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Abstract. A simple mechanism for allocating indivisible resourceséguential allocation in which agents take
turns to pick items. We focus gpossibleand necessary allocatioproblems, checking whether allocations of a
given form occur insomeor all mechanisms for several commonly used classes of sequelitiehtion mecha-
nisms. In particular, we consider whether a given agentivese given item, a set of items, or a subset of items
for five natural classes of sequential allocation mechastisralanced, recursively balanced, balanced alternating,
strictly alternating and all policies. We identify chamizations of allocations produced balanced, recursively
balanced, balanced alternating policies and strictlyadténg policies respectively, which extend the well-kmow
characterization by Brams and Kirg [2005] for policies withrestrictions. In addition, we examine the computa-
tional complexity of possible and necessary allocatiorfams for these classes.

1 Introduction

Efficient and fair allocation of resources is a pressing fgwobwithin society today. One important and challenging
case is the fair allocation of indivisible items [Chevakeet al., 2006, Bouveret and Lang, 2008, Bouveret et al. /2010
Aziz et al.[2014b, Az|z, 2014]. This covers a wide range afypems including the allocation of classes to students,
landing slots to airlines, players to teams, and housesapleeA simple but popular mechanism to allocate indivisibl
items issequential allocatiofBouveret and Lang, 2011, Brams and Taylor, 1996, Kohler@nandrasekaran, 1971,
Levine and Stange, 2012]. In sequential allocation, aggniply take turns to pick the most preferred item that has
not yet been taken. Besides its simplicity, it has a numbadeintages including the fact that the mechanism can be
implemented in a distributed manner and that agents do rat teesubmit cardinal utilities. Well-known mechanisms
like serial dictatorship [Svenssan, 1999] fall under thebvefla of sequential mechanisms.

The sequential allocation mechanism leaves open the platiorder of turns (the so called “policy?) [Kalinowski €ltia
2013a, Bouveret and Lang, 2014]. Should it deaéancedpolicy i.e., each agent gets the same total number of turns?
Or should it berecursively balancedo that turns occur in rounds, and each agent gets one turaye? Or perhaps
it would be fairer to alternate but reverse the order of thenégjin successive rounds: > as > az > az>as >ay . . .
so that agent; takes the first and sixth turn? This particular type of polgywsed, for example, by the Harvard
Business School to allocate courses to studeénts [BudisiCantllion,[2012] and is referred to ashalanced alter-
nationpolicy. Another class of policies ®&rict alternationin which the same ordering is used in each round, such as
a1 > az > ag > a; > ag > as. ... The sets of balanced alternation and strict alternatidigipe are subsets of the set
of recursively balanced policies which itself is a subsehefset of balanced policies (see Fidure 1).

We consider here the situation where a policy is chosen fréamély of such policies. For example, at the Har-
vard Business School, a policy is chosen at random from theespf all balanced alternation policies. As a second
example, the policy might be left to the discretion of theichat, for fairness, it is restricted to one of the recurkive
balanced policies. Despite uncertainty in the policy, wghhbe interested in the possible or necessary outcomes. For
example, can | get my three most preferred courses? Do | sedggget my two most preferred courses? We examine
the complexity of checking such questions. There are skhagh-stake applications for these results. For example,
sequential allocation is used in professional sports tdrfBrams and Straffin, 1979]. The precise policy chosemfro
among the set of admissible policies can critically affebtal teams (read agents) get which players (read items).
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The problems of checking whether an agent can get some iteet of items in a policy or in all policies is closely
related to the problem of ‘control’ of the central organiFar example, if an agent gets an item in all feasible pdicie
then it means that the chair cannot ensure that the agenndoegt the item. Apart from strategic motivation, the
problems we consider also have a design motivation. Thealefgsigner may want to consider all feasible policies
uniformly at random (as is the case in random serial dicsaipr/Aziz et al.) 2013, Saban and Sethuraman, 2013])
and use them to find the probability that a certain item or §@em is given to an agent. The probability can be a
suggestion of time sharing of an item. The problem of cheglihether an agent gets a certain item or set of items in
some policy is equivalent to checking whether an agent getstain item or set of items with non-zero probability.
Similarly, the problem of checking whether an agent getsrtateitem or set of items in all policy is equivalent to
checking whether an agent gets a certain item or set of iteithgonobability one.
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Fig. 1: Inclusion relationships between sets of policies. W8e abbreviations Rec-Balanced (recursively balanced);
Strict-Alt (strict alternation), and Bal-Alt (balancedenation).

We letA = {a1,...,a,} denote a set of agents, and denote the set afv = kn itemd. P = (Pi,..., By)
is the profile of agents’ preferences where e&lis a linear order ovef. Let M denote an assignment of all items
to agents, thatisM : T — A. We will denote a class of policies ls. Any policy 7 specifies the!| turns of the
agents. When an agent takes her turn, she picks her mostrpefiem that has not yet been allocated. We leave it to
future work to consider agents picking strategically. 8irecpicking is a reasonable starting point as when the policy
is uncertain, a risk averse agent is likely to pick sincerely

Example 1.Consider the setting in whicA = {a1, a2}, I = {b, ¢, d, e}, the preferences of agemt areb >~ ¢ > d >
e and of agenti; areb > d > ¢ = e. Then for the policys; > as > as > a1, agenta; gets{b, e} whilst a, gets{c, d}.

We consider the following natural computational problems.

1. POSSIBLEASSIGNMENT. Given (A, I, P, M) and policy clas¥’, does there exist a policy i@ which results in
M?

2. NECESSARWSSIGNMENT. Given(A4, I, P, M), and policy clas¥’, is M the result of all policies ir6’?

3. PossIiBLEITEM: Given(A, I, P,a;,0) wherea; € A ando € I, and policy clasg’, does there exist a policy in
¢ such that agent; gets itemo?

4. NECESSARMTEM: Given (4,1, P,a;,0) wherea; € A ando € I, and policy clas’, does agent; get itemo
for all policies in€?

5. POSSIBLESET: Given(A4, 1, P,a;,1") wherea; € AandI’ C I, and policy clasg’, does there exist a policy in
% such that agent; gets exactly’?

6. NECESSARYSET: Given(A, I, P,a;,I') wherea; € AandI’ C I, and policy clas¥’, does ageni; get exactly
I’ for all policies ing’?

4 This is without loss of generality since we can add dummy étefmo utility to any agent.



7. POSSIBLESUBSET: Given(A, I, P,a;,I') wherea; € Aandl’ C I, and policy clasg’, does there exist a policy
in ¢ such that agent; getsI’?

8. NECESSARYSUBSET: Given (A, 1, P,a;,I") wherea; € A andI’ C I, and policy clas&’ does agent,; get.I’
for all policies in€?

We will consider problems tog-POSSIBLESET and topk NECESSARYSET that are restrictions of ®SSIBLESET
and NECESSARYSET in which the set of itemd’ is the set of togk items of the distinguished agent. When policies
are chosen at random, the possible and necessary allopatiblems we consider are also fundamental to understand
more complex problems of computing the probability of dertdlocations.

Contributions. Our contributions are two fold. First, we provide necessarg sufficient conditions for an allocation

to be the outcome of balanced policies, recursively bakhpodicies, and balanced alternation policies, respegtive
Previously Brams and King [2005] characterized the outcoai@rbitrary policies. In a similar vein, we provide suf-
ficient and necessary conditions for more interesting elasd policies such as recursively balanced and balanced
alternation. Second, we provide a detailed analysis of timepuitational complexity of possible and necessary alloca-
tions under sequential policies. Table 1 summarizes oumpbmiity results. Our NP/coNP-completeness results also
imply that there exists no polynomial-time algorithm thabh@pproximate within any factor the number of admissible
policies which do or do not satisfy the target goals.

Problems Sequential Policy Class
Any | Balanced Recursively Balanced Strict Alternation Balanced Alternation
POSSIBLEITEM in P | NPC (Thm[3) NPC (Thm[3B) NPC (Thm[3) NPC (Thm[B)
NECESSARYTEM inP FONPC (ThmLB); coNPC for allk > 2 (Thm.[12)| coNPC for allk > 2 (Thm.[I9)| coNPC for allk > 2 (Thm.[22)
in P for constk (Thm.[T)
POSSIBLESET in P | NPC (Thm[3) NPC (Thm[B) NPC (Thm[B) NPC (Thm[3B)
NECESSARYSET inP |in P (Thm[ID) coNPC for allk > 2 (Thm.[12)| coNPC for allk > 2 (Thm.[I9)| coNPC for allk > 2 (Thm.[Z3)
Top-k POSSIBLESET in P |in P (trivial) NPC forallk > 3 (Thm.[13); NPC for allk > 3 (Thm.[I8); NPC for allk > 2 (Thm.[22)
in P fork = 2 (Thm.[I3) in P fork = 2 (Thm.[IT)
Top-k NECESSARYSET inP | in P (Thm[ID) coNPC for allk > 2 (Thm.[12)| coNPC for allk > 2 (Thm.[I9)| coNPC for allk > 2 (Thm.[23)
POSSIBLESUBSET in P | NPC (Thm[3) NPC (Thm[B) NPC (Thm[B) NPC (Thm[3B)
. coNPC (Thm[D);
NECESSARYSUBSET inP| coNPC for allk > 2 (Thm.[12)| coNPC for allk > 2 (Thm.[I9)| coNPC for allk > 2 (Thm.[22)
in P for constk (Thm.[8)
POSSIBLEASSIGNMENT |inP |in P (Coro[1) in P (Coro[2) in P (Coro[B) in P (Coro[#)
NECESSARWSSIGNMENT| in P | in P (Thm[®B) in P (Thm[I1) in P (Thm[I®) in P (Thm[21)

Table 1: Complexity of possible and necessary allocatiorséguential allocation. All possible allocation problems
are NPC fork = 1. All necessary problems are in P for= 1.

Related Work.Sequential allocation has been considered in the opesatesearch and fair division literature (e.g.
[Kohler and Chandrasekaran, 1971, Brams and Taylor, 1986}as popularized within the Al literature as a sim-
ple yet effective distributed mechanism [Bouveret and I,&@4 1] and has been studied in more detail subsequently
[Kalinowski et al., 2013alb, Bouveret and Lang, 2014]. Intisalar, the complexity of manipulating an agent’s pref-
erences has been studied [Bouveret and|lang,/ 2011, 201gbsing that one agent knows the preferences of the
other agents as well as the policy. Similarly in the problevesconsider, the central authority knows beforehand the
preferences of all agents.

The problems considered in the paper are similar in spird tdass of control problems studied in voting the-
ory: if it is possible to select a voting rule from the set oting rules, can one be selected to obtain a certain out-
come [Erdélyi and Elkind, 2012]. They are also related téaa<of control problems in knockout tournaments: does
there exist a draw of a tournament for which a given playeswiire tournament [Vu et al., 2009, Aziz et al., 2014a].
Possible and necessary winners have also been consideretirig theory for settings in which the preferences of
the agents are not fully specified [Konczak and Lang, 200%zI8eand Dorn| 2010, Baumeister and Rothe, 2010,
Bachrach et all, 2010, Xia and Conitzer, 2011, Aziz et all,Z20



Whenn = m, serial dictatorship is a well-known mechanism in whichr¢his an ordering of agents and with
respect to that ordering agents pick the most preferredagaéd item in their turns [Svensson, 1999]. We note that
serial dictatorship forn = m is a balanced, recursively balanced and balanced altemgadilicy.

2 Characterizations of Outcomes of Sequential Allocation

In this section we provide necessary and sufficient conutior a given allocation to be the outcome of a balanced
policy, recursively balanced policy, or balanced alteiorapolicy. We first define conditions on an allocatidh An
allocation isPareto optimalif there is no other allocation in which each item of each adgereplaced by at least as
preferred an item and at least one item of some agent is egblaca more preferred item.

Condition 1. M is Pareto Optimal.
Condition 2. M is balanced.

It is well-known that Conditiofl]1 characterizes outcomeslbbequential allocation mechanisms (without con-
straints). Brams and King [2005] proved that an assignnsathievable via sequential allocation iff it satisfies dend
tion[D. The theorem of Brams and King [2005] generalized treracterization of Abdulkadiroglu and Soninez [1998]
of Pareto optimal assignments as outcomes of serial distsifis whenn = n. We first observe the following simple
adaptation of the characterization of Brams and King [2@0%haracterize possible outcomes of balanced policies:

Remark 1.Given a profileP, an allocationM is the outcome of a balanced policy if and onlyif satisfies Condi-
tions[d andP.

Given a balanced allocatiol/, for each agent; € A and each < k, Ietp;'- denote the item that is ranked at
the i-th position by agent; among all items allocated to agemt by M. The third condition requires that for all
1 <t < s <k, no agent prefers theth ranked item allocated to any other agent tottlle ranked item allocated to
her.

Condition 3. Forall 1 <t < s < k and all pairs of agent;, a;/, agenta; preferSpfj to p’,.
The next theorem states that Conditions 1 through 3 chaizet®utcomes of recursively balanced policies.

Theorem 1. Given a profileP, an allocationM is the outcome of a recursively balanced policy if and only if
satisfies Conditioris [] 2, afd 3.

Proof. To prove the “only if” direction, clearly if\/ is the outcome of a recursively balanced policy then Coolifi
and2 are satisfied. If Conditiom 3 is not satisfied, then tegistsl < ¢t < s < k and a pair of agents;, a;» such that
agenta; prefersp;, to p;-. We note that in the round when agemntis about to choosp§- according to), p3, is still
available, because it is allocated by in a later round. However, in this case agentill not choosep§- becauseitis
not her top-ranked available item, which is a contradiction

To prove the “if” direction, for any allocatioi that satisfies the three conditions we will construct a reigaty
balanced policyr. For eachi < k = m/n, we letphase: denote thg (i — 1)n + 1)-th round throughin-th round.
It follows that for all: < k, {p§- : j < n} are allocated in phase Because of Condition :{,p§ : j < n}is aPareto
optimal allocation when all items i(]p;'-' ' <i,j < n} are removed. Therefore there exists an ordesver A that
gives this allocation. Let = m, > mo > - - - > . It iS not hard to verify thatr is recursively balanced an is the
outcome ofr. O

Given a profileP and an allocatior/ that is the outcome of a recursively balanced policy, thdt matisfies the
three conditions as proved in Theoréin 1, we construct atdidegraphG,; = (A, E), where the vertices are the
agents, and we add the edges in the following way. For eacti edél, we add a directed edgg: — a; if and only
if agenta; preferszﬁ, to p§ and the edge is not already@m,; for each even < k, we add a directed edgg — a;/
if and only if agenta; preferSp§, to p;'- and the edge is not already @y, .

Condition 4. Supposé// is the outcome of a recursively balanced policy. There isyutedn G ;.



Theorem 2. An allocation) is achievable by a balanced alternation policy if and onlydfisfies Conditioris L] P] 3,
and[4.

Proof. The “only if” direction: Supposé/ is achievable by a balanced alternation poticy.et =’ denote the suborder
of = from round1 to roundn. LetG, = (4, E’) denote the directed graph where the vertices are the agehthere
is an edger;; — a; ifand only ifa; >, a;. Itis easy to see that, is acyclic and complete. We claim th@, is a
subgraph of=.. For the sake of contradiction suppose there is an egige a;- in G butnotinGr. If a; — a;r
is added ta7;; in an odd round, then it means that agerjt preferSpj to p’,. Becausey; — ay/ is notinGr,
ajr 5 a;. This means that right beforg: choosingy’, in M, p’ is still available, which contradicts the assumption
thata;, choose’, in M. If a; — a; is added toGy, in an even round, then following a similar argument we can
also derive a contradiction. Therefofg,, is a subgraph of7.-, which means that ,, is acyclic.

The “if” direction: Suppose the four conditions are satidfiBecaus&r ,; has no cycle, we can find a linear order
7' over A such that7, is a subgraph of? ... We next prove that/ is achievable by the balanced alternation poticy
whose first» rounds arer’. For the sake of contradiction suppose this is not true ariddenote the earliest round that
the allocation inr differs the allocation inV/. Let a; denote the agent at theth round ofr, |etp§»// denote the item
she gets at roundin 7, and Ietpi denote the item that she is supposed to get accordidg.tdue to Conditio 1B,

i’ <i.1f i/ < ithen agent; didn’t get |temp ., in a previous round, which contradicts the selection. dtherefore

i’ = 4. If i is odd, then there is an edgg — a; in G, which means thai; >, a;. This means thai; would
have chosepj, in a previous round, which is a contradictioni I§ even, then a similar contradiction can be derived.
ThereforeM is achievable byr. O

Given a profileP and an allocatiord/ that is the outcome of a recursively balanced policy, that satisfies the
three conditions as proved in Theor€in 1, we construct atddegraphH,, = (A, E), where the vertices are the
agents, and we add the edges in the following way. For gacm andi < k, we Ietp;'- denote the item that is ranked
at thei-th position among all items allocated to aggnfor each < k, if we add a directed edgg: — a; if j prefers
pl, top} if the edge is not already there.

Condition 5. Supposé is the outcome of a recursively balanced policy. There isywbean H,.

Theorem 3. An allocationM is achievable by a strict alternation policy if and only ifisfies Condition fI[[JZ.13, and
5.

Proof. The “only if” direction: If M is an outcome of a recursively balanced policy but does rtstfgdl, then this
means that there is a cycle ;. Let agents:; anda; be in the cycle. This means that is beforea; in one round
anda; is beforea, in some other round.

The “if” direction: Now assume that/ is an outcome of a recursively balanced policy but is notadténg. This
means that there exist at least two agentanda; such that; comes before; in one round and; comes before;
in some other round. But this means that there is cygle> a; — a; in graphH . O

3 General Complexity Results

Before we delve into the complexity results, we observe titlewing reductions between various problems.

Lemma 1. Fixing the policy class to be one §all, balanced policies, recursively balanced policieslameed alter-
nation policieg, there exist polynomial-time many-one reductions betwleerfollowing problemsPOSSIBLESET to
POSSIBLESUBSET, POSSIBLEITEM to POSSIBLESUBSET, Top-k POSSIBLESET t0 POSSIBLESET; NECESSARYSET
to NECESSARYSUBSET, NECESSARMTEM to NECESSARYSUBSET, and Tops NECESSARYSET t0 NECESSARY
SET.

A polynomial-time many-one reduction from problé&prto problem@’ means that if) is NP(coNP)-hard the®’
is also NP(coNP)-hard, andd}’ is in P thenQ is also in P. We also note the following.

Remark 2.Forn = 2, POSSIBLEASSIGNMENT and ROSSIBLESET are equivalent for any type of policies. Since
n = 2, the allocation of one agent completely determines theadvassignment.



Form = n, checking whether there is a serial dictatorship under wb&ch agent gets exactly one item and a
designated agent; gets iterp is NP-complete [Theorem 2, _Saban and Sethuraman, 2013}.al$@ proved that for
m = n, checking if for all serial dictatorships, agent gets itemo is polynomial-time solvable. Hence, we get the
following statements.

Remark 3.PossIBLEITEM and RosSIBLESET is NP-complete for balanced, recursively balanced as wdibdanced
alternation policies.

Remark 4.Form = n, NECESSARMTEM and NECESSARYSET is polynomial-time solvable for balanced, recursively
balanced, and balanced alternation policies.

Theoren{ B does not necessarily hold if we consider the topeie or the top: elements. Therefore, we will
especially consider top-POSSIBLESET.

4  Arbitrary Policies

We first observe that for arbitrary policiespBsIBLEITEM, NECESSARY TEM and NECESSARYSET are trivial: Fos-
SIBLEITEM always has a yes answer (just give all the turns to that agadtNeECESSARM TEM and NECESSARYSET
always have a no answer (just don't give the agent any tuinjil&8ly, NECESSARYASSIGNMENT always has a no
answer.

Remark 5.POSSIBLEITEM, NECESSARMTEM, NECESSARYSET, and NECESSARYASSIGNMENT are polynomial-
time solvable for arbitrary policies.

Theorem 4. POSSIBLEASSIGNMENTIS polynomial-time solvable for arbitrary policies.

Proof. By the characterization of Brams and King [2005], all we né&edo is to check whether the assignment is
Pareto optimal. It can be checked in polynomial timg|?) whether a given assignment is Pareto optimal via an
extension of a result Abraham et al. [2005]. O

There is also a polynomial-time algorithm fooBsSIBLESET for arbitrary policies.
Theorem 5. POSSIBLESET is polynomial-time solvable for arbitrary policies.

Proof. The following algorithm works for BSSIBLESET. Let the target allocation of agenf be S. If there is any
agenta; € A\ {a;} who wants to pick an item’ € I\ S, let him pick it. If no agent ind \ {a;} wants to pick an
itemo’ € I\ S, and: does not want to pick an item fro return no. If no agent isd \ {a;} wants to pick an item
o' € I'\ S, andi wants to pick an items € S, leta,; pick o. If some agentim \ {a;} wants to pick an itera € S, and
also: wants to picko € S, then we lets; pick o. Repeat the process until all the items are allocated or tuerr@o at
some point. O

5 Balanced Policies

In contrast to arbitrary policies,d5SIBLEITEM, NECESSARMTEM, NECESSARYSET, and NECESSARYASSIGN
MENT are more interesting for balanced policies since we may siicted in allocating items to a given agent to
ensure balance. Before we consider them, we get the foltpadnollary of Remark]1.

Corollary 1. PossiBLEASSIGNMENTfor balanced assignments is in P.

Note that an assignment is achieved via all balanced psliffithe assignment is the unique balanced assignment
that is Pareto optimal. This is only possible if each ager bis topk items. Hence, we obtain the following.

Theorem 6. NECESSARVSSIGNMENTfor balanced assignments is in P.

Compared to RCESSARWASSIGNMENT, the other ‘necessary’ problems are more challenging.



Theorem 7. For any constank, NECESSARMTEM for balanced policies is in P.

Proof. Given a NECESSARMTEM instancg A, I, P, ay, 0), if o is ranked below thé-th position by ageni, then we
can return “No”, because by letting agentchoose in the first rounds she does not get item

Suppose is ranked at thé’-th position by agent; with &’ < k, the next claim provides an equivalent condition
to check whether the BLESSARY TEM instance is a “No” instance.

Claim. Suppose is ranked at thé’-th position by agent; with &’ < k, the NECESSARMTEM instanc€ A, I, P, a1, 0)
is a “No” instance if and only if there exists a balanced poticsuch that (i) ageni; picks items in the first’ — 1
rounds and the lagt — &’ + 1 rounds, and (ii) agent; does not geb.

Let I* denote agend;’s top k' — 1 items. In light of Clain®, to check whether tliel, I, P, a;,0) is a “No”
instance, it suffices to check for every setof k' 4 1 items ranked below thi'-th position by agent;, denoted by
I’, whether it is possible for ageai to get/* andI’ by a balanced policy where agentpicks items in the first’ — 1
rounds and the lagt— &’ + 1 rounds. To this end, for eadh C I — I* — {o} with |I’| = k — k' + 1, we construct the
following maximum flow problent;,, which can be solved in polynomial-time by e.g. the FordkEtdon algorithm.

— Vertices:s,t, A —{a1}, I —I' — I*.

— Edges and weightsFor eachu € A — {a,}, there is an edge — « with weightk; for eacha € A — {a,} and
¢ € I — I — I* such that agent ranksc above all items inf’, there is an edge — ¢ with weight1; for each
ce I— I —I* thereis an edge — t with weight1.

— We are askedwhether the maximum amount of flow frosrto ¢ is k(n — 1) (the maximum possible flow from
tot).

Claim. (A, I, P,a1,0) is a “No” instance if and only if there exist8 C I — I* — {0} with [I'| = k — k¥’ + 1 such
that /1 has a solution.

Becauseé is a constant, the number 6f we will check is a constant. Algorithid 1 is a polynomial aligam for
NECESSARYITEM with balanced policies. O

Input: A NECESSARMTEM instance(A, I, P, a;, 0).
1 if ois ranked below thé-th position by agent; then
2 | return “No”.
3 end
4 LetI* denote agent;'stopk’ — 1 items.
sfor I' CT—TI" —{o}with|I'| =k — k" + 1do
6 if ;) has a solutiorthen
7 | return “No”
8 end
9 end
10 return “Yes”.
Algorithm 1. NECESSARMTEM for balanced policies.

Theorem 8. For any constankt, NECESSARYSET and NECESSARYSUBSET for balanced policies are in P.

Proof. W.l.o.g. given a MCESSARYSET instance(A, I, P, a1, 1I’), if I’ is not the top-ranked items of agen&; then
it is a “No” instance because we can simply let agenthoose items in the firdt rounds. When is top-ranked:
items of agent, (A, I, P,a;,I’) is a“No” instance if and only if A, I, P, a1, 0) is a “No” instance for some € I,
which can be checked in polynomial time by Theofdm 7. A sindlgorithm works for NNCESSARYSUBSET. O

Theorem 9. NECESSARYMTEM andNECESSARYSUBSET for balanced policies wherkis not fixed is coONP-complete.



Proof. Membership in coNP is obvious. By Lemfa 1 it suffices to prinat NECESSARMTEM is cONP-hard, which
we will prove by a reduction from®ssIBLEI TEM for & = 1, which is NP-complete [Saban and Sethuraman, [2013].
Let (A, I, P,a1,0) denote an instance of the possible allocation problentfer 1, whereA = {a1,...,a,}, I =
{o1,...,0n},0 € I, P = (Py,..., P,) is the preference profile of the agents, and we are asked whether it is
possible for agent; to get itemo in some sequential allocation. Givéd, I, P, a;, 0), we construct the following
NECESSARMTEM instance.

Agents: A’ = AU {an41}-

ltems: I’ = TUDUF, U---UF,, where|]D| = n — 1 and for eachu; € A, |F;| = n — 2. We have
[I'l = (n+1)(n—1)andk =n — 1.

Preferences:

— The preferences af; is [F} = P, > others.

— For anyj < n, the preferences af; are obtained froni#; > P;] by replacingo by D, and then adad to the
bottom position.

— The preferences far,, ;1 is [o > others.

We are askedwhether agent,, 1 always gets iter.
If (A,I, P, a,0)has a solutiomr, we show that the NCESSARY TEM instance is a “No” instance by considering
T DT> apt1 B> - - D> any1. In the first(n — 2)n rounds allF;’s are allocated to agent’s. In the followingn

n—1 n—1
roundso is allocated tar;, which means that,,; does not geb.

Suppose the BCESSARMTEM instance is a “No” instance and agent- 1 does not geb in a balanced policyt’.
Because agert, througha,, ranko in their bottom positiong must be allocated to agest. Clearly in the first, — 2
times when agent; througha,, choose items, they will choodg throughF,, respectively. Letr denote the order
over which agenta; througha,, choose items for the last time. We obtain another ordesver A from 7 by moving
all agents who choose an itemihafter agent; while keeping other orders unchanged. It is not hard to sateliie
outcomes of running andz* are the same from the first round until agengetso. This means that* is a solution
to (A, I, P a,0). O

Theorem 10. NECESSARYSET and top4 NECESSARYSET for balanced policies are in P even wheris not fixed.

Proof. Given an instance of BCESSARYSET, if the target set is not top-then the answer is “No” because we can
simply let the agent choogeitems in the firs& rounds. It remains to show that tdpNECESSARYSET for balanced
policies is in P. That s, give(A, I, P, a; ), we can check in polynomial time whether there is a balanodidypr for
which agent:; does not get exactly her tdpitems.

For NECESSARYSET, suppose agent; does not get her top-items underr. Let 7’ denote the order obtained
from 7 by moving all agent;;'s turns to the end while keeping the other orders unchargedeasy to see that agent
a, does not get her top-items underr’ either. Therefore, BNCESSARYSET is equivalent to checking whether there
exists an ordefr where agent; picks item in the last rounds so that agent does not get at least one of her thp-
items.

We consider an equivalent, reduced allocation instanceenthe agents arfny, as, . . ., a, }, and there aré(n —
1)+1itemsI’ = (I —I*)U{c}, wherel* is agent 's top-k items. Agent;'s preferences ovel’ are obtained from
P; by replacing the first occurrence of itemsiih by ¢, and then removing all items ifi* while keeping the order
of other items the same. We are asked whether there existslanrowvhere agent, is the last to pick and, picks
a single item, and each other agents pikksnes, so that agent; does not get itena. This problem can be solved
by a polynomial-time algorithm based on maximum flows thatiisilar to the algorithm for BCESSARMTEM for
balanced policies in Theordm 7. O

6 Recursively Balanced Policies

In this section, we consider recursively balanced polidiesm Theorerfil1, we get the following corollary.

Corollary 2. PossIiBLEASSIGNMENTfor recursively balanced policies is in P.



We also report computational results for problems othar P@SSIBLEASSIGNMENT
Theorem 11. NECESSARWSSIGNMENTfor recursively balanced policies is in P.

Proof Sketch We initializet to 1 i.e., focus on the first round. We check if there is an agentsettorn has not come
in the round whose most preferred unallocated item isphioln this case return “No”. Otherwise, we complete the
round in any order. If all the items are allocated, we retufes”. If ¢ £ k, we increment by one and repeat. [

The other ‘necessary problems’ turn out to be computatipn@tactable.

Theorem 12. For k > 2, NECESSARM TEM, NECESSARYSET, top-+ NECESSARYSET, andNECESSARYSUBSET for
recursively balanced policies are coNP-complete.

Theorem 13. Top+ POSSIBLESET for recursively balanced policies is in P fér= 2.

Proof Sketch.Let the agent under question be. We give agent:; the first turns in each round with , so a1’s top
two items. The agent is guaranteed to getWe now construct a bipartite gragh= ((A\ {a1}) U (I \ {s1}), E)
in which each{a;, o} € Fiffiff a; preferso to s5. We check whethef admits a matching that perfectly matches the
agent nodes. Iz does not, we return no. Otherwise, there exists a recuyddadanced policy for which agent gets
S1 andSQ. O

Finally, top#-PoSsSIBLESET is NP-complete iffc > 3.
Theorem 14. For all & > 3, top-k POSSIBLESET for balanced policies is NP-complete.

The proof is given in the appendix.

7 Strict Alternation Policies

As for balanced alternation polices , there atpossible strict alternation policies, saifs constant, then all problems
can be solved in polynomial time by brute force search.

Theorem 15. If the number of agents is constant, thedssIBLE TEM, POSSIBLESET, NECESSARY TEM, NECES
SARYSET, POSSIBLEASSIGNMENT, and NECESSARWASSIGNMENT are polynomial-time solvable for strict alterna-
tion policies.

As a result of our characterization of strict alternatiomcomes (Theoreinl 3), we get the following.
Corollary 3. PossiBLEASSIGNMENTfor strict alternation polices is in P.

We also present other computational results.
Theorem 16. NECESSARSSIGNMENTfor strict alternation polices is in P.
Theorem 17. Top+ POSSIBLESET for strict alternation policies is in P fok = 2.

For Theoreri 117, the polynomial-time algorithm is similattte algorithm for Theoren 13. The next theorems state
that the remaining problems are hard to compute. Both tihhe®ere proved by reductions from the$sIBLE TEM
problem.

Theorem 18. For all & > 3, top-k POSSIBLESET is NP-complete for strict alternation policies.

Theorem 19. For all k£ > 2, NECESSARMTEM, NECESSARYSET, top+ NECESSARYSET, andNECESSARYSUBSET
are coNP-complete for strict alternation policies.



8 Balanced Alternation Policies

Balanced alternation policies and strict alternationqie$i are the most constrained class among all policy classes
we study. There are! possible balanced alternation policies, sa ifs constant, then all problems can be solved in
polynomial time by brute force search. Note that such anraeni does not apply to recursively balanced policies.

Theorem 20. If the number of agents is constant, theassIBLEITEM, POSSIBLESET, NECESSARY TEM, NEC-
ESSARYSET, POSSIBLEASSIGNMENT, and NECESSARWASSIGNMENT are polynomial-time solvable for balanced
alternation policies.

As aresult of our characterization of balanced alternatimieomes (Theoreld 2), we get the following.
Corollary 4. PossiBLEASSIGNMENTfor balanced alternation polices is in P.
NECESSARVSSIGNMENTcan be solved efficiently as well:
Theorem 21. NECESSARWSSIGNMENTfor balanced alternation polices is in P.

Proof. We first check whether it is possible to findover A such that after running there exists an ageritthat
does not get iter@;. If so then we return “No”. Otherwise, we remove all items{j:j : j < n} and check whether
it is possible to findr over A such that after running on the reduced instance, there exists an ageihat does
not get iterrm?. If so then we return “No”. Otherwise, we iterate until a#nts are removed in which case we return
“Yes”. O

We already know that fok = m/n = 1, top-% possible and necessary problems can be solved in polynomial
time. The next theorems state that for any othehey are NP-complete for balanced alternation policieecFeni 2P
is proved by a reduction from thexacT 3-COVER problem and Theorei 23 is proved by a reduction from the
PossiBLE TEM problem.

Theorem 22. For all k£ > 2, top- POSSIBLESET is NP-completeNECESSARMTEM is cONP-complete, anNECES
SARYSUBSETIs coNP-complete for balanced alternation policies.

Theorem 23. For all & > 2, top-k NECESSARYSET for balanced alternation policies is coNP-complete.

9 Conclusions

We have studied sequential allocation mechanisms likedhese allocation mechanism at Harvard Business School
where the policy has not been fixed or has been fixed but notusrwed. We have characterized the allocations
achievable with three common classes of policies: recesivalanced, strict alternation, and balanced alternatio

policies. We have also identified the computational comipledf identifying the possible or necessary items, set or

subset of items to be allocated to an agent when using oneesé ttihree policy classes as well as the class of all
policies. There are several interesting future directimctuding considering other common classes of policies, as
well as other properties of the outcome like the possiblesgessary welfare.
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Testing Pareto optimality

Lemma 2. It can be checked in polynomial tind&(|/|?) whether a given assignment is Pareto optimal.

The set of assignments achieved via arbitrary policies & aitterized by Pareto optimal assignments. For any
given assignment setting and an assignmentcéimeesponding cloned settirig one in which for each itera that is
owned by agent, we make a copy, of agenti so that each agent copy owns exactly one item. Each ¢ppgs
exactly the same preferences as agenhe assignment in which copies of agents get a single itealisd thecloned
transformationof the original assignment.

Claim. An assignment is Pareto optimal iff its cloned transforwrmais Pareto optimal for the cloned setting.

Proof. If an assignment is not Pareto optimal for the cloned settingn there exists another assignment in which
each of the cloned agents get at least as preferred an iterat dealst one agent gets a strictly more preferred item.
But if the new assignment for the cloned setting is transtmo the assignment for the original setting, then the new
assignment Pareto dominates the prior assignment for ii@alrsetting. If an assignment is not Pareto optimal (with

respect to responsive preferences) then there existsearaghignment that Pareto dominates it. But this implies tha
the new assignment also Pareto dominates the old assigmmtaetcloned setting. O

We are now ready to prove Lemiha 2.

Proof. By Lemma9, the problem is equivalent to checking whetherctbaed transformation of the assignment is
Pareto optimal in the cloned setting. Pareto optimality mfaasignment in which each agent has one item can be
checked in timeD(m?) [see e.g., Abraham etlal., 2005] whereis the number of itenﬁ.Firstly, for each itemo

that is owned by agerit we make a copy, of agenti so that each agent copy owns exactly one item. Each tppy
has exactly the same preferences as agaased on the ownership information of each#hegent copies, and the
preferences of the agent copies, we constru@ing graphin which each copy, points to each of the items more
preferred tham. Also eaclv points to its ownet,. Then the assignment in the cloned transformation is Papgtmal

iff the trading graph is acyclic [Abraham et al., 2005, sep,p.Acyclicity of a graph can be checked in time linear in
the size of the graph via depth-first search. O

Proof of Theorem[3

Proof. Let the target allocation of agent be S. If there is any agent; € A\ {a;} who wants to pick an item
o' € I'\ S, let him pick it. If no agent ind \ {i} wants to pick such an iteml € I\ S, andi does not want to pick
an item from$S return no. If no agentim \ {a;} wants to pick such an itew! € I\ S, anda, wants to pick an item
o € S, leta; pick o. If some agents it \ {a;} wants to pick such an item< S, and alsa wants to picko € S, then
we leta; pick o. Repeat the process until all the items are allocated or twerr@o at some point.

We now argue for the correctness of the algorithm. Obsemvettier in which agent; picks items inS is exactly
according to his preferences.

Claim. Let us consider the first pick in the algorithm. If agentpicks an itemo = max- (S), then if there exists a
policy 7 in which agent:; getsS, then there also exists a poliay in which agent; first pickso and agent getsS
overall.

Proof. In 7, by the time ageni; picks his second most preferred item fréimall items more preferred have already
been allocated. I, if a; # w(1), then we can obtain’ by bringinga; to the first place and having all the other
turns in the same order. Note thatsify for any agent’s turn the set of available items are eitherséime ob is the
extra item missing. However sineewas not even chosen by the latter agents, the picking outcofreandr’ are
identical. O

® The main idea is to construct a trading graph in which ageiritpdo agent whose item he prefers more. The assignment is
Pareto optimal iff the graph is acyclic.
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Claim. Let us consider the first pick in the algorithm. If some agenpicks an itemo’ € A\ S in the algorithm,
then if there exists a policy in which agentgetsS, then there also exists a policy in which agenpfirst pickso’ and
agenta; getsS overall.

Proof. In 7, if a; # w(1), then we can obtain’ by bringinga; to the first place and having all the other turns in the
same order. If does not get’ in 7, then when we construat we simply delete the turn of the agent who gbtNote
that in#’, for any agent’s turn the set of available items are eitherstime op’ is the extra item missing. However
sinceo’ was not even chosen by the latter agents, the picking ousofreandr’ are identical. O

By inductively applying ClaimE]9 arid 9, we know that as longamlicy exists in which gets allocatiors, our
algorithm can construct a policy in whiclgets allocatiort. O

Proof of Theorem[7

Proof. In a NECESSARYTEM instance we can assume the distinguished agedt.iSiven (A4, I, P, a1,0), if o is
ranked below thé-th position by agent; then it we can return “No”, because by letting agenthoose in the first
k rounds she does not get item

Suppose is ranked at thé’-th position by agent; with &’ < k, the next claim provides an equivalence condition
to check whether the BCESSARY TEM instance is a “No” instance.

Claim. Suppose is ranked at thé’-th position by agent; with ¥’ < k, the NECESSARMTEM instanc€ A, I, P, a1, 0)
is a “No” instance if and only if there exists a balanced poticsuch that (i) ageni; picks items in the first’ — 1
rounds and the lagt — &’ + 1 rounds, and (ii) agent; does not geb.

Proof. Suppose there exists a balanced pofityuch that agent; does not get itena, then we obtaint* from =’
by moving the firstt’ — 1 occurrences of agent; to the beginning of the sequence while keeping other pasitio
unchanged. When preforming, in the firstt’ — 1 rounds agent, gets her togs’ — 1 items.

By the next time agent; picks an item int*, o must have been chosen by another agent. To see why this is true
for each agent from the'-th round until agent;’s next turn int*, we compare side by side the items allocated before
this agent’s turn byr* and byx’. It is not hard to see by induction that the item allocatedbyefore agent;’s next
turn is a superset of the item allocatedtybefore agent;’s k’-th turn. Because the latter contaimsagenta; does
not geto in 7*.

Then, we obtainr from 7* by moving thek’-th through the:-th occurrence of agemt to the end of the sequence
while keeping other positions unchanged. It is easy to sakdfenta; does not geb in 7. This completes the
proof. O

Let I* denote agend;’s top k' — 1 items. In light of ClainT®, to check whether tliel, I, P, a;,0) is a “No”
instance, it suffices to check for every setof &’ + 1 items ranked below th'-th position by agent;, denoted by
I’, whether it is possible for ageai to get/* andI’ by a balanced policy where agentpicks items in the first’ — 1
rounds and the lagt— &’ + 1 rounds. To this end, for eadh C I — I'* — {o} with |I'| = k — k¥’ + 1, we construct the
following maximum flow problent;,, which can be solved in polynomial-time by e.g. the FordkEtdon algorithm.

— Vertices: s, t, A— {a1}, [ —I' — I*.

— Edges and weightsFor eachu € A — {a,}, there is an edge — « with weightk; for eacha € A — {a,} and
c € I — I' — I* such that agent ranksc above all items in/’, there is an edge — ¢ with weight1; for each
ce I— I —I* thereis an edge — t with weight1.

— We are askedwhether the maximum amount of flowto ¢ is k(n — 1) (the maximum possible flow fromto ¢).

Claim. (4,1, P,o) is a “No” instance if and only if there exisf® C I — I* — {o} with |I'| = k — k¥’ + 1 such that
F has a solution.
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Proof. If (A, I, P, o) is a“No” instance, then by Claifd 9 there existsuch that agent; picks items in the first’ — 1
rounds and the lagt — £’ + 1 rounds, and ageft; getsI* U I’ for somel’ C I — I* — {o}. For each agent; with

J # 2, let there be a flow of amountfrom s to a; and a flow of amount from a; to all items that are allocated to
herinw. Moreover, let there be a flow of amounfrom anyc € T — I'* — {0} to . Itis easy to check that the amount
of flow is k(n — 1).

If F7. has a solution, then there exists an integer solution becallis/eights are integers. This means that there
exists an assignment of all itemsin— I’ — I* to agent2 throughn such that no agent gets an item that is ranked
below any item in*. Starting from this allocation, after implementing alldiag cycles we obtain a Pareto optimal
allocation wherd — I’ — I'* are allocated to ageftthroughn, and still no agent gets an item that is ranked below any
item in I*. By Proposition 1 in Brams and King, there exists a balanadidyp* that gives this allocation. It follows

that agenti; does not geb under the balanced poliey=a; > ... >a;>a* > a1 > ... > a;y. O
————— —————
k' —1 k—k/+1

Becausek is a constant, the number &f we will check is a constant. The polynomial algorithm foe®ESs
SARYITEM for balanced policies is presented as Algorifiim 1. O

Proof of Theorem[11

Proof. In the allocatiorp, Ietp-g be thej-th most preferred item for agehtimong his set of allocated items.

Claim. If there exists a recursively balanced policy achieving tdnget allocation. Then, in any such recursively
balanced policy, we know that in eatith round, each agent gets itef

We initializet to 1 i.e., focus on the first round. We check if there is an agentsghiorn has not come in the round
whose most preferred unallocated item is piotin this case return “no”. Otherwise, we complete the roumdry
arbitrary order. If all the items are allocated, we returasy If ¢ £ k, we increment by one and repeat the process.

We now argue for correctness. If the algorithm returns nex) tiwe know that there is a recursively balanced policy
that does not achieve the allocation. This policy was pértiuilt during the algorithm and can be completed in an
arbitrary way to get an allocation that is not the same asattgeet allocation. Now assume for contradiction that there i
a policy which does not achieve the allocation but the athoriincorrectly returns yes. Consider the first round where
the algorithm makes a mistake. But in each round, each ageh&lunique and mutually exclusive most preferred
unallocated item. Hence no matter which policy we implenietie round, the allocation and the set of unallocated
items after the round stays the same. Hence a contradiction. O

Proof of Theorem[12

Proof Sketch.Membership in coNP is obvious. By Lemia 1 it suffices to shoWRéardness for BCESSARMTEM
and topk NECESSARYSET. We will prove the co-NP-hardness for them for= 2 by the same reduction from
PossiBLEITEM for £ = 1, which is NP-complete [Saban and Sethuraman, [2013]. Thef ioo otherk > 2 can
be done similarly by constructing preferences so that tegngjuished agent always get her tbp- 2 items. Let
(A, 1, P, ay,0) denote an instance ofd3sIBLEITEM for k = 1, whereA = {ay,...,a,}, I = {o01,...,0,},0 € I,
P = (P,...,P,)is the preference profile of theagents, and we are asked wether it is possible for agetat get
item o in some sequential allocation. GivéA, I, P, ay, o), we construct the following necessary allocation instance

Agents: A’ = AU {an41}-

Items: I’ = I U{c,d} U D, where|D| =n+ 1.

Preferences:

— The preferences af; is obtained fromP; by insertingd right beforeo, and append the other items such that the
bottom item isc.

— For any2 < j < n, the preferences af; is obtained fromP; by replacingo by D and then appending the
remaining items such that the bottom itemsase d > o.

— The preferences far,, ;1 is [c > o > others= d.
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For NECESSARY TEM, we are asked whether agent,; always get iterm; for top-k NECESSARYSET, we are
asked whether agent, ., always gef¢, o}, which are her top-2 items.

Suppose théA, I, P, a;, 0) has a solution, denoted by We claim thatt’ = a1 > 7> a1 > (A — {a1}) isa
“No” answer to the N\CESSARY TEM and topx NECESSARYSET instance. Followingt’, in the first round:,, 1 gets
c. In the nextn roundsa; getsd. Then in the(n + 2)-th round agent, gets itemo, which means that,,; does not
get itemo after all items are allocated.

We note that,,1 always get itemt for any recursively balanced policy. We next show that EQ¥ SSARMTEM
or top+ NECESSARYSET instance is a “No” instance, then the®sIBLEITEM instance is a “Yes” instance. Suppose
7' is a recursively balanced policy such that.; does not geb. We letphase 1denote the first + 1 rounds, and let
phase 2denote thén + 2)-th through2(n + 1)-th round.

Because is the least preferred item for all agents excepanda,, 11, if a,+1 does not geb in the second phase,
theno must be allocated ta,. This is because for the sake of contradiction suppoiseallocated to agent; with
J # 1,n, thena; must be the last agent itf ando is not chosen in any previous round. However, whendt,is turn
in the second phase;|s still available, which means that, would have chosea and contradicts the assumption that
a; getso.

Claim. If a; getso underr’, thena; getsd in the first phase.

Proof. For the sake of contradiction, suppose in the first pliasioes not get, then either she gets an item befdre
or she get®, because it is impossible fai to get an item aftes otherwise another agent must geh the first phase,
which is impossible as we just argued above.

— If a; gets an item beforé in the first phase, then in order far to geto in the second phasé must be chosen by
another agent. Clearlycannot be chosen hy, 1, beforea; getso, because is the bottom item by, 1, which
means that the only possibility far, 1 to getd is thata, 1 is the last agentin’. If d is chosen by; with j < n,
then becausé, o are the bottom two items hy;, the last two agents in’ must beu; > a; . Therefore, when,, 1
chooses an item in the second phasis,still available, which means that, . ; getso in 7/, a contradiction to the
assumption thai,,; does not get her top-items.

— If a; getso in the first phase, then it means that another agent must igethe first phase, which is impossible
because all other agents radkvithin their bottom two positions, which means that theieatlround that any of
them can getl is 2n + 1.

O

Let = denote the order oved that is obtained from the first phase ©f by removinga,,.1, and them moving
all agents who get an item iP after a;. We claim thatr is a solution to(A, I, P,aq,0), because when it ig;’s
round all items before must be chosen anghas not been chosen (if another agent geteforea; in 7 then the
same agent must get an itemiinin the first phase oft’, which contradicts the construction oj. This proves the
co-NP-completeness of the allocation problems mentiomdiae theorem. O

Proof of Theorem[13

Proof. We give agent:; the first turns in each round. He is guaranteed tosge¥Ve now construct a bipartite graph
G = ((A\{a1}) U\ {s1}), E) in which each{i, o} € Eiff o is strictly more preferred fot thans,. We check
whetherG admits a perfect matching. @f does not admit a perfect matching, we return no. Otherwiszetexists a
recursively balanced policy for which agentgetss; andss.

Claim. G admits a perfect matching if and only if there a recursiveliabced policy for whiclu; gets{s;, s2}.

Proof. If G admits a perfect matching, then each agemtin{a;} can get a more preferred item thanin the first
round. If this particular allocation is not Pareto optimal &gents ind \ {a; } for items amond \ {s1 }, we can easily
compute a Pareto optimal Pareto improvement over thisailme by implementing trading cycles as in setting of
house allocation with existing tenants. This takes at rost’). Hence, we can compute an allocation in which each
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agentinA\ {a;} gets a strictly more preferred item thanand this allocation for agents i\ {a, } is Pareto optimal.
Since the allocation is Pareto optimal, we can easily buydldyolicy which achieves this Pareto optimal allocation
via the characterization of Brams. In the second roundjetss, and then subsequently we don’t care who gets what
because agent, has already got; andss.

If G does not admit a perfect matching, then there is no allocatiovhich each agent id \ {a;} get a strictly
better item tham in I \ {s1}. Hence in each policy in the first round, some agemM in{a; } will get s. O

O

Proof of Theorem[14

Proof. Membership in NP is obvious. We prove that tbPOSSIBLESET for £k = 3 is NP-hard by a reduction
from PossIBLEITEM for £ = 1, which is NP-complete [Saban and Sethuraman, 2013]. Hasdioe otherk’'s can
be proved similarly by constructing preferences so thatiegnguished agent always get her top- 2 items. Let
(A, I, P,a1,0) denote an instance ofd®3siBLEITEM for k = 1, whereA = {a1,...,a,}, I = {o01,...,0n},0 € I,
P = (P,...,P,) is the preference profile of theagents, and we are asked wether it is possible for agetat get
item o in some sequential allocation. GivéA, I, P, a1, 0), we construct the following ®SSIBLESET instance.

Agents: A’ = AU {ap4+1} U{ds,...,dn-1}.

Items: I' = T U{c1,¢2,c3} UDUE U F, where|D| = |E| =n — 1 and|F| = 3n — 1. We havdI’| = 6n.

Preferences:

— The preferences af; is [P, > others> ¢; > ¢o > c¢3].

— Forany2 < j < n, the preferences af; is obtained froniP; > others> c¢; > ¢ > c3 = E] by switchingo and
E.

— The preferences far,, 1 is [¢c1 > c2 > ¢35 > other$.

— Forallj <n — 1, the preferences fat; is [D >~ ((I — {0o}) UE) = c3 = ¢c2 > ¢1 > others.

We are askedwhether agent,, 1 can getitemgc, c2, c3}, which are her togg items.
If (A, I, P,a,0) has a solutionr, we show that the top-POSSIBLESET instance is a “Yes” instance by consider-
iNngm' =apy1>di>- >dp1>T>ap41 >dy > >dyo1 > A apyq > Others In the first phase,,; gets

Phasel ) Phase Phase3
c1; d;'s getD a; getso and other agents id getn — 1 itemsin(I — {o}) U E. In the second phasg, ;1 getscy; d;’'s

get the remaining — 1 items in(I — {o}) U E; agents inA getn items inF. In the third phase,, 1 getscs.
Suppose the topf-POSSIBLESET instance is a “Yes” instance and agent,; gets{ci, ca,c3} in a recursively
balanced policyr’. Let = denote the order over which agentsthroughn choose items in the first phasedf We
obtain another order* over A from 7 by moving all agents who choose an itenyimafter agent;; without changing
the order of other agents. We claim thdtis a solution ta A, I, P, a1, 0). For the sake of contradiction supposeis
not a solution ta A, I, P, ay, 0). It follows that in the first phase of’ agenta; gets an item she ranks higher than
because no other agents can@éthis means that in the first phasétems in(I — {o}) U E are chosen byl. We note
that in the first phasé;’s must chose items i®. Then in the second phase at least dnevill choose{cs}, because
there arex — 1 of them and only2(n — 1) — n = n — 2 items available beforécs }. This contradicts the assumption
thata,, 11 getscs. O

Proof of Theorem[16

Proof. We prove that an assignmeit is the outcome of all strict alternating policies iff in eaclund, each agent has
a unique most preferred item from among the unallocatedsiieom the previous round. If in each round, each agent
gets the most preferred item from among the unallocatecsifeom the previous round, the order does not matter in
any round. Hence all alternating policies resulflih

Now assume that it is not the case that in each round, each ggenthe most preferred item from among the
unallocated items from the previous round. Then, there exigast two agent who have the same most preferred item
from among the remaining items. Therefore, a differentigdarder among such agents results in different allooatio
which means thal/ is not the unique outcome of all strict alternating policies O
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Proof of Theorem[18

Proof. Membership in NP is obvious. We prove that tbfrPoSSIBLESET for £ = 3 is NP-hard by a reduction from
PossiBLE TEM for & = 1, which is NP-complete [Saban and Sethuraman,2013]. Thetied is similar to the proof
of Theoreni_IU. Hardness for othigs can be proved similarly by constructing preferences so tie distinguished
agent always get her top — 2 items. Let(A, I, P, a1, 0) denote an instance ofd3sIBLEITEM for k = 1, where
A={ay,...,an}, I ={o01,...,0n},0€ I, P = (Py,...,P,) is the preference profile of theagents, and we are
asked wether it is possible for agentto get itemo in some sequential allocation. GivéA, I, P, a1, 0), we construct
the following ROSSIBLESET instance.

Agents: A’ = AU {an41} U{ds,...,dn1}.

Items: I' = TU{c1,¢2,c3} UDUEU F, where|D| = |[E| =n — 1 and|F| = 3n — 1. We havdI’| = 6n.

Preferences:

— The preferences af; is [P, > others> ¢; > ¢o > c3].

— Forany2 < j < n, the preferences af; is obtained fronjP; > others> c¢; > ¢ > c3 = E|] by switchingo and
E.

— The preferences far,, 1 is [¢1 = c2 = c3 = others.

— Forallj <n — 1, the preferences fat; is [D >~ ((I — {o}) UE) = c3 > ca > ¢1 > others.

We are askedwhether agent,, 1 can getitemgc, c2, c3}, which are her togg items.
If (A,1I, P,a1,0) has a solutionr, we show that the top-POSSIBLESET instance is a “Yes” instance by consid-
ernngn’ = api 1 >di>- - >dy 1>T>ap 1 >di> - >dy 1 >T> ape >dy > >dy_1 > 7. In the first

Phasel ) Phas@ . Phase3
phaseu,+1 getsci, a1 getso; other agents il getn — 1 items in(I — {o}) U E; d;’s getD. In the second phase

an+1 Qetscy; d;’s get the remaining — 1 items in(I — {o}) U E; agents inA getn items inF. In the third phase
Apa1 get303.

Suppose the top-POSSIBLESET instance is a “Yes” instance and ageni 1 gets{ci, co, c3} in a strict alternation
policy «’. Let 7 denote the order over which agentsthroughn choose items in the first phase of We obtain
another orderr* over A from = by moving all agents who choose an itemlinafter agent:; without changing the
order of other agents. We claim that is a solution to(A4, I, P, a1, o). For the sake of contradiction suppastis
not a solution ta A, I, P, ay, 0). It follows that in the first phase of’ agenta; gets an item she ranks higher than
because no other agents can@éthis means that in the first phasétems in(I — {o}) U E are chosen byl. We note
that in the first phasé;’s must chose items i®. Then in the second phase at least dnevill choose{c;}, because
there arex — 1 of them and only2(n — 1) — n = n — 2 items available beforécs }. This contradicts the assumption
thata,,+1 getscs. O

Proof of Theorem[19

Proof Sketch.The proofis similar to the proof of Theorém|12. MembershipaiNP is obvious. By Lemmad 1 it suffices
to show coNP-hardness foE¢ESSARY TEM and topk NECESSARYSET. We will prove the co-NP-hardness for them
for k = 2 by the same reduction fromd®siBLE TEM for £ = 1, which is NP-complete [Saban and Sethuraman,
2013]. The proof for othek > 2 can be done similarly by constructing preferences so theatlistinguished agent
always get her tog: — 2 items. Let(A, I, P, a1, 0) denote an instance ofd3sIBLEITEM for k = 1, whereA =
{a1,...,an}, I ={o01,...,0n},0€ I, P = (P,...,P,) is the preference profile of theagents, and we are asked
wether it is possible for agent to get itemo by some strict alternation policy. Givel, I, P, a1, 0), we construct
the following necessary allocation instance.

Agents: A’ = AU {an41}-

Items: I' = T U{c,d} U D, where|D| =n + 1.

Preferences:

— The preferences af; is obtained fromP; by insertingd right beforeo, and append the other items such that the
bottom item isc.
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— For any2 < j < n, the preferences af; is obtained fromP; by replacingo by D and then appending the
remaining items such that the bottom itemsase d > o.
— The preferences far,, ;1 is [c = o > others> d].

For NECESSARMTEM, we are asked whether agent,; always get itenv; for top-x NECESSARYSET, we are
asked whether agent, ., always gef{c, o}, which are her top-2 items.

Suppose th€A, I, P, a1, 0) has a solution, denoted by We claim thatt’ = 7> a1 > 7 > ap41 is @ “No”

—_— Y
Phase 1 Phase 2
answer to the HCESSARMTEM and topk NECESSARYSET instance. Followingr’, in phasea; getsd getsd and
an+1 getse. In phase 21y getso, which means that,, ., does not get itern after all items are allocated.

We next show that if RCESSARMTEM or top+ NECESSARYSET instance is a “No” instance, then th@®sk
BLEITEM instance is a “Yes” instance. We note that, ; always get itent in the first phase of any strict alternation
policy. Letn’ denote a strict alternation policy whetg, ; does not geb. If a; does not getl in the first phase, then
following a similar argument in the proof of Theorém| 12, werdnghata,, .1 getso in the second phase, which is a
contradiction. Therefore,; must getd in the first phase.

Let = denote the order ovef that is obtained from the first phase ©f by removinga,,.1, and them moving
all agents who get an item iP aftera;. We claim thatr is a solution to(A4, I, P, a1, 0), because when it ig;’s
round all items before must be chosen angdhas not been chosen (if another agent geteforea; in 7 then the
same agent must get an itemiihin the first phase of’, which contradicts the construction oj. This proves the
co-NP-completeness of the allocation problems mentiomdite theorem. O

Proof of Theorem[22

Proof. Membership in NP and coNP are obvious. By Lenitha 1,608SSARYMTEM is cONP-hard then BNCESSARY
SUBSET is coNP-hard. We show the NP-hardness of ktoPossIBLESET and coNP-hardness of E¢ESSARYITEM
by the same reduction fromxAcT 3-COVER (X3C) for k = 2. Hardness for othek can be proved similarly by
constructing preferences so that the distinguished adwaya get her tog — 2 items. In an X3C instance?, X),
we are givens = {S1,..., S} andX = {x1,...,z,}, such thay is a multiple of3 and for allj < ¢, |S;| = 3 and
S; C X; we are asked whether there exists a subsef ®Elements of” whose union is exactly .

Given an X3C instances’, X ), we construct the following agents, items, and preferences

Agents A = {a} U, ., U X UC, whereC = {ci,...,cy3} and.%; = {S;, 57", 57, Sj' } such thay < ¢,
J1,j2, j3 are the indices of elemen$§. Thatis,S; = {z;,, z;,, z;, }. We note thatA| = 4t + 4¢/3 + 1.

ltems: 8¢ + 8¢/3 + 2 items are defined as follows. Lét= {a,b,c} U, ., 75 UD U EUF, where|D| = 8¢/3,
E = q/3,andF = 4t — q/3 — 1. We note thatI| = 2|A|. For each < ¢, we letK; denote the sets it¥’ that cover
x;. Thatis,K; = {S cS:x; € S}

Preferencesare illustrated in Tablel2.

Agent Preferences
a:la = b = c = others
V3,S;:|S; = a > D > b > others>- ¢
Vj,s =1,2,3,5%:|S; = 5 = a = D = b~ others>- ¢
Vi, z;:|K; = b = others> ¢
Vk < q/3,ckila = S1 >~ ... = S = E > others> ¢
Table 2: Agents’ preferences, whelkg = {S € . : x; € S}.

For top2 POSSIBLESET, we are asked whether agentcan get{a,b}. For NECESSARMTEM, we are asked
whether agent always get itent.
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If the X3C instance has a solution, w.l.o{1, . .., S;/3}, we show that there exists a solution to the constructive

control problem and destructive control problem descriealve. For each < ¢, we letL; = S; > S-}l > sz > Sj‘”’.
Let the orderr over agents be the following.

m=DLga1> Lyzpo> > Li>XD>a>CO>Li>---> Ly

The balanced alternation policy is thws> inv(w), where in{r) is the inverse order af. It is not hard to verify that
in the first round the allocation w.r#.is as follows:

— foreachj > ¢/3 + 1, agentS; gets itemS; and agenSJS gets |temS”S'
— for eachi < ¢, agentz; getSl for the (only)j < ¢/3 such thatr; € S ;
— agenta gets itemu;
— for eachk < ¢/3, agente;, gets itemSy; .
— foreachj < ¢/3 ands = 1,2, 3, agentS; gets an item inD and agenS-;r" gets an item irD.

In the second round, the allocation w.r.t. {ay is as follows:

— foreachj < ¢/3 ands = 1,2, 3, agentS; gets an item inD and agenS-}S gets an item inD; all items inD
(|D| = 8¢/3) are allocated;

— for eachk < ¢/3, agente;, gets an item inE; all items in £ are allocated|E| = ¢/3).

— agenta gets itemp;

— other agents get the remaining items.

Specifically, agent gets{a, b}.

Now suppose the constructive control has a solution, nanhelse exists an order over A such that in the
sequential allocation w.r.tr > inv(7) agenta gets{a,b}. We next show that the X3C instance has a solution. For
convenience, we divide the sequential allocation of inv(r) into three stages:

— Stage 1turns before agent's first turn, where each agent ranked before agentr chooses an item;

— Stage 2:turns between ageats first turn and agent’s second turn, where each agent ranked after agentr
chooses two items;

— Stage 3:iturns after agent’s second turn, where each agent ranked before agent chooses an item.

Claim. Agents inC' must be after agentin 7, and they get at leagy/ 3 items in..

Proof. Because any agent (i ranks itemu at their top, all of them must be after agenh . We note thatC| = ¢/3,
|E| = ¢/3, and each agent ii will choose two items before agesis second turn. Therefore, agentirmust get at
leastq/3 items in.#, otherwise one of them will choogewhich contradicts the assumption that agegetsh. O

W.L.o.g. let{S,..., Sy} (for someg’ > ¢/3) be the items in” that are chosen by agentsah

Claim. ¢’ = ¢/3. For allj < ¢/3, agents in¥; are ranked after agentin =, and for allj > ¢/3 + 1, agents in¥}
are ranked before agemin 7.

Proof. Let K = |J,,-%; U D denote the set oft + 8¢/3 items. The crucial observation is that for any agent
s €Ujy 7, i sis ranked before in w, then in the sequential allocation she will get at least tera in K, because
she p|cks an item ifk( in Stagel, and maybe another item #d in Stage3; and if s is ranked after in 7, then in the
sequential allocation she will get exactly two itemsinin Stage 2. Moreover, each agentihmust get at least one
item in K and agents il must get at least/3 items in K. Therefore, agents iUJ<t 7; get no more thadt + 4¢/3
items ink. Becaus¢J, ., ;| = 4, at mostiq/3 of these agents are ranked aftein .

On the other hand, for aﬁ < ¢, agents in¥; must be ranked after all agentséhin , otherwise some iterf;
would have been allocated to an agentfh (because all of them rank ite$} at the top). By Claini® all agents in
C must be ranked after agemtn =, which means that for all < ¢/, all agents in¥; are ranked after ageatin .
Because’ > ¢/3, we must have that = ¢/3 and for allj < ¢/3, agents in¥; are ranked after agentin 7, and for
all j > ¢/3 + 1, agents in¥; are ranked before agemin =. O
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Finally, we are ready to show théf, ..., S, 3} is an exact cover ok . For the sake of contradiction suppase
is not covered. Les; (with j > ¢/3) denote an item that agent gets in the sequential allocation. Because agents in
7; are beforer in 7, it follows that agenls*;'- must get itemS; (because her top-ranked items é‘geS;i, a). However,
in this case ageri; must be allocated iterm, which contradicts the assumption that agegets itema. Therefore,

{S1,...,84/3} is an exact cover ok . This proves the top-POSSIBLESET is NP-complete.

We note that itene is the most undesirable item for all agents except agewhich means that agentgets item
c if and only if she does not get itemandb. This proves that the BCESSARMTEM is cONP-complete. O
Proof of Theorem[23

Proof. Membership in coNP is obvious. We prove that topNECESSARYSET for £k = 2 is coNP-hard by a re-
duction from PssIBLEITEM for & = 1, which is NP-complete [Saban and Sethuraman, 12013]. Hasdioe other
k's can be proved similarly by constructing preferences st the distinguished agent always get her kop 2
items. Let(A4, I, P,a1,0) denote an instance of possible allocation problemifer 1, whereA = {a1,...,a,},
I={o01,...,0n},0€ I, P=(P,...,P,), and we are asked wether it is possible for agertb get itemo in some
sequential allocation. Givefy, I, P, a1, o), we construct the following tof-NECESSARYSET instance.

Agents: A’ = AU {an41}-

Items: I' = T U {c1,ca} U D, where|D| = n. We havel’| = 2n + 2.

Preferences:

— The preferences af; is obtained fromP; by insertinge; right aftero, and then appen > ¢;.
— For anyj < n, the preferences af; is obtained fron{P; > D - ¢y > ¢1] by switchinge andD.
— The preferences far,, 1 is [¢c1 > c2 = others- o].

We are askedwhether agent,, 1 always gets itemgc;, ¢ }, which are her tog2 items.

If (A, I, P, a;1,0) has a solutionr, we show that the top-NECESSARYSET instance is a “No” instance by con-
sideringm’ = a,41 > 7 > 7 > an41. In the first phase of’, a,, 1 getsc; anda; getso. In the third phase; gets
Co.

Suppose the topNECESSARYSET instance is a “No” instance and agent, ; does notgefc;, ¢} in an balanced
alternation policyr’. It is easy to see that,; must getc; in the first phase. Supposg does not geb in the first
phase, then in the beginning of the second phasedaiitlc, are still available. In this casg, ; must gets, because
clearly none ofi; througha,, can gete,, which means that; must gete; in the second phase. However, this means
thato must be chosen by another agent before, which is impossiide # is ranked in the bottom position after
andc, are removed by all other agents. lzet denote a linear order ovet obtained from the restriction of the first
phase ofr’ on A by moving all agents who choose an itemlirafter agent; without changing other orders. It is not
hard to see that* is a solution ta(A4, I, P, a1, 0). O
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