lower bound but violates locally constant tie-breaking (and globally constant tie-breaking).

Globally constant tie-breaking ≠⇒ identical preferences lower bound: The mechanism of Example 1 satisfies globally constant tie-breaking (and locally constant tie-breaking) but violates the identical preferences lower bound.

11Note that associated hierarchy function σ : R^N → Σ(N), where σ(R) = π if R_1 ranks x second and σ(R) = π^′ otherwise, violates the consistency requirement (C2).

Note that this independence also implies that we cannot replace our properties with the identical preferences lower bound to characterize serial dictatorships.

Second, since in the literature, efficiency notions play an important role to characterize dictatorships, one may be curious if there is a relation between our two properties and efficiency notions, such as Pareto efficiency. In the following we show they are independent. Pareto efficiency ≠⇒ globally/locally constant tie-breaking: Suppose n ≥ 3 and let π : 1, 2, . . . , n, and let π^′ : n, n − 1, . . . , 2, 1 be the priority that reverses the order of π. Let f be the mechanism such that f(R) = f^π(R) if R_1 = R_2 and f(R) = f^{π′} (R) otherwise. Then f satisfies Pareto efficiency but it violates locally constant tie-breaking (and globally constant tie-breaking).

Globally constant tie-breaking ≠⇒ Pareto efficiency: Fix a priority π and an allocation x. Let f be the mechanism such that f(R) = x if no two agents share the same preferences at R (i.e., for all i, j ∈ N, R_i ≠ R_j ), and f(R) = f^π(R) otherwise. Then f satisfies globally constant tie-breaking (and locally constant tie-breaking, but it violates Pareto efficiency.

Finally, Svensson (1999) provides a characterization of serial dictatorships based on neutrality and group strategy-proofness. We now show the independence between globally/locally constant tie-breaking and neutrality.

Globally constant tie-breaking ≠⇒ neutrality: The mechanism above that satisfies globally constant tie-breaking but not Pareto efficiency also violates neutrality. Neutrality ≠⇒ globally/locally constant tie-breaking: For simplicity consider the three agent case. Let π : 1, 2, 3 and π^′ : 1, 3, 2. Let f be such that if R_1 = R_2 = R_3 then f(R) = f^π(R); otherwise f(R) = f^{π′} (R). By the definition of f, it is easy to see that f satisfies neutrality but violates globally constant tie-breaking (and locally constant tie-breaking). Globally constant tie-breaking ≠⇒ non-bossiness: For simplicity, consider the three agent case. Fix a priority π. For each R_1 ∈ R, let y(R_1) be an allocation such that for each i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, y_i(R_1) is the ith best house at R_1. If R is such that R_2 = R_3, then f(R) = f^π(R); otherwise f(R) = y(R_1). This mechanism satisfies globally constant tie-breaking (and locally constant tie-breaking) but violates non-bossiness.

Non-bossiness ≠⇒ globally/locally constant tie-breaking: See Example 3.

References

Abdulkadiroğlu, A. and T. Sönmez (2003). School choice: A mechanism design approach. American economic review 93 (3), 729–747.

Alva, S. (2017). When is manipulation all about the ones and twos? Working paper, https://samsonalva.com/PWSP.pdf.

Amanatidis, G., H. Aziz, G. Birmpas, A. Filos-Ratsikas, B. Li, H. Moulin, A. A. Voudouris, and X. Wu (2023). Fair division of indivisible goods: Recent progress and open questions. Artificial Intelligence, 103965.

Bevia, C. (1996). Identical preferences lower bound solution and consistency in economies with indivisible goods. Social Choice and Welfare 13 (1), 113–126.

Bogomolnaia, A. and H. Moulin (2001). A new solution to the random assignment problem.

Journal of Economic theory 100 (2), 295–328.

Çelebi, O. and J. P. Flynn (2023). Adaptive priority mechanisms. arXiv preprint arXiv:2309.15997.

Che, Y.-K., J. Kim, F. Kojima, and C. T. Ryan (2024). “near” weighted utilitarian characterizations of pareto optima. Econometrica 92 (1), 141–165.

Doğan, B. and B. Klaus (2018). Object allocation via immediate-acceptance: Characterizations and an affirmative action application. Journal of Mathematical Economics 79, 140–156.

Ehlers, L. and B. Klaus (2003). Coalitional strategy-proof and resource-monotonic solutions for multiple assignment problems. Social Choice and Welfare 21 (2), 265–280.

Ekici, Ö. (2024). Pair-efficient reallocation of indivisible objects. Theoretical Economics 19 (2), 551–564.

Ergin, H. I. (2000). Consistency in house allocation problems. Journal of mathematical economics 34 (1), 77–97.

Fujinaka, Y. and T. Sakai (2007). The manipulability of fair solutions in assignment of an indivisible object with monetary transfers. Journal of Public Economic Theory 9 (6), 993– 1011.

Hashimoto, K. (2018). Strategy-proofness and identical preferences lower bound in allocation problem of indivisible objects. Economic Theory 65, 1045–1078.

Hitzig, Z. (2020). The normative gap: mechanism design and ideal theories of justice. Economics & Philosophy 36 (3), 407–434.

Kesten, O., U. Dur, t. Wang, and C. Zhou (2024). Who gets the bonus? affirmative action reforms in high school admissions in china. Working Paper.

Klaus, B. and E. Miyagawa (2002). Strategy-proofness, solidarity, and consistency for multiple assignment problems. International Journal of Game Theory 30 (3), 421–435.

Li, S. (2017). Obviously strategy-proof mechanisms. American Economic Review 107 (11), 3257–3287.

Liu, Q. and M. Pycia (2016). Ordinal efficiency, fairness, and incentives in large markets.

Working paper.

Moulin, H. (1990). Uniform externalities: Two axioms for fair allocation. Journal of Public Economics 43 (3), 305–326.

Moulin, H. (2019). Fair division in the internet age. Annual Review of Economics 11, 407–441. Nesterov, A. S. (2017). Fairness and efficiency in strategy-proof object allocation mechanisms.

Journal of Economic Theory 170, 145–168.

Pápai, S. (2000). Strategyproof assignment by hierarchical exchange. Econometrica 68 (6), 1403–1433.

Pápai, S. (2001). Strategyproof and nonbossy multiple assignments. Journal of Public Economic Theory 3 (3), 257–271.

Pathak, P. A. and T. Sönmez (2008). Leveling the playing field: Sincere and sophisticated players in the boston mechanism. American Economic Review 98 (4), 1636–1652.

Pycia, M. and P. Troyan (2023). A theory of simplicity in games and mechanism design. Econometrica 91 (4), 1495–1526.

Pycia, M. and M. U. Ünver (2017). Incentive compatible allocation and exchange of discrete resources. Theoretical Economics 12 (1), 287–329.

Pycia, M. and M. U. Ünver (2023). Ordinal simplicity and auditability in discrete mechanism design.

Pycia, M. and M. Utku Ünver (2022). Outside options in neutral allocation of discrete resources.

Review of Economic Design 26 (4), 581–604.

Steinhaus, H. (1948). The problem of fair division. Econometrica: Journal of the Econometric Society 16, 101–104.

Svensson, L.-G. (1994). Queue allocation of indivisible goods. Social Choice and Welfare 11 (4), 323–330.

Svensson, L.-G. (1999). Strategy-proof allocation of indivisible goods. Social Choice and Welfare 16 (4), 557–567.

Thomson, W. (2023). The Axiomatics of Economic Design: An introduction to theory and methods. Volume 1, Volume 1. Springer Nature.

A Omitted Proofs

A.1 Proof of Theorem 1

It is known that serial dictatorships are weakly fair and group strategy-proof (Svensson, 1994, 1999). Thus, serial dictatorships satisfy global preference-blind tie-break rule and strategyproofness.

To prove the uniqueness, let f be a mechanism satisfying global preference-blind tie-break rule and strategy-proofness. We want to show that f coincides with a serial dictatorship.

Let R^∗ ∈ R^N be such that R^∗_1 = R^∗_2 = . . . = R^∗_n. Let x ≡ f(R^∗). Let π : N → N be a permutation of N such that for each i ∈ N, x_{π(i)} is the i-th best house at R^∗.

Without loss of generality, for each i ∈ N, let π(i) = i. Thus, agent 1 receives the best house at x, and agent 2 receives the second best house at x, and so on. In particular, we have R^∗_i : x_1, x_2, . . . , x_n for each i ∈ N.

For each k ∈ N, let R^{(k)} ⊊ R^N be the set of all preference profiles such that for each R^k ∈ R^{(k)} and each i < k, R_i = R^∗_i .

Claim 1. For each k ∈ N, each R^k ∈ R^{(k)}, and each i < k, f_i(R^k) = x_i. Proof. We prove the claim by induction on k, starting with k = n and decrementing to k = 1. Induction basis. k = n.

Let R^n ∈ R^{(n)}. Note that in this case, R^n = (R^∗_1, . . . , R^∗_{n−1}, R^n). Recall that x_n is the worst house at R^∗_n. Thus, by strategy-proofness, f_n(R^n) = x_n; otherwise agent n has an incentive to misreport R^n at R^∗. Since R^∗_1 = R^n_1 = R^n_2 = . . . R^n_{−1}, by global preference-blind tie-break rule, f_1(R^n) R^n_1 f_2(R^n) R^n_2 . . . f_{n−2}(R^n) R^n_{−2} f_{n−1}(R^n). Thus, f_i(R^n) = x_i for i = 1, . . . , n − 1. Induction hypothesis. Let K ∈ {2, . . . , n − 1}. If k > K, then for each R^k ∈ R^{(k)}, and each i < k, f_i(R^k) = x_i.

Induction step. Let k = K. Let R^K ∈ R^{(K)}, R^{K+1} ≡ (R^∗_K , R^K_{−K} ), and y ≡ f(R^{K+1}). Note that R^{K+1} ∈ R^{(K+1)}. Thus, by the induction hypothesis, for i = 1, . . . , K, y_i = x_i. Let Y = {x_1, . . . x_{K−1}} ⊊ O. The proof consists of three parts.

First, we show that f_K (R^K ) ∉ Y . By the definitions of R^∗ and R^K , we know that R^{K+1}_K = R^∗_K , and hence for each i < K, (x_i =)y_i R^{K+1}_K y_K (= x_K ). By strategy-proofness, f_K (R^K ) ∉ {y_1, . . . , y_{K−1}} = Y ; otherwise he has an incentive to misreport R^K at R^{K+1}. Note that in this part we only use strategy-proofness.

Second, we show that for each j > K, f_j(R^K ) ∉ Y . By contradiction, suppose that there is an agent L with L > K such that f_L(R^K ) ∈ Y . Let R̄ ≡ (R^∗_L, R^{K+1}_{−L} ). Note that R̄ ∈ R^{(K+1)}. Thus, by the induction hypothesis, we see that for each i = 1, . . . , K, f_i(R̄) = x_i = y_i. Let R^′ ≡ (R^K , R̄_{−K} ). Following the similar argument in the first part, we conclude that f_K (R^′) ∉ Y due to strategy-proofness. Then, for each i < K, since R^′_L = R^∗_L = R^∗_i = R^′_i, global preferenceblind tie-break rule implies that

(1) f_i(R^′) R^′_L f_L(R^′), and

(2) for each j < i, f_j (R^′) R^′_i f_i(R^′).

Suppose that f_L(R^′) = x_ℓ ∈ Y . Note that ℓ < K. Then, by (1) and (2), f_ℓ(R^′) ∉ {x_1, . . . , x_{ℓ−1}}. Since f_ℓ(R^′) ≠ x_ℓ, we find that (x_ℓ =)f_L(R^′) R^∗_ℓ f_ℓ(R^′), which contradicts with (1). Therefore, f_L(R^′) ∉ Y . Then, by strategy-proofness, f_L(R^′) R^′_L f_L(R^K_L , R^′_{−L}). Since R^′_L = R̄_L = R^∗_L and (R^K_L , R^′_{−L}) = R^K , we see that f_L(R^K_L , R^′_{−L}) = f_L(R^K ) ∉ Y , a desired contradiction. Note that in this part we use both strategy-proofness and global preference-blind tie-break rule.

R^K R^{K+1} R̄ R^′ R^K → R^∗_K R^K_L = R^{K+1}_L → R^∗_L R^K ← R̄_K = R^∗_K R^∗_L = R^′_L → R^K_L

Figure 1: This figure shows the preference transformations we used to prove the second part. Third, we show that for each i < K, f_i(R^K ) = x_i. Note that by two parts above, we find that for each i < K, f_i(R^K ) ∈ Y . Then, by the definitions of R^K , we see that for each i, j < K, R^∗_i = R^K_i = R^K_j = R^∗_j . By global preference-blind tie-break rule, f_1(R^K ) R^K_1 f_2(R^K ) R^K_2 . . . f_{K−2}(R^K ) R^K_{−2} f_{K−1}(R^K ). Since all agents in {1, . . . , K − 1} prefer x_1 to x_2, and prefer x_2 to x_3, and so on, we conclude that for each i < K, f_i(R^K ) = x_i. Note that in this part we only use global preference-blind tie-break rule.

Claim 1 implies that agent 1 always receives his most-preferred house when he reports R^∗_1. Because R^∗_1 was arbitrary, the same argument shows that agent 1 always receives his mostpreferred object when he reports any R_1 ∈ R. In other words, agent 1 indeed is the first dictator.

Once we show that agent 1 is always the first dictator, we can also inductively show that agent 2 is always the second dictator with similar arguments: Redefine R^∗ as R^∗_2 = R^∗_3 = · · · = R^∗_n, and let x := f(R^∗). By globally constant tie-breaking, for each i ∈ {2, . . . , n − 1}, we have x_i R^∗_{i+1} x_{i+1}. For each k ∈ {2, . . . , n}, let R^{(k)} ⊊ R^N be such that for each R^k ∈ R^{(k)} and each i < k, R_i = R^∗_i (possibly R^∗_1 ≠ R^∗_2).

Claim 2. For each k > 1, each R^k ∈ R^{(k)}, and each i < k, f_i(R^k) = x_i.

The proof of Claim 2 is similar to the proof of Claim 1 and hence we omit it. Moreover, Claim 2 implies that for each R ∈ R^N , agent 2 always receives his most-preferred house among O \ {x_1} at f(R). That is, agent 2 is the second dictator. Inductively, we can also show that agent 3 is the third dictator and so on. Thus, the proof of Theorem 1 is completed.

A.2 Proof of Corollary 1

If f satisfies the stated properties, then f is the serial dictatorship associated with some priority π. Without loss of generality, let π(i) = i for each i ∈ N. Let R ∈ R^N and i ∈ N.

Let R^i ∈ R^N be such that for each j ∈ N, R^i_j = R_i, and let x := f(R^i). Let o ∈ O be the ithbest object at R_i. By globally constant tie-breaking, x_1R^i_1x_2 · · · x_{i−1}R^i_{−1}x_iR^ix_{i+1} · · · x_{n−1}R^i_{n−1}x_n. Thus, x_i = o.

Since f = f^π, by the definition of serial dictatorships, we know that agent i, as the ith dictator, can receive a house that is at least as good as his ith best house o.

A.3 Proof of Theorem 2

We first state and prove a key lemma.

Lemma 1. If a mechanism satisfies locally constant tie-breaking and group strategy-proofness, then it satisfies pairwise efficiency.

Proof. Let f be a mechanism that satisfies locally constant tie-breaking and group strategyproofness. Note that f also satisfies monotonicity. By contradiction, suppose that f is not pairwise efficient. Then, there is a profile R ∈ R^N and a pair of agents {i, j} ⊆ N such that f_i(R) P_j f_j (R) and f_j(R) P_i f_i(R). Let x := f(R). Without loss of generality, let i = 1, j = 2, x_1 = o_2, and x_2 = o_1. Let us consider the following preference list (R̂_1, R̂_2):

R̂_1 : o_1, o_2, o_3, . . . , o_n;

R̂_2 : o_2, o_1, o_3, . . . , o_n.

Note that (i) the only difference between R̂_1 and R̂_2 is the positions of o_1 and o_2; and (ii) (R̂_1, R̂_2) is a monotonic transformation of (R_1, R_2) at (x_1(= o_2), x_2(= o_1)). Thus, by monotonicity, f(R̂_1, R̂_2, R_{N\{1,2}}) = x.

Next, consider R̄_1 = R̂_2. Since R̄_1 is a monotonic transformation of R̂_1 at o_2(= x_1), by monotonicity, f(R̄_1, R̂_2, R_{N\{1,2}}) = x. Now, since R̄_1 = R̂_2 and o_2 = x_1 = f_1(R̄_1, R̂_2, R_{N\{1,2}})R̄_1 f_2(R̄_1, R̂_2, R_{N\{1,2}}) = x_2 = o_1, locally constant tie-breaking implies that for

For any R^′_1, R^′_2 with R^′_1 = R^′_2, f_1(R^′_1, R^′_2, R_{N\{1,2}}) R^′_1 f_2(R^′_1, R^′_2, R_{N\{1,2}}). (1)

Next, consider R̄_2 = R̂_1. Since R̄_2 is a monotonic transformation of R̂_2 at o_1(= x_2), by monotonicity, f(R̂_1, R̄_2, R_{N\{1,2}}) = x. We see that R̄_2 = R̂_1 and o_1 = x_2 = f_2(R̂_1, R̄_2, R_{N\{1,2}}) P̂_1 f_1(R̂_1, R̄_2, R_{N\{1,2}}) = x_1 = o_2, which contradicts (1).

We are now ready to prove the theorem. It is clear that sequential dictatorships satisfy the properties, so it suffices to prove the uniqueness.

Let f be a mechanism satisfying locally constant tie-breaking and group strategy-proofness. Thus, f is also monotonic, non-bossy, and pairwise efficient.

The following notation is the same as in the proof of Theorem 1. Let R^∗ ∈ R^N be such that R^∗_1 = R^∗_2 = . . . = R^∗_n. Let x ≡ f(R^∗). Let π : N → N be a permutation of N such that for each i ∈ N, x_{π(i)} is the i-th best house at R^∗. Thus, for each i, j ∈ N, if π(i) < π(j) then x_i R^∗_i x_j . Without loss of generality, for each i ∈ N, let π(i) = i. Thus, agent 1 receives the best house at x, and agent 2 receives the second best house at x, and so on. In particular, we have R^∗_i : x_1, x_2, . . . , x_n for each i ∈ N. For each k ∈ N, let R^{(k)} ⊊ R^N be such that for each R^k ∈ R^{(k)} and each i < k, R_i = R^∗_i .

As in the proof of Theorem 1, we first show that agent 1 is always the first dictator by the following lemma.

Lemma 2. For each k ∈ N, each R^k ∈ R^{(k)}, and each i < k, f_i(R^k) = x_i.

Proof. We prove the lemma by induction on k, starting with k = n and decrementing to k = 1. Induction basis. k = n.

Let R^n ∈ R^{(n)}. Note that in this case, R^n = (R^∗_1, . . . , R^∗_{n−1}, R^n). Recall that x_n is the worst house at R^∗_n. Thus, by strategy-proofness, f_n(R^n) = x_n; otherwise agent n has an incentive to misreport R^n at R^∗. By non-bossiness, f_n(R^n) = x_n implies that f(R^n) = f(R^∗). Induction hypothesis. Let K ∈ {2, . . . , n − 1}. If k > K, then for each R^k ∈ R^{(k)}, and each i < k, f_i(R^k) = x_i.

Induction step. Let k = K. Let R^K ∈ R^{(K)}, R^{K+1} ≡ (R^∗_K , R^K_{−K} ), and y ≡ f(R^{K+1}). Note that R^{K+1} ∈ R^{(K+1)}. Thus, by the induction hypothesis, for i = 1, . . . , K, y_i = x_i. Let Y = {x_1, . . . x_{K−1}} ⊊ O. The proof consists of three claims. Claim 3. f_K (R^K ) ∉ Y .

Proof. By the argument we used in the proof of Claim 1, strategy-proofness implies f_K (R^K ) /∈ Y .

If f_K (R^K ) = y_K , then, by non-bossiness, f(R^K ) = y. Thus, in the following we assume that f_K (R^K ) ≠ y_K .

Claim 4. For each j > K, f_j (R^K ) ∉ Y .

Proof. By contradiction, suppose that there is an agent L with L > K such that f_L(R^K ) = x_ℓ ∈ Y . Note that ℓ < K. So, x_ℓ R^∗_K x_K . Let

R^′_K : x_ℓ, f_K (R^K ), . . . , and R^′ ≡ (R^′_K , R^K_{−K} ).

By strategy-proofness, agent K cannot receives x_ℓ at f(R^′); otherwise he has an incentive to misreport R^′_K at R^K . Again, by strategy-proofness we have f_K (R^K ) = f_K (R^′); otherwise he has an incentive to misreport R^K at R^′. By non-bossiness, f(R^K ) = f(R^′), and in particular, f_L(R^′) = x_ℓ. Let R^{′′}_L = R^′_K and R^{′′} ≡ (R^{′′}_L, R^′_{−L}). It is easy to see that R^{′′} is a monotonic transformation of R^′ at f(R^′). Thus, f(R^{′′}) = f(R^′), in particular, f_K (R^{′′}) = f_K (R^K ) and f_L(R^{′′}) = x_ℓ. Since R^{′′}_L = R^{′′}_K = R^′_K and x_ℓ R^′_K f_K (R^K ), by local preference-blind tie-break rule, we have For each R̄_K = R̄_L, f_L(R̄_K , R̄_L, R^{′′}_{N\{L,K}}) R̄_L f_K (R̄_K , R̄_L, R^{′′}_{N\{L,K}}). (2) Now, consider (R^∗_K , R^∗_L, R^K_{N\{L,K}}). Note that (R^∗_K , R^∗_L, R^K_{N\{L,K}}) ∈ R^{(K+1)}. Thus, by the induction hypothesis, for i = 1, . . . , K, y_i = x_i. Hence, f_L(R^∗_K , R^∗_L, R^K_{N\{L,K}}) ∉ {x_1, . . . , x_K }. By the definition of R^∗, we see that x_K = f_K (R^∗_K , R^∗_L, R^K_{N\{L,K}}) R^∗_L f_L(R^∗_K , R^∗_L, R^K_{N\{L,K}}), which contradicts with (2).

Claim 5. For each i < K, f_i(R^K ) = x_i.

Proof. By contradiction, suppose that there is an agent j ∈ {1, . . . , K−1} such that f_j(R^K ) ≠ x_j . By Claims 3 and 4, we conclude that f_{{1,...,K−1}} = Y . Thus, it is without loss of generality to assume that f_j (R^K ) = x_ℓ, where ℓ ∈ {j + 1, . . . , K − 1}. Since R^K_j = R^∗_j and j < ℓ, x_j P^K_j x_ℓ. Let R^′_K : x_1, . . . , x_j , x_ℓ, f_K (R^K ), x_K , . . . Claim 3 and strategy-proofness implies that f_K (R^′_K , R^K_{−K} ) = f_K (R^K ). By non-bossiness, f(R^′_K , R^K_{−K} ) = f(R^K ). Let R^′_j : x_j , f_K (R^K ), x_ℓ, . . .

It is easy to see that R^′_j is a monotonic transformation of R^K_j (= R^∗_j ) at x_j (= f_j(R^{K+1})). Thus, f(R^′_j , R^{K+1}_{−j} ) = f(R^{K+1}). In particular,

f_K (R^′_j, R^{K+1}_{−j} ) = x_K and f_j(R^′_j , R^{K+1}_{−j} ) = x_j . (3) Let R^′ ≡ (R^′_j, R^′_K , R^K_{N\{j,K}}) = (R^′_j , R^′_K , R^{K+1}_{N\{j,K}}). Recall that f(R^′_K , R^K_{−K} ) = f(R^K ), so f_j (R^′_K , R^K_{−K} ) = x_ℓ. By strategy-proofness, f_j(R^′) ≠ x_j ;

otherwise he has an incentive to misreport R^′_j at (R^′_K , R^K_{−K} ). Again, by strategy-proofness, f_j (R^′) ∈ {f_K (R^K ), x_ℓ}; otherwise he has an incentive to misreport R^K_j at R^′.

Case one. f_j (R^′) = f_K (R^K ). Thus, f_K (R^′) ≠ f_K (R^K ). Let R̄_K : x_1, . . . , x_j , x_ℓ, x_K , . . . By monotonicity, f(R^′) = f(R̄_K , R^′_{−K} ). Recall that f_K (R^′_j, R^{K+1}_{−j} ) = x_K (see (3)) and R^{K+1}_K = R^∗_K : x_1, . . . , x_n Thus, R̄_K is a monotonic transformation of R^{K+1}_K at x_K (= f_K (R^′_j , R^{K+1}_{−j} )). By monotonicity, f(R̄_K , R^′_{−K} ) = f(R^′_j, R^{K+1}_{−j} ). Overall, we have f(R^′) = f(R̄_K , R^′_{−K} ) = f(R^′_j, R^{K+1}_{−j} ). However, it means that f_j(R^′) = f_j(R^′_j , R^{K+1}_{−j} ) = x_j ≠ f_K (R^K ), a desired contradiction.

Case two. f_j (R^′) = x_ℓ. Recall that f(R^′_K , R^K_{−K} ) = f(R^K ) and f_j(R^K ) = x_ℓ = f_j(R^′). By non-bossiness, f(R^′) = f(R^K ). So, f_K (R^′) = f_K (R^K ). However, we see that f_K (R^′) P^′_j f_j (R^′) and f_j(R^′) P^′_K f_K (R^′), which contradicts with pairwise efficiency.

R^K R^{K+1}

(R^′_j , R^{K+1}_{−j} ) R^′ (R^′_K , R^K_{−K} ) R^K → R^∗_K R^{K+1}_j → R^′_j R^′_K ← R^{K+1}_K R^K → R^′_K R^K_j → R^′_j

Figure 2: This figure shows the preference transformations we used to prove Claim 5. The proof of Lemma 2 thus is completed by the induction above.

Similar to Claim 1, Lemma 2 implies that agent 1 is always the first dictator as R^∗_1 is arbitrary. Once we show that agent 1 is always the first dictator, we can also inductively show that there always exists a second dictator in a similar way: Let R_1 ∈ R. Redefine R^∗ as R^∗_1 = R_1, R^∗_2 = R^∗_3 = . . . , R^∗_n, and x ≡ f(R^∗). Redefine π : {1, . . . , n − 1} → N \ {1} as a bijection such that for each i ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1}, π(i) receives the i-th best house among O \ {x_1}. For each k ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1}, redefine R^{(k)} ⊊ R^N be such that (1) R^k_1 = R^∗_1 = R_1, and (2) for each R^k ∈ R^{(k)} and each i < k, R_{π(i)} = R^∗_{π(i)}.

Lemma 3. For each k ∈ N, each R^k ∈ R^{(k)}, and each i < k, f_{π(i)}(R^k) = x_{π(i)}.

The proof of Lemma 3 is similar to the proof of Lemma 2 and hence we omit it. Also, Lemma 3 implies that given R_1, there always exists a second dictator π(1). Inductively, we can also show that given R_1 and R_{π(1)}, there always exists a third dictator and so on. Thus, the proof of Theorem 2 is completed.

A.4 Proof of Corollary 2

Let f be a mechanism satisfying the stated properties. Then f is a sequential dictatorship by Theorem 2. Let i_1 be the first dictator. We claim that there is a second dictator, say i_2, such that for all R ∈ R^N , f_{i2} (R) = top_{Ri2} (O\{f_{i1} (R)}). (4)

Let R^′ ∈ R^N be such that, for all i ∈ N, R^′_i = R^′_{i1} , where R^′_{i1} : a, b, . . . . Then f_{i1} (R^′) = a. Let i_2 ∈ N \ {i_1} be such that f_{i2} (R^′) = b. We claim that (4) holds for agent i_2.

Suppose otherwise. Because f is a sequential dictatorship, there exists R^∗_{i1} ∈ R such that top_R∗_{i1} (O) ≠ top_R′_{i1} (O) = a and some agent j ∈ N \ {i_1, i_2} is the second dictator when agent i_1 reports R^∗_{i1} , i.e.,

for all R_{−i1} ∈ R^{N\{i1}}, f_j (R^∗_{i1} , R_{−i1} ) = top_{Rj} (O\{f_{i1} (R^′_{i1} , R_{−i1} )}). (5)

Let c := f_{i1} (R^∗_{i1} , R^′_{−i1} ). Then f_j (R^∗_{i1} , R^′_{−i1} ) = a, which means that

a P^′_{i2} b R^′_{i2} f_{i2} (R^∗_{i1} , R^′_{−i1} ) .

By the identical preferences lower bound, it holds that

f_{i2} (R^∗_{i1} , R^′_{−i1} ) R^′_{i2} f_{i2} (R^′) = b R^′_{i2} f_{i2} (R^∗_{i1} , R^′_{−i1} ).

Hence, f_{i2} (R^∗_{i1} , R^′_{−i1} ) = b. Consequently, f_j(R^∗_{i1} , R^′_{−i1} ) = a, f_{i2} (R^∗_{i1} , R^′_{−i1} ) = b, and f_{i1} (R^∗_{i1} , R^′_{−i1} ) = c, which implies that a P^′_{i2} b P^′_{i2} c. Now let R^∘ ∈ R^N be such that, for all i ∈ N, R^∘_i = R^∘_{i1} , where R^∘_{i1} : c, a, b, . . . . Because f is a sequential dictatorship and (5) holds, agent j is the second dictator whenever agent i_1 top-ranks object c. Consequently, f_j (R^∘) = a. Similarly, agent i_2 is the second dictator whenever agent i_1 top-ranks object a. Consequently,

f_{i1} (R^′_{i1} , R^∘_{−i1} ) = a and f_{i2} (R^′_{i1} , R^∘_{−i1} ) = c.

It follows that b R^∘_j f_j (R^′_{i1} , R^∘_{−i1} ). Consequently, a = f_j (R^∘) P^∘_j f_j(R^′_{i1} , R^∘_{−i1} ), which violates the identical preferences lower bound. Therefore, (4) holds.

A similar argument shows that each of the subsequent dictators are the same at each preference profile.

B Variable populations and pairwise consistency

In this appendix, we show that our justified fairness property, globally constant tie-breaking, is implied by “pairwise consistency” and “pairwise neutrality,” which are used to characterize serial dictatorships in Ergin (2000). Thus, our Theorem 1 yields another characterization of serial dictatorships as a corollary.

We consider object allocation problems without monetary transfers, each of which is formed by a group of agents and a set of indivisible objects. Let N be a set of potential agents and O a set of potential objects. For each O ⊆ O, R(O) denotes the set of all strict preference relations on O.^{12} An object allocation problem (or simply a problem) is a triple (N, O, R), where ∅ ≠ N ⊆ N , ∅ ≠ O ⊆ O, |N| = |O|, and R = (R_i)_{i∈N} ∈ R(O)^N is a profile of strict preference relations.

Given a problem E = (N, O, R), an allocation (for E) is a bijection x : N → O that assigns to each agent i ∈ N an object x(i) ∈ O. Note that for any two distinct agents i, j ∈ N, x(i) ≠ x(j). A mechanism is a function f that associates to each problem (N, O, R) an allocation f(N, O, R). For each i ∈ N, f_i(N, O, R) denotes agent i’s allotment. The rest of our notation is the same as in the main text.

B.1 Properties of mechanisms

We next introduce and discuss some properties for allocations and mechanisms in this setting with variable populations.

Definition (Strategy-proofness).

A mechanism f satisfies strategy-proofness if for each problem (N, O, R), each agent i ∈ N, and each preference relation R^′_i ∈ R(O), f_i(N, O, (R_i, R_{−i})) R_i f_i(N, O, (R^′_i, R_{−i})).

A priority is a linear order π on the set of potential agents N . Agent i precedes agent j in this order if i π j; in this case, we say that agent i has “higher priority” than agent j.

Definition (Globally constant tie-breaking).

A mechanism f satisfies globally constant tie-breaking if there exists a priority π such that for each problem (N, O, R) and any two distinct agents i, j ∈ N,

if i π j and R_i = R_j , then f_i(N, O, R) R_i f_j (N, O, R).

Definition (Pairwise consistency).

A mechanism f is pairwise consistent if, for each problem (N, O, R) such that x := f(N, O, R), and any two distinct agents i, j ∈ N, f({i, j}, {x_i, x_j }, (R_i |_{{xi,xj }}, R_j |_{{xi,xj }})) = x_{{i,j}}. Definition (Pairwise neutrality).

A mechanism f is pairwise neutral if, for any two distinct agents i, j ∈ N , and any two problems ({i, j}, O, R) and ({i, j}, O, R), if σ : O → O is a bijection such that for all i^′ ∈ {i, j} and all a, b ∈ O, a R_i′ b ⇐⇒ σ(a) R_i′ σ(b), 12That is, each R_i ∈ R(O) is a complete, transitive, and antisymmetric binary relation on O.

then f({i, j}, O, R) = (σ(f_i′ (N, O, R))_i′_{∈{i,j}}. B.2 Results

Proposition 1. If a mechanism is pairwise consistent and pairwise neutral, then it satisfies global tie-breaking.

Proof. Let f be a mechanism pairwise consistency and pairwise neutrality. The proof of Theorem 1 of Ergin (2000) shows that, for any two distinct agents i, j ∈ N , exactly one of the following four cases holds:

(i ⪰ j) In any problem (N, O, R) with {i, j} ⊆ N, agent i does not envy agent j at f(N, O, R), i.e., f_i(N, O, R) R_i f_j(N, O, R). (i ⪰ j) In any problem (N, O, R) with {i, j} ⊆ N, agent i envies agent j at f(N, O, R), i.e., f_j(N, O, R) P_i f_i(N, O, R). (j ⪰ i) In any problem (N, O, R) with {i, j} ⊆ N, agent j does not envy agent i at f(N, O, R), i.e., f_j (N, O, R) R_j f_i(N, O, R). (j ⪰ i) In any problem (N, O, R) with {i, j} ⊆ N, agent j envies agent i at f(N, O, R), i.e., f_i(N, O, R) P_j f_j (N, O, R). We construct a linear order π on N such that f satisfies globally constant tie-breaking with respect to π. Note that our linear order π differs from Ergin (2000)’s construction. Let π be a reflexive binary relation on N such that, for any two distinct agents i, j ∈ N , i π j ⇐⇒ (i ⪰ j or j ⪰ i). We first verify that π is a linear order. Note that π is complete and antisymmetric because it is reflexive and, for any two distinct agents i, j ∈ N , exactly one of the four cases (i ⪰ j), (i ⪰ j), (j ⪰ i), or (j ⪰ i) prevails. It remains to show that π is transitive.

To this end, let i, j, k ∈ N be potential agents such that i π j and j π k. We may assume that all three agents are distinct, for otherwise i π k by reflexivity. Because i π j and j π k, there are four possibilities: (i) (i ⪰ j) and (j ⪰ k), (ii) (i ⪰ j) and (k ⪰ j), (iii) (j ⪰ i) and (j ⪰ k), and (iv) (j ⪰ i) and (k ⪰ j).

Consider the economy E := (N, O, R) with N = {i, j, k}, O = {a, b, c}, and the following preferences: R_1 : a, b, c; R_2 : a, b, c; and R_3 : a, b, c. In each of the four cases (i), (ii), (iii), and (iv), either i does not envy j at f(E), or j envies i at f(E). Because i and j have identical preferences at E, we must have f_i(E) R_i f_j(E). Similarly, in each of the four cases (i), (ii), (iii), and (iv), we must have f_j (E) R_j f_k(E). Thus, we must have f_i(E) = a, f_j (E) = b, and f_k(E) = c. Consequently, E is a problem such that i does not envy k at f(E), and k envies i at f(E). Therefore, it is not the case that (i ⪰ k) or (k ⪰ i) holds. It follows that (i ⪰ k) or (k ⪰ i). That is, i π k, so π is transitive.

We now show that f satisfies globally constant tie-breaking with respect to the linear order π. Let E := (N, O, R) be a problem such that there exist two distinct agents i, j ∈ N with i π j and R_i = R_j. Then i π j means that either (i ⪰ j) or (j ⪰ i) holds. If (i ⪰ j) holds, then f_i(E) R_i f_j (E). If (j ⪰ i) holds, then f_i(E) P_j f_j(E); thus, R_i = R_j implies that f_i(E) P_i f_j (E). Consequently, f satisfies globally constant tie-breaking.

Theorem 1 remains true in this setting. We therefore obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 3. A mechanism satisfies strategy-proofness, pairwise consistency, and pairwise neutrality if and only if it is a serial dictatorship.