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Abstract

We study the problem of selling items to a single buyer with an additive valuation functide
consider the valuation of the items to be correlated, igsjrdbilities of the buyer for the items are not
drawn independently. Ideally, the goal is to design a meshato maximize the revenue. However, it
has been shown that a revenue optimal mechanism might bewerglicated and as a result inapplicable
to real-world auctions. Therefore, our focus is on desig@isimple mechanism that achieves a constant
fraction of the optimal revenue. Babaioff et al. [3] propassmple mechanism that achieves a constant
fraction of the optimal revenue for independent settindgnaisingle additive buyer. However, they leave
the following problem as an open questidis there a simple, approximately optimal mechanism for
a single additive buyer whose value feritems is sampled from a common base-value distribution?”
Babaioff et al. show a constant approximation factor of thémoal revenue can be achieved by either
selling the items separately or as a whole bundle in the iedégnt setting. We show a similar result
for the correlated setting when the desirabilities of thgdsuare drawn from a common base-value
distribution. It is worth mentioning that the core deconipos lemma which is mainly the heart of the
proofs for efficiency of the mechanisms does not hold forelated settings. Therefore we propose a
modified version of this lemma which is applicable to the etatted settings as well. Although we apply
this technique to show the proposed mechanism can guamnteestant fraction of the optimal revenue
in a very weak correlation, this method alone can not diyesttow the efficiency of the mechanism in
stronger correlations. Therefore, via a combinatoriatapph we reduce the problem to an auction with
a weak correlation to which the core decomposition techmiguapplicable. In addition, we introduce
a generalized model of correlation for items and show th@@sed mechanism achieves @flog k)
approximation factor of the optimal revenue in that setting
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1 Introduction

Suppose an auctioneer wants to geltems to a single buyer. The buyer’s valuation for a parécitem
comes from a known distribution, and the his values are asdumbe additive (i.e., value of a set of items
for the buyer is equal to the summation of the values of thrastan the set). The buyer is considered to be
strategic, that is, he is trying to maximizéS) — p(S), whereS is the set of purchased itemsS) is the
value of these items to the buyer ap@) is the price of the set. Knowing that the valuation of the luye
for item j is drawn from a given distributio®;, what is a revenue optimal mechanism for the auctioneer to
sell the items? Myerson [19] solves the problem for a verypsintase where we only have a single item
and a single buyer. He shows that in this special case thmapthechanism is to set a fixed reserved price
for the item. Despite the simplicity of the revenue optima&aianism for selling a single item, this problem
becomes quite complicated when it comes to selling two itemen when we have only one buyer. Hart
and Reny [15] show an optimal mechanism for selling two iraglent items is much more subtle and may
involve randomization.

Though there are several attempts to characterize the niegoef a revenue optimal mechanism of an
auction, most approaches seem to be too complex and as ainggrdctical to real-world auctions [1, 2,
4,5,7,8,9,12, 10, 13, 16]. Therefore, a new line of invedtian is to design simple mechanisms that are
approximately optimal. In a recent work of Babaioff, Immeal, Lucier, and Weinberg [3], it is shown that
we can achieve a constant factor approximation of the optievanue by selling items either separately or
as a whole bundle in the independent setting. However, tmyel the following important problem as an
open guestion:

e “Open Problem 3. Is there a simple, approximately optimal mechanism fomglsi additive buyer
whose value fon items is sampled from a common base-value distribution?t\Ab@ut other models
of limited correlation?

Hart and Nisan [14] show there are instances with correledthtions in which neither selling items sepa-
rately nor as a whole bundle can achieve any approximatioheobptimal revenue. This holds, even when
we have only two times. Therefore, it is essential to condidéted models of correlation for this problem.
As an example, Babaioff et al. propose to study common bake\distributions. This model has also been
considered by Chawla, Malec, and Sivan [11] to study optimathanisms for selling multiple items in a
unit-demand setting.

In this work we study the problem for the case of correlatddat&gon functions and answer the above open
qguestion. In addition we also introduce a generalized motiebrrelation between items. Suppose we
have a set of items and want to sell them to a single buyer. Tjerthas a set of features in his mind and
considers a value for each feature which is randomly drawm fa known distribution. Furthermore, the
buyer formulates his desirability for each item as a lineanbination of the values of the features. More
precisely, the buyer hddistributionsFi, F, ..., F; and an x n matrix M (which are known in advance)
such that the value of featuie denoted byf;, is drawn fromF; and the value of itenj is calculated by
Vi - Mj whereVy = (f1, fo, ..., fi) andM; is thej-th row of matrix M.

This model captures the behavior of the auctions especidibn the items have different features that are
of different value to the buyers. Note that every common tvadee distribution is a special case of this
general correlation where we hawet 1 featuresFi, Iy, ..., F,,, B and the value of itenj is determined
by v; + b wherewv; is drawn fromF; andb is equal for all items which is drawn from distributids.



2 Related Work

As mentioned earlier, the problem originates from the saimirork of Myerson [19] in 1981 which char-
acterizes a revenue optimal mechanism for selling a sibghe 10 a single buyer. This result was important
in the sense that it was simple and practical while promisiiegmaximum possible revenue. In contrast to
this result, it is known that designing an optimal mechanismuch harder for the case of multiple items.
There has been some efforts to find a revenue optimal mechdoisselling two heterogeneous items [20]
but, unfortunately, so far too little is known about the gesb even for this simple case.

Hardness of this problem is even more highlighted when Hadlt Reny [15] observed randomization is
necessary for the case of multiple items. This reveals titdliat even if we knew how to design an optimal
mechanism for selling multiple items, it would be almost oagible to implement the optimal strategy in
a real-world auction. Therefore, so far studies are focusefinding simple and approximately optimal
mechanisms.

Speaking of simple mechanisms, it is very natural to thinlsalfing items separately or as a whole bun-
dle. The former mechanism is denoted $igev and the latter is referred to byRev. Hart and Nissan
[13] showSRev mechanism achieves at least@(i / log® n) approximation of the optimal revenue in the
independent setting arBRev mechanism yields at least &{1/ log n) approximation for the case of iden-
tically independent distributions. Later on, this resutsnmproved by the work of Li and Yao, that prove
an(1/log n) approximation factor fo6Rev and a constant factor approximation #RRev for identically
independent distributions [17]. These bounds are tighbupdonstant factor. Moreover, it is showiRRev
can bef(n) times worse than the revenue of an optimal mechanism in ttependent setting. Therefore in
order to achieve a constant factor approximation mechawisrshould think of more non-trivial strategies.

The seminal work of Babaioff et al. [3] shows despite the thett both strategieSRev and BRev may
separately result in a bad approximation factanx{SRev, BRev} always has a revenue at Ie%s'of an
optimal mechanism. They also show we can determine whiclheset strategies has more revenue in
polynomial time which yields a deterministic simple medsanthat can be implemented in polynomial
time. However, there has been no significant progress indke of correlated items, as [3] leave it as an
open guestion.

In addition to this, they posed two more questions which becthe subject of further studies. In the first
guestion, they ask if there exists a simple mechanism whkiapproximately optimal in the case of multiple
additive buyers? This question is answered by Yao [22] vappsing a reduction fromk-item n-bidder
auctions tok-item auctions. They show, as a result of their reductiongtarthinistic mechanism achieves
a constant fraction of the optimal revenue by any randomineghanism. In the second question, they
ask if the same result can be proved for a mechanism with desbuyer whose valuation i8-demand?
This question is also answered by a recent work of RubinstethWeinberg [21] which presents a positive
result. They show the same mechanism that either sellsdims iseparately or as a whole bundle, achieves a
constant fraction of the optimal revenue even in the subtisddetting with independent valuations. They,
too, use the core decomposition technique as their mairoappr Their work is very similar in spirit to
ours since we both show the same mechanism is approximaigigal in different settings.

Another line of research investigated optimal mechanisnséding» items to a single unit-demand buyer.
Briest et al. [6] show how complex the optimal strategies lsacome by proving that the gap between the
revenue of deterministic mechanisms and that of non-détestic mechanisms can be unbounded even
when we have a constant number of items with correlated salligis highlights the fact that when it comes
to general correlations, there is not much that can be aethiby deterministic mechanisms. However,
Chawla et al. [11] study the problem with a mild correlatiamoivn as the common base-value correlation
and present positive results for deterministic mechanisrttas case.



3 Results and Techniques

We study the mechanism design for sellingems to a single buyer with additive valuation function whe
desirabilities of each buyer for items are correlated. Tlanmesult of the paper isiax{SRev, BRev},

that is, the revenue we get by the better of selling itemsraggis or as a whole bundle achieves a constant
approximation of the optimal revenue when we have only oyetband the distribution of valuations for this
buyer is a common base-value distribution. This problem lefi®pen in [3]. Our method for proving the
effectiveness of the proposed mechanism is consisted gbanis. In the first part, we consider a very weak
correlation between the items, which we call semi-indepahdorrelation, and show the same mechanism
achieves a constant fraction of the optimal revenue in #iting). To this end, we use the core decompaosition
technique which has been used by several similar works [1Z13 The second part, however, is based
on a combinatorial reduction which reduces the problem tauwtion with a semi-independent valuation
function.

Theorem 3.1 For an auction with one seller, one buyer, and a common basge\distribution of valuations
we havemax{SRev(D), BRev(D)} > - x Rev(D).

Furthermore, we consider a natural model of correlation lictvthe buyer has a number of features and
scores each item based on these features. The valuatioolofesdure for the buyer is realized from a given
distributions which is known in advance. The value of eaehito the buyer is then determined by a linear
formula in terms of the values of the features. This can aks@den as a generalization of the common
base-value correlation since a common base-value cdorelean be though of as a linear correlation with
n—+ 1 features. We show that if all of the features have the santélion thenmax{SRev(D), BRev(D)}

isfat Ie:s_t a(m fraction ofRev(D) wherek is the maximum number of features that determine the value
of each item.

Theorem 3.2 In an auction with one seller, one buyer, and a linear cortiela with i.i.d distribution of
valuations for the featuresiax{SRev, BRev} > O(lsgvk) where the value of each item depends on at most
k features.

Our approach is as follows: First we study the problem in angetvhich we callsemi-independentn this
setting, the valuation of the items are realized indepethgdsut each item can have many copies with the
same value. More precisely, each pair of items are eithafasior different. In the former case, they have
the same value for the buyer in each realization whereaitatter case they have independent valuations.

Inspired by [3], we shownax{SRev(D),BRev(D)} > ReVT.(D) for every semi-independent distribution
D. To do so, we first modify the core decomposition lemma to nita&pplicable to the correlated settings.
Next, we apply this lemma to the problem and pravex{SRev(D), BRev(D)} achieves a constant fraction
of the optimal revenue.

Given max{SRev(D),BRev(D)} is optimal up to a constant factor in the semi-independetiinge we
analyze the behavior ahax{SRev, BRev} in each of the settings by creating another auction in which
each item of the original auction is split into several itesnsl the distributions are semi-independent. We
show that the maximum achievable revenue in the secondatipaus no less than the optimal revenue of
the original auction and also selling all items together th@ssame revenue in both auctions. Finally, we
bound the revenue &Rev in the original auction by a fraction of the revenue tBBev achieves in the new
auction and by putting all inequalities together we provapproximation factor fomax{SRev, BRev}. In
contrast to the prior methods for analyzing the efficiencynechanism, our approach in this part is purely
combinatorial.



Although the main contribution of the paper is analyzingx{SRev, BRev} in common base-value and
linear correlations, we show the following as auxiliary laas which might be of independent interest.

e One could consider a variation of independent setting, eihezach item has a number of copies
and the value of all copies of an item to the buyer is alwayssdmme. We show in this setting
max{SRev, BRev} is still a constant fraction dRev.

e A natural generalization of i.i.d settings, is a setting ihiet the distributions of valuations are not
exactly the same, but are the same up to scaling. We showgiimttependent setting with such
valuation functiong8Rev is at least am(@) fraction ofRev.

4 Preliminaries

Throughout this paper we study the optimal mechanisms ftinge: items to a risk-neutral, quasi-linear
buyer. The items are considered to be indivisible and noéssarily identical i.e. the buyer can have
different distributions of desirabilities for differerteims. In our setting, distributions are denotediby-
(D1,Da,...,D,) where D; is the distribution for itemj. Moreover, the buyer has a valuation vector
V = (v1,v9,...,v,) Which is randomly drawn fronD specifying the values he has for the items. Note
that, values may be correlated.

Once a mechanism is set for selling items, the buyer purstasetSy- of the items that maximizes Sy ) —
p(Svy), wherev(Sy) is the desirability ofSy, for the buyer ang(Sy ) is the price that he pays. The revenue
achieved by a mechanism is equalOE [p(SV)] whereV is randomly drawn fromD. The following
terminology is used in [3] in order to compare the perforneaatdifferent mechanisms. In this paper we
use similar notations.

e Rev(D): Maximum possible revenue that can be achieved by any tiutighanism.

e SRev(D): The revenue that we get when selling items separately usiggddn’s optimal mechanism
for selling each item.

e BRev(D): The revenue that we get when selling all items as a whole burglhg Myerson’s optimal
mechanism.

We refer to the expected value and variance of a one-dimeaisatistribution D by Val(D) and Var(D)
respectively. We say am-dimensional distributiorD of the desirabilities of a buyer is independent over the
items if for everya # b, v, andv, are independent variables wh&n= (vq, ve, ..., v,) is drawn fromD.
Furthermore, we define the semi-independent distribugei®llows.

Definition 4.1 Let D be a distribution of valuations of a buyer over a set of iterifge sayD is semi-
independent iff the valuations of every two different itareseither always equal or completely independent.
Moreover, we say two itemsandb are similar in a semi-independent distributidnif for everyV ~ D we
havev, = vp.

Moreover, we define the common base-value distributionslmifs.

Definition 4.2 We say a distributionD is common base-value, if there exist independent disioibsit
Fy,Fy, ..., F,, B such that forV = (vi,v2,...,v,) ~ D and everyl < j < n, v; = f; + b where
f; comes from distributio; andb is drawn fromB which is equal for all items.



A natural generalization of common base-value distrimgiare distributions in which the valuation of each
item is determined by a linear combination /ofindependent variables which are the same for all items.
More precisely, we define the linear distributions as folow

Definition 4.3 Let D be a distribution of valuations of a buyer far items. We sayD is a linear dis-
tribution if there exist independent desirability disutions F, Fs, ..., F, and ak x n matrix M with
non-negative rational values such thit = (vq,v9,...,v,) ~ D, can be written adV x M where
W = (wy,ws,...,w) is a vector such that; is drawn fromF;.

5 The Core Decomposition Technique

Most of the results in this area are mainly achieved by the dacomposition technique which was first
introduced in [17]. Using this technique we can bound themere of an optimal mechanism without taking
into account the complexities of the revenue optimal meishanThe underlying idea is to split distributions
into two parts: the core and the tail. If for each realizatofrihe values we were to know in advance for
which items the valuations in the core part will be and for ebhitems the valuations in the tail part will
be, we would achieve at least the optimal revenue achievaitt®ut such information. This gives us an
intuition which we can bound the optimal revenue by the tetah of the revenues @ auctions where

in each auction we know which valuation is in which part. Theky part then would be to separate the
items whose valuations are in the core part from the itemsse/laluations are in the tail and sum them up
separately. We use the same notation which was used in [8timralizing our arguments as follows.

e D;: The distribution of desirabilities of the buyer for itein
e Dy: (Ais asubset of items): The distribution of desirabilitiested buyer for items im.
e ;. The revenue that we get by selling iterasing Myerson’s optimal mechanism.

e 1. The revenue we get by selling all of the items separatelggudyerson’s optimal mechanism
which is equal toy _ ;.

e t;: Areal number separating the core from the tail for the tiigtion of itemi. we say a valuatiom;
for item3 is in the core if0 < v; < r;¢; and is in the tail otherwise.

e p;. A real number equal to the probability thagt> r;t; whenw; is drawn fromD,.

e p4: (A is a subset of items): A real number equal to the probabilist Vi ¢ A ,v; < r;t; and
Vi e A, v; > rit;.

° DZ.C: A distribution of valuations of thé-th item that is equal t@; conditioned ony; < r;t;.

° DZ.T: A distribution of valuations of theé-th item for the buyer that is equal t©; conditioned on
v; > 1it;.

° Dg: (A is a subset of items): A distribution of valuations of theritein[N] — A for the buyer that is
equal toDy]_ 4 conditioned onvi ¢ A, v; < r;t;.

° DZ;: (A is a subset of items): A distribution of valuations of theritein A for the buyer that is equal
to D4 conditioned orvi € A, v; > rit;.

e DA: A distribution of valuations for all items which is equal i» conditioned on bothi ¢ A, v; <
rit; andVi € A, v; > 1it;.



In Lemma 5.2 we provide an upper bound fer Next we boundRev(D¢') andRev(D) in Lemmas 5.3 and
5.4 and finally in Lemma 5.6 which is known as Core Decompmsitiemma we prove an upper bound for
Rev(D). All these lemmas are proved in [3] for the case of indepensetting.

Lemma 5.1 For everyA C [N], if the valuation of items i are independent of items V] — A then we
haveRev(D) < Rev(Da) + Val(Diy)—4)-

Proof: Suppose for the sake of contradiction tRav (D) > Rev(D4) + Val(Djy]—4), we show one can
sell items of A to obtain an expected revenue more thae (D 4) which contradicts with maximality of
Rev(D4). To this end, we add items @N] — A (which are of no value to the buyer) and do the following:

e We draw a valuation for items V] — A based orD.
o We sell all items with the optimal mechanism for selling igeaf D.

e Finally, the buyer can return each item that has bought freenset|N] — A and get refunded by
the auctioneer a value equal to what has been drawn for #mat iNote that, since the buyer has no
desirability for these items, it is in his best interest tre them.

Note that, we fake the desirabilities of the buyer for item$N] — A with the money that the auctioneer
returns in the last step. Therefore, the behavior of the thigyas if he had a value for those items as well.
Since the money that the auctioneer returns to the buyeniesttVal([N] — A) (in expectation), and we he
achievesRev(D) (in expectation) at first, the expected revenue that we oligait leasRev(D) — Val([N] —

A) which is greater thaRev(D 4) and contradicts with the maximality &ev(D ). ]

Lemma5.2 p; < tl

Proof: Suppose we run a second price auction with reserve ppiceSince the revenue achieved by this
auction is equal tp;t;r; and is at mosRev(D;) = r; we havep; < tl ]

Lemma 5.3 Rev(DY) < r;.

Proof: This lemma follows from the fact thad¢ is stochastically dominated ;. ThereforeRev(D;) >
Rev(D¢) and thusRev(DY) < r;. ]

Lemma 5.4 Rev(D!) < r;/p;.

Proof: By definition, the probability that a random variable drawon D; lies in the tail is equal tg;,
thereforeRev(D?') cannot be more thap;r;, since otherwis&kev(D;) would be more tham; which is a
contradiction. [

Lemma 5.5 Rev(D) < 3", paRev(D4).

Proof: Suppose the seller has a magical oracle that after the agahzof desirabilities, it informs him for
which items the valuation of the buyer lies in the tail andudrich items it lies in the core. Led be the
set of items whose values lie in the tail. By definition, theximaum possible revenue (in expectation) that
the seller can achieve in this caseRisv(D) and this happens with probability,, therefore having the
magical oracle, the maximum expected revenue of the ssljey paRev(D#). Since this oracle gives the
seller some additional information, the optimal revenuat the seller can guarantee in this case is at least
as much afev(D) and hence

Rev(D) <> paRev(D?).

A
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For independent setting we can apply Lemma 5.1 to Lemma %l Simally with application of some alge-
braic inequalities come up with the following inequality

Rev(D) < Val(D) + > paRev(DY}).
A

Unfortunately this does not hold for correlated settingssiin Lemma 5.1 we assume valuation of items of
A are independent of the items (@] — A. Therefore, we need to slightly modify this lemma such that i
becomes applicable to the correlated settings as well., Tiriadd the following restriction to the valuation
of items: For each subset such thafp 4 is non-zero, the valuation of items i are independent of items
of [N] — A.

Lemma 5.6 If for every A with p4 > 0 the values of items il are drawn independent of the items in
[N] — Awe haveRev(D) < Val(D§') + > , paRev(DY).

Proof: According to Lemma 5.5 we have

Rev(D) <> paRev(D?). (5.1)
A

Since for everyA such thaip, > 0 we know the values of items id are drawn independent of items in
[N] — A, we can apply Lemma 5.1 to Inequality (5.1) and come up wighfdiowing inequality.

Rev(D) <> pa[Val(DS) + Rev(D%)].
A

Note that,D§" is an upper bound foval(DY) for all A. Therefore

Rev(D) < ZpA[VaI(D@C) + Rev(DT)].
A

We rewrite the inequality to separa#eI(Dg ) from Rev(D?).

Rev(D) < ZpARev(DZ) + ZpAVaI(DQ())).
A A

Sinced pa =1
Rev(D) < Val(D§') + )~ paRev(DY).
A

6 Semi-Independent distributions

In this section we show the better of selling items separatetl as a whole bundle is approximately optimal
for the semi-independent correlations. To do so, we firsivshe SRev(D) > Rev(D) where we have
items divided intok types such that items of each type are similar. Next we lgeethis lemma in order
to provemax{SRev(D), BRev(D)} achieves a constant-factor approximation of the revenw afptimal
mechanism. We start by stating the following lemma whichr@/pd in [18].

Lemma 6.1 In an auction with one seller, one buyer, and multiple simitams we haveRev(D) =
SRev(D).



Proof: [Proof of Lemma 6.1] Suppose we hareimilar items with valuation functio® for the buyer. By
definition Rev(D) > SRev(D) sinceRev(D) is the maximal possible revenue that we can achieve. There-
fore we need to shoRev(D) cannot be more thaBRev(D). Since all the items are simile8Rev(D) =
nRev(D;) for all 1 < ¢ < n. In the rest we shovRev(D) cannot be more than times ofRev(D;). We
design the following mechanism for selling just one of tleens:

e Pick an integer number between 1 and uniformly at random and keep it private.
e Use the optimal mechanism for sellingsimilar items, except that the prices are divided over

e Atthe end, give the item to the buyer that has bought item rumifif any), and take back all other
sold items.

Note that, in the buyer’s perspective both the prices anétpectation of the number of items they buy are
divided byn, therefore they'll have the same behavior as before. Siricegare divided by the revenue
we get by the above mechanism is exa&f%ﬂ which impliesRev(D) < nRev(D;) and completes the
proof. [

We also need Lemma 6.2 proved in [13] and [3] which boundselienue when we have a sub-dom&in
two independent value distributiord® and D’ over disjoint sets of items. Moreover we use Lemma 6.3 as
an auxiliary lemma in the proof of Lemma 6.4.

Lemma 6.2 (“Marginal Mechanism on Sub-Domain [13, 3]")Let D and D’ be two independent distribu-
tions over disjoint sets of items. L€&the a set of values dP and D’ and s be the probability that a sample
of Dand D’ liesin S, i.e. s = Pr[(v,v') ~ D x D" € S]. sRev(D x D'|(v,v") € S) < sVal(D|(v,v") €
S) + Rev(D").

Lemma 6.3 In a single-seller mechanism with buyers and» items with a semi-independent correlation
between the items in which there are at mosbn-similar items we havieev(D) < mk - SRev(D).

Proof: First we prove the case = 1. The proof is by induction ok. Fork = 1, all items are identical and
by Lemma 6.1Rev(D) = SRev(D). Now we prove the case in which we haveaon-similar types assuming
the theorem holds fok — 1. Consider a partition ob into two partsS; and.S; where inSy, vic1 > ¢;
for eachi and in S, there is at least one typesuch that;v; > ¢;v;. Let D! and D? denote the valuations
conditioned onS; and.Ss, respectively, and lgi; andp, denote the probability that the valuations lielin
andD?. Since we do not lose revenue due to having extra informatimut the domain

Rev(D) < p1Rev(D') + pyRev(D?). (6.1)

Thus we need to boung Rev(D') andpyRev(D?). Let D_; denote the distribution of valuations exclud-
ing the items of type. Using Lemma 6.2p;Rev(D') < p;Val(D!,) + Rev(D;) and paRev(D?) <
p2Val(D?) + Rev(D_1). Hence by Inequality (6.1),

Rev(D) < p1Val(DL,) + Rev(Dy) + paVal(D?) + Rev(D_1). (6.2)

Now the goal is to bound four terms in Inequality (6.2). Fa flvst term consider the following truthful
mechanism. Assume we only want to sell the items of type oretaké a sample ~ D and then sell all
c1 items of type one in a bundle with prieeaxs<;<x{c;v;}. With probability p;, c;v1 > maxo<;<p{c;v;}
and hence the bundle would be sold. Thus with probabilityvaluations lie inD' which means for each
vicy > ¢;v; and the revenue we getdsuy, therefore

p1Val(D!;) < kRev(Dy). (6.3)
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For the third term we provide another truthful mechanismaolitgan sell all items except the items of type
one. Take a sample~ D, put all items of the same type in the same bundles, excejitetins of type one.
Hence we havé — 1 bundles. Price all bundles equalda,. With probability p; at least one bundle has a
valuation greater thamv; and as a result would be sold and the revenue is more\thdi?). Moreover
by Lemma 6.1 in each bundle the maximum revenue is achieveelligg the items separately, thus

poVal(D?) < SRev(D_). (6.4)
Moreover by induction hypothesis,

Rev(D_1) < kSRev(D_»)). (6.5)
Summing up inequalities (6.3), (6.4), and (6.5)Val(D! ;) + Rev(D;) + paVal(D?) + Rev(D_;) <

kSRev(D1) 4+ Rev(D;) 4+ SRev(D_1) + kSRev(D_;). ThereforeRev(D) < (k+ 1)SRev(D), as desired.

Now we prove that for anyn > 1, Rev(D) < mkSRev(D). Note that any mechanism fon buyers
providesm single buyer mechanisms aRdv(D) = Y, Rev;(D), whereRev;(D) is the revenue foi-th
buyer. Thusnax; Rev;(D) > L1 Rev(D) and as a resuRev(D) < mkSRev(D). ]

Next, we showmax{SRev(D),BRev(D)} > % - Rev(D). The proof is very similar in spirit to the proof

of Babaioff et al. for showingnax{SRev(D), BRev(D)} achieves a constant approximation factor of the

revenue optimal mechanism in independent setting [3]. im@loof, we first apply the core decomposition

lemma witht; = r/(r;n;) and break down the problem into two sub-problems. In thedirbtproblem we

showy" , paRev(DY) < 2SRev(D) and in the second sub-problem we prdveax{SRev(D), BRev(D)} >

VaI(D@C). Having these two bounds together, we apply the core decsitiggolemma to implymax{SRev(D), BRev(D)} >
1. Rev(D).

6

Lemma 6.4 Let D be a semi-independent distribution of valuations+#atems in single buyer setting. In
this problem we havenax{SRev(D), BRev(D)} > & - Rev(D).

Proof: [Proof of Lemma 6.4] We use the core decomposition technigyeove this lemma. Let; be the
number of items that are similar to itein We sett; = r/(r;n;) and then apply the Core Decomposition
Lemma to prove a lower bound fatax{SRev(D), BRev(D)}. According to this lemma we have

Rev(D) < {ZpAReV(DZ;)} + [VaI(D(,)C)}.
A

To prove the theorem, we first shoW, , paRev(D%) < 2SRev(D) and next proveVal(D§) < 4 -
max{SRev(D), BRev(D)} which together imply

Rev(D) < [Z pAReV(Dﬁ)] + [Va|(Dg)]
A
< 2SRev(D) 4+ 4 max{SRev(D), BRev(D)}

< (2 +4) max{SRev(D),BRev(D)} < 6 max{SRev(D), BRev(D)}.

Proposition 6.1 If we sett; = r/(r;n;) the following inequality holds in the single buyer setting.

> " paRev(D}) < 2SRev(D) (6.6)
A

whereD is a semi-independent valuation function foitems.

9



Proof. According to Lemma 6.4 we have
Rev(D%) < daSRev(D}) < da(Y_Rev(DT)) < da(Y_ ). (6.7)
i€A iea Pi
Therefore, the following inequality holds.
ZpARev DY) <ZpAdA Zp (6.8)
€A

whered 4 is the number of non-similar items 4. By rewriting Equation (6.8) we get

ZpARevDA <Z (Y " pada) ZTzZ]— Y pa) (6.9)

= 1 A>i =1 =1 pi ASiNda=]

Note that, 7 I ZABZMA _;pa is the expected number of different items in the tail, cdodid on
item¢ being in the tall All of similar items lie in the tail togetheand this probability is at mo;ﬂt "J’"J
Therefore, apart from, the expected number of different sets of similar items attil is at most 1 and
hence~7_, jo- > asing,—; P4 < 2. Therefore,

ZPARGV (D}) < ZTZ Z]— Z pa) < Zn:%"i = 2SRev(D).

i=1 j=1 A3iNda=] =1

a 1 .
Next, we show thatax{SRev(D),BRev(D)} is at least” '(f‘f’ ) which completes the proof. In the proof
of this proposition, we use the following Lemma which hasrbpeved by Li and Yao in [17].

Lemma 6.5 Let ' be a one-dimensional distribution with optimal revenue aste supported or0, ¢c|.
ThenVar(F) < (2t — 1)c?

Proposition 6.2 For a single buyer in semi-independent setting we have
4max{SRev(D),BRev(D)} > Val(D) (6.10)
wheret; = r/(r;n;).

Proof: SinceSRev(D) = r, the proof is trivial wherVaI(Dq())) < 4r. Therefore, from now on we assume
VaI(D@C) > 4r. We show that\/ar(D@C) < 272 and use this fact in order to shdBRev(D) is a constant
approximation oRev(D@C ). To this end, we formulate the variancelag as follows:

Var(D§') = Var(D{ + DS + ... + D) = Z Z Covar(DY, DJC) (6.11)
=1 j=1

Note thatCovar(D{, DY) = Var(Df') if items i and,j are equal and otherwise. Therefore,

Var( D@ ZVar DY) x n; (6.12)
=1

10



Recall that Lemma 6.5 states thatr(DS) < 2rr;/n;, and thus
Var(D§') < ZVar(DiC) xn; < Z 2rr; < 2r? (6.13)
i=1 =1
SinceVaI(D@C) > 4r andVar(D@C) < 2r2, we can apply the Chebyshev’s Inequality to show

Var(D) < 272 25

<= 6.14
(1—2)2val(D§)? = (1 - %)%16r2 ~ 72 (6.14)

PT[Z’UZ' < %VaI(DQ?)] <

This implies that the following pricing algorithm yields evenue at least ¢f2Val(D{'): put a price equal
to %VaI(D@C) on the whole set of items as a bundle. SinB&ev(D) is the best pricing mechanism for
selling all items as a bundle we have

47 -2

VaI(Dg)
725

BRev(D) > 1

Val(D§') >

7 Common Base-Value Distributions

In this section we study the same problem with a common bake\distribution. Recall that in such
distributions desirabilities of the buyer are of the forn = f; + b; where f; is drawn from a known
distribution F; andb; is the same for all items and is drawn from a known distributid Again, we show
max{SRev, BRev} achieves a constant factor approximationRef when we have only one buyer. Note
that, this result answers an open question raised by BdilediaF. in [3].

Theorem 7.1 For an auction with one seller, one buyer, and a common bass\distribution of valuations
we havemax{SRev(D), BRev(D)} > 5 x Rev(D).

Proof: Let | be an instance of the auction. We create an inst&ioeé) of an auction witt2n items such
that the distribution of valuations is a semi-independesitridution D’ WhereDg = F;forl1 <¢<nand
D! = Bforn+1 < i < 2n. Moreover, the valuations of the items+ 1,n + 2,. .., 2n are always equal
and all other valuations are independent. Thus, by the definiD’ is a semi-independent distribution of
valuations and by Lemma 6.4 we have

max{SRev(D’),BRev(D’)} > % x Rev(D'). (7.2)

Since every mechanism for selling the itemdbtan be mapped to a mechanism for selling the iteni3’of
where items andn + ¢ are considered as a single package containing both itemisavee

Rev(D) < Rev(D"). (7.2)

Moreover, since in the bundle mechanism we sell all of the$tas a whole bundle, the revenue achieved
by bundle mechanism is the same in both auctions. Hence,

BRev(D) = BRev(D'). (7.3)

Note that, we can considéRev(D) as a mechanism for selling items @ér(l) such that items are packed
into partitions of size 2 (item is packed with itemn + ¢) and each patrtition is priced with Myerson’s
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optimal mechanism. Since for every two independent distiobs F;, F;,, we haveSRev(F; x Fy ;) <
2 - BRev(F; x F,4;) we can imply

- n . A /
SRev(D) = > BRev(F; x Fryi) > > SRev(F; x Fiin) _ SRev(D')

i=1 i=1 2 2 7
According to Inequalities (7.1),(7.2), and (7.3) we have
max{SRev(D), BRev(D)} > max{SRev(D")/2,BRev(D")} >
max{SRev(D’),BRev(D')}/2 > Rev(D’)/12 > Rev(D)/12.
]

8 Linear Correlations

A natural generalization of common base-value distrimgics an extended correlation such that the val-
uation of each item for a buyer is a linear combination of heésihbilities for some features where the
distribution of desirabilities for the features are indegent and known in advance. More precisely, let
Fy, Fy, ..., F;belindependent distributions of desirabilities of featurastie buyer and once each valfie

is drawn fromF;, desirability of the buyer foj-th item is determined by - M; whereVy = (f1, fa,..., fi)
andM is ann x [ matrix containing non-negative values.

Note that, a semi-independent distribution of valuatiae $pecial case of linear correlation where we have
n + 1 featureskFy, Fy, ..., F,41 and M is a matrix such thad/, , = 1 if eithera = borb =n+ 1 and
M, , = 0 otherwise. In this casd;), is the base value which is shared between all items and eable of
other distributions is dedicated to a single item.

In this section we show the better of selling items separatieds a whole bundle achieves@flog k) factor
approximation oRev(D) when the distribution of valuations for all features are shene and the value of
each item is determined by the value of at mbdeatures. To this end, we first consider an independent
setting where the distribution of items are the same up tlingcand proveBRev is at IeasO(ISORge;L’). Next,

we leverage this lemma to show the main result of this section

8.1 Independent Setting

In this part, we consider distributions which are similarindependent identical distributions, but their
values are scaled by a constant factor. In particulais a scaled distribution of" if and only if for every
X, Pry~plu = X] = Pry.r[u = aX]|. We provide an upper bound for the ratio of the separatengyici
revenue to the bundle pricing revenue for a set of items wilependent scaled distributions. The following
proposition shows this ratio is maximized when the valuesteh itemi is either0 or a constant number.

Proposition 8.1 For every distributionD = Dy x Dy x ... x D,, whereD;'s are independent, there is a

D' =D x Dy x...x D!, such thatégzggl,)) > ég:z((g)) and for eachD/ there is anX; andp; such that

Pry.pfu=Xi] = p;and Pr, p/fu = 0] =1 - p;.

Proof: For eachl < i < n letu; denote the Myerson price fdp;. Letp; = Pryp,[u > w;]. Thus the
revenue for selling separately i®;u;. Now Let D! be a distribution which i§ with probability 1 — p; and
u; With probability p;. ThusSRev(D’) = u;p; = SRev(D). However since for each D, dominatesD/,

BRev(D’) < BRev(D). Therefore,éﬁi‘;igl,)) > ég:z((g))_ .
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Thus from now on, we assume each itémas valueu; = «;u with probability p and 0 with probability
1 — p. Without loss of generality we can assumge> us > ... > u,. In order to prove our bound we need
to use the following theorem and Lemma 8.1.

Theorem 8.1 (See Yao[22])There exists a constamy such that for every integet > 2 and everyD =
Dy x Dy x ... x D,, whereD; = F are independent and identical distributions, we hayBRev(D) >
Rev(D).

Lemma 8.1 There exists a constantsuch that for every integer < j < n and everyD = D; x Dy x
. x Dy,, whereD; = o, F' are independent scaled distributions, we haB&ev (D) > jpu;.

Proof: To show there exists a constansuch that:BRev(D) > jpu;, first we consider another set of
items with distributionD’ such thaBBRev(D) > BRev(D’). Then we show there is a constarsuch that
cBRev(D') > jpu;.

Let D' = D;f i.e., a set ofj items with independent and identical distributiéy. Note that for each < j,
u; > uj. Thusifi < j, D; dominatesD;. Moreover we are ignoring the other— j items. This implies
BRev(D) > BRev(D").

Now by Theorem 8.1, there is a constagtsuch that
coBRev(D’) > Rev(D'"). (8.1)

On the other hand, by selling the items separately the revéareach item igpu;. Hence

SRev(D') = jpu,. (8.2)
Thus we can conclude,
coBRev(D) > cyBRev(D") By Inequality (8.1)
> Rev(D')
> SRev(D’) By Equation (8.2)
= Jpuy.
[

Lemma 8.2 There exists a constant such that for everyD = Dy x Dy x ... x D,,, whereD,; = o, F are

independent scaled distributions, we ha{@Rev(D) > log(n)SReV( )

Proof: First we prove there exists an integex j < n such thatjpu; >
Lemma 8.1 we obtainBRev(D) > 1+ln(n) SRev(D).

1+1 @ )SRev( ). Then using

Each itemi has value) with probability 1 — p, andwu; with probabilityp. Thus the optimal separate price for
item ¢ is u; and the expected revenue for thapig. ThusSRev( ) =p >, u; Assume by contradiction
for everyl < j <, jpu; < 1+ln(n)SReV( ) = 1+ln(n pz -, u;. Simplifying the equation and moving
j to the right hand size, for evey< j < n we have

uj 1 n ln Zuz (8.3)
Summing up Inequality (8.3) for afl we have
= 1+ 1n(n) Pl
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This implies1 < 1Jrln(n)Hn, which is a contradiction. Thus there is an integesuch thatjpu; >
1+1n(n)SReV( ). Now by Lemma 8.1, there is a constarstuch thatBRev(D) > jpu;. Thus¢BRev(D) >
[ ]

log( )SRev( ).

Babaioff et al. [3] show that fon independent items and a single additive buyer the maximuSRef
and BRev is a constant fraction of the maximal revenue. Thus from Len8®? we can conclude that

¢BRev(D) > 1+ln(n) Rev(D).

Corollary 8.1 There exists a constant such that for ever)D Dy x Dy x ... x D,,whereD;, = o, F
are independent scaled distributions, we ha\BRev(D) > log(n) Rev(D).
8.2 Correlated Setting

The following theorem shows an(log k) approximation factor fomax{SRev, BRev} when considering a
linear correlation with i.i.d distributions for the feagsr

Theorem 8.2 Let D be a distribution of valuations for one buyer in an auctiortlsihat the correlation
between items is linear. If each row &f has at mosk non-zero entries, then

Rev(D)

max{SRev(D), BRev(D)} > ' logn

wherec” > 0 is a constant real number.

Proof: Since we can multiply the entries of the matrix by any integember and divide the values of
distribution by that number without violating any consttaof the setting, for simplicity, we assume all
values ofM are integer numbers. Léte an instance of our auction. We create an instaiwé) of an
auction a with semi-independent distribution as followst k; be the total sum of numbers irth column
of M. For each feature we put a set of item€isr(1) containingn; similar elements. Moreover, we consider
every two items of different types to be independent. Werrief¢he distribution of items i€or (1) with D’.
Each mechanism of auctidncan be mapped to a mechanism of aucti@n(l) by just partitioning items
of Cor(l) into some packages, such that packafes/; , items froma-th type, and then treating each
package as a single item. Therefore we have

Rev(D) < Rev(D"). (8.5)

Moreover, bundle mechanism has the same revenue in botlmaicince it sells all items as a whole
package. Therefore the following equation holds.

BRev(D) = BRev(D') (8.6)

To complete the proof we leverage Lemma 8.2 to comfS&e/ (D) with SRev(D’). In the following we
show SRev(D)
ev
SRev(D) > ————2.
ev(D) = c logk
for a constant number > 0. Note that selling items of auctidnseparately, can be thought of as selling
items of Cor(l) in partitions with at mosk non-similar items. To compargRev(D) with SRev(D’), we
only need to compare the revenue achieved by selling eachate with the revenue achieved by selling
its corresponding partition i€or(l). To this end, we create an instan€er(l); of an auction for each
item ¢ of | which is consisted of all items ifor(l) corresponding to item of | such that all similar items
are considered as a single item having a value equal to theobtime values of those items. L&t be a

(8.7)
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partition of such items. When selling itemsIageparately, our revenue is as if we sell all itemd.pfs a
whole bundle. Therefore this gives us a total revenuBRév(Cor(l);). However, when we sell items of
Cor(l) separately, the revenue we get from selling itemg pfs exactlySRev(Cor(l);). Note that, since
all of the features have the same distribution of valuatfas(l); contains at most independent items and
the distribution of valuations for all items are the same apdaling. Therefore, according to Lemma 8.2
SRev(L;) < BRev(L;)c log k for a constant numbef > 0 and hence Inequality (8.7) holds.

Next, we follow an approximation factor fenax{SRev(D), BRev(D)} from Inequalities (8.7), (8.5), and
(8.6). By Inequalities (8.7) and (8.6) we have

max{SRev(D’)BRev(D’)}

max{SRev(D),BRev(D)} > (8.8)

dlogk
Moreover according to Inequality (8.Bpv(D) < Rev(D’) holds and by Lemma 6.4 we hawexx{SRev(D’), BRev(D’)} >
RevlD) which yields
Rev(D)
max{SRev(D),BRev(D)} > 6 Tog k
Settingd” = 6¢’ the proof is complete. [ ]
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