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We present our experimental results of simulating the school choice problem which deals with the assignment of students to schools
based on each group’s complete preference list for the other group using two algorithms: Boston mechanism and student-proposing
Gale-Shapley algorithm. We compare the effects of sophisticated students altering their preference lists with regards to these two
algorithms. Our simulation results show that sophisticated students can benefit more in Boston mechanism compared to Gale-Shapley
algorithm based on multiple evaluation metrics.

1 INTRODUCTION

Finding a set of matches between students and schools is an interesting problem commonly known as the school choice
problem. Various algorithms have been used to find best matching between students and schools in real world scenario.
In this paper, we study two variants of algorithms that are used to solve this problem: Boston mechanism also known
as immediate acceptance algorithm and student-proposing Gale-Shapley algorithm also known as deferred acceptance
algorithm. We introduce the school choice problem as follows.

1.1 School Choice Problem

The school choice problem[1] consists of the following.

• A set of 𝑛 students 𝐴 = {𝑎1, 𝑎2, ...𝑎𝑛}.
• A set of𝑚 schools 𝐵 = {𝑏1, 𝑏2, ...𝑏𝑚}.
• Each school 𝑏 𝑗 ∈ 𝐵 has a capacity of 𝑞 𝑗 which is the maximum number of students it can admit.
• Each student 𝑎𝑖 ∈ 𝐴 has a strict preference list 𝑃𝑖 that ranks all schools in 𝐵. The set of all students’ preference
lists is 𝑃 = {𝑃1, 𝑃2, ...𝑃𝑛}

• Each school 𝑏 𝑗 ∈ 𝐵 has a strict preference list 𝑄 𝑗 that ranks all students in 𝐴. The set of all schools’ preference
lists is 𝑄 = {𝑄1, 𝑄2, ...𝑄𝑚}

The task is to find a matching𝑀 : 𝐴 → 𝐵 such that each student 𝑎𝑖 is matched to one and only one school, and each
school 𝑏 𝑗 is matched to no more than 𝑞 𝑗 students. By taking into account the preference lists of schools and students,
different algorithms can find different sets of matches with different characteristics.

1.2 Boston Mechanism

Boston mechanism is one of the widely used matching algorithms used in the United States[3]. The Boston mechanism
tries to match as many students to their most preferred school as possible. In each round 𝑘 , we take all unassigned
students and take the schools with 𝑘th priority in these students’ priority lists. Then, these schools are assigned to
the students based on the school’s priority over the students. If the school hasn’t reached its maximum capacity, the
student is admitted, else the student remains unassigned in this round and will be attempted to match again in the
next round. This is repeated until no student remains unassigned. Note that the maximum number of rounds we need
to iterate over until no students remain unassigned is equal to the number of schools assuming that the cumulative
capacity of all schools is greater than or equal to the total number of students.
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1.3 Gale-Shapley Algorithm

Gale-Shapley algorithm[2] is known for its stable matching properties which is desired in many of such matching
problems. In the student-proposing variant of the Gale-Shapley algorithm, each student picks their most preferred
school that hasn’t already rejected them previously. If the school hasn’t already reached its capacity, the student is
provisionally admitted to the school. However, if the school has reached its capacity, the school looks at its priority list
over the students. If this student has higher priority than any of the provisionally admitted students, then the admitted
student with lowest priority is unassigned from the school, the new student with higher priority is admitted in its place.
Once there remains no unassigned students, the obtained provisional assignments become the final assignments. Note
that we assume that the cumulative capacity of all schools is greater than or equal to the total number of students.

1.4 Sophisticated and Sincere Students

The two algorithms described above result in different sets of matches between students and schools. And depending
upon the preference lists of students and schools, the matches generated by each of these algorithms can also be
different. This suggests that by altering the preference lists over schools, a student can get admitted to a different school
than they would otherwise be admitted to if they hadn’t altered preferences[4]. We call such students sophisticated
students who will alter their preferences so as to get admitted to a different school which might otherwise have not
been possible if they didn’t alter their preference. Sincere students are those who will report their true preferences.

2 METHODOLOGY

We aim to study the effects of sophisticated students altering their preference so as to benefit in the process by
experimentally simulating the school choice problem. We generate a set of students, a set of schools with certain
capacities, and their preferences. Then we use Boston mechanism and student-proposing Gale-Shapley algorithm to find
the matches. Next, we randomly sample certain fraction of the students as sophisticated students who will alter their
preference lists using various strategies. We then obtain new sets of matches corresponding to these new preferences
using Boston mechanism and student-proposing Gale-Shapley algorithm. Finally, we evaluate the properties of resulting
matches obtained after preference alteration and compare them between both algorithms.

2.1 Preference List Generation

We generate preference lists for students and schools by taking into consideration various factors. The preference lists
of students for schools are generated based on the following four features: distance to schools, whether they have a
sibling studying at a school, school tier and random factor. The preference lists of schools are generated based only
upon the distance to students. For schools, we discretize the generated preference values based on distance into four
values 1, 2, 3 and 4 where lower values denotes higher preference of a student in a school. For generating the distances,
we first randomly generate students and schools in a 2D plane where x coordinates and y coordinates are uniformly
sampled between 0 and 1. Then, we calculate the pairwise distance between them. Next, we sample whether a student
has a sibling or not based on Bernoulli distribution, and assign this sibling to random school. The school tiers are
sampled with varying probabilities from tier-1, tier-2, tier-3 or tier-4 where tier-1 represents a top tier school and tier-4
represents a bottom tier school. Random factor is uniformly sampled between 0 and 1.

After generating the four features as described above, we combine all these features to generate the preference values
of students for each school. The preference value is generated by normalizing the above features appropriately and
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taking weighted sum of these features. A lower preference value for a school means that the student prefers that school
more compared to another school with a higher preference value.

2.2 Preference List Alteration

We sample a varying fraction of sophisticated and sincere students from the student pool. We choose sophisticated
students by randomly choosing students from the student pool without replacement until desired number of sophisticated
students are sampled. Sophisticated students will then have their preference lists altered using various strategies. We
employ three strategies that sophisticated students use to alter their preferences.

(1) Strategy A: Find a school that most students have on rank 1. And if you also have that school on rank 1, swap
schools on rank 1 and rank 2.

(2) Strategy B: Find a school that most students have on rank 1. And if you also have that school on rank 1, move
that school to the last in your preference list.

(3) Strategy C: Find a school that most students have on the bottom half of their preference lists (a proxy for less
popular school). And if you have that school on top half of your preference list, move that school to rank 1.

2.3 Evaluation Metrics

We use the following evaluation metrics as appropriate based on the preference alteration strategies used.

(1) EM-Top3: The percentage of sophisticated students that got admitted to a school that is on top 3 in their true
preference list after they altered their preference list. Before altering preference, they would not be admitted to
their top 3 schools.

(2) EM-Higher : The percentage of sophisticated students that got admitted to a school that is ranked higher in their
true preference list after they altered their preference list.

(3) EM-Selected: The percentage of sophisticated students that got admitted to a specific selected school after they
altered their preference list. This metric is specifically useful for Strategy C with the less popular school as
selected school.

3 EXPERIMENTS

We run our experiments for 100 simulations with the number of students fixed to 2000 and number of schools fixed to
20 for all our simulation instances with different instances of preference lists of students and schools and aggregate the
results from all simulations. For each instance of simulation, school capacities are generated randomly for all schools
such that cumulative capacities of all schools are equal to the total number of students. We then randomly generate
preference lists for students and schools as described in the previous section. The preference values of schools are
discretized into 1, 2, 3 and 4 corresponding to the bins 0, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7 and 1 respectively so that each student has a
priority of 1, 2, 3 or 4 where 1 denotes highest priority and 4 denotes lowest priority. Each feature for preference list
generation of students are weighted as follows: distance to schools (0.5), sibling (0.2), school tier (0.2) and random factor
(0.1). The Bernoulli distribution for sampling siblings uses the success probability of 0.5 meaning that approximately
half of the students have a sibling in one of the schools. For sampling the school tiers, we sample tier-1, tier-2, tier-3
and tier-4 schools with probabilities 0.1, 0.2, 0.3 and 0.4 respectively.
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Fig. 1. Percentage of sophisticated students who got admitted to a higher ranked school (left) and their top-3 school (right) after
altering their preferences using Strategy A (Results are averaged over 100 trials)

Fig. 2. Percentage of sophisticated students who got admitted to a higher ranked school (left) and their top-3 school (right) after
altering their preferences using Strategy B (Results are averaged over 100 trials)

3.1 Strategy A

The results for preference alteration using Strategy A are shown in Figure 1. We observe similar trends for both
evaluation metrics EM-Higher and EM-Top3 showing that more percentage of sophisticated students are able to benefit
in Boston mechanism compared to Gale-Shapley algorithm. This remains true for any number of sophisticated students
in the student pool. We also observe that as the number of sophisticated students increases, less percentage of them are
able to benefit using this strategy. However, after the number of sophisticated students increases to more than 1400,
more fraction of them are benefited. This could be because when a large number of students prefer one school over
other, there are going to be some sophisticated students who will have preferred more a school that other students
preferred less, and hence are likely to get admitted to that school.

3.2 Strategy B

Results for preference alteration using Strategy B are shown in Figure 2.We observe that more percentage of sophisticated
are benefited when there the number of sophisticated students is small. We also see that Boston mechanism is more
beneficial to sophisticated students compared to Gale-Shapley algorithm. As the number of sophisticated students
starts to increase in the student pool, less and less fraction of them are able to benefit until except all students become
sophisticated at which point there is slight increase in benefited fraction of sophisticated students likely for the same
reason as with Strategy A explained earlier.
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Fig. 3. Percentage of sophisticated students who got admitted to a selected less popular school (EM-Selected) after altering their
preferences using Strategy C (Results are averaged over 100 trials)

3.3 Strategy C

This strategy is somewhat of a proxy for finding a less popular school that one likes and putting that school on rank 1.
We evaluate this strategy based on what fraction of sophisticated students are able to get admitted to this less popular
school that they like as represented by the evaluation metric EM-Selected with the selected school being the less popular
school that they like. The results are shown in 3. With this strategy, we see a similar trend where as the number of
sophisticated students increase, lesser fraction of them are benefited with this strategy. However, this strategy benefits
the most compared to other two strategies as seen in 3 which starts at around 18% to 20% sophisticated students
being benefited when there are around 200 sophisticated students. Interestingly, the gap between Boston mechanism
and Gale-Shapley algorithm closes immediately when number of sophisticated students starts to increase with both
algorithms being equally likely to be beneficial for sophisticated students using Strategy C.

4 CONCLUSION AND FUTURE DIRECTION

Overall, we see that Boston mechanism is more beneficial to sophisticated students than Gale-Shapley algorithm in
almost all of our experiments. This suggests Gale-Shapley algorithm is more robust when it comes to sophisticated
students trying to game the matching mechanism. We also find that in general, lesser the number of sophisticated
students in the student pool, more likely they will benefit by altering their preferences. Additionally , this is also more
true with Boston mechanism than with Gale-Shapley algorithm. The future direction of this research could be headed
to study the effects of preference alteration by sophisticated students in sincere students. It would also be interesting
study various other types of matching algorithms that are derived from Boston mechanism and Gale-Shapley algorithm
for various matching settings in real world scenario.
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