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Abstract

We consider an economic environment with one buyer and one seller. For
a bundle (t,q) € [0,00[x[0,1] = Z, q refers to the winning probability of
an object, and ¢ denotes the payment that the buyer makes. We consider
continuous and monotone preferences on Z as the primitives of the buyer.
These preferences can incorporate both quasilinear and non-quasilinear pref-
erences, and multidimensional pay-off relevant parameters. We define rich
single-crossing subsets of this class and characterize strategy-proof mech-
anisms by using monotonicity of the mechanisms and continuity of the
indirect preference correspondences. We also provide a computationally
tractable optimization program to compute the optimal mechanism for
mechanisms with finite range. We do not use revenue equivalence and vir-
tual valuations as tools in our proofs. Our proof techniques bring out the
geometric interaction between the single-crossing property and the positions
of bundles (¢, ¢)s in the space Z. We also provide an extension of our analy-
sis to an n—buyer environment, and to the situation where ¢ is a qualitative

variable.
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1 Introduction

We consider an economic environment with one buyer and one seller. The con-
sumption space of the buyer is [0, co[x[0, 1] = Z. We call an ordered pair (¢,q) € Z
a bundle. Here ¢ refers to the winning probability of an object, and ¢ denotes the
payment that the buyer makes in return. We consider preferences defined on Z.
These preferences are monotone in both ¢ and ¢, and are continuous. Further, we
consider domains that satisfy the single-crossing property, we call such domains
single-crossing. A mechanism is a function from a single-crossing domain to Z.
A domain satisfies the single-crossing property if indifference sets of two distinct
preferences that belong to the domain intersect at most at one bundle. We assume
that the buyer knows, and only the buyer knows her preference, i.e., preference is
private information of the buyer. The seller wants to elicit this private informa-
tion. Hence, we study mechanisms that are strategy-proof, i.e., mechanisms where
the buyer has no incentives to misreport her preference.

A very important class of single-crossing domains for which strategy-proof
mechanisms are well studied is the domain of quasilinear preferences, i.e., linear in
payment. An example of such a domain is given by the preferences 0g—t, 6 € [1,2].
(Myerson, 1981) and (Hagerty and Rogerson, 1987) are two classic papers that
consider such domains. We observe that the single-crossing property provides a
general structure on domains of preferences. For example, g — 2,0 € [1,2] which
is a single-crossing domain of preferences that are not quasilinear. According to
a notion in (Kazumura et al., 2020a) the preferences from this domain satisfy the
positive income effect. Further, single-crossing domains can also incorporate do-
mains of preferences that admit multidimensional parametric representations, we
give Example 2.5 to illustrate this observation. The domain in Example 2.5 has a

behavioral explanation. In Example 2.5 if the valuation for the good is not high



enough, then the loss of utility from paying for the good is high. If the valuation
for the good meets a cutoff, then the loss of utility from making a payment is low.
From these examples we observe that the single-crossing is a common unifying
property of many important classes of preferences where each class represents a
distinct behavioral trait. Since the single-crossing property is defined by intersec-
tion of indifference sets of two distinct preferences, it is an ordinal feature of a
domain, i.e., this property does not depend on utility representations of prefer-
ences. We utilize this ordinal property to study strategy-proof mechanisms. In
particular, the single-crossing property entails an order on the set of preferences.
The order on the domain ensures that we can define monotonicity of the mecha-
nisms. By imposing a natural richness condition on the single-crossing domains
we can define a natural order topology on single-crossing domains. This order
topology enables us to define continuous indirect preference correspondences. The
topology in (Myerson, 1981) is the standard Euclidean metric topology. That is,
in (Myerson, 1981) the ordered space is a subset of the real line with the Euclidean
topology added. The Euclidean topology is also the order topology generated by
the open intervals of the real line. This topological structure makes it easier to
use standard calculus to study the auction design problem in (Myerson, 1981).
The ordered space of the single-crossing preferences is a linear continuum like the
real line, also the topology generated by the collection of open intervals of this
ordered space is metrizable. However, we do not assume any smooth structure on
it, unlike Euclidean metric in (Myerson, 1981). With the help of our axioms we
show that if the ranges of mechanisms are finite, then just by using the ordinal
properties, i.e., without any assumption of smoothness, of the preferences we can
characterize strategy-proof mechanisms. In particular, for mechanisms with finite
range the single-crossing property entails a geometric structure of strategy-proof
mechanisms. This geometry can be used to compute the expected revenue from
a strategy-proof mechanism easily. This geometry can be written as an ordered
tuple in the Cartesian products of the spaces of bundles and preferences, and the

set of all geometry is compact in the product topology, which provides a simple



existence proof of optimal mechanisms. Further, we do not require any topological
assumption on the space of mechanisms to ascertain the existence of an optimal
mechanism. In (Goswami, 2024b) we show that if the expected revenue of a mech-
anism whose range is not finite, and its revenue is not smaller than the expected
revenue from a finite range mechanism, then the revenue of that mechanism can
be approximated by revenues from a sequence mechanisms with finite range. We
provide an extension of the 1—buyer environment to a n—buyer environment that
shows how the procedure to compute the optimal mechanism in the 1—buyer en-
vironment can be used in a straightforward way in the n—buyer environment.
We show that the monotonicity of a mechanism, and the continuity of the corre-
sponding indirect preference correspondence are necessary for strategy-proofness.
In Theorem 3.2 we show that if the range of a mechanism is finite, monotone
and the indirect preference correspondence is continuous, then the mechanism
is strategy-proof. The proof of Theorem 3.2 is constructive. Given the range,
i.e., given the positions of the bundles in the space Z, the proof of the theorem
provides the exact rule of the mechanism. Since our proofs depend only on the
ordinal feature of the single-crossing property we do not use revenue equivalence,
and in general envelope theorems, in our characterization. A standard approach
to study strategy-proof mechanism is to first consider a monotone allocation rule,
and then find a payment rule so that the given allocation rule and the payment
rule that is found together define a strategy-proof mechanism. Our approach is
different. We consider the mechanism as a whole, i.e., we consider the allocation
and the payment rule together, and endow axioms on the mechanisms and the
corresponding indirect preference correspondences and study strategy-proofness.
We have extended this idea to study strategy-proof mechanisms on a class of non
separable preferences, for example preferences that incorporate risk aversions, in
(Goswami, 2024a). Although we consider a general topological space of prefer-
ences, our proofs are simple. The paper is organized as follows. We prove the
existence of optimal mechanism with finite range with a maximum cardinality in

Theorem 3.3. In Section 2 we introduce important definitions. In Section 3 we



study strategy-proof mechanisms. In Section 3.2 we study optimal mechanisms.
In Section 3.2.2 we make remarks about how we can extend our analysis when
q is a qualitative variable like quality or share. In Section 3.2.3 we make some
observations about extending a domain beyond rich single-crossing domains. In
Section 3.2.4 we provide an extension of our analysis to an n—buyer environment.
In Section 4 we make some concluding remarks. We discuss some related papers

next.

1.1 Related Literature

(Baisa, 2020) considers a specific one parameter class of preferences that satisfy
the single-crossing property. We allow for multidimensional parametric represen-
tations of preferences. (Saporiti, 2009) considers a single-crossing domain to study
voting rules. Instead of assuming an order on the preferences which is the case
in (Baisa, 2020); in (Baisa, 2020) the order is due to the natural order on the
parameters that represent the preferences, (Tian and Hu, 2024) and (Saporiti,
2009) we derive an order on the set of preferences by using monotonicity and
continuity of the preferences. The single-crossing condition in (Guesnerie and Laf-
font, 1984) use differentiable utility functions. In our definition we do not use any
parametric class of utility functions. (Guesnerie and Laffont, 1984) consider a one
dimensional parametric class of single-crossing preferences and study the imple-
mentability of piecewise continuously differentiable allocation rules. We do not
assume any smooth structure on preferences. (Tian and Hu, 2024) study equiv-
alence between a notion of implementability and notions of cycle monotonicity.
The implementability condition is defined by the operator “max”. Our approach
is ordinal. Our axioms about monotonicity of mechanisms and continuity of the
indirect preference correspondences are ordinal. (Gershkov et al., 2017) construct
constrained efficient optimal mechanism on single-crossing domains as in (Saporiti,
2009). Furthermore in the context of voting (Barbera and Jackson, 2004) study
a model where society’s preferences over voting rules satisfy the single-crossing

property with an objective to analyze self-stable rather than strategy-proof vot-



ing rules. (Gans and Smart, 1996) study an Arrovian aggregation problem with
single-crossing preferences for voters, and show that median voters are decisive in
all majority elections between pairs of alternatives. (Barbera and Moreno, 2004)
develop a notion of ‘top monotonicity’ which is a common generalization of single-
peakedness and single-crossingness. (Corchon and Rueda-Llano, 2008) study a
public-good-private-good production economy where agents’ preferences satisfy
the single-crossing property and prove that smooth strategy-proof and Pareto-
efficient social choice functions that give strictly positive amount of both goods to
all agents do not exist. Since the single-crossing property allows for various kinds
of non linearity in the preferences, the literature on non-quasilinear preferences
is also relevant. Some of the recent studies on non-quasilinear preferences are
(Kazumura et al., 2020a) and (Kazumura et al., 2020b) (Serizawa, 2018), (Baisa,
2017). The main idea of the single-crossing domain in this paper is from (Goswami,
2015). In (Goswami, 2015) the single-crossing property is defined for classical ex-
change economies. Uses of single-crossing conditions in contract design goes back
to (Spence, 1973), (Mirrless, 1971) and (Rothschild and Stiglitz , 1976). An use
of the order on the set of preferences ensued from the single-crossing property to

study optimal mechanism more generally is a novel aspect of this paper.

2  Preliminaries

The economic environment in this paper consists of a seller and a buyer. The seller
sells an indivisible unit of a good. Let ¢ € [0,1] denote the probability that the
object is sold to the buyer. In return, the buyer needs to make a payment to the
seller. This payment is denoted by ¢. The set of allocations is denoted by Z, and
Z = [0, 00[x[0, 1], where [0, co[= R, denotes the set of non-negative real numbers.
A typical bundle is denoted by (t,q), where ¢t € R, and ¢ € [0,1]. The buyer’s
preference over Z is denoted by R. The strict counterpart of R is denoted by P,
and indifference is denoted by I. For z € Z, and R, let UC(R, z) = {7’ € Z|2'Rz}.
In words UC'(R, z) is the set of bundles that are weakly preferred to z under R.
Likewise LC(R,z) = {#/|zR%'}, LC(R, z) is the set of bundles that are weakly



less preferred to z under R. We assume the preferences to be continuous and
monotone, in short we call the CM preferences. The notion of a CM preference is

defined formally below.

DEFINITION 2.1 ( CM Preference) The complete, transitive preference relation

R on Z is CM if R is monotone, i.e.,
e money-monotone: for all ¢ € [0, 1], if ¢ > #/, then (¥, q)P(t", q).
e g-monotone: for all t € R, if ¢" > ¢, then (¢,¢")P(t,q).
and continuous for each z € Z, the sets UC(R, z) and LC(R, z) are closed sets.!

(Kazumura et al., 2020a) call a CM preference classical. Let R be a CM preference
and z a bundle, define IC(R,z) = {y € Z | yIx}.> The set IC(R,x) is the set
of bundles that are indifferent to x according to the preference R. It can be seen
easily that due to the properties of a CM preference, an IC' set can be represented
as a curve in Z. Thus, we may also call an IC set an /C curve. We shall represent
R, on the horizontal axis, and [0, 1] on the vertical axis. Next we make a remark

about considering CM preferences to be primitives of our approach.

REMARK 1 The primitive of our approach is a CM preference of the buyer over
her probability of win and payment, and not preferences over lotteries on end
wealth positions. Let us consider two CM preferences, u(t,q;0) = 6q — t and
v(t,q;0) = Oq — t? where 0 > 0. The preference u can be given an expected
utility interpretation. Consider a lottery that entails end wealth position 8 —¢ with
probability ¢ and —t with probability 1—¢. Then u(t, ¢;6) = q(0 —t)+ (1 —q)(—t).
Now v(t, q;0) = q(0 — t*) + (1 — q)(—(¢)?). Although, v is also an expected utility
with consequences (0 —t?) and —(¢)?, these are not the end wealth positions. Thus

v is not an expected utility over a lottery over end wealth positions.

Next we make a remark about the payment variable in our model.

!These two sets are closed in the product topology on the Euclidean space Z.
2An IC(R,x) set also represents an equivalence class of the equivalence relation I.



REMARK 2 Consider a model where the buyer pays only when she pays. Let the
buyer pays m if she wins an auction, and pays 0 if she does not win. Then expected
payment is t = mgq. Thus a quasilinear utility function #g — t is a CM preference
since mgq is just non negative real number. However, if the buyer’s preference is not
defined over (t, ¢)s and instead over (m, q), then her preference is g — gm which
is not a CM preference over (m, q)s. The preference ¢ — gm is not monotone and
in fact it is a non-separable preference. We study this preference in (Goswami,

2024a).

An IC curve in Z is an upward slopping curve, i.e., if (¢,¢), (t",¢") € IC(R, x)
and ¢’ < t”, then ¢ < ¢". Let 2’ = (¢,¢),2" = (t",¢"). By 2’ < 2" we mean
either ' = 2" or t’ < t”, ¢’ < ¢”. Further, by 2’ < 2" we mean t’' < t" ¢’ < ¢". We
call two bundles 2’ = (t',¢), 2" = (t",¢") diagonal if 2/ < z”. The single-crossing

property is defined next.

DEFINITION 2.2 (Single-Crossing of two Preferences) We say that two distinct
CM preferences R, R” exhibit the single-crossing property if and only if for all

x,Y, 2 € 7,

if z€ IC(R',z) N IC(R",y), then IC(R,z) N IC(R",y) = {z}.

The single-crossing property implies that two IC' curves of two distinct preferences
can meet ( or cut) at most one bundle. The single-crossing property is an ordinal
property of preferences, i.e., this property does not depend on utility representa-

tions of preferences. Next we define the notion of a single-crossing domain.?

DEFINITION 2.3 (Rich Single-crossing domain) We call a subset of the set of CM
preferences single-crossing domain if any R’, R” that belongs to the subset satisfy
the single-crossing property. We call a single crossing domain rich if for any two

bundles =’ = (¥,¢'),2” = (t",¢") such that t' < t",¢ < ¢" there is R in the

3The monotonicity of preferences and the single-crossing property in (Goswami, 2015) are

defined for the interior of the consumption space.



single crossing domain such that xz'I/x”. We denote a rich single-crossing domain

by Rems

We may interpret the single-crossing property as an algorithm that produces re-
stricted domains. Consider the set of all CM preferences. Consider two CM
preferences R’ and R” that admit the single-crossing property. Suppose we wish
to add another preference R” to the collection that already contains R’ and R”.
The single-crossing property ensures that an additional preference can be added
to the collection only in a specific manner. A rich single-crossing domain is a
maximal single-crossing domain, i.e., R“" U {R}, where R ¢ R and R is CM,
is not a single-crossing domain. For all diagonal bundles 2/, 2" there is a prefer-
ence R € R™ such that 2’ € IC(R,z"). Thus if another preference is added to
R then it violates the single-crossing property. Given the initial preferences
R’ and R, a rich single-crossing domain may be interpreted as the limit point
of the algorithm. If we add preferences to a rich single-crossing domain, then we
may have a situation pertaining to Maskin Monotonic Transformations which is
defined next. In general, by adding a preference to R we allow indifference

curves of two preferences to be tangential.

DEFINITION 2.4 (Maskin Monotonic Transformation) Let R', R” be two CM pref-
erences. We say that R” is a Maskin Monotonic Transformation, (in short MMT)
of R’ through z, if (i) UC(R",z) CUC(R', z), (i1) if x # z,2 € UC(R", z), then
xP'z.

MMT implies that the indifference curve of R” through z is tangential to the
indifference curve of R’ through z. Single-crossing domains do not allow MMTs
in the interior of Z. In Section 3.2.3 we see that adding preferences to a CMS
domain by allowing for MMT we add behavioral traits to a CMS domain. The
set of all CM preferences satisfy MMTs for all preferences at every bundle. In the
context of two-good and two-agent exchange economies (Barbera and Jackson,
1995) find that a strategy-proof and individually rational mechanism must have a

range whose elements fall on at most two line segments. (Goswami, 2015) provides



an example to demonstrate this not to be the case if the domain is rich single-
crossing. Thus, the geometry of the range of strategy-proof mechanisms change
if the domains of mechanisms are larger than rich single-crossing domains. We
next make some brief remarks about the topology on R“™, details of which can
be found in Appendix 1.

The single-crossing property provides a natural way to define an order on R“"*.
We denote this order by <. This order defines an order topology on R“™*. We use
this order topology to formulate our axioms. -crossing maybe satisfied without
the preferences being CM, (Goswami, 2015) provides a example to this effect.
Further, we use the notion of infimum and supremum in our proofs. For infimum
and supremum to be well defined we need an ordered space to satisfy the least
upper bound property. The ordered space that we study, i.e., space of a rich
CM single-crossing preferences, satisfy the least upper bound property. Further,
this order topology is metrizable, more specifically with this topology R“™* is
homeomorphic to the real line with the standard Euclidean metric. This makes
this space an one dimensional topological manifold. We do not assume any further
structure on R“™, in particular we do not assume any smooth structure on this
space. To follow the rest of the paper the definition of the order is required. Thus

we state the order next. Let O(z) = {z |z < z}.

DEFINITION 2.5 Let R°™ be a rich single crossing domain. Consider z € Z and

R, R" € R". We say, R” cuts R’ from above at z € Z, if and only if
O(z)NUC(R",z) CO(z) NUC(R, 2).

We say that R” cuts R’ from above if R” cuts R’ from above at every bundle. In

this case we say R’ < R”.

In words, the indifference curve of R” through z lies above the indifference curve
for R’ through z in [J(2) if both indifference curves are viewed from the horizontal
axis ;. It is argued in Appendix 1 that if R” cuts R’ from above at some z € Z,
then R” cuts R’ from above at every z € Z which makes the order well defined.

Properties of CM preferences are used to establish this fact. In this topology R“™*
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is connected and closed interval [R', R"] = {R | R 3 R = R"} is compact, here
R’ 2 R means either R < Ror R = R, | — oo, R[ and | — 00, R] denote open and
closed intervals respectively that are not bounded below, | R, co[ and [R, co] denote
open and closed intervals respectively that not bounded above. All ordered sets
in this paper are written by using the braces | and [. For example, if o, § € R and
a < f3, then |a, 8] denotes the left open and right closed interval. Convergence of
a sequence in R“™ is equivalent to saying that monotone sequences converge. A
sequence of preferences is denoted by {R"}%,. A monotone decreasing sequence
means any n, R"" < R" and its convergence to R is denoted by R"* | R. A
monotone increasing sequence means for any n, R* < R"™! and its convergence
to R is denoted by R™ 1 R. In general convergence to R is denoted by R" — R.

In the next subsection we provide examples of rich single-crossing domains.

2.0.1 Examples of R“™*

The first example is of quasilinear preferences.

EXAMPLE 2.1 (Quasilinear preference linear in parameter) Consider the prefer-
ence given by u(t,q;0) = 6q — t,0 > 0. The indifference curves of this preference
are linear and the slope of an indifference curve is given by %. Thus indifference
curves of two distinct preferences can intersect at most once. Since 6 €]0, 00,
{u(t,q;0) = 0qg —t | & > 0} is a rich single-crossing domain. We see that this
preference is indeed linear, and thus depending in the context we refer to this

preference to be linear.[]

EXAMPLE 2.2 (A model with positive income effect) Consider {u(t,q;0) = 0q —
t2 | @ > 0}. To see that this is a single-crossing domain note that for any bundle
with positive t and positive ¢, the slope of an indifference curve is given by %.
Slopes are unequal for any two distinct values of 6, therefore the single-crossing
property is satisfied. The domain is rich because 6 €]0, co[. This domain satisfies
the notion of positive income effect introduced in (Kazumura et al., 2020a). Let
O —t? = 0g*" —t,%, where ¢* < ¢, ) < t/. Also let O¢* —t? = 0¢** — t,%, where
th < 4. Also let t) < t),t" < t4. Then ¢ — ¢*] = t;2 — t? = t,> — t;2. Thus

11



2 — 1 =t — 17, Hence [ty —t]|[th +t] = [th—t}][th+t,]. Now [th+t]] > [th+1]].
Thus t§ — t] < t, — t}. This entails t5 — ¢}, < t{ — ¢}, which is required for positive

income effect.[]]

In Example 2.2 the domains is single-crossing, and also not quasilinear. The
converse is also true. For example, {¢° —t | 0 < § < 1} is quasilinear and not
single-crossing. At the bundle (t = 1,¢ = %) the indifference curves of q% —t and
q% — t are tangential. We note that the indirect utility or the value function for
these preferences are not maximum of affine functions in 9. In Example 2.3 we
construct a bounded CMS space consisting of indifference curves that are piece-
wise differentiable to incorporate probability weighting functions ¢°. In particular,
there is a cutoff probability ¢* such that indifference curves are linear below the
cutoff and strictly convex above the cutoff. It incorporates overweighting of large
probabilities since ¢° lies above the 45° ray from the origin for ¢ €]0, 1[. In Example

2.4 we consider the situation where the buyer underweight large probabilities. For

vq®
¥¢°+(1—q)°

and Wu, 1999) can incorporate overweening large probabilities. In example 2.3

certain parameter values the probability weighing function in (Gonzalez

we consider a special case of probability weighing function suggested in (Gonzalez

and Wu, 1999) for probabilities close to 1.

EXAMPLE 2.3 (Quasilinear preference non-linear in parameter) Let 0 > 0 be

a large valuation for the good and consider U° = {§q5 —t]6 € [f,3]}. The

slope of an indifference curve for a preference represented by ¢° — t is %qlé_l. Fix

¢ €]0,1[ and Let f(§) = 85¢°~'. Then f'(8) = 0¢°1[5In(q) + 1]. Let ¢ be such
that f'(3) = A(q%)é_l[éln(q%) + 1] = 0. Since (q%)%_l > 0, the equality implies
%ln(q%) = —1. Now %ln(q%) = -1 = ln(q%) = —3. Thus ln(q%) = —4, and

q1 < q1 since In is an increasing function. Let ¢* be such that g < q < 1.

11
43

function. Then for ¢ € [¢*, 1], 6"¢*"~* > §'¢" 1 if & < §". Thus for any ¢ € [¢*, 1],

Thus, for any given ¢q € [¢%, 1], for all § € [+, =], f'(0) > 0 since In is an increasing

56,,;6,,_1 < %,ql&,_l if 1 <¢ <6 <% Thatisin g € [¢7, 1], U° satisfies the single
11

crossing property. Now let g : [7,3] — [

11

3+ 5) be a strictly increasing function

which is a bijection. We use this bijection to create a single-crossing domain

12



in the following way. To begin with consider § = % We have g(%) = % For

every bundle (¢, ¢*), where ¢* is defined in the preceding paragraph consider the
indifference curves {(t,q) | g3 —t = 0¢*3 — '} and {(t,q) | 3¢ —t = L¢" — t'}.
Define a preference R whose indifference curves for all (t,¢) with ¢ > ¢* are given
by the ones from é\q% —t and for ¢ < ¢* are given by %q — t. The preference R is
monotone and continuous since both the upper contour sets and and lower contour
sets are closed in Z. Analogously append indifference curves of § and ¢(d). Since

the slope of indifference curves of g — t decreases in # we have obtain a compact

single-crossing domain [R, R], where R is obtained for § = } and § = §. We note

that at (¢, q"), gq*‘s —t = g(d)g* —t is not required to define the preferences. Figure

. - . . 1 1
0 depicts the preferences R, i.e., the preference corresponding to 6 = 3, 6 = 5 and

R, i.e., the preference corresponding to § = %, 0 = %.

=1,a

o=1,3

e =1/2
e =1/8

Figure 0: Non-limear in Parameter

In this example a high probability of win ¢* makes the buyer feel up beat about

participating in the auction and in fact is willing to pay f which a high price. [J

The domain of preferences in Example 2.3 is parametrically two dimensional since

11

we need ([3,3],9) to specify a preference. To see that we need two parameters,

note that it is not clear which preference alone the number % refers to, (%, 9(%))

or (g7%(3),3). However these preferences are quasilinear. A domain of multidi-

mensional parametric, non quasilinear preferences is given in Example 2.5. In the

next example we discuss underweighing of large probabilities.

13



ExXAMPLE 2.4 (Kahneman and Tversky, 1979) in their experiments found that
agents underweight high probability and overweight low probability. (Prelec,
1998) suggests probability weighing function e~-"9° 0 < § < 1 and (Gonza-

lez and Wu, 1999) suggest Wq{iq)é that incorporate this idea in (Kahneman and

Tversky, 1979). Whether buyers who underweight high probability will also like
to pay less compared with the ones who overweight high probability maybe an
important experiential question. From a technical perspective it is possible to
incorporate overweighting of large probability. Consider [¢*, 1], ¢* # 1 close to 1

and e—(—lnq)‘S’ 0 < § < 1. We can choose ¢* such that for any ¢ € [¢*, 1], derivative

ae—(—lnq)5

72 is decreasing in §. To see this note 2 <e_(_1“ (q))5>

) 9qds
5(—(=1n (@) (= 1n(2)°"Le= @) In (— In (g)+(= In ()" e~ () In (= In (¢)) ) +(~ In ()" e~ (- (@)

q

Now consider the numerator

e @ (—In (q)) (=0 (~ () In (= 1n (g)) + 1 (~In(g)) +1).
The term outside the parenthesis is positive, so we consider the term inside the
parenthesis which is,

=dln(—In (q))(— (—In (q))5—1—1> +1. For g close to 1, 01In (—1n(q)) is a large
negative number. Further, for ¢ cose to 1, ( —(=In(q))’ + 1) is positive. Then

we can extend the preference to all bundles in Z as done in Example 2.3.[]

Analogous to Example 2.3, Example 2.5 demonstrates that single-crossing domains
can incorporate multidimensional parametric classes of preferences. However, be-
haviorally these two examples are different. Example 2.5 is more about how buyers
with higher valuations value loss of utility from paying for the good relative to the
buyers with lower valuations. Example 2.5 also incorporates positive income ef-

fects.

EXAMPLE 2.5 (A non quasilinear model of multidimensional types) Consider
the following sets: U = {u(t,q) = 6,/qg — t*|0 €]0,2]}, and V = {v(t,q) = 2,/q —
at?la €]0,1]}. We show that U UV is single-crossing and rich. We show that

U UV is a single crossing domain. In the interior of Z slopes of indifference curves

of preferences from U are given by 4%/6. If 4t9‘,/§ = 42\,{5, then ¢ = #”. Slopes
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of indifference curves of preferences from V' is given by 2at,/q. Analogously, if
20/15\/6 = Qa//t\/ﬁ, then o = o”. Hence, within U and V preferences satisfy the
single-crossing property. We need to show that the single-crossing property holds
across U and V. If single-crossing did not hold across U and V', then for some
(t,q) in the interior of Z and for some for some 6, we have %ﬁ = 2at,/q. This
implies o = %. Since 0 €]0, 2], we must have o > 1. Since « €]0,1], a = % holds
for # = 2 and o = 1. However, for these values of 6 = 2 and o« = 1 we obtain a
only one preference which is 2,/g — ¢*, i.e., UNV = {2,/g — t*}. Thus, UUV
satisfies the single crossing property.

We show that U UV is rich. To see this consider expanding U and V, i.e.,
U* = {u(t,q) | 0/q — t*|0 €]0,00[} and V* = {v(t,q) | 2,/q — at?|a €]0,00(}.
Consider z = (t,q),2 = (t',¢) diagonal such that ¢ < ¢, and t < t/. Set § =
#, and o = %, thus U* and V* are rich. To show that U UV is rich
we need to show that z,z’ lie on either an indifference curve from U or from V.
Since U UV is single-crossing z, 2’ can lie on an indifference curve of a preference
from either U or V but not both other than the preference in the intersection.
To complete the proof that U UV is rich, we show that if z, 2’ do not lie on an

. . / . . .
indifference curve from a preference from U, then z, 2 do not lie on an indifference

curve of a preference from 2,/q — at?,1 < a. Let by way of contradiction, 1 <

a = 2‘@%@. Then, 2\;;%’;\@ < 1, ie, \;;,’_tf/a < 2. This means there exists
0 < 2 such that z, 2’ are in the same indifference curve of a preference from U, this
is a contradiction. Therefore, our claim is established, and given that V* is rich
z, 2" lie on an indifference curve from V. Hence, U UV is rich. For high enough
benefits, i.e., when 6 = 2, the utility functions with o < 1 describes that disutility
from per unit cost is less compared to the situation when the benefit is not high
enough i.e., 6 < 2.

We do not have one dimensional pay-off relevant parametric representation of
UUV. Let us ask whether 2 represents 2,/q — t* or 2,/q — £t*. Suppose we break
the tie by letting 2 represent 2,/q — t2 and % represents 2,/q — %tQ. Then the

question is how do we represent %\/6 — t2. The only option available is 1 since 1
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multiplies #2. Then 1 cannot represent Va— t2. Thus we need two parameters to
represent U U V. It is not critical that two parameters appear in the preferences
in U UV, rather the critical point is that none of the parameters are redundant. If
valuations are required to be pay-off relevant parameters that appear in the utility
functions, then the real number that is associated with a preference in R“™® cannot
be called a valuation. First, as we have seen, a rich single-crossing domain being
one dimensional topological manifold does not mean that it is also parametrically
one dimensional. Also, since any open interval is homeomorphic to the real line
there is nothing special about the homeomorphism defined in Theorem A.1. For
example R“™ is homeomorphic to both ]0,1[ and |7, 8[, and thus it is not clear

which interval should represent valuation. We note that U UV is not convex.*[]

We discuss strategy-proof mechanisms in the next section.

3 Strategy-proof Mechanisms in R“"*

Consider a domain R“™. We study mechanisms or social choice function that
maps reported preferences from R“™ to a bundle. We define strategy-proofness

next.

DEFINITION 3.1 (Strategy-proof Mechanisms) A function F' : R“™ — Z is called

amechanism. A mechanism is strategy-proof if for every R', R” € R“™ F(R')R'F(R").

If R is the buyer’s actual preference, and she reports R”, then F(R')R'F(R")
means that the buyer has no incentive to misreport her preference since the bun-
dle that she is allocated by F' at R”, i.e., FI(R"), does not make her better off
relative to the bundle F'(R’) which she is allocated at R’. We also consider a local
version of the notion of strategy-proofness. The set Rn(F) = {z € Z | F(R) =

z, for some R € R} denotes the range of F'.

4A set of real valued functions is convex if for any two functions u/,u” from the set, the
function A/ + (1 — Mu”’,0 < XA < 1 is in the set. The addition Au’ + (1 — A)u” is defined

pointwise.
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DEFINITION 3.2 For a mechanism F we call Rn(F') to be ordered if and only if
for all 2/, 2" in Rn(F) with 2’ # 2” implies 2’ and z” are diagonal, i.e., either

o <a’ora <ol
We define the notion of local strategy-proofness next.

DEFINITION 3.3 For the mechanism F'let Rn(F') be ordered. Let F(R') = o', F(R") =
2" and 2’ < 2”. Further, let for all z € Rn(F') with z # 2/, z # 2" either z < 2’ or

2" < z. In this case we call 2/, 2" to be adjacent. We say I is locally strategy-
proof in range if and only if for all adjacent bundles F'(R'), F(R"), F satisfies (7)
F(RYR'F(R") and (i1) F(R")R"F(R').

Local strategy-proofness in range requires the buyer to be unable to obtain a
better adjacent bundle by misreporting her preference. We show that if F' is
strategy-proof, then Rn(F') is an ordered set. Therefore, if F' is strategy-proof,
then F' is locally strategy-proof in range. A different notion of local strategy-
proofness is often used in the studies of the implications of local strategy-proofness
for strategy-proofness. (Carroll, 2012) is the first paper to define this notion by
means of adjacent preferences. Since our paper is not about characterizations of
local strategy-proof mechanisms, we do not discuss it further. Further, we do
not assume that F' is local strategy-proof in range, rather it is a consequence of
monotonicity of F' and continuity of the corresponding indirect preference corre-
spondence defined below. The two component functions of F' are also denoted by
t,q,i.e., F(R) = (t(R),q(R)). The following is the standard equivalent formation

of the notion of an ordered range in terms of monotonicity of F.

DEFINITION 3.4 A SCF F : R“" — 7 is monotone with respect to the order
relation < on R™ or simply monotone if for every R/, R" € R [R' < R’ <—
F(R) < F(R")].

The following lemma shows that if F' is strategy-proof, then F' is monotone, i.e.,

Rn(F) is an ordered set for strategy-proof mechanisms.

LEMMA 3.1 Let F': R — Z be a strategy proof SCF. Then F' is monotone.
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Proof: See Appendix 2.
[

A strategy-proof mechanism induces an indirect utility function if an utility rep-
resentation of a preference is given. In this paper we study strategy-proof mecha-
nisms by analyzing ordinal properties of preferences. Thus, instead of an indirect
utility function we consider an indirect preference correspondence. This corre-

spondence is defined next.

DEFINITION 3.5 (Indirect Preference Correspondence) Consider a mechanism F'.
We call the set valued mapping, V' : R = 7 defined as VI (R) = IC(R, F(R)) =

{z € Z | zIF(R)} indirect preference correspondence.

For each preference R, VI picks the set of bundles z that are indifferent to F/(R)
under R. For R, R” by R' 2 R” we mean either R = R” or R’ < R”. Since R“"™*
has the least upper bound property, any bounded monotone, i.e., either increasing
or decreasing, sequence {R"}> ;| converges to its supremum if the sequence is
increasing and converges to its infimum if the sequence is decreasing. The following
notion of continuity of an indirect preference correspondence is crucial for the

analysis of strategy-proof mechanisms.

DEFINITION 3.6 (Continuous Indirect preference correspondence) We call V7 :
R = 7 continuous, if for any R and any monotone sequence { R"}°° , converg-

ing to R: (a) the sequence { F'(R")}52, converges and, (b) z = lim,, o F(R")IF(R).

Suppose U is a utility representation of R € R™. Further suppose VI'(U) =
U(F(U)). Then the notion of continuity of V¥ becomes the standard notion of
continuity of a function. That is, given that the space of utility functions that
represents the preferences is a metric space, V¥ is continuous if U" — U, then
VEU™) — VE(U). Consider Example 2.1. Let F :]0,00[— Z be a mechanism.
Then VF(0) = 0q(0) —t(0) is a function, and thus instead of a continuous indirect

preference correspondence we have a continuous indirect utility function. We do
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not assume V(0") = VF(¢') + f;,” q(r)dr for 0" < " as a sufficient condition in
our characterization of strategy-proof mechanisms even for CM rich single-crossing
domains where such an equation is well defined. We only require continuity of V*
to study preferences in Example 2.1. Next we show that if F' is a strategy-proof
mechanisms, then the correspondence V¥ is continuous. The following intermedi-

ary result is important.

LEMMA 3.2 Let 2/,2" € Z and 2’ < 2”. Let R € R“™*. Then the following hold:
(i) if 2’I2", then 2/ P*Z” for all R* < R; and 2" P*Z for all R < R*, (ii) if 2’P2",
then z'P*z” for all R* < R; and if 2Pz, then 2"P*z for all R < R*, where
R* € Ro™.

Proof: See Appendix 2.
|

Lemma 3.2, the second part of the lemma in particular, implies that the order on
the set of preferences is preserved over diagonal bundles. The notions of single-
crossing property defined in (Saporiti, 2009) and (Baisa, 2020) are analogous to

the second part of Lemma 3.2.

LEMMA 3.3 Let F : R°™ — Z be strategy-proof. Then V¥ : R = Z is

continuous.

Proof: See Appendix 2.
|

We can summarize the observations from Lemma 3.3 and Lemma 3.1 in the fol-

lowing theorem.

THEOREM 3.1 Let F' : R“™ — Z be strategy-proof. Then F' is monotone, and

V' is continuous. Further, F is locally strategy-proof in range.

To prove the converse of Theorem 3.1 we require to put some restrictions on the

range of F'. To prove the converse of Theorem 3.1 we assume that Rn(F) is finite.
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Next we give two examples that demonstrate that our two axioms are independent.
In the next example we construct mechanism where V¥ is continuous and F is

not monotone.

EXAMPLE 3.1 Consider the quasilinear preferences {u(t,q;0) = g —1t | 6 > 0}.
Let  —t' =0, and § — 2 = 0. Let § < §. Thus, t' < t>. Let F(0) = (¢3,1) if
0 <6, F#) =(0,0),if 0 €]6,0], F(0) = (t',1) if § < §. Then VF(0) = 0 — ¢? if
0<6,VF@)=0if0€]d, 0] and VI(0) =60 —t' if § <. Then V7 is continuous,

and F' is not monotone.l]

In the next example we construct mechanism where V¥ is not continuous and F'

1S monotone.

EXAMPLE 3.2 Consider the quasilinear preferences {u(t,q;0) = g —1t | 6 > 0}.
Let (t',q') < (t3,¢%). Let 0q' —t' = 0¢*> — t*. Let 6* < 6. Let F(0) = (t',q")
if 0 < 6* and F(0) = (t2,¢%) if 0* < #. Thus, F is monotone. To see that V¥
is not continuous consider a sequence 0" 1 0*. lim, o, F(0") = (t',¢'). Thus,

lim,, o0 07q" — t' = 0% ¢ — t' > 0*¢*> — 2. Hence V! is not continuous.[]

3.1 Analysis of Strategy-proofness when Rn(F') is Finite

THEOREM 3.2 Let F' : R°™ — 7 be monotone, and V' be continuous. Further,

let Rn(F) be finite. Then F is strategy-proof.

Proof: First we show that monotonicity of ' and continuity of V¥ imply that F'
is locally strategy-proof in range. Then using the single-crossing property strategy-
proofness is extended to Rn(F'). See See Appendix 2 for details.

[ |

The proof of Theorem 3.2 that we present is constructive, i.e., the proof reveals
how any strategy-proof mechanism looks like. We consider an example of such a
rule to illustrate the geometry. Suppose #Rn(F') = 3, # denotes the number of
elements in a set. Let Rn(F') = {a,b,c}, and let a < b < ¢. The proof of Theorem
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3.2 shows that if a F' is monotone and V¥ is continuous, then F' must be defined

as follows.

(

a, if R < Ry;
either a or b, if R= R,
F(R)=141 if Ry < R < Ry
either bor ¢ if R = R,

c if Ro < R

\

where alib and blyc. To see that F' is strategy-proof, without loss of generality
consider R such F(R) = b. By Lemma 3.2, bPa and bPc. In Figure 1 we depict
this mechanism geometrically. The indifference curves that are drawn in Figure 1
are convex for the sake of simplicity. We do not require convexity of preferences

in our proofs.

q2

qtl

tt ©2 13
Figurel: Strategy-proof Mechanism with Finite Range

In Figure 1, a = (t',¢"),0 = (t3,¢%),c = (3,¢%), R** < R',R* < R* < R? and
R? < R**. Another possible representation of F' with three elements is when
all three bundles fall on a single indifference curve, i.e., alblc for some R. By
the single-crossing property F(R) = b. The crucial aspect of our constructive
proof is that given a set of the bundles, i.e., given their “coordinates”, monotonic-
ity of F' and continuity of V¥ fix the preferences under which at least two, and
maximum three of these, bundles are indifferent. By the single-crossing prop-
erty these preferences are unique. Once these special preferences are obtained

the only task that remains is to fix the allocations for preferences in between
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any two such special preferences. The special preferences in Figure 1 are R' and
R?. Further, we can easily read off the formula to compute the expected revenue
from this geometry. Let p be a probability measure that is defined on the inter-
vals from R“™. The formal definition of this measure is provided in Section 3.2.

For example, the expected revenue from the mechanism in Figure 1 is given by

tu(] — oo, RY)) +2u(|R, R?)) +t3u([R?, oo[), where pu({R}) = 0 for all R € R™.

REMARK 3 By the “geometry of strategy-proofness”, we mean the geometry dis-

played in Figure 1.

Next we make a remark about “monotonicity” condition that is used characteriza-

tion of strategy-proof mechanisms.

REMARK 4 (Kazumura et al., 2020a) study dominant strategy incentive compat-
ible (DSIC) mechanisms and uses a generalized version of the weak monotonicity
condition studied in (Bikhchandani et al., 2006). The latter considers quasilinear
preferences. We try to see how the monotonicity condition in (Kazumura et al.,
2020a) looks like in the context of our model. Let F(R) = (¢,¢'), and R < R. Let
F(R) = (t",q"). Let ¢" > ¢'. Then, t" >t and (t",¢")I(t',q"). According to the
the notations in (Kazumura et al., 2020a) z = (¢(R), ¢(R)), a = ¢", VE(¢",z) = t".
Thus if (¢,q'), (t",q") are adjacent bundles R is one of the special preference that
we identify in our characterization. (Kazumura et al., 2020a) provide an extensive
literature review on the “monotonicity” condition used in the characterization of

DSIC mechanisms for quasilinear preferences.
We end this section with the definition of an individually rational mechanism.

DEFINITION 3.7 A mechanism F : R“"™ — Z is individually rational if and only

if for all R, and for all ¢, F'(R)R(t,0).

The bundle allocated by the mechanism F does not make the buyer worse off
relative to any bundle that has ¢ = 0. By monotonicity of R, F(R)R(0,0) =

F(R)R(t,0). Thus without loss of generality we shall consider a mechanism to be
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individually rational if F(R)R(0,0). We end this section with an example which
demonstrates that if a mechanism has infinite range, then our axioms are not

enough to guarantee strategy-proofness.

EXAMPLE 3.3 (A mechanism with infinite range which is not strategy-proof)
We consider a set of preferences given by {u(t,q;0) = 0q —t,0 € [1,2]}. Consider
a line segment that connects (0,0) and (3,1). The equation of this line is ¢ =

3t. Let F : [1,2] — Z be defined as F(0) = (30 — 3,0 — 1). Then Rn(F) =

3

{(t,q) | ¢ = 3t,t € [0,3]} is a continuum. The mechanism F is monotone and
continuous. Further, F' is individually rational and not strategy-proof. To see
that F is individually rational, note that u(F(6);0) = 6(6 — 1) — (30 — 3) =
00 —1) —3(0 —1) = (0 —1)(0 — ) > 0 since # > 1. To see that F is not

strategy-proof note that the slope of indifference curves of any preference in the

domain of F' lies in [%, 1]. This slope is smaller than the slope of the line segment

q = 3t. Thus the maximizations of utility for all preferences in the domain occur
at (t,q) = (3,1). Now VF(0) = u(F(0);0) = (6 —1)(0 — 5) is continuous. Further,

WO — (G- 1)+ (0 —1) # (0 —1) = q(6). Also ¥ =2 > 0. Thus the

indirect utility function is convex. The crucial point here is that the derivative of
the indirect utility function is not equal to the allocation probability. Therefore
this example does not satisfy the integral condition discussed in (Myerson, 1981).
Our analysis shows that situations in which the range of a mechanism is finite
we do not need to assume the integral condition to characterize strategy-proof

mechanisms.[]

REMARK 5 Example 3.3 is not in conflict with the standard mechanism design
approach where given a monotone allocation rule, i.e., monotone ¢, a payment rule
t is constructed so that F' = (t,q) is a strategy-proof mechanism. Example 3.3 is
saying that an arbitrary monotone mechanism is not strategy-proof, there should
be some relationship between the allocation and payment rule for the mechanism
to be strategy-proof. One such well known relationship is given by the revenue

equivalence equation for the preferences in Example 2.1.
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3.2 Optimal Mechanisms when Rn(F') is Finite

We study optimal mechanisms for intervals [R, R]| as a subspace of R“" in the
order topology. In the proof of Theorem 3.2, Lemma 3.1 and Lemma 3.3 we have
made observations that these results hold for closed intervals as well. Let the Borel

sigma-algebra on [R, R] generated by the subspace order topology be denoted by
B. Let u denote a probability measure on B. Thus, ([R, R], B, i) is a probability
space. We assume p to be (i) (non-trivial) for any non-empty and non-singleton
interval A C [R, R] that is u(A) > 0 ; and (ii) (continuous) for any A € B with
u(A) > 0 and any ¢ € R with 0 < ¢ < p(A), there exists B € B with B C A
and pu(B) = c. Continuity of p implies p is non-atomic, in particular u({R}) =0
for all R € [R, R]. We assume the real line ® to be endowed with the standard
Borel sigma algebra obtained from the Euclidean metric space. We denote this

sigma-algebra by B(R). We show that if F' is strategy-proof, then the component
functions t, ¢ are B/B(R) measurable.

LEMMA 3.4 Let F': [R, R] — Rn(F') be monotone and Rn(F') be finite. Then the

component functions of F, t, q are B/B(R)measurable.

Proof: See Appendix 2. [ |

Now we can define expected revenue of the seller.

DEFINITION 3.8 Let [R, R] and u be given. Let Rn(F) be finite. The expected
revenue form F' is f[ﬂﬁ] t(R)du(R). We denote the expected revenue from F' by

E[F]. Since we fix a probability measure we do not mention .

The important aspect of the optimal mechanism is the constraint set. Thus with-
out loss of generality we shall assume that revenue of the seller is given by t. We

define optimal mechanism next.

DEFINITION 3.9 Let [R, R] and p be given. Let
F ={F :[R,R] — 7| F is strategy-proof, indvidually rational, has finite Rn(F)}.
Then F* € F is optimal if and only if for all G € F, E[F*] > E[G].
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Throughout our discussion of optimal mechanisms we assume p to be continuous

[B.R] Instead of looking for an op-

and non-trivial. The set F is a subspace of Z
timal mechanism in Z2® we look for an optimal mechanism in F; = {F; | F; €
F,#Rn(F) < l}. By strategy-proofness the bundles in the range of any F are
ordered, and since #Rn(F) < [ we can embed each F; in Z!. The the problem of
finding an optimal mechanism in JF; is computationally easier compared with the
problem of finding one in ZBR| We show that the optimal mechanism in each F
exists. To show the existence, we consider an optimization program that naturally
follows from the geometry of strategy-proofness due to the single-crossing prop-
erty. The constraint set of the optimization program contains elements from the
topological space [R, R]. However, we believe that this may not be a major prob-
lem given that computations on abstract topological spaces is now a very active
area of research and the optimization program should be solvable. After obtain-
ing an optimal solution, analytical or approximate, we can compare the revenues
from the optimal mechanism F}* in F; for various [s. If for large enough sample of
values of [s the revenue does not change much, i.e., lies in acceptable bound then
we may have an approximately optimal mechanism in F. As an example we solve
the optimal mechanism for quasilinear preferences by assuming monotone hazard
rate. It turns out that in this problem for every [, F;* can have at most two dis-
tinct bundles in the range, i.e., the optimal mechanism for every [ is deterministic.
That is, in this particular case the sequence of optimal mechanism {F}}°, is a
constant and thus converges immediately. In general, what happens in a specific
problem depends on the specificities of the problem. For some problems we may
not even obtain an analytical solution. Our approach provides an optimization
program which is not specific to any particular problem. For example in (Myer-
son, 1981) the payment equation obtained due to revenue equivalence, latter is
due to strategy-proofness for an one agent problem, is replaced in the expected
revenue formula; a solution to the reduced problem entails an optimal mechanism

and thus shows the existence as well. Substituting the payment function obtained

from the revenue equivalence equation in the expected revenue function may not

25



make the problem computationally easy. For example if there is a discrepancy be-
tween the way the buyer evaluates payment and the way seller does computational
difficulties may arise. Suppose the buyer’s utility function is u(t, q;0) = 0q — t2,
where ¢ denotes probability of win, but the seller’s revenue is t. (Tian and Hu,
2024) make a note about verifying the regularity conditions required for a general
envelope theorem. We show the existence of an optimal mechanism without using
revenue equivalence. Given the problem of finding the optimal mechanism with a
fixed maximum number of elements in the range we may ask three questions: (1)
what optimization problem to solve, (2) how to solve the optimization problem
and (3) what are the solutions to the optimization problem. This paper addresses
the first question. How to solve depends on the optimization techniques and also
depend on whether the preferences under consideration have a representation in
terms of a parametric class or not. What exactly the solutions are certainly de-
pend on the specificity of the problem at hand. Now we proceed to study the

optimal mechanism in F;.

THEOREM 3.3 Let u be non-trivial and continuous. For every non negative integer
[, the optimal mechanism F}* exists where Fj* € F; = {F, | F, € F,#Rn(F) <}
and F is as defined in Definition 3.9.

Proof: By individual rationality Fj(R)R(0,0). Further, F; such that F;(R) =
(0,0) for all R is not optimal. We note that optimal mechanism will always
contain at least two elements. If Rn(Fy) = {(t',q¢") | t* > 0}, i.e., #Rn(F) = 1,
then by individual rationality we can set F(R) = (0,¢") where (0,¢°)I(¢',¢").
Since p is continuous such readjustment does not change the expected revenue.
If Rn(F) = {(0,q¢")}, then let F(R) = (t',1) where (0,¢')R(t*,1). Again by
continuity of p such readjustment does not change the revenue. Now consider the

following optimization problem.

max S #u(RS R 0

th gk RF k=0,....1—1
a k=0

st. R" =R R =R, (t°,¢°)R°(0,0), (t*, ¢*)I*(t*=1 ¢*1) k =1...,1— 1 R*1 3
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Rffor k =1,...,0. 0 < t0¢1 <t <Tand 0 < ¢t < ¢" <1fork =

where T is such that (0,0)R(T, 1). We claim a solution to this maximization prob-
lem exists and any solution can be ascribed to a strategy-proof and individually
rational mechanism and the mechanism is an optimal mechanism F}*. To begin
with note that the solution can have at most [ distinct bundles, at most [ — 1 pref-
erences other than R and R. The preferences RFs are the analogs of the special
preferences in a strategy-proof mechanism. If [ = 3, then we recall the special pref-
erences R' and R? in Figure 1. However there is a caveat, we note that the manner
in which the optimization problem is written it does not tell us anything about a
mechanism. We try to clarify this point. Suppose [ = 5, all are distinct and let
R!' = ... = R'"! = R*. Then all the 5 bundles fall on the same indifference curve
of the preference R*. Such a situation does not correspond to a strategy-proof
mechanism. By the single-crossing property a strategy-proof mechanism requires
F(R*) < F(R) for all R* X R and F(R) < F(R*) for all R X R*. Since all the
bundles lie on just one indifference curve of R* at the most three bundles can be
assigned as the range of a strategy-proof mechanism. Thus two bundles will be left.
However this does not create any problem, we can just throw away two bundles
and get a three bundle strategy-proof mechanism. That is, we have a mechanism
where F(R) = (t°,¢") if R < R*, F(R*) = (t},¢"), F(R) = (t*,¢*) for R* < R.
Then R* is the special preference for this three bundle mechanism. Since p is
continuous expected revenue from this mechanism is t°u([R, R*[) + t*u([R*, R]).
This mechanism is in Fj.

Thus at most for [ distinct bundles the objective function in the optimization
problem is the expected revenue for a mechanism F; described by the following
procedure: Fj(R%) = (t°,¢°), F,(R") = (t',q¢"),..., [(R) = (#7',¢""). Further,
Fi(R) = (t°,¢") for all R € [R, R'[, Fi(R) = (t',¢") for all R € [R', R?[, F}(R) =
(#2,¢%) for all R € [R% R*... and Fy(R) = (t7',¢"Y) for all R € [R™L R].
By the single-crossing property Fj is strategy-proof and individually rational. In

other words, if we solve the maximization problem in Equation (1) subject to
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the constraints, then the maximum obtained can indeed be ascribed to a strategy-
proof and individually rational mechanism. Since a strategy-proof mechanism with
range [ or less is completely determined by the special preference R!, ..., R"=! the
sum in Equation (1) corresponds is the expected revenue from the mechanism.
Thus instead of searching in the space of strategy-proof mechanisms we search in
the 20 dimensional space of bundles, i.e., ts and ¢, and [ — 1 dimensional space
of preferences, i.e., [ — 1 special preferences, for an optimal mechanism and that
is enough, thanks to the single-crossing property of the CM preferences. Thus to

compete the proof of the theorem we prove the following lemma.

LEMMA 3.5 (Optimal) Let p be non-trivial and continuous. The optimization

problem in Equation (1) has a solution.

Proof: See Appendix 2.

REMARK 6 Note that M : {(S,R) | S 2 R,S,R € [R,R]} — [0,1] given by
M(S,R) = u([S, R]) is a well defined function because p is well defined for every
[S, R]. The latter is because we have the Borel sigma algebra on [R, R] due to the
order topology. The domain of M is a bounded half space in [R, R] x [R, R]. Since
the preferences do not come from a vector space, the objective function is not a
linear functional. We have not assumed any topology on the set of mechanisms. We
look for a maximum of a function where the constraint set has a certain geometric
structure. These structure can be ascribed to a strategy-proof mechanism by the
single-crossing property. Hence we do not need any topological assumption on the
space of mechanisms to find an optimal mechanisms. As a proof of Lemma 3.5 we
show that the objective function is continuous and the constraint set is compact.
Also note that E(F)) < T. The constraint set in Theorem 3.3 does not include
individual rationality constraints. This is because by the single-crossing property it

is guaranteed by (%, ¢°)R%(0,0), (t*, ¢*)I*(t*71, ¢"*1) and R*¥=1 < R*. They can be
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included without any further complication since the proof that establishes Lemma
A.2 also establishes that if lim, . (t", ¢") = (t,q), R* — R, then (", ¢")R"(0,0)
implies (t,q)R(0,0). To show the existence of an optimal mechanism the non

inclusion of these constraints do not matter.

3.2.1 Optimal Mechanism with quasilinear preferences

The preferences in Example 2.1 are given by 6q — t. Let the seller receives t. Let
0 € [0,0]. Alsolet & > 0 and § < co. We can identify the preference g — t
by the pay-off relevant parameter 6. That is, the order on the preferences follow
the natural order in [6,0]. Further, let § follow the distribution I', and  is the
continuous density. In the next proposition we show that if I satisfies increasing
hazard rate, then the optimal mechanism for every [ > 2 is deterministic. A
deterministic mechanism has two bundles in its range, one is of the kind (¢,1),¢ > 0
and the other is (0,0). In Proposition 3.1 we assume that I' admits increasing
hazard rate. We keep the proof of Proposition 3.1 in the main text since the proof
brings out the interaction between increasing hazard rate and slopes of indifference
curves which entails the deterministic mechanism. Proposition 3.1 demonstrates
that we can study this very important result in mechanism design theory by using

our framework as well. Let SP stand for strategy-proof and IR for individually

rational.

PROPOSITION 3.1 Let F = {F | F : [§,0] — Z, SP, IR has finite Rn(F)}. Let

() (")
1jr(9f) < 1jr(9~

y if 0" < 0”. Then for all I, F}" is a deterministic mechanism.

Proof: Without loss of generality we can assume that Rn(F') has bundles (0, 0)
and (¢, 1). Since R = R, by individual rationality at F'(R'~!) consider (¢, 1) such
that 0'~'¢' —t' = 0'=' —¢. Then for every R €]R""!, R'], set F(R) = (t,1), call this
payment t'. Considering (¢, 1) is without loss of generality since we are analyzing
optimal mechanisms. We fix ¢, and show that the first order conditions imply that
the optimal mechanism must have at most two bundles in its range. Consider the
optimization problem so that that range can have at most [ bundles. By Lemma

3.5 we know that optimum solution exists. Let by way of contradiction t*~! < ¢*
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and ¢! < ¢* 0¥ < 6%, Further, we do not have to consider a bundle (¢,¢) in
the range such that 0 < t' < T,0 < ¢ < 1 such that the bundle is allocated at
only for one single R. This is because probability of { R} occurring is zero.
Consider the Lagrange L = S t*[D(0¥)—T(6%)] =\ [0 ¢ —t'] =342 Me[0F " —
th— kg1 4¢k=1]. Since F is optimal t° = 0 = ¢°, ¢! = 1. Also, ['(#") =T'(#) = 1
and T'(0°) = T'(#) = 0. The first order conditions with respect to 6! is:
(0 4

—t*y(0Y) — Mgt =0 = . 2
Y(07) — Mg = N 0 (2)

The first order condition with respect to 6%, k =1,...,1 — 1 is:

G 5
_)\k - th — k=1~ ( )

Iy (0%) = 5 9(0) = Mila" — ¢ =0 =

The first order condition with respect to t¥ for k =1,...,1 —2is
(0" = T(0%)] + A\ — M = 0. (4)

The first order condition with respect to t!=! is

[1—-T@"" Y]+ N1 =0. (5)

from equations (4) and (5) A\, = —[1 — ['(9%)] for k = 1,...,1 — 1. Then from
: . 1 — k k_ok—

equations (2) and (3) we obtain % = ‘gi—_g, and 11(F9(9)k) = ‘ik_fk,ll = o for

k=2,...,1—1. Thus 8*' < 6* implies qt::;f:j < Z::t?::j. Since 11?{3,) < 11(&/;),,)

if 8 < 0" we reach at a contradiction. Thus, the proof follows.

Since 0FqF — tF = Okgh—1 — th-1, % is the slope of the indifference curves of

preferences that correspond to 6*. The optimal mechanism requires this slope to

ko y(OF)  gk—gk1 __ increase in winnig probability
be equal to the hazard rate at 0, i.e., 0@ = T = ncroase i payment

= relative, i.e., relative to increase in payment, increase in winning probability.
The hazard rate at 6% measures the conditional probability that the buyer’s type
fails to be below 6*. Thus increasing hazard rate in a sense implies that it is more
likely that the buyer’s type is high and not low. The single-crossing property

implies that the relative increase in the winning probability decreases as types
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increase. The proof of Proposition 3.1 shows that the equality between the hazard
rate and the relative increase in the winning probability holds only for a deter-
ministic mechanism. The next proposition pins down the the optimal mechanism

Fr.

COROLLARY 3.1 Let 13%9(/9),) < 13%9(/2/) if 0 < @”. Then F* exists. Further, F'* is

defined as follows:

0 . if 0> 6%
t°(0) =

0, iff <6~

1, if 0 > 6%
q(0) =

0, if < 0",

Where t*, 6* solve max, g t[1 — I'()] subject to 8§ —t = 0.

Proof: From Proposition 3.1 it us enough to look for an optimal mechanism
within the class of deterministic mechanisms. Then we note that a solution to the

optimal problem exists.’

In the next remark we argue that for distributions without monotone hazard rate

as well the optimal mechanism is deterministic if the preferences are linear.

REMARK 7 The first order equations in Proposition 3.1 require the &' hazard rate
to be equal to the slope of an indifference curve of the k** preference % and the de-
terministic mechanism satisfies these conditions irrespective of whether the hazard
rate is monotone or not. In fact we can see that only the deterministic mechanism
can be a solution to this problem. Suppose [ = 4, and set t° = ¢° = 0 by optimal-
ity. Let (£, 12t ¢**, ¢**, ¢** = 1,0, 0*,0*) be a solution to the optimization
problem. Then consider o = maxy g1 g1 t1(T(0%) — T(6Y)) + ¢* (T(6%) — (%)) +
£3(1—T(6%)) such that 01" —t! = 0, 02 q' —t1 = 02 g2 —12*, 0% ¢> —12* = 0% 13",

5The constraints satisfy the non degenerate constraint qualification, NDCQ, condition as

stated in Theorem 18.5 in (Simon and Blume, 1994).
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That is, we fix all the indifference curves from 6* onward for the optimal so-
lution (0, ™, % 3,0, ¢"*, ¢**, ¢* = 1,0, 0*,6%). Since t'*,0" ¢'* is a feasi-
ble solution for the a problem we have o = t'*(I'(6%*) — T'(0™*)) + t2*(T'(6%*) —
L(6*)) + t3*(1 — ['(6*)). Now from #'¢* — t! = 0 we obtain ' = 2—11. Thus,
% = ‘t’—i = eil. From 6%*¢' —t' = 0%*¢** —t** we obtain t' = 0% ¢! — 6% ¢** +1>*.
Thus, by using all the relevant constraints we obtain the optimization problem
max,i g (02 ¢t — 0% ¢* + t2%) (6% — 1;(F9(f)1)). If 0 < ¢' < 1, then the first order
1-I'(6Y)

D) ) = 0. Thus §' = #*. Thus the mechanism must have at

most three distinct elements. By extending this argument we see that the mech-

condition is (0% —

anism has to be deterministic. In Corollary 3.1 in (Goswami, 2024b) it is shown
that if an optimal mechanism exists among the finite range mechanisms, then it

must be optimal in general.

In the next example we study the class preferences that satisfy positive income

difference mentioned in Example 2.2.

EXAMPLE 3.4 Let the utility function of the buyer be given by 6g — ¢ where
0 € [1,2]. Since the utility function has power, in this example we use subscripts
to as labels for bundles. In Example 2.2 we have seen that these preferences satisfy
positive income difference. Let ¢ € [0, /2], where 2.1 — V2® = 0. Let re)=60-1,
[ = 3. Now, the objective function is [to(61 — 0o)] + [t1((f2 — 1) — (61 — 1))] + [t2(1 —
(0 — 1))], 8o = 1. By optimality let t, = 0, go = 0 ¢,_; = 1. Further, we have
to < t1 <ty and ¢y < g1 < ¢o. Since ty = 0 the objective function can be written
as t1(0y — 01) + t2(2 — 65). By individual rationality, t2 — 61q; = 0 and t3 — 6, < 0
since ¢ = 1. By optimality ¢o = 1. The optimal mechanism is a solution to the
Lagrange: L = t;(0y — 01) +t2(2 — 62) — A\ [(02 — 13) — (02q1 — t3)] — Ao (82 — O1q1) —
p2(t3 — 02) — p3 (6 — 02) — pa(ty — t2) + psty + pgta — pr(ts — V2) — ps(ta — V2) —
po (6 —2) — p1o(0a — 2) — par (=01 + 1) — paa(—0s + 1) — pas(qr — 1) + p1agr. The

First order conditions with respect to
® (1 18 )\192 + )\291 — H13 = 0
o Oy is —t1 + Aoqy — p3 — g + pr11 = 0
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.QQiStl—tQ—Al[l—Qh]+,LL2+,U3_,U10+H12:0
o 1 is (‘92—01) —2)\1t1 —2)\2t1 —/L4+/L5—/L7:O
o 1515 (2 —03) + 2Nty — 2topto + s + pig — ps = 0

If6 =60, =1t =0,tp =1,¢1 =0\ =0= Ao, pt2 =35 = pt3 = par, ptxs = 0
for all other pugs, then they satisfy the first order conditions and satisfy all the
constraints. For the second order sufficient conditions we note that the following
inequality constraints bind: 6;—60; = 0, t2—0, = 0, t; = 0, —0;+1 = 0, —0,+1 = 0,
g1 = 0. We call these constraints g¢i,...,gs. Now consider gradient of each g;s
with respect to t1,ts, 01, 62, ¢1 respectively. We have Vg; = (0,0,1,—1,0) Vgo =
(0,2t9,0,—1,0), Vgs = (1,0,0,0,0), Vgs = (0,0,—1,0,0), Vgs = (0,0,0,—1,0),
Vgs = (0,0,0,0,1). The Jacobian matrix for the inequality matrix evaluated at

the critical values is:

00 1 -1 0
02 0 —1 0
100 0 0
00 -1 0 0
00 0 —1 0
00 0 0 1

This matrix has full rank which is 5 and thus its null space consists of (0,0, 0,0, 0).
Thus by Theorem 19.8 the first order solution is a strict local maximizer. In fact
the solution is a global maximizer. We show that the constraint maximization
problem does not have maximize in interior ¢; and ¢;. Let (t7,t3,q,07,03) be
a solution to the optimization problem such that 0 < t} < /2,0 < ¢f < 1.
Let a = maxy, g0, t1(05 — 01) + ¢5(2 — 65) such that 61¢1 — 2 = 0,051 — 12 =
05 — t32. Then o = t}(05 — 0;) + t5(2 — 03). This equality must hold because
(t1, g7, 07) are feasible solution to the o constrained maximization problem. Now
replacing for 6; and ¢? the constraints in the o optimization problem we obtain

* _Ax* *2
maxy, 4,0, t1(605 — %) +t5(2 —03). Then first order condition with respect
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to t; and ¢ are 65 = 0 and q%[—@; +t3?] = 0. These conditions do not entail an
1

interior solution.[1°

We wish to make a remark about the proof of the global maximum in Example

3.4.

REMARK 8 If there were more than three possible distinct bundles then also the
trick to check if the optimal mechanism is deterministic applies. Suppose | = 4.
Then consider ov = maxy, g0, t1(65 — 61) + t5(65 — 65) + t5(2 — 65) such that
Oy — t3 = 0,05q1 — 2 = O3¢5 — 132, 05q5 — t52 = 05 — t32. Thus, by the same
argument as in Example 3.4 the £; cannot be interior, but then repeating the
argument once again t, cannot be interior. Now suppose that the buyer’s pay-
off function is of the form 6,/q — t2,0 > 0, where V/q 1s a probability weigh-
ing function, which puts almost 0 weights to the probabilities close to 0. In
this case we have a = maxy, 4, 0, t1(65 — 61) + t5(05 — 65) + t5(2 — 63) such that
01/ — 15 = 0,05/q1 — 17 = 053/q5 — 157, 05/¢5 — t3> = 65 — t5°. Again the same
argument applies and shows that interior solution is not possible. However, things
change if the utility of the buyer is ¢gv/0 — t,t < 6 i.e., the buyer with valuation 6
is risk averse with concave Bernoulli utility function facing the lottery ¢, 1 — ¢ with
consequences —t and 0 respectively. Such risk averse pay-off function leads to non-
monotonicity and thus do not belong to the CMS class. We study such risk averse
preferences in (Goswami, 2024a). The observation that we wish to make here is
that optimization program for non-monotone preferences maybe more complicated
as we loose separability of preferences. We make a further observation about how
our solution techniques are different from (Myerson, 1981). Consider the pref-
erence g — t*. Now U(0) = max, ;7 0q(2) — t*(2) is convex since it U(f) is a
maximum of a family affine functions in the true valuation 6, and thus U’(6) = ¢q(6)
almost everywhere. Thus from strategy-proofness we have t2(6) = —0q(0) +t*(0) +
a(0)0 — [} a(w)dz. Thus, t(0) = \/—64(0) + #2(8) + (6)0 — [, a(x)dz. Now rev-

6 Alternatively we could have first argued that that the optimal mechanism must be determin-
istic, and then we could have solved for the optimal deterministic mechanism. This approach is

shorter but may not be considered very helpful in understanding the structure of the problem.
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enue equivalence does not hold. Consider an allocation rule such that ¢(f) = 0 if

0 < 6* and q(@) =11if 6* < 6. Let t; and ¢, be two distinct payment rules. Then,

t1(0) — t2(0) = Vt:(0)2 — Vi (0)2 # t1(0) — t2(0) = /t:1(0) + ¢ — Vt2(0)2 + ¢

where ¢ = 6 — fe r)dr = 0 — [0 — 6* ] 0*. However our point is not about

revenue equivalence not holding, the point that we are trying to make is that
computing expected revenue and computing the optimal mechanism by substitut-
ing the payment rule in seller’s objective makes the computations harder. The

expected revenue is f; \/—Qq(Q) + t2(0) 0)0 — fe x)dx v(6)dl, where v(0) is

the density function of the valuations. Thus, the finding optimal mechanism in-
volves solving this integral equation subject to the individual rationality constraint

t*(#) < 0 and ¢ is monotone. If the preferences are of the form 6,/ — ¢, then the

integral equation is fg \/—Q\/q(Q) +t2(0) + 6+/q(8) — f; vV q(x)dx ~(0)do

In order to highlight the importance of the order on the preferences we make a

few observations about the model with multidimensional parameters in Example

2.5 next.

EXAMPLE 3.5 Let 6 € [1,2],« € [1,1]. The preferences in U are ‘smaller’ than

the preferences in V' according to the order on UUV entailed by the single-crossing
condition. Now consider a mechanism in F;. Instead of writing the mechanism
in terms of preferences we can also write it in terms of the parameters 6 and .
Consider a strategy-proof mechanism that uses special preferences from both U
and V. There are two cases. One of the cases is when 2,/q—t is a special preference,
i.e., the common preference in U and V. In this case the geometry entailed in
terms of special preferences is clear because 2,/q — t is the largest preference
in U according the order on preferences due to the single-crossing property. If
the common preference is not a special preference, then let ', /g —t be the largest
special preference from U. Since the number of alternatives in the range is finite the
largest special preference is well defined. Then the special preference after 6',/q—t
is of the form 2,/q — at. To write the mechanism consistently let 3 = i Thus we
write 01\/q" — grtt = 01/q0 — et OFFLgF — St = R g — S

and search for values of 6§ and 3, (0%, 8%) e U' = {(0,8) | B=1,0 € [1,2]} UV’ =
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{(0,a) | 0 =2,0 € [1,2]}. Let I" be then joint distribution on U’ UV’ and consider
it as a subspace of the Euclidean space $#2, and thus we can consider the Borel
sigma algebra of this subspace. Then the set [, 0"] x {1} and {2} x [, 5] are well
defined Borel sets. Then consider joint distribution I' such that I'(#’, 1) < I'(6”, 1)
for ' < 0", T'(2,0") < T'(2,5") for / < 3", and for any § € U’ and § € V',
r(6,1) < T(2,8).0

In the next section we make a remark about how to extend these ideas to the

situation when ¢ denotes quality.

3.2.2 Extension to the situation where ¢ refers to quality

Let ¢ denote quality, and ¢ € [g,q]. That is, let [¢,q] be a linear continuum and
endowed with the corresponding order topology. With the product topology on
R, x[q,q], CMS preferences are well defined on [g,q] x ;. Let us further assume
that [g,q] is homeomorphic to a closed interval in the real line, say [0,1], ie.,
[¢,q] is an one dimensional topological manifold. As an example we may consider
g to be an index of quality. In such a situation a representation a preference
by a formula, for example ¢ — t, may not be well defined since ¢ is not a real
number. The point is that, in case of discrete quality say high and low, high
can be labeled as 1 and low can be labeled as 0. Here 1 — 0 or 1 4+ 0 may not
have any meaning. If quality lies in [g, g], then a homeomorphism only guarantees
that ¢ is drawn from an one dimensional manifold, and this does not imply that
we can add or multiply ¢s like real numbers. If quality comes from a continuum
[¢,q], then considering it as coming from [0, 1] is just a relabeling of quality by
using real numbers from [0, 1]. Considering quality in [0, 1] as being drawn from
an Euclidean space so that we can use standard calculus is an assumption, and
such an assumption need be valid in all circumstances. As a result a continuous
preference in R, x [g,q] need not be expressed in terms of a formula. Certainly,
in certain situations ¢ may be considered to be cardinal, and thus a formula may

be well defined and also available; a formula need not be available since in general

a continuous function need not have a representation in terms of a known closed
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form formula. Our general analysis of strategy-proofness and existence proof of
optimal mechanism do not depend on the formulae of the preferences. Certainly,
finding an optimal mechanism without using calculus is not an easy task. However,
given that computations on abstract topological spaces is active area of research,
it will be interesting to see how the optimization program that we have proposed
can be solved, analytical or approximate, using the computational techniques on
toplogical spaces.

(Kazumura et al., 2020a) consider a model where ¢ comes from an ordered
finite set. If we consider restrictions of CMS preferences to the situation with ¢s
coming from a finite set, then our characterization of strategy-proof mechanisms
hold. Guaranteeing existence of an optimal mechanism is not straightforward. In
fact (Kazumura et al., 2020a) assume that an optimal mechanism exists and then
state what it is. The reason guaranteeing the existence of an optimal mechanism
is hard because the constraint set is not compact anymore. To see the problem
consider ¢ = 0 < ¢* < ¢ = 1 be three fixed qualities of a good that can be sold,
i.e., it is a supply side constraint. The optimal mechanism design question is now
about how to price these qualities optimally. Further, suppose that an external
regulation requires that the firm must have qualities of all three goods available.
Then a strategy-proof mechanism requires t° < ¢! < ¢2. Just to explain the point
suppose t° = 0. Then note {(¢t',#?) | ' —t* < 0} is an open set, and thus guaran-
teeing existence of an optimal mechanism is difficult. However, as we saw earlier
from the geometry of strategy-proof mechanisms we can compute the expected
revenue easily: t'u([R, R?]) + t2u([R?, R]), where (¢%,¢)I*(t*,0), (t*,¢")I?(t%, 1)
which maybe computed with the help of modern computational techniques and
maybe large enough iterations will give an approximate value of the maximum
expected revenue. By imposing more restrictions, for example lower bound on
the price of the highest quality, we can ‘bound’ the geometry of strategy-proof
mechanisms and make computations may be easier on [R, R]. In the next section
we make a remark about the implications for strategy-proofness if we extend the

domain.
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3.2.3 Extending a domain beyond singe-crossing

In this section we make a remark about optimal mechanisms when the domain of
F' is an union of two single-crossing domains. We assume Rn(F') to be finite. We
consider the domain D = {u((t,q); 0, 5) = 0/q— 3t | 0 € [1,5]}U{u((t,q);0,3) =
0q3 — st |0 € [1,5]}. We can represent D parametrically as {(,«) | 0 € [1,5],a €
{2, s 1} We show that D is not a single-crossing domain. We note that slope of an

indifference curve of a preference in D is given by either i or —. Consider ¢, = 2

2
1
and \/_ . Thus 0y = 2[%] ¢ which lies in the interval [1,5]. This means that
- that the 1nd1fference curves of the preferences denoted by the parameter vectors

(2,1) and (2[5 Is, 3) are tangent to each other at ¢ = 1. That is the equality

£ = [‘113]1 holds at ¢ = %. Thus ‘[ < o ]1 if and only if [%] < ¢é and ‘[ > L
2

if and only if [%]% . Since qe is an increasing function the equality holds only

2[ ]6

at g = 5. Thus these two preferences are not the same. In fact (2, l) is a Maskin

Monotonic Transformation of (2[%] $) through (¢, ¢), where ¢ = 3. For the sake of

>

simplicity we call a subdomain in D to be a single-crossing slice (in short we call
it a ‘slice’). For example {0,/q— 1t | 6 € [1,5]} is slice 1 and {0q3 — st 60€1,5]}
is slice 2. Compared with slice 2, in slice 1 overweighting of probability is smaller
and the disutility of from paying for the good is larger. Assume that # and « are
independently distributed. Let Prob({3}) = Prob ({3}) = 3. Let 6 be distributed
according to I'" with differentiable density v and has increasing hazard rate. The
optimal mechanisms for the slices in D are deterministic. From the first order

conditions we obtain ng(?k)] = [(qz)((:k__(f::ll))a] = 91 o € {3,3}. By arguing as

before, the optimal mechanisms are deterministic. Now let I'(d) = 1. Then

v(#) = ;. However note that now the optimal payment in the first slice of D is

o1y

t; = 20, and for the second slice it is t; = 36;. Now argmaxy, 1 5] 2011 — 1

arg maxg,e(1 5 3021 — 271]. At the optimum 6* = 2.5 in both the slices.

Now consider optimal mechanism in D. If the mechanism is strategy-proof
and individually rational in D, then it is strategy-proof and individually ratio-
nal in each slice. Let E[F)| denote the expected revenue from a strategy-proof

mechanism defined on D with maximum [ distinct elements. Then, let E[F},]
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and E[F},] be the optimal expected revenue from slice 1 and 2 respectively. We
note that E[F,] < E[F,]. Since E[F] = Prob({3})E[F,] + Prob({3})E[F,] =
%E[Fll] + %E[Flz], E[F,] < %E[Fll] + %E[Fb] < E[F,]. Since 20* = t; < ty = 30",
u(Fy(2.5,5);2.5,5) > u(F(2.5,%);2.5,3). This violates strategy-proofness. That
is, the optimal mechanisms in each individual slice cannot be made to a strategy-
proof mechanism for D. Now suppose there is another mechanism. However, what-
ever be that mechanism the expected revenue from that mechanisms cannot be
more than E[F,]. If 1E[F}] and 3 E[Fj;] are the expected revenues from each slice
of the optimal mechanism, then §E[F;] + 1E[F;] < 1E[F,] + $E[F,] < E[F,].
Suppose the auctioneer has a target revenue in mind, for the sake of argument let
it be equal to the expected revenue from the optimal mechanism in slice 2. Then
there is no optimal mechanism that ensures the targeted revenue. Since o occurs
with equal probability the average expected revenue is less than the optimal rev-
enue from slice 2 alone. In the absence of preferences from slice 1 the auctioneer

could have earned the targeted expected revenue. Thus a larger behavioral spread,

which in this case is {3, $} need not be better for the auctioneer.

3.2.4 An n— Buyer Environment

Let R = (Ry,...,R,) € TI",[R, R] be a profile of preferences. Also let for any
i, R_; = (Ry,...,Ri—1,Riy1,...,Ry) i.e., R_; is the profile of preference with
buyer i removed. Consider the joint probability space (x7_,[R, R], X', B, X™_; i),
where X' ;B denotes the product sigma-algebra, and X', p; denotes a probability
measure on the product sigma algebra such that for all ¢ and for all R_;, u;(-, R_;)
is a probability measure on ([R, R|,B). Let F : II',[R, R] — Z" be a n— buyer
mechanism. Then F; = (T}, Q;) is the i*" component of F and F; : x™,[R, R] —
Z refers to allocation of buyer i. Also for all profile R, >  Q:(R) < 1. We
write payment and probability of win in capital letters to distinguish the 1—buyer

environment from the n—buyer environment. Next we define strategy-proof and

individually rational mechanism.
DEFINITION 3.10 An n—buyer mechanism F' is strategy-proof for all ¢ and all
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R, R;, for all R , (Ti(Ri, R-;),Qi(Ri, R-)) Ri(Ti(R;, R-i), Qi(R;, R—;)). The
mechanism is individually-rational if for i, (T;(R;, R_;), Q:(R;, R—;))R;(0,0).

A mechanism is strategy-proof if irrespective of other buyers’ announcements, a
buyer has no incentive to misreport her own preference. Let Rn(F;(-, R_;)) be the
range of the mechanism F' when n — 1 buyers’ preferences are fixed. This is, the
set of allocations that buyer obtains when other buyers’ preferences are fixed at
R_;. Often it is also called the option set of buyer ¢ at R_;. We assume that the
option set of each buyer ¢ at each R_; is finite. Then we have the following result

immediately from the one buyer environment.

THEOREM 3.4 Let F be a n—buyer mechanism. Let Rn(F;(-, R_;)) be finite for
every i and every R_;. Then F is strategy-proof if and only if (i) F;(-, R_;) : [R, R]
is monotone and (i7) for all ¢ and for all R_; the indirect preference correspondence

VEGR-) . [R, R] — 7Z is continuous.

Proof: 1If F is strategy-proof, then the one buyer mechanism F;(-, R_;) is strategy-
proof for all 7 and for all R_;, and then analogous to the one buyer case monotonic-
ity of the mechanisms and continuity of the indirect preference correspondences
follow. Conversely, monotonicity of the mechanisms and continuity of the indi-
rect preference correspondences imply that the one buyer mechanisms Fj(-, R_;)
is strategy-proof for all 7 and for all R_;. But then this is just the definition of n—

buyer strategy-proof mechanisms. [

No we consider the optimal strategy-proof mechanisms for n—buyer environment.
By F; now we mean that #Rn(F;(-, R_;)) < [ for every i and every R_;. Also
let F; be the set of all such mechanisms. Our approach is to carry the insight
from the procedure of computing the 1—buyer optimal mechanism to the n—buyer
environment.

Given F; one approach is to find a strategy-proof and individually rational
mechanism F}(-, R_;) that maximizes expected revenue from ¢ and at R_;. We
have the tools from the 1—buyer environment to do this. But this approach has a

problem. From the one buyer case we know that the geometry in terms of bundles
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and the special preferences need not entail a mechanism. This did not create any
problem in the one buyer case since we can throw away some bundles and create
a strategy-proof mechanism. In the n—buyer case it is not clear which bundles to
discard. In particular, the collection {Fy(-,R_;) |i=1,...,n, R_; € X;»[R, R]}
need not produce a mechanism. We may not be able to make the sum of prob-
abilities across buyers less than or equal to 1. As an example consider Example
3.4. In the example for [ = 3, the optimal 1—buyer mechanism is a deterministic
mechanism, and further the optimal mechanism sells the object to all valuations in
[1,2]. Now consider an n—buyer environment where buyers valuations are drawn
independently and identically across with uniform distribution from [1,2]. Let
n = 2. Consider a profile (1.1,1.2). Then, by the optimal mechanism for Fi(-,1.2)s
and Fy(1.1,-)s give @1(1.1,1.2) = 1 = (5(1.1,1.2). Thus we need restrictions on
mechanisms so that the procedure to compute the optimal mechanism for 1—buyer
environment can be extended to n—buyer environments. One possible way to do

this is adopt an axiomatic way. We consider the following axiom.

DEFINITION 3.11 Let F' be an n—buyer mechanism. We say that F' to be lower-

efficient if R; 5 R, for some i # j, then Q;(R;, R_;) = 0.

Lower-efficiency requires that inefficient buyers do not get the object, but it does
not mean that the mechanism is efficient. If R; < R;, then T; < T; where
(0,0)1;(7;,1) and (0,0)1;(T;,1). Intuitively, this means that buyer j wishes to
pay more for the good instead of not having the good, i.e., “value” the good more,
than buyer 7. Hence, lower-efficiency says unless a buyer has the highest “value” for
the good, she does not get the object. Lower efficiency does not affect the revenue
if probabilities of ties is zero. Not all mechanisms are lower-efficient. Consider
an ordered set of bundles, and let a fixed buyer choose her best bundle from
this set. Such a mechanism maybe called dictatorial. A dictatorial mechanism is
strategy-proof, and not lower-efficient. The proof of the following proposition is

immediate.

PROPOSITION 3.2 Let F' be an n—buyer mechanism which is lower-efficient. Let

for all ¢, and for all R;, Rf = max{R; | j # i¢}. Let for all ¢, the one buyer mech-
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anism Fj(-, R_;) restricted to [R}, R] is strategy-proof and individually rational.

Then the mechanism F' is strategy-proof and individually rational.

Proof: By individual rationality and lower-efficiency F;(R}, R_;) = (0,0). Thus
by individual rationality and lower-efficiency F;(R;, R_;) = (0,0) for all R; < R}.
Since F(-, R_;) is strategy-proof and individually rational in [R}, R], by the single-
crossing property, F(R;, R_;)R;(0,0) for all R; such that R} < R;. Also, by the
single-crossing property (0,0)R;F;(R;, R_;) for all R; < R; < R.. Thus, F is
strategy-proof and individually rational. [ |

An immediate advantage of lower-efficiency is that we do not need to assume
any extra mathematical structure on the set of mechanisms F;. We can compute
the optimal mechanism in [R}, R] as in the one buyer scenario and extend the
mechanism to the n-buyer environment immediately. Given [, we can instead look
at F;(-, R_;) and solve for the optimal mechanism first. The optimal mechanism
for buyer ¢ will depend on the parameter R}, i.e., information about the optimal
mechanism for one R} maybe enough to know the optimal mechanisms for buyer ¢
at all R_;. Givenl, let F}(-, R_;) : [R, R] be an optimal mechanism. The extension
of Ff from [R}, R] is as described in the proof Proposition 3.2. Then the optimal
n—buyer mechanism by using the 1 buyer optimal mechanisms is defined as: for all
iforall (Ry,...,R,), F;(Ry,...,Ry) = Ff(R;, R_;). Then F is strategy-proof and
individual, and within the set of lower-efficient mechanisms it is optimal. We may
interpret R} in the line of a reserve price, and in this context we demonstrate how
lower-efficiency is related to (Myerson, 1981). We assume two buyers. Assume
that both buyers’ valuations are drawn independently and identically from the
same distribution with support [6, 5]. Let the I' and « denote the distribution and
density respectively. Let (6, 62) denote a profile of valuations. Consider 6; > 6;.
Thus, let by lower-efficiency Q;(0;,60;) > 0 = 6; > 6,. Thus, consider the
interval [9]-,5] to study buyer . Assume that I' satisfies the increasing hazard

rate. By Corollary 3.1 the optimal way to sell the object to buyer 7 is
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max{0*,0;}, if 0; > max{0*,0,};
T7(0:,0;) = o )
0, if 6; < max{0*,6,}.

1, if 6; > max{6*,0,};
Q:(Qi’ej) = ’
0, iff; < maX{Q*, 9]}

The reasoning behind above mechanism is as follows. If there were no other buyer,

then buyer ¢ would have obtained the object for all valuations above 6* € [0, 6].

Consider the optimization problem in Corollary 3.1 6;[1 — I'(6;)] where 6; € [6, 0].

The critical point is given by #; = %0(_9;). The solution to this equation is #* that

is obtained in Corollary 3.1. We argue that 0;[1 — I'()] is increasing up to #* and

decreasing after 0*. Define 1(0;) = 6; — 1-T0)  This function is called virtual

v(6:)
valuation in (Myerson, 1981). We have seen 1(0*) = 0* — %ﬁ;) = 0. Since the
hazard rate is increasing, 1 is increasing. Thus if #; < 6*, then 0; < IQ(FG(S"). Now
%&f(@i)] > 0if 0; < 1;?9(1_0)1'). Thus the derivative of 6;[1 — I'(6;)] is positive if
0; < 0*. Since 1 is increasing and ¢(0*) = 0, if 6* < 6;, then 1;?9(;91') < 0;. Further,
W < 0if 0, > 20D Thus the derivative of 0;[1 — T'(;)] is negative if
k3 7(91)

g; > 0*. That the optimal mechanism does not charge more than max{6*,6;}
from buyer i if §; > 6;. Now note that the condition §; > max{6*,6;} is same as
the condition ¢(6;) > 1(0;) and (6;) > 0, since 1) is increasing and ¥ (6*) = 0.
Now if 0* < 6; < 0;, the mechanism fixes the payment to be 6; and not 6*, even
though the revenue is sub-optimal compared to the one buyer scenario and the
payment 6* is feasible. If the payment is 6* or less than 6;, then for 8 such that
6 < T;(0;,0;) < 0, < 6; we obtain 0/Q);(0!,0;) — T;(0,0;) = 0 < 8;Q;(6;,6;) —
T;(0;:,0;) = 6; — T;(6;,60;). This contradicts strategy-proofness. The first equality
follows by lower-efficiency. Thus the multi-buyer mechanism described above is
exactly the mechanism optimal mechanism if we had followed the techniques in
(Myerson, 1981). Hence, we also provide a geometric understanding of the optimal
mechanisms in (Myerson, 1981).

One possible suggestion could be to consider Bayesian incentive compatibility

so that dependence on R_; to find F; can be avoided. We consider two classes
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of utility functions 6 x probability of win — payment and € x probability of win —
(payment)?. Let the valuations be distributed independently and identically across
buyers with joint density v(01,...,0,) = x_;v(6;), and let v(0_;) = Xx7_,7(0;)
The Bayesian incentive compatibility for these two classes of utility functions are
defined as

for all 6;, [, [0:Qi(6:,0-:) — T;(0;,0-)]7(0-:)d(0-;) > [, [0-iQi(z:,0-) —
Ti(zi, 0-) v (6-:)d(0-s),

and for all 6;, fe_i[QiQi(Qi,O_i)—ﬂ(Qi,Q_i)Qh(H_Z 0_;) > f9 0_iQi(z,0_;)—
Ti (2, e—i)2]’7(9—z’)d(9—i)-
Let ;( fg :(0;,0_)v(0_,)d(0_;), and ¢;(6;) = fe,i Qi(0;,0_;)v(0_;)d(0_;).
Then incentive compatibility reduces to 6;¢;(0;) — t;(0;). Note that in the case of
linear preference, whether we consider utility of the buyer before or after taking
average the evaluation of a buyer’s, i.e., her probability of win and her payment, by
using the same linear preference. Things change for utility functions with positive
income effects: let ¢;( f o Ti(0;,0-;)*7(0_;)d(6—;)). The incentive compatibil-
ity becomes 6;¢;(6;) —ti(Gi) > Qiqi(zl-) —t;(2;). But this utility function does not in-
corporate positive income effect. Along with creating a confusion about whether to
consider linear utility function or utility function with positive income effect, ana-
lyzing optimal mechanisms becomes harder. Latter happens because expected pay-
ment received by the seller from 6; is ;( fa (0;,0_)v(0_;)d(0_;)) # t:(0;)
in general. However, if we assume the mechanism to be lower-efficient, we can
circumvent this confusion. It is because by lower-efficiency, and individual ratio-
nality in [0%,6], all other buyers’ allocations are (0,0), and then we can study
strategy-proof and individually rational mechanism by applying the primitive of

buyer . We end this section with a remark about optimal mechanism with quality.

REMARK 9 Suppose on the vertical axis of Z instead of probability of win we have
quality. As we discussed earlier in this case we may not be able to write down
a preference by using a known formula. However, lower-efficiency is well defined.
There is yet another approach we may consider. We consider an axiom related to

priority over the set of buyers. Let ¢ denote shares. An example of shares can be
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thought of as selling rights by a firm to a vendor in such a way that the vendor

can provide specific services to the customers.”

. Consider a firm that produces
soft drinks. The management of the firm may grant selling rights of its products
to a party in such a way that only certain specified brands of soft drinks can be
sold by the licensee. In an abstract sense, if we think the set of all brands of soft
drinks produced by the firm to be 1, then selling rights to sell certain brands can
be considered as selling a share. Let there be two buyers and the seller wants to
sell shares first to buyer 1 and if anything is left then it will be sold to buyer 2.
This procedure is not lower-efficient. Consider the one buyer problem of finding
the optimal mechanism for buyer 1 whose preferences lie in [R, R]. Let buyer 1’s
preference be R; and suppose Fi(Ry, Re) = (11, Q1) for all Ry. Then given R; con-
sider the one buyer problem of finding the optimal mechanism for buyer 2 where
Q2 € 10,1 —@Q4]. This defines a strategy-proof mechanism. By borrowing a termi-
nology from social choice theory we may call such a procedure a serial dictatorial.
Such priority over the set of buyers may arise from the differences in the repu-
tations of the buyers to fulfill the contractual obligations such as making timely
payments, see (Houser and Wooders, 2006) and (Englemann et al., 2023) for theory
and importance of reputation in auctions. Instead of priority, fairness could be an
external restriction on the mechanisms while selling shares. For example, let each
buyer can obtain at most %, where n is the number of buyers, fraction of the total
share. In this case {F*(-,R;) |i=1,...,n,R_; € x;4[R, R]} define a mecha-
nism. To see this, fix R_; and let F(-, R_;) be an optimal 1—buyer mechanism
at R_;. Define F(Ry,Ry,...R,) = (Fy(R1,R_1), F5(Ry, R_3),...,F(R,, R_,)).
Since Q; (Ri, R—) < 3, 3701, Qi (Ri, R—y) < 1.

4  Concluding Remarks

This paper analyzes strategy-proof and individually rational mechanisms defined

on CM single-crossing domains. We provide a characterization of strategy-proof

"https://www.lawinsider.com/dictionary/selling-rights#:~:text=

Selling20Rights20means20the20right , Customer20under20this20Framework20Agreement
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mechanisms that are monotone, and the indirect preference correspondences that
correspond to the mechanisms are continuous. Our characterization brings out
the geometry of strategy-proof mechanisms ensued from the single-crossing prop-
erty of the CM preferences. Instead of searching in the space of mechanisms for
an optimal mechanism, it is enough to search in the space of the geometry. The
geometry that we are referring to is just a finite product metric spaces of bun-
dles and the CM single-crossing domain under consideration. We believe we have
provided a computable optimization program that maximizes expected revenue in
space of geometry of strategy-proof and individually rational mechanisms. Our
belief stems from the fact that computations on abstract topological spaces is an
active area of research currently. Instead of looking at the 1—buyer environment
as a special case ob an n—buyer environment, we provide an axiomatic extension
of the 1—buyer environment to an n—buyer environment. In situations where
the number of buyers is large, and the number keeps changing quite frequently
our axiomatic extension could be useful. A standard approach in mechanism de-
sign theory involves finding a payment rule that implements an allocation rule
that makes revealing true preference a dominant strategy. We consider alloca-
tions and payments together as bundles or alternatives and study strategy-proof

mechanisms. In this sense our approach can be considered social choice theoretic.

A Appendix 1

Let O(z) = {z | < z}, and recall Definition 2.5. In words, the indifference curve
of R” through z lies above the indifference curve for R’ through z in O(z) if both
indifference curves are viewed from the horizontal axis %, . By applying arguments
similar to ones in (Goswami, 2015) it can be established that if R” cuts R’ from
above at some z € Z, then R” cuts R’ from above at every z € Z. In (Goswami,
2015) preferences are assumed to have strictly convex upper contour sets. However
Proposition 3 in (Goswami, 2015) which proves if R” cuts R’ from above at some
bundle, then R” cuts R’ from above at every bundle does not use convexity of

preferences. Thus we define the following order on R"*: for all R/, R” € R we
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say R < R” if R” cuts R’ from above. We consider the order topology on R
by applying this order. We recall a few definitions. An order < in any set L is
called simple or linear if it has the following properties (see (Munkres, 2000)): (1)
(Comparability) For every o and § in L for which o # 3, either a <  or < a,
(2) (Non-reflexivity) For no o in L does the relation o < a hold, (3) (Transitivity)
If o« < and 8 < 7, then a < . An important class of linearly ordered sets are

linear continuums. We define this notion next.

DEFINITION A.1 (Linear continuum) (see (Munkres, 2000)) A simply ordered set
L having more than one element is called a linear continuum if the following hold:
(1) L has the least upper bound property, i.e., every bounded subset, i.e., bounded
according to the order < on L, has the least upper bound in L, (see (Rudin, 1976)),
(2) if @ < 3, then there exists v such that o < v < 5, a, 8,7y are in L.

In Theorem A.1 we show that R“™ is a linear continuum. To define the order
topology for any two preferences R, R” € R with R’ < R” define open interval
|R,R'[= {R|R' < R < R"}. The collection of open intervals form a basis on
R™s. The topology generated by this basis is the order topology on R“™*. In this
topology R°™ is connected and closed interval [R',R"] = {R | R 2 R X R"} is
compact, here R' 3 R means either R < Ror R = R, | — oo, R[ and | — o0, R]
denote open and closed intervals respectively that are not bounded below, |R, oo
and [R, co] denote open and closed intervals respectively that not bounded above,
see (Munkres, 2000) for details. In this order topology R“™ is homeomorphic
to B and thus metrizable. Further, the homeomorphism is an order preserving
bijection with the real line. The next lemma formalizes these observations. Before
proceeding we note that intervals in all ordered sets in this paper are written by
using the braces | and [. For example, if o, € & and o < 3, then |, 8] denotes

the left open and right closed interval.

THEOREM A.1 There is an order preserving homeomorphism, denoted by h, be-
tween R“™ with the order topology and R with the standard Euclidean metric

topology. Due to this order preserving bijection R“™ is a linear continuum.
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Proof: We construct an order preserving bijection between R“™ with order <
and an open interval in the real line . Consider z = (0,0) and let Cs(0,0) be the
circle of radius 6 < 1 with origin (0, 0). Consider A = [Cs(0,0)NZ]\{(5,0)U(0,0)}.
That is, A is the quarter circle with radius delta and center (0,0) intersected with
Z excluding the end points. Let b’ : R“™ — A by h/(R) = (t, q) where (t,¢)1(0,0).
By richness of R, for every z € A there exists R € R such that z1(0,0).
Thus, b’ is onto. By the single-crossing property h’ is one-one.

Further, A is homeomorphic to the open interval |0, [ in R, where the home-
omorphism is just the projection 7 : A —]0, [ defined by 7(t,2) = t. Then we
obtain an order preserving homeomorphism between R and |0, §[ defined by
the composition m o h', call the homeomorphism h. Since |0, [ has the least up-
per bound property so does R"*. Also R“™ has the second property of a linear
continuum by richness. For any R', R” € R, define d(R', R") = |h(R') — h(R")|

where | - | is the standard Euclidean metric on R. |

An implication of Theorem A.1 is that convergence of a sequence in R is equiv-
alent to saying that monotone sequences converge. A sequence of preferences is de-
noted by { R"}°2,. A monotone decreasing sequence means any n, R"™! =< R" and
its convergence to R is denoted by R™ | R. A monotone increasing sequence means
for any n, R* X R and its convergence to R is denoted by R™ 1 R. In general
convergence to R is denoted by R" — R. Further, R" — R <= h(R") — h(R).
It is known that a sequence in R converges if and only if every monotone subse-
quence of the sequence converges to the same limit. Since h is an order preserving
homeomorphism the same is true for R“"*. Another very important, perhaps the
most critical, implication of Theorem A.1 is that R™ in the order topology is
an one dimensional topological manifold. Later we shall give examples to show
that even if R“™ is topologically one dimensional, from the perspective of utility
representation of these preferences in terms parametric classes R“™ is multidi-
mensional. We end this section with two technical lemmas that we use later. By
cl(B), we mean closure of the set B. The next lemma shows that the infimum

and the supremum of a set in R“™® are in the closure of the set. Infimum and
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supremum are defined by using the order <.

LEMMA A.1 If Ry = infL U where U C R, then Ry € cl(U). Analogously, if
R" = sup_ U where U C R“"*, then R° € cl(U).

Proof: Let Ry =inf, U. Suppose there exists R # Ry such that |Rg, R[NU = ().
Since Ry is the infimum, Ry € U. Thus Ry € cl(U). If for every R # Ry,
|Ro, RINU # (), then Ry is a limit point of U and thus lies in ¢/(U). The argument

for the supremum is analogous. |

The Lemma A.2 proves a closure property of the order topology on R"*: indiffer-
ence in the limit of any sequence of preferences is preserved. Lemma A.2 is very
important when proving the constraint set of the optimization program to find the

optimal mechanism in Theorem 3.3 is compact.

LEMMA A.2 Let {R"}22,; C R“" be a sequence such that R" — R. Let (t'", ¢'") —
(tl, ql)7 (th7 q2n) N (.t27 q2)7 where {(tzn’ qzn)}%OZI g Z, ;= 1’ 2. If (t1n7 qln)]n(t2n7 q2n)’
then (t',¢")I(t*, ¢%).

Proof: The following claim is required to prove the lemma. Consider a compact

subspace K = [0,%] x [0,1] whee 0 <t < oo.

CLAIM 1 Each preference in R“™ can be represented by a continuous function f

such that if R” — R, then f" — f uniformly in K.

Proof of the Claim 1: Any preference R € R“™ is completely defined by the
equivalence classes formed by its indifference sets. Since R € R, by the
monotonicity each equivalent class can be identified uniquely with a bundle (¢,1),
where ¢ € [0,00[. An equivalence class of R denoted by [t|g is: [t]r = {(t', ) |
(t',¢"VI(t,1),(t',q) € Z}. Let fr(t',q) = t for all (¢,¢') € [t]g. That is for
(t',q),(t",q") € Z we have (', ¢ )R(t",q") if and only if fr(¢',q') < fr(t",¢").3
This function is continuous. To see this let (t™,¢™) — (¢, ¢'). We want to show

that lim, o fr(t",¢") = fr(t',¢). Let (t™, ¢™)I(t",1) and thus f(t™,¢™) = t".

8We do not require fr to be a utility representation.
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Further, let (¢',¢')1(t, 1) and thus fr(t',q') = t. Let by way of contradiction " does
not converge. Consider the situation where {t"}>°, is an unbounded sequence.
Then for every M > 0 there is t" > M. Since (t,q’)I(t,1), by monotonicity of
R there is (t", 1), n large enough so that (¢,¢')P(t",1). Since (t™,q™) — (t',¢)
and R is continuous there is IV such that for all m > N, (¢™,¢™)P(t",1). Since
{t"}22, is unbounded there is m > N such that " < t". By monotonicity of
R, (t",1)P(t™, 1) and thus by transitivity of R we obtain (¢™,¢™)P(t™, 1), this
contradicts the definition of fg.

Thus let {t"}22, be bounded and does not converge. Let {t™}?°, be a con-
vergent subsequence of {t"}>2 ;. We show that the subsequence converges to t.
Let by way of contradiction t™ — t* # t. Without loss of generality let t* < t.
Consider [t* — e, t* +¢€] N [t —€,t+ ¢ = 0. For K large enough for all & > K,
t™ €t — e, t* +¢[. Now (£, q™)I(t"™, 1). By monotonicity of R, (t™,q") €
[0, +¢] x[0,1]. Since {(t™, ¢™)}22,, and thus {(t™, ¢™)}3°, converges to (¢, ¢)
we have (t/,¢') € [0,t*+¢]x[0, 1]. By monotonicity of R, (t—e, 1)P(t,1)I(t',q'). By
continuity of R there is B(e, (t',¢')) such that (t —¢,1)Pz for all z € B(e, (t',q')).
Here B(e, (t',¢)) = {(t,q) | V/(t =t)? + (¢ — ¢)* < ¢}. Since (t",¢") = (', ¢),
for some N for all n > N we have (t —¢,1)P(t™,¢™). By monotonicity of R,

(t™, ¢'™)s are not indifferent to (¢™,1) where t™ < t* +¢ < t —e. This is a
contradiction. This is a contradiction. Thus fg is continuous.

Define fg similarly for all R. Then by richness, the single-crossing property
and the definition of fr, frr — fr pointwise. To see this let R* — R and
consider (t,q) € Z. Without loss of generality let {R"}>°, be an increasing se-
quence. Let fr(t,q) =t ie., (t,q)I(t',1). Consider |t' — ¢,t']. By richness there
is RN such that (t,q)I™(t"V,1) for some ¢tV €]t’ — ¢,t']. By the single-crossing
property for all n > N, (t,q)I"(t",1), where t" €]t — €,t']. Thus for all n > N,
fra(t,q) €]t’ — €, t']. This establishes the required pointwise convergence. Also
note that if R < R”, then fr(t,q) < fre(t,q). If frn — fr pointwise, then
without loss of generality we can consider monotone sequences. Then by Theorem

7.13 in Rudin (1976) frn — fr converges to fg uniformly. This establishes Claim
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1. To see that it is enough to consider monotone subsequence of {frn}° ;. Let
M, = sup,cg |frr(x) — fr(x)|. For uniform convergence we need to show that
lim,, ,, M, = 0. By the single-crossing property every monotone subsequence of
{M,}°°; corresponds to a monotone subsequence of { fg=}>2; and vice versa. For
example, R < R" < R <= forall z € K, fr(z) < fri(z) < fr(z) <=
for all x € K, fr(z) — fr(z) < fr(x) — fr(x). The first equivalence follows be-
cause if R” cuts R’ from above at some z € Z, then R” cuts R’ from above at every
z € Z. Since {M,,}>, converges to 0 if and only if all its monotone subsequences
converge to 0, the required uniform convergence follows from Theorem 7.13 in

Rudin (1976). We require another claim.

CLAIM 2 Let fgn — fr uniformly on a compact set K C Z and fg» be continuous.

Let {z"}2, C K. If 2" — x, then lim,,_,o frn(2") = fr(x)

Proof of Claim 2: Since K is compact, x € K. Fix € > 0. By uniform convergence
there is Ny such that sup,c g | fre(2) — fr(2)| < § for all n > N;. By continuity of
fr, since uniform convergence preserves continuity, there is N, such that | fr(x™)—

fr(z)] < § for all n > N;. Let N = max{Ny, No}. Now |fge(2") — fr(z)| =
[fre (") = fr(2") + fr(z") — fR(2)] < |fre(2") = fR(2")] + [fr(z") — fR(2)| <€
for all n > N. Hence the proof of the claim follows.

Back to the proof of lemma. Since the sequence of bundles converge we can
assume that they lie in a compact set K. By Claim 1 and Claim 2 fga (¢, ¢'") —
fr(t', ¢") and fra(t*",¢°") — fr(t?,¢*). Since fra(t'", ¢'") = fro (", ¢*"), fr(t', ¢") =
fr(t?,¢?). Therefore, (t',¢")I(t?, ¢*). This establishes the lemma.

REMARK 10 Being a linear continuum closed intervals [R, R] in R“™ in the order
topology are compact. Further, being a linear continuum R“™ has the least upper

bound property so that infimum and supremum are well defined.
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Appendix 2

Proof of Lemma 3.1: Let F' : R“™ — Z be a strategy-proof SCF. Let R, R" €
R be two preferences such that ' < R”, and F(R') # F(R"). Since F' is
strategy-proof, F(R")R"F(R'). Thus,

F(R') e LC(R",F(R")). (6)
Again by strategy-proofness, F(R')R'F(R"). Thus,
F(R") e UC(R,F(R")). (7)
Combining the two equations (6) and (7), we get,
F(R')e LC(R",F(R"))NUC(R',F(R")). (8)

Since R’ < R”, by monotonicity of CM preferences

[LO(R", F(R")) NUC(R, F(R")) C {z|z < F(R")}]. (9)

From equations (8) and (9) we obtain F(R') < F(R"). Hence the proof of the

lemma follows.

Proof of Lemma 3.2: We note that (i) is just a rewriting of the single-crossing
condition by using the order on R“™. For (i7), note that by richness there is
R € R such that z'Iz". If 2/Pz", then R < R; and if 2/ P2/, then R < R. Now
by (i) the proof of the lemma follows.

Proof of Lemma 3.3:Let F': R — Z be strategy-proof. Without loss of gener-
ality consider a decreasing sequence {R"}22 , that converges to R. From Lemma
3.1, it follows that the sequence {F(R")}°, is a decreasing sequence bounded
below by F(R). Thus, {F(R")}°, converges. Let z = (t,q) = lim,_,o, F'(R").
Let by way of contradiction z/F(R) does not hold. Then either (i) zPF(R) or
(17) F(R)Pz.

Consider Case (i): By continuity of R there is an open ball B(e, z) = {2’ € Z |
||z = 2'|| < €} such that for all 2 € B(e, 2), 2’PF(R). If z = (t,q),2 = (t'.q)
then |2/ — z|]| = /(t — )2+ (¢ — ¢'). Since lim, o, F(R") = z, there is some
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positive integer N such that F(RY) € B(e, z) such that F(RY)PF(R). This is a

contradiction to strategy-proofness.

Consider Case (ii): Let F(R) = (t(R),q(R)). Since {R"}°, is a decreasing
sequence, and F(R) # z, (t(R),q(R)) < (t,q). By monotonicity of R, t(R) < t.
Note that if ¢(R) = ¢, then by contradiction hypothesis ¢(R) < ¢q. Then by
monotonicity of R, (t,q)PF(R), and thus we are in case (7). Back to case (i7). By
continuity of R there is B(e, z) such that for all 2’ € B(e, z), F(R)Pz'. Consider
[t,t']x[q,q'] C B(e, 2z). Note z = (t,q) € [t,t'|x[q,¢]. Now t(R) < tand ¢(R) < ¢’
By richness consider R* such that F(R)I*(t,q¢'). By Lemma 3.2 R < R*. By
monotonicity of R*, if 2’ # (¢,q'), 2" € [t,t'] X[q, ¢'], then (¢,¢')P*z’. By By Lemma
3.2 for all R' such that R < R*, if 2/ # (t,¢), 2" € [t,t'] X [¢,¢], then (¢,¢)P'Z.
By the single-crossing property F(R)P'(t,q’). Since lim,_,., F(R") = z, there is
R™ < R* such that F'(R") €]t,t'[x]|q,q'[. Thus F(R)P"(t,q')P"F(R"). Hence,
F(R)P"F(R"™) and it is a contradiction to strategy-proofness.

REMARK 11 This proof goes through for R™“* if we consider the domain of F' to
be [R, R] € R°™ since for our arguments we do not need R* € [R, R|. Since the

proof of the monotonicity of F' uses only two preferences, this proof holds if the

domain of F is [R, R].

This completes the proof of the lemma.

Proof of Theorem 3.2: Without loss of generality we assume #Rn(F') = 6, i.e., we
let Rn(F) ={e,c,a,b,d,f} ande <c<a<b<d< f. Assuming #Rn(F) =6
is without loss of generality because the argument for the bundles that are non-
extreme such as a, b is independent of the number of elements in Rn(F). Also the
argument is same for the extreme bundles such as e or f. We first prove that F' is

locally strategy-proof in range, it is enough to prove this for the bundles a and b.

CrLAM 3 (Local Strategy-proofness in range) Let R < R”, F(R') = a and
F(R") =0b. Then aR'b and bR"a.

Proof of Claim 3: Let by way of contradiction the claim is false. Let without loss

of generality aP"b. Define S = {R € R | F(R) = a} and T = {R € R |
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F(R) = b}. Let R and Ry be the supremum and the infimum of the sets S and
T respectively under the ordering <. That is, R® = sup_{R | F(R) = a} and
Ry = inf.{R | F(R) = b}. We note that R € S and R” € T. Further R' X R°
and Ry = R”. We prove the claim in several steps.

Step 1: The following statements hold: (a) R® 2 R”, (b) R’ 2 R,.

Proof of Step 1: To establish statement (a), let by way of contradiction R” < RP.
By monotonicity of F, F(R") = b < F(R) for all R such that R” < R. Thus, R"
is an upper bound of S. Therefore, if R’ < R", then R is not the supremum of
S. This is a contradiction. To establish (b) let by way of contradiction Ry < R'.
By monotonicity of F, F(R) < a = F(R') for all R such that R < R'. Thus R’ is
a lower bound of T". Therefore, if Ry < R’, then Rj is not the infimum of 7.

Proof of Step 2: Ry = R°.
Proof of Step 2: Let by way of contradiction Ry # R°. Thus either Case (i)
R® < Ry or Case (ii) Ry < R°.

Case (i) : Suppose R® < Ry. Since R™ is rich there exists a preference R such
that R® < R < Ry. Since R° is the supremum of S, F (R°) £ a, and since R is
the infimum of T, F(Ry) # b. Thus by monotonicity of F, F(R°) € {a,b} and
F(Ry) € {a,b}. Again by monotonicity of F, F(R) € {a,b}. Let F(R) = a, and
then R € S. Since R® < E, R is not the supremum of S. This is a contradiction.
Alternatively, let F (ﬁ) —b. Since R < Ry, Ry is not the infimum of 7". This is a

contradiction. This establishes that Case (i) cannot occur.

Case (ii) : Suppose Ry < R°. Since R™ is rich there exists a preference R
such that Ry < R < R°. We show F(R) € {a,b}. If F(R) < a, then by
monotonicity of F, F(R) < a for all R < R. Since F(R') = a, R is a lower
bound on 7. Further, F(Ry) < a = F(R'), thus by monotonicity of I, Ry < R'.
Thus Ry is not the infimum of 7', which is a contradiction. If F (fi) > b, by
monotonicity of F, F(R®) > b. Since F(R") = b, R” is an upper bound on S.
Further b = F(R") < F(R"), thus by monotonicity of F', R” < R°. Thus R’ is

not the supremum of S, which is a contradiction. Therefore, F'(R) € {a,b}.
If F(ﬁ) = a, then by monotonicity of F' if F(R) = b, then R < R. Further,
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F(R) < a for all R such that R < R. Thus R is a lower bound of T, and
therefore Ry is not the infimum of 7. This is a contradiction. Now let F(R) = b.
Monotonicity of F implies F(R) > b for all R such that R < R. Further, by
monotonicity of F', F(R) = a, implies R < R. Thus R is an upper bound of S.
Therefore, R" is not the supremum of S. This is a contradiction. This implies
neither Case (i) nor Case (ii) hold. Consequently R = Rj.

Step 3: Now we complete the proof of the claim. We show F(Ry) = F(R°) €
{a,b}. If F(R") < a, then R® < R’ because F(R') = a and F is monotone. Thus
RY is not the supremum of S. If F(R") > b, then R” < Ry because F(R") = b
and F' is monotone. Thus Ry is not the infimum of 7". Thus both cases lead to a
contradiction. Thus we have F'(Ry) = F(R%) € {a, b}.

We consider two cases. We have a < b, and by the contradiction hypothesis aP"b.
Case (i) : F(Ry) = F(R") = a. Since F(R") = b, by monotonicity of F' it follows
that Ry < R”. Hence by Lemma 3.2 aPyb. We will now show that this leads to a
contradiction. Consider a sequence { R"}° , such that for all n, (i) F(R") = b and
(ii) Ry < R™™ < R™ < R, (#ii) R™ — Ry. Since R“™ is metrizable, by Lemma
A.1 and richness of the domain such a sequence exists. Now lim,,_,., F(R") = b.
Thus by continuity of V¥, b = lim,, o, F(R")IoF(Ry). Since F(Ry) = a, and aPyb

this is a contradiction.

Case (i) : Suppose instead F(Ry) = F(R’) = b. Since Ry = infT, Ry 3
R’. Hence by Lemma 3.2 aFPyb. Also by monotonicity of F', R' < R, Consider
a sequence {R"}2°, such that for all n, (i) F(R") = a and (ii) R < R" <
R < Ry, (i1i) R™ — Ry. Now lim,, .o, F(R,) = a. Again by continuity of V¥,
a = lim, o F(R")IpF(Ry) = b. Since F(Ry) = b and aPyb, it contradicts the
continuity of V¥

An analogous argument leads to a contradiction if bP’a. Thus Claim 3 is estab-

lished.

REMARK 12 In the proof of Claim 3 we have used preferences in [R’, R”]. Thus

we can use this argument if the domain of I were a closed interval [R, R].
CLAIM 4 alyb.
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Proof of Claim 4: In Step 2 in the proof of Claim 3 we have obtained Ry = RY.
We establish that alpb. By the richness of R there is R such that alb.

REMARK 13 By Claim 3 and Lemma 3.2 R 3 R = R”. Thus we can use this

argument if the domain of F' were a closed interval [R, R).

We show that R = Ry = R°. First we show F(Ry) = F(R) € {a,b}. If F(R°) <
a, then R is not the supremum of S since F(R') = a and thus R° < R’ by
monotonicity of F'. If F'(Ry) > b, then Ry is not the infimum of 7" since F/(R") = b
and thus R” < Ry by monotonicity of F. Therefore F'(R’) < a and F(Ry) > b
lead to a contradiction. Thus F(Ry) = F(R°) € {a,b}.

Let by way of contradiction aPyb. Then by Claim 3, F/(Ry) = a. Since alb, by
Lemma 3.2 R' X Ry < R. Since Ry is the supremum of S, F(R) > b. By Claim
3 bR"a. If al”b, then by the single-crossing property R = R”. Therefore, by the
single-crossing property or by Lemma 3.2 for all R* € [R', R"[, aP*b. By Claim
3 and monotonicity of F, F(R*) = a. Thus R” = inf, T. Since aPyb, Ry # R"
and thus Ry is not the infimum of 7. This is a contradiction. Let bP”a. Then
by the single crossing-property R' < R < R”. Since F(R) > b, by Claim 3 and
monotonicity of F', F(R) = b. By the single-crossing property for all R* € [R', R],
aP*b. Thus by Claim 3 and monotonicity of F', F(R*) = a. Since aPyb, Ry # R
and thus Ry is not the infimum of 7. This is a contradiction.

Let by way of contradiction bFPya.Then by Claim 3, F(Ry) = b. Then R <
Ry 3 R’ where alb. Since Ry is the infimum of T, F(R) < a. By Claim 3
aR'b. If al'b, then by the single-crossing property R = R'. Then by the single-
crossing property for all R* €|R', R"], bP*a. By Claim 3 and monotonicity of F,
F(R*) =0b. Thus R’ =sup_ S. Since bRya and Ry # R', Ry is not the supremum
of S. This is a contradiction. Let aP’b. Then by the single-crossing property
R < R < R". Since F(R) < a by Claim 3 and monotonicity of F', FI(R) = a.
Then, by the single-crossing property for all R* €]R, R"], bP*a. Thus by Claim 3
and monotonicity of F', F(R*) = b. Since bPya, Ry # R and thus Ry is not the

supremum of S. This is a contradiction. Thus Claim 4 is established.
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CLAIM 5 Let F(R.) = e, F(R.) = ¢, F(R,) = a, F(Ry) = b, F(Ry) = d, F(R;) =
f. Then xR,y for all z,y € Rn(F).

Proof of Claim 5: By Claim 3 eR.c, cR.e, cR.a,aR,c,aR.b, bRya, bRyd, dRqa, dRqf, f Ryd.
Recall that e < ¢ < a < b < d < f. Thus F' is locally strategy-proof in range. Now
we show that F' is strategy-proof. From Claim 4 we have R,k = 1,...,5 such
that elic, F(Ry) € {e,c};clha, F(Rs) € {c,a};alsb, F(Rs) € {a,b};bl4d, F(Ry) €
{b,d};dIsf, F(Rs) € {d, f}. Further, Ry 3 Ry X R3 3 R4 3 Rs. Suppose by
way of contradiction Ry < R;. Since eljc, by the single-crossing property or by
Lemma 3.2 ePyc. By Claim 3, F(Rs) # c¢. That is if F(Ry) = ¢, then local
strategy-proofness in range is violated. If F/(Ry) > ¢, then monotonicity of F' is
violated since F'(R;) € {e,c}. Thus Ry 2 Ry. Let R3 < Ry. Since clsa, by the
single-crossing property c¢Psa. By Claim 3, F(R3) # a. Thus if F/(R3) = b, then
2 Ry 3 R3. By

~J

monotonicity of F is violated because F(Ry) € {c,a}. Thus R
induction Ry 3 Re X Rs 3 Ry 2 Rs.

We show that F' restricted to {R; | i = 1,...,5} is strategy-proof. We have
F(Ry) € {e,c} and el;c. Let Ry < Ry. We have clya. By the single-crossing
property or by Lemma 3.2 cPya. Further we have Ry < R3 and al3b. By the
single-crossing property aPyb. Thus by transitivity of Ry, cPib. In this way we
obtain elycPiz,x ¢ {e,c}. The arguments for R, are the same. Consider R3. Let
Ry < R3. Since clra, by the single-crossing property aPsc. Since elic, by the
single-crossing property cPse. Thus by transitivity of Rs aPse. The rest of the
arguments are similar.

Now we construct the strategy-proof mechanism. Consider R < R;. By mono-
tonicity of F(R) < F(R;) < c¢. By the single-crossing property ePc. Thus by
Claim 3, F(R) = e. Since R; 2 Ry, it follows that R < Ry. Since clya by the
single-crossing property cPa. Thus by transitivity of R, ePa. Continuing this
argument finitely many times we obtain ePx for all z # e and € Rn(F). Thus
for R < Ry, F is strategy-proof.

Now consider R €]|R;, Ry[. By monotonicity of F', F(R) € {e,c,a}. Since el;c,

by the single-crossing property cPe. Since clya, by the single-crossing property
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cPa. Thus by Claim 3, F(R) = ¢. Since R < R3, and al3b, by the single-crossing

property aPb. Then cPa implies ¢Pb. This argument can be used finite number

of times to show that cPx for all x € Rn(F') such that = # ¢. Now it follows that

F restricted to |oo, Ry] is strategy-proof and the restriction is defined below,

(

e, if R < Ry;

either e or ¢, if R =R,

c it Ri < R< Ry
\either cora if R= R,.

For the sake of completion we extend the argument for R €]Ry, R3[. Since alsb,

by the single-crossing property for R < R3, aPb. Since clya and Ry < R, aPec.

The continuation of this argument entails aPx for all x # a and = € Rn(F'). Thus

the general F' is defined as follows.

e

e, it R < Ry;
either e or ¢, if R =R,
c it R < R < Ry
either cora if R= Ry
a if R < R < Rs
eitheraorb if R= Rs
b it Rs < R < Ry
eitherbord if R= Ry
d it Ry < R <R3
either d or f if R = Rj
f it Rs < R.

\

To complete the proof we note #{z € Rn(F) | y € Rn(F),xR;y for some R; €

(R, ..

., R5}} < 3. This says that the special preferences R;s, i.e., the preferences

that are indifferent between two bundles in the range, can be indifferent with at
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most one more bundle. To see this without loss of generality consider R3, we have
alsb. Let a < x < b, such that al3blz3x and z € Rn(F) . By the single-crossing
property aPz for R < Rz, and bPx for Ry < R. By Claim 3, F(R) # x for
R # Rs. Thus F(R3) = z. If there is any other y € Rn(F') with a < y < b, then
F(R3) =y. Since F is a function x = y.

REMARK 14 This constriction of F holds for interval [R, R], since the construction

is unaffected if there are no preferences R such that R < Ry or R5 < R.

This completes a proof of the theorem.

Proof of Lemma 3.4: Let Rn(F) = {(t',¢"),| i = 1,...,n}. For any ', t ' ({t'})
is an interval in R“"*. All intervals are in B. Let B € B(R). Then t!(B) =

Uj,est ' ({##'}) € B. The proof for ¢ is analogous. Hence the lemma follows.

Proof of Lemma 3.5: In Step 1 we show that the objective function is continuous,
and then in Step 2 we show that the constraint set is compact. Then from Step 1
and 2 the existence of maximum follows. For the sake of simplicity of notations,
in this proof we denote preferences by S and R.

Step 1: The objective function is continuous Consider the function: M : [R, R| X

R, R| — [0, 1] defined by M (S, R) = u([S,R]) it S 3 R and M(S, R) = p([R,S))
if R < S. We show that this function is continuous, which follows because
i is continuous. To see this let S™ R™ converge to S, R. Let without loss
of generality S 3 R, ie., we have the interval [S,R]. Let S < R. Since
[R, R] x [R, R] is metrizable, it is enough to show lim,,_,,, M (S™, R") = M(S, R),
where lim,,_,,, S™ = S,lim, ., R" = R. Further, without loss of generality it
is enough to consider monotone sequences. That is, (a) S™ T S,R" T R, (b)
s SSR* 1t R, (¢) S" | SSR" | R, (d) S*™ 1+ S,R" | R. To see this let
(S™, R") — (S, R) but lim,,_,,, M(S™, R™) # M(S,R). This means that there is
an € > 0 such that for all N there is n > N such that |M(S™, R") — M(S, R)| > e.
Let {(S™,R™ )}, be a subsequence such that |M(S™, R") — M(S,R)| > e.
Since limy o (S™, R™) = (S, R), there is a further monotone subsequence of

(8™, R™) that converges to (S, R). But then along this monotone subsequence
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the values of M will not converge to M (S, R) which contradicts the assumption
that along every monotone sequence converging to (S, R) the values of the function
M converge.

Consider (a) S™ 1 S,R"™ 1 R. There exists N such that § < R" for all
n > N. Let [S", R"| = [S",S]U|S, R"]. Then [S™,S] | {S} and |S, R"] 1|95, R].
Since 1 is a probability lim,, . ([S™, S]) = p({S}) = 0 and lim,, . (]S, R"] =
u)S, R) = p([S, R]). Since p is continuous, u(]S, R]) = p([S, R]). The other cases
can be proved analogously. The function (¢, S, R) — tM(S, R) is continuous; the
objective function is the sum of [ such functions. Therefore, the objective function
is continuous.
Next we show that the constraint set is compact.
Step 2: The constraint set is compact The constraint set can be rewritten as:

C = {(t% ¢, ...t q% . .., ¢ LR ... RY | (%, ") (71 ¢ Y), ¢ <
th ot <gbk=1...,1-1, R IR k=1,...,l, R =R, R' = R}.
By individual rationality F;(R)R(0,0). Let (T,1)I(0,0). By the single-crossing
property for R < R if (¢,¢)I(0,0), then ¢t < T. Thus by individual rationality let
Fi(R) <T for all F; € F,.
Thus,

C C[0,T)x[0,T]x...x[0,T]x...x[0,1]x...x[0,1]x{R}x[R, R]x...[R,R|]x{R} =%
Being a finite product of compact spaces, ¥ is compact in the product metric

topology. We show that C'is closed in >. Let,

- {(tOn, o ’t(lfl)n’ q0n’ o ,q(lfl)l> ROn’ Rln) e Rln)};olo:1

be a sequence in C' that converges to z = (t°,...,t"Y ¢% ... ¢V R R' ... RY.

Inequalities are maintained in the limit. Further, by Lemma A.2 indifference is
maintained in the limit. Thus, z € C' and hence C' is a closed subset of a compact

space. Thus C' is compact. This completes the proof of Lemma 3.5.
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