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(declare-fun p174a0 () Real) (assert (>= p654a0 0.0))
(declare-fun p174al () Real) (assert (>= p654al 0.0))
(declare-fun p174a2 () Real) (assert (>=p654a2 0.0))
(declare-fun p174a3 () Real) (assert (>= p654a3 0.0))
(assert (>=pl174a0 0.0)) (assert (= 1.0 (+ p654a0 p654a3)))
(assert (>=p174al1 0.0)) (declare-fun p7a0 () Real)

(assert (>=p174a2 0.0)) (declare-fun p7al () Real)

(assert (>=p174a3 0.0)) (declare-fun p7a2 () Real)
(declare-fun p44a0 () Real) (declare-fun p7a3 () Real)
(declare-fun p44al () Real) (assert (>=p7a00.0))
(declare-fun p44a2 () Real) (assert (>=p7al 0.0))
(declare-fun p44a3 () Real) (assert (>=p7a20.0))

(assert (>= p44a0 0.0)) (assert (>=p7a t (=1.0
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(declare-fun p91a0 () Real)] 1)
I t CO n I t I O n (declare-fun p91al () Real)]

(declare-fun p91a2 () Real)

]
(declare-fun p91a3 () Real)
ifor Ea €0, (assert (>=p91a0 0.0)) (as S
(assert (>=p91al 0.0)) (as
(assert (>=p91a2 0.0)) (de §
—

Strategyproofness '

~(f(R=7%) >, f(R)) for all =€ R,i € N,ReRY.

Restricted domain

D={ReR": dist(R, R*) < 6}
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b is Pareto dominated in the following profiles and must therefore be assigned

any SD-effcient SDS.

the following profes (.
o

locale sds impossibility =
‘pmf (sds R) a + pmf (sds R) b + pmf (sds R) c + pmf (sdsR) d=1"’

anonymous sds agents alts sds +

neutral sds agents alts sds +

sd efficient sds agents alts sds +

thei orbis;for =pus

subsection \<open>Definition of Preference Profiles and e>

A L e g : R by (auto simp add: alt
25 T i B Ao e S strategyproof sds age: |- " [ -
LSt a— R T . e B R for agents ::’’agent ¢ S a ( ! ( E 1 I

s assumes agents ge 4: ‘ ‘card agents \<ge>4’’
Brandt et al. (2018) o

and alts ge 4: ‘‘card alts \<ge> 4’

begin

T ¥ ORPO?ET OPERY

lemma an sds: ¢ ‘an sds agents alts sds’’ by unfold

o therefore, we

1d local

es

lemma ex post efficient sds: ‘ex post efficient sj

i and pog =0.
o

lemma sd efficient sds: ‘‘sd efficient sds agents

1)

s lemma strategyproof an sds: ‘‘strategyproof an sd unfold locales
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A2 Strategyproofness Conditions

lemma distinct agents’ [simp]:

ity we obtain pyc 4t <

15 + Bogomolnaia et al. (2005) e

P using distinct agents by auto
‘Al \<noteg> A2’ ‘ ‘Al \<noteg> A3’’ ‘Al \<noteq> A4’’
— w0 R —— ““A2 \<noteg> A1’’ ¢ ‘A2 \<noteq> A3’’ ‘ ‘A2 \<noteg> A4’’
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