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for any side.

‣ proof idea:

• instance where DA is not Pareto-optimal 
for the proposing side

• the outcome of DA Pareto-dominates all other 
stable matchings for the proposing side
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but not Pareto-optimality except when proposed side has homogeneous preferences

‣ Are SP and Pareto-optimality for one side compatible? yes, e.g. serial dictatorship

‣ applications: assignment of doctors to hospitals, students to schools/colleges, etc

• results from this lecture remain valid in such many-to-one matching markets

‣ SP for proposed side is often overlooked, partly because these preferences are often exogenous

‣ real-life applications pose several challenges

• diversity/fairness considerations [Hafalir et al. ’13]

• joint applications (couples/families) [Nguyen, Vohra ’18]

• Chilean school admission system gives interesting examples! [Correa et al. ’21] 
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