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It is our great pleasure to present this special issue in honor of William Thomson to
thank him for his enormous contributions to the theory of fair allocation.

William Thomson received his Diplôme d’Ingenieur from the Ecole Polytechnique
in Paris in 1972 and his Ph.D degree in economics from Stanford University in 1976.
His first appointmentwas at theUniversity ofMinnesota. In 1983, he joined theUniver-
sity of Rochester where he is currently Elmar B.Milliman Professor of Economics. He
has also held various visiting appointments, mainly at Harvard University and the Uni-
versity of Caen. He has served on the board of editors of multiple journals, including
Social Choice and Welfare since the founding of this journal, and was Editor-in-Chief
of the International Journal of Game Theory from 2003 to 2008. He was President of
the Society for Social Choice and Welfare from 2004 to 2006. He has supervised 52
Ph.D students (and the number is still growing).

In the summer of 2014, a conference took place in Rochester to celebrateWilliam’s
65th birthday, and in the fall of 2014, another conference was organized in Seoul,
Korea, by his former students living in Asia. To express our appreciation for his
contributions to the field, we are pleased to introduce a special issue of Social Choice
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and Welfare in his honor. All the papers were contributed by his students and friends,
and most of them were presented at the two 2014 conferences.

This special issue consists of 11 papers on fair allocation. Due to an unfortunate
mistake in the editorial process, a paper by Özgür Kibris and Arzu Kibris, entitled “On
surplus-sharing in partnerships”, submitted to this special issue, appeared in a regular
issue of the Journal (Social Choice and Welfare (2016) 47:98–11), which consider
a family of partnership agreements commonly used in real life and inquire which
partnership agreements are productively efficient and which are socially efficient. We
apologize.

Probabilistic assignment of objects

The first two papers deal with the probabilistic assignment of indivisible resources,
or “objects”, to a group of agents. In “Implementation in stochastic dominance Nash
equilibria,”Eun JeongHeo andVikramManjunath defineNash equilibriawhenplayers
base their evaluation of strategies on stochastic dominance comparisons. They study
the implementability of solutions in such equilibria. They show that a Maskin-type
invariance condition is necessary and sufficient for implementability. In “Efficient
lottery design,” Onur Kesten, Morimitsu Kurino, and Alexander S. Nesterov provide
new tools for obtaining stochastic improvements in lotteries so as to facilitate the design
of practical lotterymechanisms. As applications, they propose lotterymechanisms that
improve upon the random serial dictatorship and a lottery representation of the serial
rule.

Assignment problem with money

The next two papers consider the problem of assigning objects to a group of agents
when monetary compensations are possible. In “Sharing an increase of the rent fairly,”
Rodrigo A. Velez characterizes the family of non-contestable budget-monotone rules
for the allocation of objects when monetary transfers are possible as those obtained
by maximizing a min social welfare function among all non-contestable allocations.
In “No-envy and egalitarian-equivalence under multi-object-demand for heteroge-
neous objects”, Duygu Yengin investigates the existence of allocation rules satisfying
assignment-efficiency, no-envy, egalitarian equivalence, and strategy-proofness.

Allocation problem with single-peaked preferences

The next two papers are concerned with allocation among agents who have single-
peaked preferences (Sprumont 1991; Thomson 1995; Bochet et al. 2012, 2013). In
“Efficient, fair, and strategy-proof (re)allocation under network constraints,” Karol
Flores-Szwagrzak studies an allocation problem in which a resource is available in
different “types” and has to be fully allocated among agents with single-peaked pref-
erences, but there are constraints on the types that different agents can consume. He
characterizes the egalitarian trade rule on the basis of efficiency, no-envy, and strategy-
proofness. In “A graph theoretic approach to the slot allocation problem,” Youngsub
Chun and Boram Park consider the problem of assigning slots to a group of agents
when slots are located along a line. Each agent has a most preferred slot and her utility
is equal to her consumption of money minus the distance from her most preferred slot
to her assigned slot. By representing the problem as a bipartite graph, they develop a
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simple procedure to identify all efficient assignments. They also discuss the properties
of two allocation rules for the problem, the leximin rule and the leximax rule.

Exploring the implications of consistency

The next three papers deal with the consistency of allocation rules for three different
types of allocation problems. Consistency says that if a solution chooses a certain
alternative for some problem, then for any “reduced” problem obtained by imagining
the departure of some agents with their payoffs and reassessing the situation from
the viewpoint of the remaining agents, the solution should assign to the remaining
agents the same thing as initially (Thomson 1990, 2014). In “Taxation and poverty,”
Christopher P. Chambers and Juan D. Moreno-Ternero investigate the implications
of consistency together with continuity, equal treatment of equals, and composition
down in the context of taxation problems (O’Neill 1982; Aumann andMaschler, 1985;
Young 1987a, b, 1988, 1990; Chun 1988, 1999; Thomson 2003, 2015a, b, 2016), and
characterize a large family of rules, which they call generalized equal-sacrifice rules.
In “Minimal consistent enlargements of the immediate acceptance rule and the top
trading cycles rule in school choice,” Paula Jaramillo shows that neither of these rule
is consistent. She also determines that the Pareto solution is the smallest consistent
solution that contains either the immediate acceptance rule or the top trading cycles
rule. In “Rationality, aggregate monotonicity and consistency in cooperative games:
some (im)possibility results,” Pedro Calleja and Francesc Llerena consider domains
of cooperative games with transferable utility and investigate the existence of single-
valued solutions satisfying individual rationality, core selection, monotonicity, and
consistency. They obtain impossibility results for the combination of core selection
and complementary consistency (Moulin 1985), or project consistency (Funaki 1998),
or monotonicity and max consistency (Davis and Maschler 1965). However, they
derive possibility results for the combination of individual rationality, monotonicity,
and project consistency.

Opportunity sets and equal opportunities

The final two papers address two different notions of equal opportunity. In “Distri-
bution of the budget sets: an axiomatic analysis,” Koichi Tadenuma and Yosheng Xu
introduce three properties for distributions of opportunity sets and axiomatically char-
acterize the distribution of budget sets in a market economy. By imposing additional
equity properties, they characterize the distribution of equal-income budget sets. In
“Historical discrimination and optimal remediation,” Laurence Kranich analyzes an
optimal remediation policy for a society that is jointly committed to ensuring equal
opportunity and to increasing aggregate wealth, but is faced with the vestiges of past
discrimination in the form of a historically skewed distribution of social resources.
Focusing on the problem of allocating existing social inputs, he describes a general
procedure for determining an optimal policy. He also demonstrates by means of an
example that either of two policy instruments, directly transferring resources from the
advantaged to the disadvantaged or affording preferential treatment in employment to
the disadvantaged group (affirmative action), might constitute an optimal remediation
policy.
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We hope that William will continue his research for many years to come and super-
vise many more students. Also, we all wish William and Suzanne a healthy and happy
life.
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