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Abstract

In the fair division problem for indivisible goods, mechanisms that output allocations sat-

isfying fairness concepts, such as envy-freeness up to one good (EF1), have been extensively

studied. These mechanisms usually require an arbitrary order of agents as input, which may

cause some agents to feel unfair since the order affects the output allocations. In the context

of the cake-cutting problem, Manabe and Okamoto [MO12] introduced meta-envy-freeness to

capture such kind of fairness, which guarantees the absence of envy compared to different orders

of agents.

In this paper, we introduce position envy-freeness and its relaxation, position envy-freeness

up to k goods (PEFk), for mechanisms in the fair division problem for indivisible goods, anal-

ogous to the meta-envy-freeness. While the round-robin or the envy-cycle mechanism is not

PEF1, we propose a PEF1 mechanism that always outputs an EF1 allocation. In addition, in

the case of two agents, we prove that any mechanism that always returns a maximum Nash

social welfare allocation is PEF1, and propose a modified adjusted winner mechanism satisfying

PEF1. We further investigate the round-robin and the envy-cycle mechanisms to measure how

far they are from position envy-freeness.

1 Introduction

Allocating resources fairly is an important task and has attracted increasing attention in social

choice theory and economics. The classical fair division problem for divisible goods, also known

as the cake-cutting problem, dates back to the 1940s [Ste48]. In recent years, its significance

has started to be recognized in computer science [Wal20, ALMW22, AAB+23], and fair division

methods are increasingly being implemented in real-world applications [GP15, IY23, HS24].

The fair division problem for indivisible goods is to allocate m indivisible goods M to n agents

N . Every agent a ∈ N has a utility function ua : 2M → R≥0 that evaluates the utility of a given

bundle (a subset of M) for a. In this paper, all utility functions are assumed to be additive. The

most basic fairness concept in the fair division problem is the envy-freeness [Fol67]. An allocation

is called envy-free if every agent has a utility for their own bundle at least as much as that for any

other agent’s bundle. Unfortunately, an envy-free allocation may not exist in the case of allocating

indivisible goods. To avoid this limitation, a relaxation of envy-freeness, envy-freeness up to one

good (EF1), has been extensively studied [Bud11]. An allocation is said to be EF1 if, for any two

agents, either one does not envy the other, or the envy can be eliminated by removing at most one

good from the envied agent’s bundle. For agents with monotone utility functions, an EF1 allocation

always exists and can be found in polynomial time by the envy-cycle mechanism [LMMS04]. For

agents with additive utility functions, an EF1 allocation can be computed in polynomial time

by the round-robin mechanism [CKM+19]. Moreover, when n = 2, the discrete version of the
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adjusted winner mechanism produces an EF1 allocation satisfying the Pareto optimality (PO),

which is an efficiency criterion that guarantees that no allocation can improve an agent’s utility

without diminishing the utility of at least one other agent [ACIW22]. See Section 2 for detailed

problem settings and definitions.

This paper considers a fairness concept with regard to the order or positions of agents. To

explain it, imagine that we are an organizer allocating indivisible goods to agents by using the

round-robin mechanism. As explained above, this mechanism is fair in the sense that it produces

an EF1 allocation (if the utility functions are additive as we have assumed). However, to apply

the round-robin mechanism, we need to designate an order of the agents, which affects the output

allocation (see Example 7). Therefore, although the algorithm always produces an EF1 allocation

for any order of agents, some agents might compare their given bundles to those that would

be allocated to them under a different order of agents, complaining that the order chosen by

the organizer was “unfair”. Many other mechanisms, such as serial dictatorship and envy-cycle

mechanisms, also depend on the order of agents.

In the cake-cutting problem, this kind of fairness was considered by Manabe and Okamoto [MO12]

asmeta-envy-freeness. A meta-envy-free mechanism outputs an allocation in which no agent desires

to change their position in an arbitrary used order of the agents. In other words, meta-envy-freeness

ensures that each agent’s utility does not decrease by any reordering of the agents.

In this paper, we introduce an analogous fairness concept, meta-envy-freeness, for the fair

division problem for indivisible goods. We say that a mechanism is position envy-free1 if for any

input ordered set of agents, no agent prefers the bundle they would receive under a permutation

of the agents to their allocated bundle under the current ordering.

Unfortunately, no mechanism can attain position envy-freeness (see Example 5) as in the case

of envy-freeness. We thus propose a relaxed notion termed position envy-freeness up to k goods

(PEFk). A mechanism is PEFk if for any ordered set of agents, no agent does not desire to change

their position in the ordering when they lose the k best goods after changing their position. We

further introduce the concept of the mechanism’s degree of position envy as the minimum k such

that the mechanism satisfies PEFk.

As the round-robin and envy-cycle mechanisms produce EF1 allocations, one might expect that

these mechanisms would satisfy PEF1. However, we will see that these mechanisms are indeed not

PEF1. This result would pose the following natural question: is it possible to design a mechanism

that is PEF1 and always returns an EF1 allocation?

1.1 Our Contributions

We answer the above question affirmatively. As a primary contribution, we present in Section 3

a PEF1 mechanism that always produces an EF1 allocation in polynomial time. Our approach

employs a maximum-weight bipartite matching algorithm to determine a subset of goods allocated

to agents in each round as well as careful consideration of tie-breaking rules. While the natural

adaptation of a maximum-weight bipartite matching algorithm would lose the invariance under

scaling each agent’s utility, which is a desired property to address so-called utility monsters [Noz74],

we present an algorithm that is scale invariant.

We next prove that PEF1 is compatible with both EF1 and PO when n = 2 in Section 4.

Specifically, we demonstrate that any mechanism that returns a maximum Nash social welfare

allocation, which maximizes the Nash social welfare and is known to be EF1 and PO, also satisfies

PEF1 when n = 2. Additionally, we propose a modified adjusted winner mechanism, which satisfies

PEF1 and produces an EF1 and PO allocation in polynomial time when n = 2.

We then investigate the round-robin and envy-cycle mechanisms in Sections 5 and 6, respec-

tively. We show that the round-robin mechanism does not satisfy PEF1 when n and m are both

1We use the term “meta-envy-free” instead of “position envy-free” to clarify the meaning of “meta”.

2



sufficiently large. More strongly, we prove that the degree of position envy of the round-robin

mechanism is at least ⌊log2 n⌋ when the number of rounds satisfies ⌈m/n⌉ ≥ ⌊log2 n⌋. This implies

that the round-robin mechanism is not PEF1 when n ≥ 4 and m ≥ n + 1. Conversely, we prove

that the round-robin mechanism satisfies PEF1 when n ∈ {2, 3}. For the envy-cycle mechanism,

we show that it is PEF1 if and only if m−
⌊

m
n

⌋

≤ 1 by considering the ordering in which unenvied

agents are prioritized when ties occur.

1.2 Related Work

Mechanisms via weighted bipartite matchings. In the context of the fair division with

subsidy, Brustle et al. [BDN+20] proposed a mechanism that returns an envy-freeable and EF1

allocation. Their mechanism is similar to ours in the sense that both rely on a maximum-weight

bipartite matching algorithm. Our mechanism is distinguished by its scaling invariance and the

method by which bundles selected in each round are determined independently of the order of

agents.

Randomized mechanisms. Randomized mechanisms are allocation mechanisms that utilize

randomness within their process and return a probabilistic allocation. When considering posi-

tion fairness, randomized mechanisms offer one solution. For instance, mechanisms that treat all

agents uniformly at random are considered fair in terms of probabilistic outcomes. Randomized

mechanisms have been extensively studied in the literature. Notable examples include the random

serial dictatorship [AS98], and the probabilistic serial mechanism [BM01]. Recent advancements

have introduced the concept of best-of-both-worlds fairness in recourse allocation [FSV20, BEF22,

AFSV23, FMNP23]. The best-of-both-worlds mechanism guarantees fairness in expectation (ex-

ante) while simultaneously ensuring a certain level of fairness in the realized allocation (ex-post).

In this paper, we focus on evaluating potential unfairness in discrete deterministic mechanisms,

particularly in scenarios such as tie-breaking.

Anonymity and equal-treatment-of-equals. The notion of anonymity can be traced back

to the early works in social choice theory and mechanism design [Gib73, Sat75]. Anonymity is

a fundamental principle that requires a mechanism to treat all agents equally, regardless of their

identities. In other words, even if two agents have swapped each other’s utilities, the outcome

allocation of the mechanism should remain unchanged. In this paper, we distinguish between

anonymity and position envy-freeness. Position envy-freeness guarantees that the utilities which

agents get do not change while the allocation produced by the mechanism may vary.

The equal-treatment-of-equals is also a well-known fairness concept for mechanisms [Mou04].

This concept requires for a mechanism that agents with identical preferences should receive the

same bundle of goods. The trade-offs between anonymity or equal-treatment-of-equals, and other

desirable properties in resource allocation mechanisms have been extensively studied [SS74, Zho90,

BM01, RSU05, BHS20].

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Basic Fair Division Model

We consider the fair division problem where m indivisible goods are allocated to n agents. Let N

be the set of n agents and M be the set of m goods. We call a subset of M a bundle. Each agent

a ∈ N has a non-negative utility function ua : 2M → R≥0. We assume that ua is additive, that is,

ua(S) =
∑

g∈S ua({g}) holds for any bundle S ⊆ M . To simplicity, let ua(g) = ua({g}) for each

g ∈M . A profile is a family u = {ua}a∈N of the utility functions of all agents.

3



An allocation A = {Aa}a∈N is a partition ofM into n bundles indexed byN , i.e., M =
⋃

a∈N Aa

and Aa ∩ Aa′ = ∅ for any a 6= a′ ∈ N . An allocation A Pareto dominates another allocation A′

if ua(Aa) ≥ ua(A
′
a) for all a ∈ N and there exists an agent a′ such that ua′(Aa′) > ua′(A

′
a′).

An allocation A is called Pareto optimal (PO) if there is no allocation that Pareto dominates A.

Given an allocation A, we say that agent a envies agent a′ if ua(Aa) < ua(Aa′). An allocation

A is called envy-free if ua(Aa) ≥ ua(Aa′) for all a, a′ ∈ N , i.e., no agent envies any other agent.

Budish [Bud11] introduced a more feasible variant of envy-freeness, termed as envy-freeness up to

one good (EF1), as follows.

Definition 1 (Envy-freeness up to one good (EF1)). An allocation A is called envy-free up to one

good (EF1) if for every pair of agents a, a′ ∈ N , ua(Aa) ≥ ua(Aa′) holds, or there exists a good

g ∈ Aa′ such that ua(Aa) ≥ ua(Aa′ \ {g}).

We define the notion of maximum Nash social welfare (MNW). Caragiannis et al. [CKM+19]

show that MNW allocations achieve EF1 and PO.

Definition 2 (Maximum Nash social welfare (MNW) allocation). The Nash social welfare (NW)

of an allocation A is defined as NW(A) =
∏

a∈N ua(Aa). We say that an allocation A is maximum

Nash social welfare (MNW) if it maximizes the NW among all allocations.

2.2 Position Fairness

This paper considers allocation mechanisms that depend on an order of agents. For definition, we

shall define an agent ordering π as a bijection from N to [n] = {1, 2, . . . , n}, where π arranges

the agents in order π−1(1), π−1(2), . . . , π−1(n). We call π(a) the position of a ∈ N under π.

Let Π denote the set of all agent orderings. For a profile u = {ua}a∈N and an agent ordering

π ∈ Π, an ordered profile uπ is defined as a list of the utilities in u arranged according to π, i.e.,

uπ = (uπ−1(1), uπ−1(2), . . . , uπ−1(n)). A mechanism is a mapM from the set U of all ordered profiles

to the set A of all ordered allocations. Here, an ordered allocation A means a partition of M into n

bundles indexed from 1 to n, i.e., A = (A1, A2, . . . , An). The output A =M(uπ) of a mechanism

is interpreted as an allocation to the agents in such a way that each agent a ∈ N receives a bundle

Aπ(a).

Example 3 (Round-robin mechanism). Consider the round-robin mechanism. For an ordered

profile uπ, this mechanism repeats the following steps while some items are remaining: each agent

from π−1(1) to π−1(n), in this order, takes their most preferred good from the remaining goods.

The round-robin mechanism computes possibly different allocations for different orders of agents

even if the profile u is identical.

We now introduce a fairness concept of a mechanism concerning agent orderings, called position

envy-freeness. Note thatM(uπ)π(a) denotes the bundle that agent a receives under a profile u, an

agent ordering π, and a mechanismM.

Definition 4 (Position envy-freeness). A mechanismM satisfies position envy-freeness if for any

profile u, agent orderings π, π′ ∈ Π, and agent a ∈ N ,

ua
(

M(uπ)π(a)
)

≥ ua
(

M(uπ′)π′(a)

)

. (1)

Since the inequality (1) also holds even if π and π′ are interchanged, (1) holds with equality

for every π, π′ ∈ Π ifM satisfies position envy-freeness. Intuitively, position envy-freeness claims

that each agent a prefers π to π′ if agent a obtains a higher utility under π than that under π′.

As mentioned in Introduction, this concept is already known as meta-envy-freeness [MO12] in the

fair division for divisible goods.
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Unfortunately, a position envy-free mechanism may not exist when goods are indivisible, as

shown in the following.

Example 5. Consider an instance with two agents N = {a, b}, a single good M = {g}, and a

profile u = (ua, ub) with ua(g) = ub(g) > 0. We have Π = {π1, π2} with π1(a) = 1, π1(b) = 2 and

π2(a) = 2, π2(b) = 1. LetM be a mechanism. Since ua and ub are the same utility function, the

bundle allocated to an agent in position i is constant for i = 1, 2, meaningM(uπ1)π(a) =M(uπ2)π(b)
and M(uπ1)π(b) = M(uπ2)π(a). We may assume without loss of generality that M(uπ1)π(a) =

M(uπ2)π(b) = {g}. Then we have ua(M(uπ1)π(a)) = ua(g) > ua(∅) = ua(M(uπ2)a). This implies

that no position envy-free mechanism exists.

Following the spirit of EF1, we introduce a relaxation of the position envy-freeness, called

position envy-freeness up to k goods (PEFk), defined as follows.

Definition 6 (Position envy-freeness up to k goods). A mechanism M satisfies position envy-

freeness up to k goods (PEFk) if for any profile u ∈ U , agent orderings π, π′ ∈ Π, and agent a ∈ N ,

there exists S ⊆M(uπ′)π′(a) with |S| ≤ k such that

ua
(

M(uπ)π(a)
)

≥ ua
(

M(uπ′)π′(a) \ S
)

.

This framework allows a marginal decrease in an agent’s utility, limited to some units, when

they are shifted from their current position. Consequently, regardless of their position, each agent

is guaranteed a utility that is not substantially inferior compared to the utility that she gets in the

most favorable position.

Note that this definition is invariant under scaling or normalization of the utilities. We further

define the degree of position envy of a mechanism as the minimum number of k such that the

mechanism satisfies PEFk.

A natural question is then whether well-known mechanisms such as the round-robin and envy-

cycle mechanisms satisfy PEFk with a small constant k. Unfortunately, the degrees of position

envy of these mechanisms can increase as n and m increase (for details, see Theorems 14 and 19).

Furthermore, even when n = 4, the round-robin mechanism is not PEF1, illustrated in the following

example.

Example 7. Consider an instance with four agents, five goods, and the profile u given by the

following table, where c1, c2, and c3 are positive constants with c1 > c2 > c3 > 0.

g1 g2 g3 g4 g5
a1 c1 0 0 c3 c2
a2 0 c1 0 0 c2
a3 c1 0 c2 0 0

a4 0 c1 c3 c2 0

We compare two agent orderings π1, π2 ∈ Π such that π1(ai) = i and π2(ai) = 5 − i for each i =

1, 2, . . . , 4. By the round-robin mechanism under π1, agent a1 obtains the bundleM(uπ1)π1(a1) =

{g1, g5}, while agent a1 gets M(uπ2)π2(a1) = {g4} by that under π2. Since c1 > c2 > c3, for any

single good g inM(uπ1)π1(a1), we have u1(M(uπ1)π1(a1) \ {g}) > u1(M(uπ2)π2(a1)).

Finally, we define the scale invariance of mechanisms. For a profile u = (ua)a∈N ∈ U and a

tuple of positive reals (αa)a∈N ∈ R
n
>0 indexed by agents N , let αu denote the profile given by

(αu)a(S) = αaua(S) for a ∈ N and S ⊆M . It is clear that if u is additive, so is αu. We say that a

mechanismM is scale invariant ifM(u, π) =M(αu, π) holds for any α ∈ R
n
>0, u ∈ U , and π ∈ Π.
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3 PEF1 + EF1

This section shows the existence of a PEF1 mechanism that produces an EF1 allocation by proving

the following:

Theorem 8. Mechanism 1 is scale-invariant, PEF1, and always produces an EF1 allocation in

polynomial time.

Mechanism 1 is described in Section 3.1, and the proof of Theorem 8 will be given in Section 3.2.

3.1 Mechanism Description

Mechanism 1 PEF1 mechanism that produces an EF1 allocation

Input: N , M , profile u, and agent ordering π
Output: Allocation {Aa}a∈N
1: Add dummy goods until m is divisible by n
2: Set bundles Aa ← ∅ for all a ∈ N and I ←M
3: for r = 1, 2, . . . , ⌈mn ⌉ do
4: Construct the complete bipartite graph G = (N ∪ I,E)
5: Compute a maximum-weight matching µr with respect to w in G
6: for a ∈ N do

7: Set Aa ← Aa ∪ {µ
r(a)}

8: Set I ← I \ {µr(a)}
9: return {Aa}a∈N

We explain Mechanism 1. First, we fix indices of goods as M = {g1, g2, . . . , gm}. Second, if the

number of goods is not divisible by n, we add dummy goods that are valued at 0 by all agents until

the total number of goods becomes divisible by n. We set an initial allocation as Aa = ∅ for all

a ∈ N . We refer the for loop of lines 3-8 in Mechanism 1 as round. For each round r, let I denote

the set of remaining goods and we construct the complete bipartite graph G = (N ∪ I,E) with

two vertex sets N and I, where E = {{a, g} | a ∈ N, g ∈ I}. A subset µ ⊆ E is called a matching

if each vertex appears in at most one edge of the subset. For a weight function w : E → R≥0 and

an edge e = {a, g} ∈ E, we use the notation w(a, g) = w(e).

We define two types of weights, denoted as w1 and w2. Let ka denote the number of distinct

utilities for agent a. For each a ∈ N and each g ∈ I, define w1(a, g) = 2ka−i if a has the i-th

highest utility to a good g for i ∈ [ka]. If multiple goods have the same utility, they are assigned

the same power of 2. Secondly, we define w2(a, gj) = 2m−j for each edge {a, gj} ∈ E. For each edge

e ∈ E, define a weight function w as w(e) = nm2m ·w1(e)+w2(e). We can find a maximum weight

matching with respect to w in polynomial time (see Section 9 in [LP09]). Note that a maximum

weight matching with respect to w is a matching that has the highest weight with respect to w2

among maximum weight matchings with respect to w1.

In each round r, we compute a maximum-weight matching µr
π with respect to w in G. For an

agent a ∈ N , let µr
π(a) denote the good matched to agent a under µr

π. We allocate goods to agents

according to µr
π as each agent a obtains good µr

π(a) (lines 6-8).

3.2 Proof of Theorem 8

Proof of Theorem 8. Let µr
π(N) denote the set of goods adjacent to agents under µr

π. We claim

that µr
π(N) is unique and does not depend on agent ordering π for r = 1, 2, . . . , ⌈mn ⌉. When r = 1, if

there are two maximum weight matchings µ and ν with respect to w, then we have w2(µ) = w2(ν),

where w2(µ) =
∑

e∈µ w(e) and w2(ν) =
∑

e∈ν w(e). Since w2 represents the binary representation

6



with respect to indices of goods, µ1
π(N) = ν1π(N). Thus, µ1

π(N) is uniquely determined and does

not depend on π. By repeating this argument inductively on r, we complete the proof of the claim.

We proceed to prove that Mechanism 1 is PEF1. We compare any pair of two agent orderings

π1, π2 ∈ Π. Since µr
π(N) does not depend on π, we have µr

π1
(N) = µr

π2
(N) for all r. Let gra = µr

π1
(a)

and hra = µr
π2
(a) for each agent a ∈ N and each r = 1, 2, . . . , ⌈mn ⌉. Choose r ∈ {1, 2, . . . , ⌈mn ⌉ − 1}.

We claim that ua
(

gr+1
a

)

≤ ua
(

hra
)

. Since gr+1
a /∈

⋃r
r′=1 µ

r′
π1
(N), we obtain gr+1

a /∈
⋃r

r′=1 µ
r′
π2
(N).

Then, we get w1(a, g
r+1
a ) ≤ w1(a, h

r
a) since otherwise good gr+1

a is included in the maximum weight

matching µr
π2
. By the definition of w1, this implies ua

(

gr+1
a

)

≤ ua
(

hra
)

. This leads that

ua
(

M(uπ2)π2(a)

)

=

⌈m
n
⌉

∑

r=1

ua
(

hra
)

≥

⌈m
n
⌉−1

∑

r=1

ua
(

hra
)

≥

⌈m
n
⌉

∑

r=2

ua
(

gra
)

= ua
(

M(uπ1)π1(a) \ {g
1
a}
)

for any two agent orderings π1, π2 ∈ Π and for all a ∈ N . This implies that the mechanism is

PEF1.

Next, we show that Mechanism 1 always produces an EF1 allocation. Fix any agent ordering

π. Let gra = µr
π(a) for each r = 1, 2, . . . , ⌈mn ⌉ and a ∈ N . Since we choose a maximum weight

matching with respect to w1, we have ua
(

gr+1
a′

)

≤ ua
(

gra
)

for any two agents a, a′ ∈ N and

r = 1, 2, . . . , ⌈mn ⌉ − 1. Then, for all a, a′ ∈ N , we have

ua
(

M(uπ)π(a)
)

=

⌈m
n
⌉

∑

r=1

ua
(

gra
)

≥

⌈m
n
⌉

∑

r=2

ua
(

gra
)

≥

⌈m
n
⌉

∑

r=2

ua
(

gra′
)

= ua
(

M(uπ)π(a′) \ {g
1
a′}

)

.

We finally consider the time complexity and scaling invariance of Mechanism 1. In each round,

we can find a maximum weight matching with respect to w in polynomial time, and the number

of round is ⌈mn ⌉. Hence, Mechanism 1 runs in polynomial time. Furthermore, the weight function

w is unchanged if the profile is multiplied by a tuple of positive reals. Therefore, the mechanism

is scaling invariant.

4 PEF1 + EF1 + PO for n = 2

In this section, we consider mechanisms for n = 2. We show that there exist PEF1 mechanisms

which produce EF1 and PO allocations when n = 2.

4.1 Nash Social Welfare

Caragiannis et al. [CKM+19] showed that every MNW allocation satisfies EF1 and PO. We prove

that any mechanism that always produces an MNW allocation is PEF1 when n = 2.

Theorem 9. When n = 2, any mechanism that always returns an MNW allocation is PEF1.

Proof. Let N = {a1, a2} denote the set of two agents. Let A = (Aa1 , Aa2) and B = (Ba1 , Ba2)

be two distinct MNW allocations where each agent a ∈ {a1, a2} obtains the bundles Aa and Ba.

Since two allocations are distinct, we have Aa1 6= Ba1 . Without loss of generality, we can assume

that Ba1 \ Aa1 6= ∅. We will show that ua1(Aa1) ≥ ua1(Ba1 \ g) holds for some g ∈ Ba1 . Suppose

to the contrary that ua1(Aa1) < ua1(Ba1 \ {g}) for every g ∈ Ba1 \Aa1 . Take a good h ∈ Ba1 \Aa1 .

We have h ∈ Aa2 . Let A
′ = (A′

a1 , A
′
a2) and B′ = (B′

a1 , B
′
a2) be allocations where A′

a1 = Aa1 ∪ {h},

A′
a2 = Aa2 \ {h}, B

′
a1 = Ba1 \ {h} and B′

a2 = Ba2 ∪ {h}. We will show that

NW(A′) ·NW(B′) > NW(A) ·NW(B),

7



which implies a contradiction. To show this, we observe that

NW(A′)

NW(A)
·
NW(B′)

NW(B)
=

u1(A
′
1)

u1(A1)
·
u2(A

′
2)

u2(A2)
·
u1(B

′
1)

u1(B1)
·
u2(B

′
2)

u2(B2)

=

(

1 +
u1(h)

u1(A1)

)

·

(

1−
u2(h)

u2(A2)

)

·

(

1−
u1(h)

u1(B1)

)

·

(

1 +
u2(h)

u2(B2)

)

=

(

1 +
ua1(h)

ua1(Aa1)
−

ua1(h)

ua1(B1)
−

ua1(h)
2

ua1(Aa1)ua1(Ba1)

)

·

(

1−
ua2(h)

ua2(Aa2)
+

ua2(h)

ua2(Ba2)
−

ua2(h)
2

ua2(Aa2)ua2(Ba2)

)

.

Since ua1(Aa1) < ua1(Ba1 \ {h}) by the assumption, we have

1 +
ua1(h)

ua1(Aa1)
−

ua1(h)

ua1(Ba1)
−

ua1(h)
2

ua1(Aa1)ua1(Ba1)
= 1 +

ua1(h)(ua1(Ba1)− ua1(Aa1)− ua1(h))

ua1(Aa1)ua1(Ba1)

> 1.

Since A is an MNW allocation, we have NW(A) ≥ NW(B′), which implies

NW(A) = ua1(Aa1)ua2(Aa2) ≥ ua1(B
′
a1)ua2(B

′
a2) = NW(B′).

We also have ua1(Aa1) < ua1(Ba1 \ {h}) = ua1(B
′
a1). Hence, ua2(Aa2) ≥ ua2(B

′
a2) = ua2(Ba2) +

ua2(h). Therefore, we obtain

1−
ua2(h)

ua2(Aa2)
+

ua2(h)

ua2(Ba2)
−

ua2(h)
2

ua2(Aa2)ua2(Ba2)
= 1 +

ua2(h)(ua2(Aa2)− ua2(Ba2)− ua2(h))

ua2(Aa2)ua2(Ba2)

≥ 1,

which completes the proof.

4.2 Adjusted Winner Mechanism

Next, we investigate the discrete version of the adjusted winner mechanism, which produces an

EF1 and PO allocation in polynomial time when n = 2 [ACIW22] . We call it the discrete adjusted

winner mechanism.

Let N = {a1, a2} denote the set of two agents. We first categorize M into four disjoint subsets:

Ma1 = {g ∈ M | ua1(g) > 0 ∧ ua2(g) = 0}, Ma2 = {g ∈ M | ua1(g) = 0 ∧ ua2(g) > 0},

M3 = {g ∈ M | ua1(g) > 0 ∧ ua2(g) > 0} and M4 = {g ∈ M | ua1(g) = 0 ∧ ua2(g) = 0}.

We discard goods in M4 as they are irrelevant to envy-freeness, position envy-freeness and Pareto

optimality. Thus, we can represent M as M = Ma1 ∪Ma2 ∪M3.

We describe the discrete adjusted winner mechanism. In this mechanism, an agent ordering

represents which agent is prioritized. We establish a fixed order of the goods before the mechanism

begins. At the first step of the mechanism, we allocate all goods in Mπ−1(1) ∪M3 to agent π−1(1),

and all goods in Mπ−1(2) to agent π−1(2). Then, we transfer goods in M3 from agent π−1(1) to

agent π−1(2) in non-increasing order of the ratio
u
π−1(2)(g)

u
π−1(1)(g)

. Note that if some goods have the

same ratio value, we break ties by ordering such goods in the increasing order of indices. At the

moment when agent π−1(2) envies agent π−1(1) by at most one good, that is, when there exists a

good g ∈ Aπ−1(1) such that uπ−1(2)(Aπ−1(2)) ≥ uπ−1(2)(Aπ−1(1) \ {g}), we stop transferring goods.

If M3 = ∅, then the mechanism returns allocation (Ma1 ,Ma2).

Unfortunately, the degree of position envy of the discrete adjusted winner mechanism is at least

⌈m2 ⌉ − 1, and thus the mechanism is not PEF1 when m ≥ 3.
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Proposition 10. The degree of position envy of the discrete adjusted winner mechanism is at least

⌈m2 ⌉ − 1.

Proof. Let ε be a small constant such that 0 < ε < 1/m. Let N = {a1, a2} denote the set of agents

and M = {g1, g2, . . . , gm} denote the set of goods. We define the profile (ua(g))a∈N,g∈M as follows:

ua(g) =















1 if a = a1 and g ∈M,

1 if a = a2 and g = gm,

ε if a = a2 and g ∈M \ {gm}.

We compare two agent orderings π1, π2 ∈ Π where π1(ai) = i and π2(ai) = 3 − i for each i = 1, 2.

By the mechanism under π1, agent a1 initially obtains all goods. Then, since the allocation

(Aa1 , Aa2) = ({g1, g2, . . . , gm−1}, {gm}) satisfies EF1, we get M(uπ1)π1(a1) = {g1, g2, . . . , gm−1}.

By the mechanism under π2, agent a2 initially receives all the goods. Then, after almost half

of all the goods, i.e., g1, g2, . . . , g⌊m/2⌋, have been passed, the mechanism terminates. Hence,

M(uπ2)π2(a1) = {g1, g2, . . . , g⌊m/2⌋} and agent a1 has envy at least m − 1 − ⌊m/2⌋ = ⌈m/2⌉ − 1

goods.

4.2.1 Modification.

We propose a modified discrete adjusted winner mechanism, described as Mechanism 2, and show

that the mechanism is PEF1 and produces an EF1 and PO allocation.

Mechanism 2 Modified adjusted winner mechanism

Input: N = {a1, a2}, M , profile u, and agent ordering π
Output: Allocation (Aa1 , Aa2)
1: Find an envy-free and equitable minimally fractional allocation (Pa1 , Pa2 , g, λa1 , λa2)
2: if λπ−1(1) ≥ λπ−1(2) then

3: return (Aπ−1(1), Aπ−1(2)) where Aπ−1(1) = Mπ−1(1) ∪Pπ−1(1) ∪{g} and Aπ−1(2) = Mπ−1(2) ∪
Pπ−1(2)

4: else

5: return (Aπ−1(1), Aπ−1(2)) where Aπ−1(1) = Mπ−1(1) ∪ Pπ−1(1) and Aπ−1(2) = Mπ−1(2) ∪
Pπ−1(2) ∪ {g}

In Mechanism 2, we fix indices of goods and an agent ordering π : {a1, a2} → {1, 2}. If M3 = ∅,

then the mechanism returns allocation (Ma1 ,Ma2). We assume that M3 6= ∅. In line 1, we employ

the method introduced by Aziz et al. [ABFR+15] to find an equitable and envy-free minimally

fractional allocation on M3. To elucidate this, we will explain the concept of minimally fractional

allocation on M3. We first arrange the goods in M3 in non-increasing order based on their utility

ratios, denoted as g1, g2, . . . , gℓ, where ℓ = |M3|. This arrangement satisfies that

uπ−1(1)(g1)

uπ−1(2)(g1)
≥ · · · ≥

uπ−1(1)(gk−1)

uπ−1(2)(gk−1)
≥

uπ−1(1)(gk)

uπ−1(2)(gk)
≥

uπ−1(1)(gk+1)

uπ−1(2)(gk+1)
≥ · · · ≥

uπ−1(1)(gℓ)

uπ−1(2)(gℓ)
. (2)

For the arrangement, aminimally fractional allocation onM3 is defined as a tuple of (Pa1 , Pa2 , gk, λa1 ,

λa2), where k ∈ [ℓ], Pa1 = {g1, g2, . . . , gk−1} is allocated to agent a1, Pa2 = {gk+1, gk+2, . . . , gℓ}

allocated to agent a2, and gk is a single good that may be split between the two agents. More-

over, λa1 , λa2 ∈ R≥0 are parameters with λa1 + λa2 = 1, which represents the fractions of good

gk allocated to agents a1 and a2. We have Pa1 ∩ Pa2 ∩ {gk} = ∅ and Pa1 ∪ Pa2 ∪ {gk} = M . For

this allocation, agent a1 obtains the utility of ua1(Pa1) + λa1 · ua1(gk), and agent a2 gets that of

ua2(Pa2) + λa2 · ua2(gk). A minimally fractional allocation (Pa1 , Pa2 , gk, λa1 , λa2) is envy-free if
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we have ua(Pa) + λa · ua(gk) ≥ ua(Pa′) + λa′ · ua(gk) for all a, a′ ∈ {a1, a2}, and is equitable if
ua1(Pa1 )+λa1 ·ua1(gk)

ua1 (M) =
ua2 (Pa2)+λa2 ·ua2(gk)

ua2 (M) .

In line 1, we can find an envy-free and equitable minimally fractional allocation in polynomial

time [ABFR+15]. Hence, Mechanism 2 runs in polynomial time.

Lemma 11. Let M3 = {g1, g2, . . . , gℓ} be sorted as in (2). Given a profile u, there exist unique

gk ∈ M3, wπ−1(1) ∈ R≥0, and λπ−1(2) ∈ R≥0, where λπ−1(1) + λπ−1(2) = 1, satisfying the following

conditions, and we can find them in polynomial time:

1. the minimally fractional allocation (Pa1 , Pa2 , gk, λa1 , λa2) on M3 is equitable where Pπ−1(1) =

{g1, g2, . . . , gk−1} and Pπ−1(2) = {gk+1, gk+2, . . . , gℓ}, and

2. the minimally fractional allocation (Ma1 ∪Pa1 ,Ma2 ∪Pa2 , gk, λa1 , λa2) on M is envy-free, i.e.,

for every pair of agents a, a′ ∈ {a1, a2}, we have

ua(Ma ∪ Pa) + λa · ua(gk) ≥ ua(Ma′ ∪ Pa′) + λa′ · ua(gk). (3)

Proof. Aziz et al. [ABFR+15] show that we can find a boundary line which leads an equitable and

envy-free minimally fractional allocation on M3 by the following steps.

1. Give all goods in M3 to agent π−1(1).

2. Order goods in non-increasing order of the valuation ratios such that
u
π−1(1)(g1)

u
π−1(2)(g1)

≥
u
π−1(1)(g2)

u
π−1(2)(g2)

≥

· · · ≥
u
π−1(1)(gℓ)

u
π−1(2)(gℓ)

.

3. From right to left, continuously transfer goods fractionally until we get an equitable, envy-

free, and minimally fractional allocation on M3.

Let gk denote the split good and suppose that gk is divided in the ratio λa1 to λa2 . Here, we

achieve the equitable minimally fractional allocation with respect to M3. Moreover, envy-freeness

of the minimally fractional allocation on M3 implies

ua(Pa) + λa · ua(gk) ≥ ua(Pa′) + λa′ · ua(gk)

for all a, a′ ∈ N . Since ua(Ma ∪ Pa) ≥ ua(Pa) and ua(Ma′ ∪ Pa′) = ua(Pa′), we obtain

ua(Ma ∪ Pa) + λa · ua(gk) ≥ ua(Ma′ ∪ Pa′) + λa′ · ua(gk).

From equitability, such the boundary line is uniquely determined. This implies the uniqueness of

gk, λa1 and λa2 .

A minimally fractional allocation is Pareto optimal if there does not exist an alternative min-

imally fractional allocation that makes one agent better off without making another agent worse

off. Then, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 12. Let M3 = {g1, g2, . . . , gℓ} be sorted as in (2). Fix any k ∈ [ℓ]. Let Pπ−1(1) =

{g1, g2, . . . , gk−1} and Pπ−1(2) = {gk+1, gk+2, . . . , gℓ}. The allocations (Ma1 ∪Pa1 ∪{gk},Ma2 ∪Pa2)

and (Ma1 ∪ Pa1 ,Ma2 ∪ Pa2 ∪ {gk}) on M are both Pareto optimal.

Proof. Aziz et al. [ABFR+15] show that the minimally fractional allocation on M3 induced by a

boundary line is not Pareto dominated by any other allocations on M3 wherever the boundary line

is. Thus, the allocation (Pa1 ∪ {gk}, Pa2) and (Pa1 , Pa2 ∪ {gk}) on M3 are not Pareto dominated

by any other allocations on M3. We show that no allocation on M does not Pareto dominate the

allocations (Ma1 ∪ Pa1 ∪ {gk},Ma2 ∪ Pa2) or (Ma1 ∪ Pa1 ,Ma2 ∪ Pa2 ∪ {gk}). Indeed, if there exists
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an allocation A′ that Pareto dominates the allocation on M , then A′ can only be constructed

by transferring goods in M3 from (Pa1 ∪ {gk}, Pa2) or (Pa1 , Pa2 ∪ {gk}). This contradicts that

(Pa1 ∪ {gk}, Pa2) and (Pa1 , Pa2 ∪ {gk}) are Pareto optimal among all allocations on M3.

In lines 3 and 5 of the mechanism, we round the minimally fractional allocation according to

λa1 and λa2 . In the case of λa1 = λa2 , we round it based on the agent ordering π. Now, we have

the following theorem.

Theorem 13. The modified adjusted winner mechanism (Mechanism 2) produces an EF1 and PO

allocation in polynomial time. Moreover, the mechanism is PEF1.

Proof. Firstly, from Lemma 12, the allocation produced by Mechanism 2 is Pareto optimal.

Secondly, we show that the outcome allocation is EF1. Let gk be the divided good by the

boundary line. Without loss of generality, we assume that π−1(1) = a1. When λa1 ≥ λa2 , we

have Aa1 = Ma1 ∪ Pa1 ∪ {gk} and Aa2 = Ma2 ∪ Pa2 . Utilizing the inequality (3) in Lemma 11 and

λa1 ≤ 1, we prove that the allocation satisfies EF1 when λa1 ≥ λa2 as

ua1(Aa1) = ua1(Ma1 ∪ Pa1 ∪ {gk})

= ua1(Ma1 ∪ Pa1) + ua1(gk)

≥ ua1(Ma2 ∪ Pa2) + λa2 · ua1(gk) + (1− λa1) · ua1(gk) (Using the inequality (3))

≥ ua1(Ma2 ∪ Pa2) (Using 1 ≥ λa1)

= ua1(Aa2),

and

ua2(Aa2) = ua2(Ma2 ∪ Pa2)

≥ ua2(Ma1 ∪ Pa1) + λa1 · ua2(gk)− λa2 · ua2(gk) (Using the inequality (3))

≥ ua2(Ma1 ∪ Pa1)

= ua2(Aa1 \ {gk}).

In the case where λa1 < λa2 , we have Aa1 = Ma1 ∪ Pa1 and Aa2 = Ma2 ∪ Pa2 ∪ {gk}, and the

allocation can be shown to be EF1 in a similar manner.

Finally, we prove that the mechanism is PEF1. Since the minimally fractional allocation

satisfying equitablility is uniquely determined regardless of agent orderings, each agent a ∈ {a1, a2}

obtains either Ma ∪ Pa or Ma ∪ Pa ∪ {g}, where g is a good that may be split in the minimally

fractional allocation. Thus, Mechanism 2 is PEF1.

5 Round-robin Mechanism

In this section, we investigate the round-robin mechanism. The round-robin mechanism operates

that, wherein each iteration, agents consecutively select their most preferred goods in accordance

with a prescribed order. We refer each iteration as a round. We fix indices of goods, and during

each round, each agent selects the good with the smallest index number among the goods with the

highest utility.

As demonstrated in Example 7, there is an case where the round-robin mechanism does not

satisfy PEF1. In this section, we clear the precise circumstances under which the round-robin

mechanism satisfies PEF1.

11



5.1 Not PEF1 when n ≥ 4

We first prove that, as n increases, the degree of position envy correspondingly escalates at a rate

that is at least of the order of the logarithm of n.

Theorem 14. The degree of position envy of the round-robin mechanism is at least ⌊log2 n⌋ when

⌈m/n⌉ ≥ ⌊log2 n⌋.

Proof. We note that, for two positive integers ℓ and n,
⌊

⌊

n

2ℓ

⌋

2

⌋

=
⌊

n
2ℓ+1

⌋

holds. In the proof, we

demonstrate an example to illustrate that the degree of position envy of the mechanism is at least

⌊log2 n⌋. We compare two agent orderings π1, π2 ∈ Π such that π1(ai) = i and π2(ai) = n+1−i for

each i = 1, 2, . . . , n. Let gra denote the good selected by agent a at the round r under π1. Let C be

a positive constant such that C > ⌈m/n⌉− ⌊log2 n⌋+1 ≥ 1. We define the profile (ua(g))a∈N,g∈M

as follows:

• For r = 1, 2, . . . , ⌊log2 n⌋, set ua1(g
r
a1) = C.

• For r = ⌊log2 n⌋+ 1, ⌊log2 n⌋+ 2, . . . , ⌈m/n⌉, set ua1(g
r
a1) = 1.

• For r = 2, 3, . . . , ⌈m/n⌉ and for i = 2, 3, . . . , n, set uai(g
r
ai) = 1.

• For each r = 1, 2, . . . , ⌊log2 n⌋, let j =
⌊

n
2r−1

⌋

− i + 1 for each i =
⌊

n
2r−1

⌋

,
⌊

n
2r−1

⌋

−

1, . . . ,
⌊

⌊

n

2r−1

⌋

2

⌋

+ 1 =
⌊

n
2r

⌋

+ 1. Then set uai(g
r
aj ) = 1.

• Otherwise, set ua(g) = 0.

To aid the understanding, we present an example for the case where n = 5 and goods are

abundantly available in Table 1.

g1a1 g1a2 g1a3 g1a4 g1a5 g2a1 g2a2 g2a3 g2a4 g25 g3a1 g3a2 g3a3 g3a4 g3a5
a1 C C 1

a2 1 1 1 1

a3 1 1 1

a4 1 1 1 1

a5 1 1 1 1

Table 1: An example which illustrates the profile when n = 5. Each blank space indicates the
utility of 0. In this example, under agent ordering π1, agent a1 obtains {g

1
a1 , g

2
a1 , g

3
a1}. Under agent

ordering π2, agent a1 only gets good g3a1 .

Under agent ordering π1, agent a1 obtains

M(uπ1)π1(a1) =
{

g1a1 , g
2
a1 , . . . , g

⌈m/n⌉
a1

}

.

We will show that, for agent a1, the set of goods obtained by removing the top ⌊log2 n⌋−1 highest

goods fromM(uπ2)π2(a1) still has a strictly greater utility thanM(uπ1)π1(a1).

We now consider the agent ordering π2. Under this agent ordering, for each i = n, n −

1, . . . , ⌊n2 ⌋ + 1, agent ai selects good g1an−i+1
in the first round. Next, since good g1a⌊n

2 ⌋
have

already been selected, agent a⌊n
2
⌋ choose good g2a1 . Inductively, by the forth condition, for each

r = 1, 2, . . . , ⌊log2 n⌋, and for each i =
⌊

n
2r−1

⌋

,
⌊

n
2r−1

⌋

− 1, . . . ,
⌊

n
2r

⌋

+ 1, agent ai selects good

grj where j =
⌊

n
2r−1

⌋

− i + 1. When r = ⌊log2 n⌋, good g
⌊log2 n⌋
a1 is selected by agent aj1 where

j1 =
⌊

n
2⌊log2 n⌋−1

⌋

−
⌊

n
2⌊log2 n⌋

⌋

+ 1 > 1 since we have
⌊

n
2⌊log2 n⌋

⌋

= 1. Therefore, agent a1 chooses
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good g
⌊log2 n⌋+1
a1 in the first round. From the above discussion, we obtain g

⌊log2 n⌋
a1 /∈ M(uπ2)π2(a1)

and
{

g
⌊log2 n⌋+1
a1 , g

⌊log2 n⌋+2
a1 , . . . , g⌈m/n⌉

a1

}

⊇M(uπ2)π2(a1).

From the first condition of the profile, we have

ua1

(

g
⌊log2 n⌋
a1

)

= C

> ⌈m/n⌉ − ⌊log2 n⌋+ 1

> ⌈m/n⌉ − ⌊log2 n⌋

=

⌈m/n⌉
∑

r=⌊log2 n⌋+1

ua1(g
r
a1)

≥ ua1(M(uπ2)π2(a1)).

Since g
⌊log2 n⌋
a1 ∈ M(uπ1)π1(a1) \

{

g1a1 , g
2
a1 , . . . , g

⌊log2 n⌋−1
a1

}

, we get

u1

(

M(uπ1)π1(a1) \
{

g1a1 , g
2
a1 , . . . , g

⌊log2 n⌋−1
a1

}

)

≥ ua1

(

g
⌊log2 n⌋
a1

)

,

and then

min
S⊆M(uπ1 )π1(a1) with |S|=⌊log2 n⌋−1

ua1(M(uπ1)π1(a1) \ S)

= ua1

(

M(uπ1)π1(a1) \
{

g11 , g
2
1 , . . . , g

⌊log2 n⌋−1
1

}

)

≥ ua1

(

g
⌊log2 n⌋
1

)

> ua1(M(uπ2)π2(a1)).

This implies that the round-robin mechanism does not satisfy PEF(⌊log2 n⌋ − 1), and the degree

of position envy of the round-robin mechanism is at least ⌊log2 n⌋.

The result in Theorem 14 implies the following corollary.

Corollary 15. The round-robin mechanism is not PEF1 when n ≥ 4 and m ≥ n+ 1.

When m < n + 1, for any agent orderings, the round-robin mechanism outputs an allocation

where each agent receives at most one good. Thus, the round-robin mechanism is PEF1 when

m < n+ 1.

5.2 PEF1 when n ∈ {2, 3}

Next, we present that the round-robin mechanism is PEF1 when the number of agents is two or

three. To this end, we show that the set of goods chosen until a certain round is almost the same

even if the order of agents is changed.

Theorem 16. The round-robin mechanism is PEF1 when n = 2 or 3.

To prove Theorem 16, we compare the round-robin mechanism under two agent orderings π1
and π2 for n = 2, 3. Let N = {a1, a2, . . . , an} be the set of n agents. Let gka (resp. hka) denote the

good which agent a selects in the round r of the round-robin mechanism under π1 (resp. π2). Let

Aa =
{

g1a, g
2
a, . . . , g

⌈m/n⌉
a

}

and Ba =
{

h1a, h
2
a, . . . , h

⌈m/n⌉
a

}

. Moreover, for each agent a ∈ N and for

each round r = 1, 2, . . . , ⌈m/n⌉, let Ar
a =

{

gr
′

a | r
′ = 1, 2, . . . , r

}

and Br
a =

{

hr
′

a | r
′ = 1, 2, . . . , r

}

.

Let Ar =
⋃

a∈N Ar
a and Br =

⋃

a∈N Br
a.
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If we show that for every agent a ∈ N and for every round r = 1, 2, . . . , ⌈m/n⌉ − 1,

ua
(

hra
)

≥ ua
(

gr+1
a

)

and ua
(

gra
)

≥ ua
(

hr+1
a

)

, (4)

then we have ua(Ba) =
∑⌈m/n⌉

r=1 ua
(

hra
)

≥ ua
(

h1a
)

+
∑⌈m/n⌉−1

r=1 ua
(

gr+1
a

)

≥ ua
(

Aa \ {g
1
a}
)

and

ua(Aa) =
∑⌈m/n⌉

r=1 ua
(

gra
)

≥ ua
(

g1a
)

+
∑⌈m/n⌉−1

r=1 ua
(

hr+1
a

)

≥ ua
(

Ba \ {h
1
a}
)

for every a ∈ N . These

complete the proof of Theorem 16. Thus, our goal is to show the two inequalities (4) for both

n = 2, 3 and for all π1, π2 ∈ Π.

5.2.1 Proof for two agents.

We prove the two inequalities (4) for n = 2. To complete the proof, we first present Lemma 17,

which guarantees that the set of goods chosen until a certain round in the mechanism under π2 is

almost included that under π1. We prove this lemma by induction on r.

Lemma 17. Suppose that n = 2 and N = {a1, a2}. We assume that π1(ai) = i for each i = 1, 2.

For every π2 ∈ Π and for all r = 1, 2, . . . , ⌈m/n⌉− 1, we have either Br = Ar or Br = Ar \{gra2}∪

{gr+1
a1 }.

Proof. If π1 = π2, then Ar
a = Br

a for all a ∈ N = {a1, a2} and all r = 1, 2, . . . , ⌈m/n⌉ − 1, and the

statement holds.

We consider the case where π1(ai) = i and π2(ai) = 3 − i for each i = 1, 2. We prove the

statement by induction on r. The case where r = 1 can be checked easily. Indeed, if under π2,

agent a2 selects the good which is chosen by agent a1 under π1, that is, we have h1a2 = g1a1 , then

h1a1 = g1a2 or g2a1 holds. Otherwise, we have h1a2 = g1a2 and h1a1 = g1a1 . Hence, B1 = {h1a1 , h
1
a2} =

{g1a1 , g
1
a2} = A1 or B1 = {h1a1 , h

1
a2} = {g

1
a1 , g

2
a1} = A1 \ {g1a2} ∪ {g

2
a1}, and the statement for r = 1

holds. By the induction hypothesis, we consider two cases represented in Figure 1.

(i) As the first case, suppose that it holds by induction that

Br−1 = Ar−1.

Then, in the round r of the mechanism under π2, agent a2 selects gra1 or gra2 since they are the

most desirable candidates for agent a2 among the remaining goods. Thus, we get hra2 = gra1 or

hra2 = gra2 . (i) If hra2 = gra1 , then gra1 = gra2 or gr+1
a1 . The former case implies that Br = Ar. The

latter case leads that Br = Ar \
{

gra2
}

∪
{

gr+1
a1

}

. (ii) If hra2 = gra2 , then hra1 = gra1 . This implies

that Br = Ar.

(ii) As the second case, suppose that

Br−1 = Ar−1 \
{

gr−1
a2

}

∪
{

gra1
}

.

Then, in the round r of the mechanism under π2, the most desirable good remaining for agent a2
is gr−1

a2 . Thus, hra2 = gr−1
a2 must hold. Then, we obtain hra1 = gra2 or gr+1

a1 . The former case implies

that Br = Ar. The latter case implies that Br = Ar \
{

gra2
}

∪
{

gr+1
a1

}

.

These complete the proof of Lemma 17.

We now show the following lemma.

Lemma 18. Suppose that n = 2. For every a ∈ N and for every r = 1, 2, . . . , ⌈m/n⌉− 1, we have

ua
(

hra
)

≥ ua
(

gr+1
a

)

and ua
(

gra
)

≥ ua
(

hr+1
a

)

.

Proof. We consider the case where π1(ai) = i and π2(ai) = 3 − i for each i = 1, 2. For a round r

such that Br = Ar holds, we have ua
(

hra
)

≥ ua
(

gr+1
a

)

and ua
(

gra
)

≥ ua
(

hr+1
a

)

for all a ∈ N since

14



(a) Case (i)

a1 Ar−2
1 gr−1

a1 gra1 gr+1
a1

a2 Ar−2
2 gr−1

a2 gra2 gr+1
a2

(b) Case (ii)

a1 Ar−2
1 gr−1

a1 gra1 gr+1
a1

a2 Ar−2
2 gr−1

a2 gra2 gr+1
a2

Figure 1: The table which illustrate two cases. The gray shaded region represents the set Br−1.

good hr+1
a (resp. gr+1

a ) remains when agent a selects a new good in round r of the mechanism

under π1 (resp. π2).

For a round r such that Br = Ar \ {gra2} ∪ {g
r+1
a1 } holds, we have ua2

(

hra2
)

= ua2
(

gra2
)

≥

ua2
(

gr+1
a2

)

since good gra2 remains when agent a2 chooses a new good in the round r under π2, and

agent a2 selects the good. Furthermore, agent a1 picks gr+1
a1 in the round r under π2. Then, we

obtain hra1 = gr+1
a1 and ua1

(

hra1
)

≥ ua1
(

gr+1
a1

)

. In the round r+1 under π2, agent a2 can not choose

any good better than {gra2}. Thus, ua2
(

gra2
)

≥ ua2
(

hr+1
a2

)

. Similarly, in the round r + 1 under π2,

agent a1 can not choose any good better than {gra1}, and then we get ua1
(

gra1
)

≥ ua1
(

hr+1
a1

)

.

We defer the proof of Theorem 16 for three agents to Appendix A. We show it by a case

analysis.

6 Envy-cycle Mechanism

In this section, we study the envy-cycle mechanism. To describe the mechanism, we first define

the concept of envy graph. We say that P = {Pa}a∈N is a partial allocation if
⋃

a∈N Pa ⊆ M

and Pa ∩ Pa′ = ∅ for all a 6= a′. For a partial allocation P = {Pa}a∈N , envy graph is defined as

a directed graph GP = (N,E), where the vertex set is the set N , and (a, a′) ∈ E if and only if

ua(Pa) < ua(Pa′).

In the mechanism, we first order the goods arbitrarily. While there are unassigned goods, we

give the next good to an unenvied agent. If there are several unenvied agents, then we break ties

among them based on a given agent ordering. After allocating the good, if there is no unenvied

agent, we can find a directed cycle in the envy graph and we remove it by cyclically exchanging of

bundles.

We show that the presence of agents who lack interest in the goods can lead to an increase in

position unfairness.

Theorem 19. The degree of position envy of the envy-cycle mechanism is at least m−
⌊

m
n

⌋

when

m ≥ n.

Proof. Let N = {a1, a2, . . . , an} be the set of n agents. We define the profile (ua(g))a∈N,g∈M as

follows:

uai(g) =

{

1 if i = 1 and g ∈M,

0 if i ∈ [n] \ 1 and g ∈M.

By the mechanism under the agent ordering π1 with π1(ai) = i for each i = 1, 2, . . . , n, agent a1
obtains all goods since at any point, no agent envies another. Under π2 with π2(ai) = n+1− i for

i = 1, 2, . . . , n, agent a1 can only receive a good once every n times. Thus, the number of goods

agent a1 receives is
⌊

m
n

⌋

. Hence, the degree of position envy is at least m−
⌊

m
n

⌋

when m ≥ n.

Theorem 19 implies that the envy-cycle mechanism does not satisfy PEF1 when m−
⌊

m
n

⌋

≥ 2,

that is, when n = 2 and m ≥ 3, or n ≥ 3 and m ≥ 2. Moreover, we have the following theorem.

Theorem 20. The envy-cycle mechanism is PEF1 if and only if m−
⌊

m
n

⌋

≤ 1.
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Proof. From Theorem 19, if the envy-cycle mechanism is PEF1, then m −
⌊

m
n

⌋

≤ 1. We now

demonstrate that the envy-cycle mechanism is PEF1 when m −
⌊

m
n

⌋

= 0 or 1. If m ≥ 3, then

m −
⌊

m
n

⌋

is neither 0 nor 1. Thus, we only need to consider the cases where m = 1 or 2. When

m = 1, the envy-cycle mechanism trivially satisfies PEF1 since all agents obtain at most one good.

When n = 2 and m = 2, we show that the envy-cycle mechanism is PEF1. Let N = {a1, a2}

be the set of two agents. Let M = {g1, g2} be the set of two goods, and assume without loss of

generality that g1 is received before g2. First, consider the agent ordering π1(ai) = i for i = 1, 2.

In this case, good g1 must be allocated to agent a1. If ua2(g1) 6= 0, then good g2 is allocated to

agent a2. If ua1(g1) < ua1(g2) and ua2(g1) > ua2(g2), then the bundles of agents a1 and a2 are

exchanged. If ua2(g1) = 0, then agent a1 obtains both g1 and g2. Consequently, the allocation

M(uπ1) is either ({g1}, {g2}) or ({g2}, {g1}) if ua2(g1) 6= 0, and ({g1, g2}, ∅) otherwise.

Next, consider the agent ordering π2(ai) = 3− i for i = 1, 2. Similarly, the allocation M(uπ2)

is either ({g1}, {g2}) or ({g2}, {g1}) if ua1(g1) 6= 0, and (∅, {g1, g2}) otherwise. Therefore, if both

ua1(g1) 6= 0 and ua2(g1) 6= 0, then each agent obtains at most one good. When ua1(g1) 6= 0 and

ua2(g1) = 0, there exists a good g such that ua1(M(uπ1)π1(a1)\{g}) ≤ ua1(M(uπ2)π2(a1)), and there

exists a good g′ such that ua2(M(uπ2)π2(a2) \ {g
′}) ≤ ua2(M(uπ1)π1(a2)). When ua1(g1) = 0 and

ua2(g1) = 0, we have ua1(M(uπ1)π1(a1) \ {g2}) = 0 ≤ ua1(M(uπ2)π2(a1)) and ua2(M(uπ2)π2(a2) \

{g2}) = 0 ≤ ua2(M(uπ1)π1(a2)). Hence, the envy-cycle mechanism is PEF1 when n = 2 and

m = 2.

7 Discussions

This paper introduces the concepts of position envy-freeness and position envy-freeness up to k

goods for mechanisms allocating indivisible goods. We demonstrate that PEF1 is compatible with

EF1 for agents with additive utilities by presenting Mechanism 1. Moreover, for the case of n = 2,

we prove that PEF1 is compatible with both EF1 and PO.

Our work opens up several directions for future research. Firstly, while we have shown that any

mechanism producing an MNW allocation is PEF1 when n = 2, this result has not been generalized

to cases where n > 2. We conjecture that for any number of agents, any mechanism returning

an MNW allocation is PEF1. Furthermore, it remains unknown whether PEF1 is compatible

with both EF1 and PO for any number of agents. These questions can present future researches.

Secondly, exploring the strategic aspects of position fairness is also an important direction.
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A Omitted Proofs in Section 5.2

In this section, we prove Theorem 16 for n = 3. Similarly to the proof for n = 2, we will present

that the set of goods chosen until a certain round under π2 is almost included in that under π1.

Specifically, we show that Br is represented as one of six cases (a), (b), (c), (d), (e) and (f) in

Figure 2. We fix π1 as π1(ai) = i for each i = 1, 2, 3, and assume that π2 6= π1.

Lemma 21. Suppose that n = 3. Let π2(N) = (π2(a1), π2(a2), π2(a3)). We have the followings:

1. When π2(N) = (1, 3, 2), (3, 1, 2) or (3, 2, 1), for all r = 1, 2, . . . , ⌈m/n⌉ − 1, we have Br = Ar

(case (a)), Br = Ar \ {gra3} ∪ {g
r+1
a1 } (case (b)), or Br = Ar \ {gra3} ∪ {g

r+1
a2 } (case (c)).

2. When π2(N) = (2, 3, 1), for all r = 1, 2, . . . , ⌈m/n⌉ − 1, we have Br = Ar (case (a)), Br =

Ar \ {gra3} ∪ {g
r+1
a1 } (case (b)), or Br = Ar \ {gra2} ∪ {g

r+1
a1 } (case (d)).

3. When π2(N) = (2, 1, 3), for all r = 1, 2, . . . , ⌈m/n⌉ − 1, we have Br = Ar (case (a)), Br =

Ar \{gra3}∪{g
r+1
a1 } (case (b)), Br = Ar \{gra2}∪{g

r+1
a1 } (case (d)), Br = Ar \{gra2}∪{g

r+1
a2 }

(case (e)), or Br = Ar \ {gra2} ∪ {g
r+1
a3 } (case (f)).

Proof. Similarly to the proof of Lemma 17, we prove the each statement by induction on r. We

check the statement when r = 1 through a case analysis.

1. In the case where π2(N) = (1, 3, 2), in the first round under π2, agent a1 selects the good

g1a1 . Then, we have h1a1 = g1a1 . Consequently, agent a3 chooses g1a2 or g1a3 .

(i) When h1a3 = g1a2 , agent a2 chooses g1a3 or g2a1 or g2a2 . Therefore, the possible patterns

for selecting B1 are the cases (a), (b) or (c) illustrated in Figure 2 for r = 2.
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(a)

a1 Ar−1
1 gra1 gr+1

a1

a2 Ar−1
2 gra2 gr+1

a2

a3 Ar−1
3 gra3 gr+1

a3

(b)

a1 Ar−1
1 gra1 gr+1

a1

a2 Ar−1
2 gra2 gr+1

a2

a3 Ar−1
3 gra3 gr+1

a3

(c)

a1 Ar−1
1 gra1 gr+1

a1

a2 Ar−1
2 gra2 gr+1

a2

a3 Ar−1
3 gra3 gr+1

a3

(d)

a1 Ar−1
1 gra1 gr+1

a1

a2 Ar−1
2 gra2 gr+1

a2

a3 Ar−1
3 gra3 gr+1

a3

(e)

a1 Ar−1
1 gra1 gr+1

a1

a2 Ar−1
2 gra2 gr+1

a2

a3 Ar−1
3 gra3 gr+1

a3

(f)

a1 Ar−1
1 gra1 gr+1

a1

a2 Ar−1
2 gra2 gr+1

a2

a3 Ar−1
3 gra3 gr+1

a3

Figure 2: The table which illustrate six cases. The gray shaded region represents the set Br.

(ii) When h1a3 = g1a3 , agent a2 selects good g1a2 , and B1 = A1 (case (a)).

2. In the case where π2(N) = (3, 1, 2), agent a3 first selects g1a1 , g
1
a2 or g1a3 .

(i) When h1a3 = g1a1 , agent a1 picks a good from {g1a2 , g
1
a3 , g

2
a1}. If h

1
a1 = g1a2 , then h1a2 = g1a3

(case (a)), g2a1 (case (b)) or g2a2 (case (c)). If h1a1 = g1a3 , then h1a2 = g1a2 (case (a)). If

h1a1 = g2a1 , then h1a2 = g1a2 (case (b)).

(ii) When h1a3 = g1a2 , agent a1 obtains g1a1 , and agent a2 picks g1a3 (case (a)), g2a1 (case (b))

or g2a2 (case (c)).

(iii) When h1a3 = g1a3 , agent a1 obtains g1a1 , and agent a2 obtains g1a2 (case (a)).

3. In the case where π2(N) = (3, 2, 1), agent a3 selects g1a1 , g
1
a2 or g1a3 .

(i) When h1a3 = g1a1 , agent a2 obtains g1a2 , and agent a1 picks g1a3 (case (a)) or g2a1 (case

(b)).

(ii) When h1a3 = g1a2 , agent a2 picks a good from {g1a1 , g
1
a3 , g

2
a1 , a

2
2}. If h1a2 = g1a1 , then

h1a1 = g1a3 (case (a)) or g2a1 (case (b)). If h1a2 = g1a3 , then h1a1 = g1a1 (case (a)). If

h1a2 = g2a1 , then h1a1 = g1a1 (case (b)). If h1a2 = g2a2 , then h1a1 = g1a1 (case (c)).

(iii) When h1a3 = g1a3 , agent a2 obtains g1a2 , and agent a1 obtains g1a1 (case (a)).

4. In the case where π2(N) = (2, 3, 1), agent a2 selects g1a1 or g1a2 .

(i) When h1a2 = g1a1 , agent a3 next chooses g1a2 or g1a3 . If h
1
a3 = g1a2 , then agent a1 picks g1a3

(case (a)) or g2a1 (case (b)). If h1a3 = g1a3 , then agent a1 picks g1a2 (case (a)) or g2a1 (case

(d)).

(ii) When h1a2 = g1a2 , agent a3 next chooses g1a1 or g1a3 . If h1a3 = g1a1 , then agent a1 selects

g1a3 (case (a)) or g2a1 (case (b)). If h1a3 = g1a3 , then h1a1 = g1a1 (case (a)).

5. In the case where π2(N) = (2, 1, 3), agent a2 selects g1a1 or g1a2 .

(i) When h1a2 = g1a1 , agent a1 next chooses g1a2 , g
1
a3 or g2a1 . If agent a1 picks g1a2 , then agent

a3 selects g1a3 (cases (a)). If agent a1 picks g2a1 , then agent a3 selects g1a2 (cases (b)) or

g1a3 (cases (d)). If agent a1 selects g1a3 , then agent a3 picks g1a2 , g
2
a1 , g

2
a2 or g2a3 . Each

case corresponds to each case (a), (d), (e) or (f).
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(ii) When h1a2 = g1a2 , agent a1 picks g1a1 , and agent a3 picks g1a3 (case (a)).

From these discussion, the statement holds for r = 1.

Next, suppose the statement holds for r− 1 holds by induction. When Br−1 = Ar−1 (case (a)),

the statement holds for r by the same argument as for the case of r = 1.

We consider the case where Br−1 6= Ar−1 and show the statement for r by a case analysis.

1. The case of π2(N) = (1, 3, 2).

(i) When Br−1 = Ar−1\{gr−1
a3 }∪{g

r
a1} (case (b)), agent a1 first selects g

r−1
a3 , gra2 , g

r
a3 or g

r+1
a1 .

If hra1 = gr−1
a3 , then (hra3 , h

r
a2) = (gra2 , g

r
a3), (g

r
a2 , g

r+1
a1 ), (gra2 , g

r+1
a2 ), or (gra3 , g

r
a2). If h

r
a1 =

gra2 , then (hra3 , h
r
a2) = (gr−1

a3 , gra3), (g
r−1
a3 , gr+1

a1 ), (gr−1
a3 , gr+1

a2 ), (gra3 , a
r−1
3 ), (gra3 , g

r+1
a1 ) or

(gra3 , g
r+1
a2 ). If hra1 = gra3 , then (hra3 , h

r
a2) = (gr−1

a3 , gra2). If hra1 = gr+1
a1 , then (hra3 , h

r
a2) =

(gr−1
a3 , gra2). Only cases (a), (b), (c) or (a) occur.

(ii) When Br−1 = Ar−1 \ {gr−1
a3 } ∪ {g

r
a2} (case (c)), agent a1 first selects gr−1

a3 or gra1 . If

hra1 = gr−1
a3 , then (hra3 , h

r
a2) = (gra1 , g

r
a3), (g

r
a1 , g

r+1
a1 ), (gra1 , g

r+1
a2 ), (gra3 , g

r
a1), (g

r
a3 , g

r+1
a1 ), or

(gra3 , g
r+1
a2 ). Thus, only cases (a), (b) or (c) happen. If hra1 = gra1 , (h

r
a3 , h

r
a2) = (gr−1

a3 , gra3),

(gr−1
a3 , gr+1

a1 ), or (gr−1
a3 , gr+1

a2 ). For both case, only cases (a), (b) or (c) happen.

2. The case of π2(N) = (3, 1, 2).

(i) When Br−1 = Ar−1 \ {gr−1
a3 } ∪ {g

r
a1} (case (b)), agent a3 first selects gr−1

a3 . Then,

(hra1 , h
r
a2) = (gra2 , g

r
a3), (g

r
a2 , g

r+1
a1 ), (gra2 , g

r+1
a2 ), (gra3 , g

r
a2), or (g

r+1
a1 , gra2).

(ii) When Br−1 = Ar−1 \ {gr−1
a3 } ∪ {g

r
a2} (case (c)), agent a3 first selects gr−1

a3 . Then,

(hra1 , h
r
a2) = (gra1 , g

r
a3), (g

r
a1 , g

r+1
a1 ), or (gra1 , g

r+1
a2 ). Only cases (a), (b), or (c) happen.

3. The case of π2(N) = (3, 2, 1).

(i) When Br−1 = Ar−1 \ {gr−1
a3 } ∪ {g

r
a1} (case (b)), agent a3 first selects gr−1

a3 . Then,

(hra2 , h
r
a1) = (gra2 , g

r
a3) or (g

r
a2 , g

r+1
a1 ).

(ii) When Br−1 = Ar−1 \ {gr−1
a3 } ∪ {g

r
a2} (case (c)), agent a3 first selects gr−1

a3 . Then,

(hra2 , h
r
a1) = (gra1 , g

r
a3), (g

r
a1 , g

r+1
a1 ), (gra3 , g

r
a1), (g

r+1
a1 , gra1), or (gr+1

a2 , gra1). Only cases (a),

(b), or (c) happen.

4. The case of π2(N) = (2, 3, 1).

(i) When Br−1 = Ar−1 \ {gr−1
a3 } ∪ {g

r
a1} (case (b)), agent a2 first selects gr−1

a3 or gra2 . If

hra2 = gr−1
a3 , then (hra3 , h

r
a1) = (gra2 , g

r
a3) (case (a)), (gra2 , g

r+1
a1 ) (case (b)), (gra3 , g

r
a2) (case

(a)) or (gra3 , g
r+1
a1 ) (case (d)). If hra2 = gra2 , then (hra3 , h

r
a1) = (gr−1

a3 , gra3) or (g
r−1
a3 , gr+1

a1 ).

(ii) When Br−1 = Ar−1 \ {gr−1
a2 } ∪ {g

r
a1} (case (d)), agent a2 first selects gr−1

a2 . Then,

(hra3 , h
r
a1) = (gra2 , g

r
a3), (g

r
a2 , g

r+1
a1 ), or (gra3 , g

r
a2). Only cases (a), (b), or (d) happen.

5. The case of π2(N) = (2, 1, 3).

(i) When Br−1 = Ar−1 \ {gr−1
a3 } ∪ {g

r
a1} (case (b)), agent a2 first selects gr−1

a3 or gra2 .

If hra2 = gr−1
a3 , then (hra3 , h

r
a1) = (gra2 , g

r
a3), (gra2 , g

r+1
a1 ), (gra3 , g

r
a2), or (gra3 , g

r+1
a1 ). If

hra2 = gra2 , then (hra3 , h
r
a1) = (gr−1

a3 , gra3) or (g
r−1
a3 , gr+1

a1 ).

(ii) When Br−1 = Ar−1 \ {gr−1
a2 } ∪ {g

r
a1} (case (d)), agent a2 first selects gr−1

a2 . Then,

(hra3 , h
r
a1) = (gra2 , g

r
a3), (g

r
a2 , g

r+1
a1 ), (gra3 , g

r
a2), or (g

r
a3 , g

r+1
a1 ).

(iii) When Br−1 = Ar−1 \ {gr−1
a2 } ∪ {g

r
a2} (case (e)), agent a2 first selects gr−1

a2 . Then,

(hra3 , h
r
a1) = (gra1 , g

r
a3), (g

r
a1 , g

r+1
a1 ) or (gra3 , g

r
a1).
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(iv) When Br−1 = Ar−1 \ {gr−1
a2 } ∪ {g

r
a3} (case (f)), agent a2 first selects gr−1

a2 . Then,

(hra3 , h
r
a1) = (gra1 , g

r
a2), (g

r
a1 , g

r+1
a1 ), (gra2 , g

r
a1), (g

r+1
a1 , gra1), (g

r+1
a2 , gra1) or (g

r+1
a3 , gra1). Only

cases (a), (d), (e) or (f) happen.

Therefore, the statement holds for r and we complete the proof.

We finally show the two inequalities (4) for n = 3.

Lemma 22. Suppose that n = 3 and N = {a1, a2, a3}. For every a ∈ N and for every r =

1, 2, . . . , ⌈m/n⌉ − 1,

ua
(

hra
)

≥ ua
(

gr+1
a

)

and ua
(

gra
)

≥ ua
(

hr+1
a

)

.

Proof. For a round r such that Br = Ar (cases (a) in Figure 2) holds, the both inequalities hold for

every a ∈ N . Thus, we only consider a round r such that there exist i1 ∈ {2, 3} and i2 ∈ {1, 2, 3}

such that Br = Ar \ {grai1
} ∪ {gr+1

ai2
} (cases (b), (c), (d), (e) and (f) in Figure 2). For each

i ∈ {1, 2, 3} \ {i2}, we have uai
(

hrai
)

≥ uai
(

gr+1
ai

)

since good gr+1
ai remains in round r under π2, i.e.,

gr+1
ai /∈ Br.

To complete the proof, we consider a case analysis.

1. The case of π2(N) = (1, 3, 2).

(i) When Br = Ar \ {gra3} ∪ {g
r+1
a1 } (case (b)), from above discussion, we have ua2

(

hra2
)

≥

ua2
(

gr+1
a2

)

and ua3
(

hra3
)

≥ ua3
(

gr+1
a3

)

. Since π2(a1) < π2(a2), in round r under π2,

agent a1 must pick good gr+1
a1 or a good that is preferable to good gr+1

a1 . Thus, we have

hra2 = gr+1
a2 , ua2

(

hra2
)

≥ ua2
(

gr+1
a2

)

and the first inequality.

For each agent a ∈ N , there is no good within M \ Br that is preferable to good gra.

Thus, we obtain the second inequality.

(ii) When Br = Ar\{gra3}∪{g
r+1
a2 } (case (c)), we have ua1

(

hra1
)

≥ ua1
(

gr+1
a1

)

and ua3
(

hra3
)

≥

ua3
(

gr+1
a3

)

. In round r under π2, good gr+1
a2 must be selected agent a2. Otherwise, agents

a1 or a3 choose good gr+1
a2 , and this contradicts that goods gr+1

a1 and gra3 remain. Thus,

we have hra2 = gr+1
a2 , ua2

(

hra2
)

≥ ua2
(

gr+1
a2

)

and the first inequality.

For each agent a ∈ N , there is no good within M \ Br that is preferable to good gra.

Thus, we obtain the second inequality.

2. The case of π2(N) = (3, 1, 2).

(i) When Br = Ar \ {gra3} ∪ {g
r+1
a1 } (case (b)), we obtain the two inequalities by the same

discussion as that in the case π2(N) = (1, 3, 2) and case (b).

(ii) When Br = Ar \ {gra3} ∪ {g
r+1
a2 } (case (c)), we obtain the two inequalities by the same

discussion as that in the case π2(N) = (1, 3, 2) and case (c).

3. The case of π2(N) = (3, 2, 1).

(i) When Br = Ar\{gra3}∪{g
r+1
a1 } (case (b)), we have ua2

(

hra2
)

≥ ua2
(

gr+1
a2

)

and ua3
(

hra3
)

≥

ua3
(

gr+1
a3

)

. In round r under π2, good gr+1
a1 must be selected by agent a1 or a2, since

good gra3 remains and agent a3 never choose good gr+1
a1 .

(ii) When Br = Ar \ {gra3} ∪ {g
r+1
a2 } (case (c)), we obtain the two inequalities by the same

discussion as that in the case π2(N) = (1, 3, 2) and case (c).

4. The case of π2(N) = (2, 3, 1).
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(i) When Br = Ar\{gra3}∪{g
r+1
a1 } (case (b)), we have ua2

(

hra2
)

≥ ua2
(

gr+1
a2

)

and ua3
(

hra3
)

≥

ua3
(

gr+1
a3

)

. In round r under π2, good gr+1
a1 must be selected by agents a1 or a2. When

good gr+1
a1 is selected by agent a1, we have hra1 = gr+1

a1 . When good gr+1
a1 is selected by

agent a2, good gra2 must have been chosen in round r − 1 under π2. However, when

π2(N) = (2, 3, 1), we have gra2 /∈ Br−1. Thus, good gr+1
a1 is selected agent a1. Hence,

ua1
(

hra1
)

≥ ua1
(

gr+1
a1

)

.

For each agent a ∈ N , there is no good within M \ Br that is preferable to good gra.

Thus, we obtain the second inequality.

(ii) When Br = Ar\{gra2}∪{g
r+1
a1 } (case (d)), we have ua2

(

hra2
)

≥ ua2
(

gr+1
a2

)

and ua3
(

hra3
)

≥

ua3
(

gr+1
a3

)

. In round r under π2, good gr+1
a1 must be selected by agents a1 or a3 since

good gra2 remains and agent a2 never chooses good gr+1
a1 . When good gr+1

a1 is selected

by agent a3, we must have gra3 ∈ Br−1 or agent a2 picks good gra3 in round r under

π2. Now we have gra3 /∈ Br−1 when π2(N) = (2, 3, 1), and agent a2 chooses good gra3
in round r. In this case, agent a1 selects good gra1 in round r under π2, and we get

ua1
(

hra1
)

≥ ua1
(

gr+1
a1

)

.

For agents a1 and a2, there is no good within M \ Br that is preferable to good gra1
and good gra2 each. Then, we get ua1

(

gra1
)

≥ ua1
(

hr+1
a1

)

and ua1
(

gra1
)

≥ ua1
(

hr+1
a1

)

. For

agent a3, good gra2 ∈ M \ Br may be preferable to good gra3 . However, in round r + 1

under π2, agent a2 picks good gra2 . Then, agent a3 can not choose good gra2 in round

r + 1 under π2 and we have ua3
(

gra3
)

≥ ua3
(

hr+1
a3

)

. Therefore, we obtain the second

inequality.

5. The case of π2(N) = (2, 1, 3).

(i) When Br = Ar\{gra3}∪{g
r+1
a1 } (case (b)), we have ua2

(

hra2
)

≥ ua2
(

gr+1
a2

)

and ua3
(

hra3
)

≥

ua3
(

gr+1
a3

)

. In round r under π2, good gr+1
a1 must be selected by agents a1 or a2. When

good gr+1
a1 is selected by agent a2, good gra2 must have been chosen in round r−1 under

π2. Thus, in round r − 1, case (e) holds. However, in the case (e), gr−1
a2 /∈ Br−1 and

agent a2 selects good gr−1
a2 in round r. Hence, good gr+1

a1 is not selected by agent a2, and

good gr+1
a1 must be selected by agents a1. Therefore, we obtain ua1

(

hra1
)

≥ ua1
(

gr+1
a1

)

,

and the first inequality.

For each agent a ∈ N , there is no good within M \ Br that is preferable to good gra.

Thus, we obtain the second inequality.

(ii) When Br = Ar\{gra2}∪{g
r+1
a1 } (case (d)), we have ua2

(

hra2
)

≥ ua2
(

gr+1
a2

)

and ua3
(

hra3
)

≥

ua3
(

gr+1
a3

)

. In round r under π2, good gr+1
a1 must be selected by agents a1 or a3. Since

π2(a1) < π2(a3), in round r under π2, agent a1 must pick good gr+1
a1 or a good that is

preferable to good gr+1
a1 . Thus, we get the first inequality.

Moreover, we obtain the second inequalities by the same discussion as that in the case

π2(N) = (2, 3, 1) and case (d).

(iii) When Br = Ar\{gra2}∪{g
r+1
a2 } (case (e)), we have ua1

(

hra1
)

≥ ua1
(

gr+1
a1

)

and ua3
(

hra3
)

≥

ua3
(

gr+1
a3

)

. Now, we have gra2 /∈ Br. Thus, agent a2 gets a good that is preferable to

good gr+1
a1 in round r under π2. Then, we have ua2

(

hra2
)

≥ ua2
(

gr+1
a2

)

.

For agents a1 and a2, there is no good within M \Br that is preferable to good gra1 and

good gra2 each. For agent a3, good gra2 ∈M \Br may be preferable to good gra3 . However,

in round r+1 under π2, agent a2 picks good gra2 . Then, we have ua3
(

gra3
)

≥ ua3
(

hr+1
a3

)

.

(iv) When Br = Ar\{gra2}∪{g
r+1
a3 } (case (f)), we have ua1

(

hra1
)

≥ ua1
(

gr+1
a1

)

and ua2
(

hra2
)

≥

ua2
(

gr+1
a2

)

. In round r under π2, good gr+1
a3 must be selected by agent a3 since g

r+1
a1 , gr+1

a2 /∈

Br. Thus, we have hra3 = gr+1
a3 and ua3

(

hra3
)

≥ ua3
(

gr+1
a3

)

.

Moreover, we obtain the second inequalities by the same discussion as that in the case

π2(N) = (2, 1, 3) and case (e).
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From these discussion, we complete the proof.
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