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Abstract

We present a general framework for proving polynomial sangpimplexity bounds for the problem of learning
from samples the best auction in a class of “simple” auctidDar framework captures all of the most prominent
examples of “simple” auctions, including anonymous and-apanymous item and bundle pricings, with either a
single or multiple buyers. The technique we propose is talbtiee analysis of auctions into two natural pieces. First,
one shows that the set of allocation rules have large amatfistsucture; second, fixing an allocation on a sample,
one shows that the set of auctions agreeing with this ailmtain that sample have revenue functions with low
dimensionality. Our results effectively imply that wheeeit's possible to compute a near-optimal simple auction
with a known prior, it is also possible to compute such anianavith an unknown prior (given a polynomial number
of samples).

1 Introduction

The standard economic approach for designing revenuemni@rg auctions assumes all information unknown to the
designer is drawn from some prior distribution, about whtetdesigner has perfect information. With this “perfect”
prior in hand, the designer fine-tunes an auction to optirfozener expected revenue over draws of the unknown
information from the prior. While this model allows for geistrong results relating her chosen auction’s revenue to
the optimal revenue, three related difficulties arise fraim@ this design pattern in practice. First, for any patticu
setting, it is unlikely that the designer could actuallymariate a perfect prior over the market’s hidden information
Second, if the market designer has an imperfect prior, ibssile that her optimal auction has overfit to this prior
and will have very poor revenue when run on the (similar) puer. Finally, the optimal auction for a particular prior
can be quite complicated and unintuitive.

These obstacles can be addressed in a rigorous manner gypidgsiuctions as a function of sevesainples of
the unknown data (usually, buyers’ valuations) drawn franmaknown distribution, with the knowledge that our goal
is to earn high revenue on a fresh draw from the same diswifult is reasonable to expect that experienced sellers
have previous records of the bids made by previous partitiga their market. Moreover, if an auction is guaranteed
perform well on future draws from a distribution to which itlg had sample access, it will have strong generalization
properties if its sample size was sufficiently large.

How many samples are necessary to achieve such a guarartieeghdwer depends upon the complexity of the
set of auctions the seller might select. The more complexldss of auctions, the lower the class’s “representation
error” (the higher the revenue the seller might be able tcaeXt, on the other hand, a more complex class of auctions
will have higher “generalization error” (loss in revenuerfr optimizing over the sample rather than the true prior) for
a fixed sample size.

The mechanism design community has placed “simplicity” @ssgn goal for its own sake for single-parameter (Hart-
line and Roughgarden, 2009) and multi-parameter (Chawdd 2007, 2010; Babaioff et al., 2014; Rubinstein and
Weinberg, 2015) auctionsRecent work (Morgenstern and Roughgarden, 2015) propbsagse of a class’s pseudo-

1A canonical “single-parameter” problem is a single-itenctmmn — each bidder either “wins” or “loses”. A canonical “itisparameter”
problem is a multi-item auction — with items, each bidder fac&¥ different possibilities. Multi-parameter problems ardlkeaown to be much
more ill-behaved than single-parameter problems. For pl@rthere is no general multi-parameter analog of Myess(sihgle-parameter) theory
of revenue-maximizing auctions Myerson (1981).
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dimension as a formal notion of simplicity for single-pater auctions, and proves for general single-parameter
settings there exist classes of auctions with small reptasen error (which contain a nearly-optimal aucti@my
have small pseudo-dimension or generalization error (gnpohial-sized sample suffices to learn a nearly-optimal
auction from that class).

In this work, we give a general framework for bounding theyskedimension of classes of multi-parameter
auctions. Our results imply polynomial sample complexibpbds for revenue maximization over all of the afore-
mentioned “simple” auctions. In effect, our results impgipt whenever it's possible to compute a near-optimal simple
auction with a known prior, it is also possible to computetsan auction with an unknown prior (given a polynomial
number of samples).

One concrete example of a class of well-studied “simple”tirpdrameter auctions comes from Babaioff et al.
(2014). Consider a single bidder whose valuatioadslitive over k items: there is a vectar € R* such that the
bidder’s valuation for a bundl®& C [k]is >, v;. Anitem pricing is defined by a vectop € R*, and offers the
agent any bundIé for price Z]EB p;. A grand bundle pricing is defined by a single real numbgr R and offers
the bundleB = [k] for the priceq. When a single additive buyer’s valuation~ D; x --- x Dy, is drawn from a
product distribution, either the best item pricing or thetbgrand-bundle pricing will earih/6 of optimal revenue.
Babaioff et al. (2014) assume that thg’s are known a priori and choose item and bundle prices as eti@umof
the distributions. Can we instead learn from samples theauesion from the class consisting of all item and bundle
prices? The main result in Babaioff et al. (2014) providesartd on the representation error of this class; our work
provides the first sample complexity bound (for this and matiner classes).

Our Main Results We present a general framework for bounding sample contplésdi “simple” combinatorial
auctions, when considering auctions as functions fromatalns to revenue. Formally, we study the following ques-
tion, and provide a technique for answering it in many irgéng cases:

Given a class of multiparameter auctiatis V" — R (each auction maps amytuple of combinatorial

valuations to the revenue achieved by the auction on thdaati@ans), how large must be such that the
empirical revenue maximizer i@ overm samples drawn fror® earnsOPT(C) — € expected revenue
on fresh sample drawn fro®?

Our main technical contributions are first to show a genemf t0 measure the sample complexity of single-
buyer mechanisms, which are interesting in their own right] second to show a reduction in bounding the sample
complexity for the multi-buyer auctions to bounding the pésrcomplexity of single-buyer auctions. This reduction
and our general framework apply to all known multi-buyer @ienauctions from the literature. We then instantiate
this framework and show that it is flexible enough to boundstimple complexity of a large class of simple auction
classes from the literature. In particular, we bound theigsedimension of item pricings, grand bundle pricings, and
second-price item or bundle auctions with reserves, cogdhie set of known simple auctions which approximately
optimize revenue. The following table summarizes our tesak well as the known approximation guarantees these

auctions provide. We note that Theorem D.1 is proven usirigegttargument rather than this framework.
Summary of Simple Auction Properties

Class Valuations | PD anon, nonanon Rev APX anonymous Rev APX nonanonymous
Grand bundle pricing|| General O(1), O(n)
Corollary 4.3
Item Pricing General O(k?), O(k?n), | 3 (1 unit-demand bidder) 10.7 ¢ unit-demand bidders)
Corollary 4.4 (Chawla et al., 2007) (Chawla et al., 2010)
Item and Grand Bun-| General O(k?), O(k?n) 6 (1 additive bidder)
dle Pricing (Babaioff et al., 2014)

312 (1 subadditive bidder)
(Rubinstein and Weinberg, 2015

Additve | O(k), O(kn),

Theorem D.1
Second-price  item|| Additive O(k?), O(k%n), 48 (n additive buyers),
auctions with item Corollary 4.5 (Yao, 2015)
reserves

O(k), O(kn),

Theorem D.1




These results imply that a polynomial-sized sample sufficdsarn a nearly-optimal auction from these classes
of simple auctions. Thus, when combined with results froelitierature, it is possible to learn auctions which earn a
constant-factor of optimal revenue for a single additivat{Bioff et al., 2014) or subadditive bidder (Rubinstein and
Weinberg, 2015) unit-demand bidders (Chawla et al., 2010), anadditive bidders (Yao, 2015).

For many classes of auctions, our sample complexity boundsod rely on any structural assumptions about
buyers’ valuations (only that their utilities are quasian in money and that they will behave by maximizing their own
utility). We point to this flexibility as a key feature of ourahniques: for bidders with general valuation functiohs, i
can be quite complicated to reason about bidder’s behairigetty. We also formally describe the allocations of these
auction classes as coming fraseguential allocation procedures all drawn from the same class, and shg class
which has allocations which can be described this way alsah@ovably simple class of allocation functions. This
reduction may be of independent interest for proving otlesses of auctions have small sample complexity.

1.1 Related Work

There has been a recent surge in the design of single-pararee¢nue-maximizing auctiohom samples (Elkind,
2007; Balcan et al., 2007, 2008a; Cole and Roughgarden, 2lfahg et al., 2015; Medina and Mohri, 2014; Rough-
garden and Schrijvers, 2015; Morgenstern and Roughga?@éd5, Devanur et al., 2015); we focus here on the prob-
lem of designing auctions from samples for multi-paramsétings. Optimal auctions for combinatorial settings are
substantially more complex than for single-parameteirggsf even before introducing questions of sample complex-
ity. Item pricings in particular have been the subject of mstudy with respect to their constant approximations
when buyers’ values for items are independtiat; welfare (Kelso Jr and Crawford, 1982; Feldman et al.,3)Gind
revenue in the worst-case for for a single (Chawla et al.72@ddn unit-demand bidders (Chawla et al., 2010), a
single (Babaioff et al., 2014) additive buyers, and a sirsgleadditive buyer (Rubinstein and Weinberg, 2CPL5pr

the additive and subadditive buyer results, the theoreats $itat the better of the best item pricing and best grand
bundle pricing achieve a constant factor of optimal reven@embining the result of Babaioff et al. (2014) and a
recent result of Yao (2015), it is possible to earn a condtantor of optimal revenue for additive buyers using the
better of the best grand bundle pricing and an auction forelated to item pricing (the second-price item auction
with item-specific reserve prices). All-buyer results for revenue rely on the usenohanonymous item and grand
bundle pricings. These results can be thought of as bounldegepresentation error of using these classes of auc-
tions for revenue maximization; our work can be thought af@®plementing these results by bounding the classes’
generalization error.

Item pricings are also sufficiently simple that the samplaglexity of choosing welfare-optimal (Feldman et al.,
2015; Hsu et al., 2016) and revenue-optimal (Balcan et AD83) item pricings has been explored. Balcan et al.
(2008a) study the sample complexity of anonymous item mgiédor combinatorial auctions with unlimited supply
and employ one technique which bears some resemblance framework. Fixing a sample of size, they bound
the number of distinct allocation labelingsof that sample by anonymous item pricing using a geomettarjme-
tation of anonymous pricings. Such an argument seems diffecextend to other classes of auctions (for example,
nonanonymous item pricings). We ultimately suggest theofiisear separability as a tool to bourid an argument
which applies to many distinct classes of auctions withdisiipply, and doesn't rely on the particular geometry of
anonymous item pricings.

We use the concept of linear separability (Daniely and Sh&lkewartz, 2014) to prove bounds on the pseudo-
dimension of many classes of auctions; this tool was alsd bgeBalcan et al. (2014) in studying the sample com-
plexity of learning the valuation function of a single buyenen goods are divisible and the valuation functions are
either additive, Leontiff, or Separable Piecewise-Lin@ancave; our results apply to multiple bidders, when iteras a

20ur framework also applies to learning simple auctions gitlod welfare guarantees, as in Feldman et al. (2015); allcthenges is the
real-valued function associated with an auction. Welfarargntees are simpler than revenue guarantees (sincejéeé\v@bfunction value depends
on the allocation only) so we concentrate on the latter.

3A generalization of single-item auctions, where each bugerbe described by a single real number representing her fa being selected
as a winner.

4Dughmi et al. (2014) show that when items’ values are allotedzk correlated, for a single unit-demand bidder, the saghplexity required
to compute a constant-factor approximation to the optirnatian is necessarily exponential ¢in).

5For more general valuation profiles and without item-wiskejsendence, it is known that item pricings can also achiepersconstant revenue
approximations, see Balcan et al. (2008b); Chakraborty: €2@13).



indivisible, and most of them to arbitrary valuation clasgacluding superadditive valuations). Hsu et al. (2016) a
studied the linear separability and used it to bound thegiselimension of welfare maximization for item pricings as
well as the concentration of demand for any particular good.

2 Preliminaries

Bayesian Mechanism Design Preliminaries In this section, we provide the definitions and main restgrding
simple multi-parameter mechanism design necessary foirgour main results. We consider the problem of selling
k heterogeneous items tobidders. Each bidder € [n] can be described by @mbinatorial valuation function

v; €V C (28 — R), and is assumed to lmpiasilinear in money, meaning that her utility for a bundIB with price
p(B) is exactlyu; (B, p) = v;(B) — p(B). We will assume all valuation functions am®notone, v(B) < v(B’) for

all B C B’. An auctionA is comprised of an allocation ruld; : V" — [n]* and a payment rulgl, : V" — R".
We will only consider direct revelation mechanisms, for ghit is the best-response for any buyer to reveab any
mechanismA. The valuation functiom; is assumed to be known to agéut not to the designer of the auction, who
must choose an auctiof before observingy, ..., v,.

We will assume that biddeis valuation is drawn independently from some distributidrover valuation profiles.
We assume the support of the distributibn= D; x ... x D, is in [0, H]™. We will refer to therevenue of an
auction.A on a particular instance = (v1,...,v,) as)_, A2(v);, and the (expected) revenuedfas REV(A, D) =
Ey~p[>_; A2(v);]. When a bidder’s valuation; can be represented as, . . ., v, such thaw;(S) = ZjeS V5, We
say thati is additive; whenv; can be represented &snumbersv;i, . .., v, such thaw;(S) = max;cg vi;, We say
thati is unit-demand. If, forall S, T C [k], v;(S) + v;(T) > v;(S U T), we sayv; is subadditive.

Several particular kinds of auctions are of particular ubenv(approximately) optimizing for revenue in multi-
parameter settings. An auction is an (anonymates) pricing if it sets pricep; for each itemj € [k], and offers
buyers in some fixed order any bundbeof remaining items for pricQjEBpj; each buyer then chooses the bundle
maximizing her utility. An auction is aon-anonymousitem pricing if it sets price,; for eachj € [k],: € [n], and
offers buyers in some fixed order any bundl®f remaining items; buyerwill be offered B for a price OijeB Dij-

An anonymous (or nonanonymous) grand bundle pricing seiisgéespricep (p;) for the “grand” bundldk] of all
items, and offers the grand bundle to buyers in some fixedr amtd the grand bundle is sold. Throughout the paper,
we will assume this fixed order is fixed (namely, not a paranwftéhe design space), and that it places biddérst

in the ordering? second, and so on. When buyers are additive, we will alsoid¢enthesecond-price item auction,
which sells each item to the highest bidder for that item atsticond-highest bid for that item, and the second-price
grand bundle auction which sells the grand bundle to thedsighidder for it at the second-highest bid. Finally, we
will consider the second-price item (grand-bundle) auctigth both anonymous and non-anonymous item reserves,
which sell to the highest bidder for that item at the maximurtihe second-highest bid and the item’s reserve (for that
bidder), or to no one if the highest bidder’s bid is below hegarve. These auction classes achieve constant-factor
approximations for revenue in many special cases: for omada et al., 2007) and (Chawla et al., 2010) unit-
demand bidders, for one (Babaioff et al., 2014) ar{®dao, 2015) bidders, and for one subadditive bidder (Rubins
and Weinberg, 2015) (see Section C, where we have inclu@sitmal theorem statements for completeness).

Learning Theory Preliminaries In this section, we provide definitions and useful tools foubding the sample
complexity of learning a class of real-valued functioRs We omit discussion of binary-labeled learning and the
definitions of uniform versus PAC learning for reasons otcgp@ee Section B for further details).

Real-Valued Labels Both PAC learnability and uniform learnability of binargued functions can be well-characterized
in terms of the class’s VC dimension. When learning realt@dlfunctions (for example, to guarantee convergence of
the revenue of various auctions), we use a real-valued gnaly'C dimension (which will give a sufficient but not
necessary condition for uniform convergence). We will waith the pseudo-dimension (Pollard, 1984), one standard
generalization. Formally, let : V — [0, H] be a real-valued function ovét, and 7 be the class we are learning
over. LetS be a sample drawn fror®, |[N| = m, labeled according te. Both the empirical and true error of a
hypothesis® are defined as before, thou@fiiv) — c¢(v)| can now take on values i0, H] rather than in{0,1}. Let



(ri,...,rm) € [0, H™ be a set ofargetsfor N. We say(r, ..., r,,) witnesses the shattering ofV by F if, for each

T C N, there exists somer € F such thatr(v,) > r, forall v, € T ander(vq) < rq forallv, ¢ T'. If there exists
somer witnessing the shattering 6¥, we sayN is shatterable by F. The pseudo-dimension of 7, denotedPD(F),

is the size of the largest sStwhich is shatterable by. We will derive sample complexity upper bounds from the
following theorem, which connects the sample complexitymmform learning over a class of real-valued functions to
the pseudo-dimension of the class.

Theorem 2.1 (E.g. Anthony and Bartlett (1999))Suppose F is a class of real-valued functionswith rangein [0, H|
and pseudo-dimension PD(F). For every e > 0,6 € [0, 1], the sample complexity of (¢, )-uniformly learning the

class Fis )
w=o((2£) (rormZl +3)).

Moreover, a conceptually simple algorithm achieves theapuae in Theorem 2.1: simply output the functioa F
with the smallest empirical error on the sample. These élguos are calle@mpirical risk minimizers.

Multi-Labeled Learning The main goal of our work is to bound the sample complexityesEnue maximization
for multi-parameter classes of auctions (via boundingdhdasses’ pseudo-dimension); our proofs first bound the
number of labelings opurchased bundles which these auctions can induce on a sample of gizélhen, we argue
about the behavior of the revenue of all auctions which agnethe purchased bundles for every sample to bound the
pseudo-dimension. Since bundles are neither binary névad@ed, we now briefly mention several tools which we
use for learning in the so-calledulti-label setting.

The first of these tools is that sbmpression schemesfor a class of functions.

Definition 2.2 A compression schemefor 7 : V — ), of sized consists of
e acompression function
compress: (V x V)™ — (V x V)¢,
wherecompresgN) C N andd < m; and

e adecompression function
decompress (V x V)* — F.

For anyf € F and any samplévy, f(v1)), ..., (vm, f(vm)), the functions satisfy
decompress> compress(vi, f(v1)), .-, (Vm, f(vm))) = f € F
wheref’(v,) = f(vq) for eachg € [m)].

Intuitively, a compression function selects a subset/ dfmost relevant” points from a sample, and based on
these points, the decompression scheme selects a hypottghien such a scheme exists, the learning algorithm
decompresso compressis an empirical risk minimizer. Furthermore, this compressased learning algorithm
has sample complexity bounded by a functiondpfvhich plays a role analogous to VC dimension in the sample
complexity guarantees.

r . ( ttlest War t (19 86)) SJPDOSE F has a COIIIpI"OII scheme of size d. Th ,
1 1
complexity of F isat most m = O (M) en, the PAC

€

While compression schemes imply useful sample complexynls, it can be hard to show that a particular
hypothesis class admits a compression scheme. One gesemaidue is to show that the class is linearly separable in
a higher-dimensional space.



Definition 2.4 A classF is d-dimensionally linearly separableif there exists a functiog : V x ) — R? and for any
[ € F, there exists some/ € R? with f(v) € argmax (w/, ¢(v, y)) and|argmay (w’, (v, y))| = 1.

It is known that ad-dimensional linearly separable class admits a compnessioeme of sizd.

Theorem 2.5 (Theorem 5 of Daniely and Shalev-Shwartz (2014 8uppose F is d-dimensionally linearly separa-
ble. Then, there exists a compression scheme for F of size d.

If a class is linearly separable, this greatly restrictsrthber of labelings it can induce on a sample of size trick
used in Hsu et al. (2016) and also in the next section of thigpa

We also briefly mention that if a classS is linearly separable, post-processing the class with @ fixaction also
yields a linearly separable class over the resulting lghets.

Observation 1
SupposéF is d-dimensionally linearly separable ow@r Fix someg : Q — Q'. Then, the sejo F = {qo f|f € F}
is d-dimensionally linearly separable ovgf.

With these tools in hand, our roadmap is as follows: for aslafsauctions, we first prove that the class (which
labels valuations by utility-maximizing bundles purchdisis linearly separable, which then implies an upper-bound
on how many distinct bundle labelings one can have for a fimedpte. Then, we argue about the pseudo-dimension
of the class (which labels a valuation by the revenue acHiesreen that agent buys her utility-maximizing bundle) by
considering only those auctions which all have the samelbuabeling ofm samples and arguing about the behavior
of revenue of those auctions.

3 A Framework for Bounding Pseudo-dimension Via Intermedide Discrete
Labels

We now propose a new framework for bounding the pseudo-ditnemmf many well-structured classes of real-valued
functions. Supposé is some set of real-valued functions whose pseudo-dimemgtowish to bound. Suppose that,
for eachf € F, f can be “factored” into a pair of functiorig, f2) such thatfs(f1(x),z) = f(z) for anyz. There
are always “trivial” factorings, where the functighh = f or fi(xz) = z, but the interesting case arises when both
fi(x) and fs (fixing f1(z)) depend in a very limited way upan In particular, if the set of function§f, } are very
structured, and fixing (x) the set of functiong f>} only depend upomr in some very mild way, this will imply that
F itself has small pseudo-dimension. Intuitively, this vaillow us to “bucket” functions by their values according to
f1 on some sample, and bound the pseudo-dimension of eachsef lluckets separately.

Our particular technique for showing such a property is fosshow that the set of functiodsf, } arelinearly
separable in ¢ dimensions, then to fix some sam@eof sizem and somef;, and to upper-bound bythe pseudo-
dimension of the set of functions whose associatef| agrees with the labeling gf, on S. The following definition
captures precisely what we mean when we say that the funciéssF factors into these two other classes of func-
tions. If f1(x) reveals too much abouf, it will be difficult to prove linear separability; similar] if fo depends too
heavily onz, it will be difficult to prove a bucket has small pseudo-dirsiem.

Definition 3.1 ((a, b)-factorable class) Consider someF = {f : X — R}. Suppose, for eacfi € F, there exists
(f1,f2),[1: X =Y, f2: Y x X = Rsuchthatfa(fi(z),z) = f(x) for everyz € X. Let

F1={f1: (f1, f2) is a decomposition of somgee F}

and
F2={f2: (f1, f2) is adecomposition of somgee F}.

The setF (a, b)-factorsover Q if:

(1) Fiisa-dimensionally linearly separable ov@rC ).



(2) Foreveryf, € F1 and sampleS C X of sizem, the set
Foifis) ={fa: X = R, fi(z) = fo(fi(2), 2)| f1(S) = fi(S) and(f], f2) is a decomposition of somee F}
has pseudo-dimension at mést

We now give an example of a simple class which satisfies tHigitien. One could easily bound the pseudo-
dimension of this example class using a direct shatteriggraent, but it will be instructive to work through our
definition of (a, b)-separability.

Example 3.2 Fix some setZ = {g1,...,gx} C R*. SupposeF = {f : f(z) = maxgeq,cq g -} is the set of
all functions which take the maximum of at mdstommon linear functions in a fixed sét We will show thatF
(kd, O(kd))-factors overk], where eacly € [k] will representwhich of the k linear functions is maximizing for a
particular input. That is, for somg G C G, let fi(z) = argmax.,, cc, gt - T andfs(t,x) = g+ - «. Thus, we have a
valid factoring:

f2(fi(z),z) = fa(argmax, . g: - @, x) = Yargmayy, o gew L = gmgGXf gt -x = f(z).
t

It remains to show thak; is d-dimensionally linearly separable and to bound the psedlidension ofF; ;, . We start
with the former. Let¥ (z,t),; = I[t' =¢t] - z; fort’ € [k],j € [d]. Then, Ietw{j =I[g, € Gy] - g1;. The dot product
will then be
U(z,t) w = Z]I[t’ =t]-Ilgy € Gylgr -
"

which will be maximized when = argmax., ¢, gv - «, or whent = f1(x). So,F; is linearly separable ikd
dimensions ovefk].

Now, fix f1 € F1; we will show the pseudo-dimension &%)y, is at most@(kd). For any fixed samplé =
(z',...,2™), f1(x") is fixed for allt € [m], implying that the input to allf; € Fy,, (f1(a"), 2", is fixed. Finally,
by definition of f3,

fé(xt) = f2(f1(xt)vxt) =I9fi(at) at.

Thus, for eachj € [k], the subsess; C S for which f,(z') = j for all z* € S;, f4 is just a linear function inl
dimensions ofc* with coefficientsg;, Thus, since linear functions it dimensions have pseudo-dimension at most
d + 1, there are at most?*! labelings which can be induced of, and at mostn*(@+1) labelings of all ofS. This
impliesPD(Fy, ) is at mostO (kd).

We now present the main theorem about the pseudo-dimenfsitasses which aré, b)-factorable. The proof of
this theorem first exploits the fact that linearly separaldsses have a “small” number of possible outputs for a sampl
of sizem. Then, fixing the output of the linearly separable functitie, second set of functions’ pseudo-dimension is
small. The proof of the theorem is relegated to the appenatixtd space considerations.

Theorem 3.3 Suppose F is (a, b)-factorable over Q. Then,
PD(F) = O (max ((a + b) In(a + b),aln|Q])) .

Intuitively, when F; is linearly separable im dimensions, it can induce at mast*|@|* many labelings ofn
samples, and fixing such a sample and its labeling, becBubas pseudo-dimension at mésit can induce at most
m? labelings ofm samples with respect to their thresholds.

While the range ofF; might be all of@, it will regularly be helpful to only need to prove linear segbility of
F1 only over “realizable” labels for particular inputs. J; has the property that for every inpuf every f; € F;
labelsz with one of a smaller set of labe{3, C @, then it suffices to prove linear separability = over@,. The
following remark makes this claim formal; its proof can berfid in Section E. So, we will be able to focus on proving
linear separability ofF; over a label space which depends upon the inputhis will be particularly useful when
describing auctions in the next section, whose allocat@wasn certain cases highly restricted by their inputs.



Remark 3.4 Suppose for each € X, there exists somé, C @ such thatfi(z) € Q. C Q forall f, € Fi,
and that for for eaclr, F; is linearly separable i dimensions for that over Q.. Assume there is a subset of
dimensionT* C [a] for which w{erﬁ > 0and) w{ > 0 for all f. Suppose that for alt € X, f € Fi,
maxyecq, ¥(z,y) - w! > 0. Then,F is linearly separable ovep in a dimensions as well.

4 Consequences for Learning Simple Auctions

We now present applications of the framework provided byofém 3.3 to prove bounds on the pseudo-dimension
for many classes of “simple” mechanisms. The implicatiothat these classes, which have been shown in many
special cases to have smadpresentation error also have have smaleneralization error when auctions are chosen
after observing a polynomially sized sample. We now desdmitw one can translate a class of auctions into a class of
functions which has an obvious and useful factorization.afotionA : V™ — [n]* x [0, H]™ has two components,
its allocation function .A; : V™ — [n]* and itsrevenue function A, : V™ — [0, H]". We will abuse notation and refer
to Ax(v) = >, A(v)2; as the revenue function for an auction. Our goal is to bouad#mple complexity of picking
some high-revenue function from a class. All omitted praisfound in Section E. For the remainder of this section
we useF to represent a class of auctiorfse F to represent a particular auction, aRd F; to be the corresponding
allocation functions and revenue functions which reswlirfithis decomposition. Wheh; is linearly separable, this
implies there can only be so many distinct allocations edor a fixed set of valuation profile$, and whenF;
(fixing some allocation fof) has small pseudo-dimension, the class of auctions iteslmall pseudo-dimension.

This “trivial” decomposition of an auction’s revenue fuioet describes its revenue function as a function of both
the allocation chosen bfy € F; for v and the valuation profile. SinceAs is a function only ofv, there is clearly
enough information i f1 (v), v) to computeds (v) (one can simply ignoré; (v) and outputfz(f1(v), v) = Az(v)).
The reason we consider this decomposition is that fixing &ocation, revenue functions of simple auctions are
generally very simple to describe as a function of the inlilation profilev. If one fixes the allocation choice for a
sampleS of m valuations, many auctions’ classes of revenue functiomeitiner constant functions ¢hwhich do not
depend upow at all (for example, a posted price auction for a single itdfared to a single bidder earns its posted
price if the item sells and when the item doesn’t sell, both of which are constants wheratlocation is fixed) or
depends only in a very mild way (for example, a second-piiitgis-item auction with a reserve earns the maximum
of its reserve and the second-highest bid when the itemaedl® when it doesn't).

Most of the “simple” auctions with multiple buyers and itethgt have been considered asguential auctions
which interact with buyers “one at a time”: first, biddeis offered a menu of several possible allocations at differe
prices, she chooses some bundle, then biddsroffered one of several allocations of the remaining iteamsl so
on. We assume for the remainder of the paper that there aieq)dthat is, there are no menus or bidders for which
largmax;u(B)| > 1.° These auctions are simple enough that they can actuallyrbie practice, and yet expressive
enough that in many cases can earn constant fractions opthmead revenue.

We next work toward a general reduction, from bounding thepa complexity of sequential auctions (with
multiple buyers) to that of single-buyer problems. Thedwiing definition captures two particularly common forms
of these auctions. The first definition captures the settihgrev the function selecting the menu to biddenay
depend upori’s identity; the second refers to when the menarisnymous: what may be offered to biddércan be
different than what is offered to biddét, but only due to the differences in bids, v;; and the remaining available
items X;(v), Xy (v).

For example, consider a single item for sale. Suppolseyers are approached in some fixed order and bidider
offered the item at pricg; if no earlier buyer has purchased the itemp,lf= p; for all i,i’ € [n], then the auction
applied to each buyer is the same, and we say this auctioieapin-wise repeated allocation associated with a
single posted price. If; # p, for somei, i’ € [n], then the allocation function applied to each bidder is &cation
rule associated with some single posted price, though thplar posted price and therefore the allocation functio
varies from bidder to bidder; this auction’s allocationtisttefore am-wise sequential allocation drawn from the class
of posted prices.

SWe elide further discussion on this technical point, thoughnote it is possible to encode a tie-breaking rule oveitystihaximizing bundles
in a way which is linearly separable (see Hsu et al. (2016jfore details).



For a slightly more complex example, consider a st beterogeneous itenjg] for sale ton bidders. Consider
an auction which sets a prigg; for each itemj € [k] and each biddet € [n], and serves bidders in some fixed
order. Bidder: is offered any bundIé for which no item has been selected by some previous bidgeicap; (B) =
ZjeBpij. This allocation is reached by applying a posted item pgi@hocation to each buyer in turn, so these
allocations arex-wise sequential allocations drawn from posted item pgeitiocations. Ifp;; = p;/; for all j € [k]
and alli,i’ € [n], then the same allocation rule is being applied to all biddend the overall allocation is therefore
ann-wise anonymous sequential allocation rule.

Definition 4.1 (n-fold anonymous and nonanonymous sequential allocationd)et # be some class with : V x
{0,1}* — Q for all h € H and some) C {0,1}*. For somen functionshy,...,h, € H and everyv € V",
inductively defineX; (v) = [k], X;(v) = X;-1(v) \ hi—1(vi—1, X;—1(v)). Then, define the-wise product function

vvvvvv

H (v) = (h1(v1, X1(V)), ha(va, X2(V)), ... hp(Vi, Xn(V))).
(h17~~~ahn)

Then, we call any such function anwise nonanonymous sequential allocation drawn from #, or n-wise sequential
allocation drawn front{ for short. Ifhy = hy = ... = h,,, we caIIHh] .n, an n-wise anonymous sequential
allocation drawn frony{.

The setsX1, ..., X,, correspond to the sets of remaining available items for ealtdter after the previous bidders
have purchased their bundles according to their allocdtioations: what is remaining for biddérs whatever bidder
i — 1 had available less whatever was allocated to bidderl. The two previous examples fit into this scenario
perfectly. The per-bidder allocation functions are fixedftgnt: the allocation rules brought about by (anonymous) a
price for a single item or (anonymous) prices for each itemsdme fixed order, the bidders are allocated according
to their allocation rule run on their valuation and the remmgg items, and whatever items they didn't purchase are
available for the next bidder and her allocation rule. Whuws prices don’t depend on the indéxthe allocation
function for each bidder is the same, so those cases conéspa-wise anonymous sequential allocation rules.

In the event that some class of auctions’ allocation fumstiB; are made up ofi-wise sequential allocations from
a classH which is linearly separable, the linear separability is@mipd uporF;. This intuition is made formal by the
following theorem.

Theorem 4.2 Suppose F is a class of auctions, and let 7; : V" — Q C [n]* betheir (feasible) allocation function.
Suppose F7 isa set of n-wise sequential allocations from some H which is a-dimensionally linearly separable, whose
dot products are upper-bounded by H. Then F; is an-dimensionally linearly separable. Smilarly, if F; isa set of
n-wise anonymous sequential allocations drawn from ‘H which is a-dimensionally linearly separable, then F; isalso
a-dimensionally linearly separable.

Roughly speaking, this proof takes the maps guaranteedbgtiseparability of{ and concatenates themtimes,
“blowing up” the relative importance of the earlier bidderish large coefficients.

We now present the three main corollaries of Theorems 3.3lgherhich bound the pseudo-dimension of several
auction classes of interest to the mechanism design contynuniparticular, we focus on “grand bundle” pricings
(Corollary 4.3), where each bidder in turn is offered thdrerget of itemgk] at some price, “item pricings” (Corol-
lary 4.4), where each bidder in turn is offered all remainbegns and each item has some price for purchasing it,
and “second-price item auctions with reserves” (CoroliaB), where each bidder submits a bid for each ijgmnd
item j is sold to the highest bidder fgrat the larger of the item’s reserve price and the secondelighid for that
item. Each of these auctions have two versions: the anongwergion, where the relevant design parameters are the
same for all bidders, and the non-anonymous version, whesetparameters can be bidder-specific. As one would
suspect, anonymous pricings have fewer degrees of freeglmirhave lower pseudo-dimension. More formally, the
allocations which come from anonymous pricings can be féatad asn-wise repeated allocations, while we for-
mulate non-anonymous pricings’ allocationsrawise sequential allocations (which, by Theorem 4.2 lostsctor
of n in the upper bound on these classes’ pseudo-dimensionspacim caseF; will represent allocation functions:
f1 € F1 corresponds to the allocation function which the auctiolhiwmiplement for quasilinear bidders. For every
classF, we define for every auctiofi € F the functionfs to be therevenue function, which as a function of an



allocation and the valuation profile outputs the revenuetat auction with that allocation for that valuation profile
The decomposition af into 71, /5 is trivial; the work comes in showing th& is linearly separable anf, s, has
small pseudo-dimensions.

Our first two results use the framework to that grand bundieirgs and item pricings have small pseudo-
dimension. The second case requires a more delicate treaththe valuation profiles (buyers are now choosing
arbitrary subsets of items, and will choose utility-maxing bundles based on the per-item prices). It also requires
us to consider a larger set of intermediate labels (the sat pbssible allocations grows fa]* from [n]).

Corollary 4.3 Let F bethe class of anonymous grand bundle pricings. Then,
PD(F) = O(1).
If F isthe class of non-anonymous grand bundle pricings, then
PD(F) = O(nlogn).

Corollary 4.4 Let F bethe class of anonymousitem pricings. Then,

PD(F) =0 (k*).
If F isthe class of nonanonymousitem pricings, then

PD(F) = O (nk*In(n)) .

Finally, we present our final application of this technigaied bound the pseudo-dimension of the class of second-
price item auctions with (non-anonymous) item reserveseqult of Yao (2015) implies this class has small repre-
sentation error for additive buyers; Corollary 4.5 showaisb has small generalization error. We briefly note that we
have a slightly tighter bound on this class’s pseudo-dineensising a stylized argument found in Appendix D.

Corollary 4.5 Suppose V is some set of additive valuations. Let F be the class of second-price item auctions with
anonymous reserves. Then,
PD(F)=0 (kz) .

If F isthe class of second-price item auctions with nonanonymousreserves, then
PD(F) = O (nk*In(n)) .

Proof: We will show that for both classe&; is linearly separable (ik andnk dimensions, respectively). We do this
by showing that the anonymous class’s’ allocations can berideed as:-wise anonymous sequential allocations and
the nonanonymous class’s allocationsiagise nonanonymous sequential allocations from some ofesegle-buyer
allocation rulesH which is k-dimensionally linearly separable. The natural candiflaté is the set of allocations
defined by item pricings, which we showed in the proof of Clanyl4.4 is linearly separable indimensions.

The fact thatF;’s feasible allocations can be describedrawise anonymous and nonanonymous sequential al-
locations over (single buyer) item pricings is not immeeliabbvious: a player’s price for an itepnis not just the
item’s reserve price, but the maximum of that reserve andélsend-highest bid fgr. Thus, a buyer maximizing her
quasilinear utility with respect to her reserves would netessarily purchase the same bundle as when facing item
prices which are the larger of her reserve and the secortesidpid for the item, even if she is the highest bidder
for each item. However, since the valuations adelitive, i the highest bidder foj will maximize her utility by

purchasing itenj if Vi (]) > pj, sincevi; (j) > Az Vir (]) |mp||eSvl; (j) > max (pj, MaX;/ o= Vit (])), and
anadditive bidder will buy any itemj for which her value for that item is (weakly) higher than three for that item.
Thus, the utility-maximizing bundle for somewith respect to her item priceser the set of bundles for which she
only winsitemsfor which sheisthe highest bidder will also be utility-maximizing for an additive bidder need to pay
max(pj, max i Uy (7) for eachj. Remark 3.4 implies that we need only show linear sepatgloilier Q. for each
v € V", whereQy = {f1(v)|f; € F1,v € V"} is the range that the allocation rules might have for a paletiov.
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Thus, since this class only seji$o the highest bidder far, we need only show linear separability over allocations for
goodj is either unallocated or sold to the highest bidderjfofhus, the allocation for each biddewill be correctly
predicted by the item pricing linear separator (over thelapace which only has highest bidders winning items).

Thus, by Theorem 4.2, the second-price item auctions witmamous item reserves is linearly separablé in1
dimensions, and with nonanonymous reserves(in+ 1) dimensions. We will now show that for both classes, for
any f € F and corresponding, € Fi, the classF, s, has pseudo—dimensicoi?n(k) and()(nk), respectively.

First, fix F to be the set of the second-price item auctions with anongitem reserves and pick sonfiee 7.
Then, for eacly; € F|;, and each/’ € S, we have

(v = (A, V') = Z max(p], max vir({7}) - f1(v);.

For each iteny, suppose the relative orderingpjff andmax ;r vt ({j}) were fixed. Thenfj(v') is just alinear
function in k& dimensions ofv! andp/, which have pseudo-dimension at mast- 1, and therefore can induce at
mostm**1 labelings with respect tor!, ..., ™). There aren + 1 possible relative orderings of these parameters,
or (m + 1)* for all items simultaneously. Thus, in total, there can bmastm**! - (m + 1)* labelings ofS with
respect tqrt, ..., r™) by Fyy,, SOPD(Fyp,) = O(kIn(k)).

The proof that non-anonymous item reserves has pseudadiame) (nk In(nk)) is analogous, with a few small
exceptions. First, we consider thgse € R"* with a fixed ordering of (for allj € [k]) the parameterép{ﬂi € [n]}
and the se(v% ({7}t € [m]}; there are therefor€”™) of these relative orderings for a fixed item, @f (mn)"*)

over all items. Fixing this ordering, the revenue on eachmans again a linear function (ink dimensions) of*, pf
for eachv’. Thus, F, s, can induce at most™**1 . (mn)"¥ many labelings ofS w.r.t. (r!,... r™), implying
PD(Fyp,) = O(nkIn(nk)).

Then, applying Theorem 3.3 to the two classes (which(aré log k)-factorable ove) C {0,1}%,|Q| < 2*
and(nk,nkIn(nk))-separable ove) € [n]*) implies the pseudo-dimensions are at mogk?) andO(nk? In(n)),
respectivelyl
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A Open Problems

We propose the following open problems resulting from ourkwo

1. Isit possible to construct “compression-style” argutaevhich bound the pseudo-dimension of the revenue of
the class of item pricings for additive bidders which arétiggiving a bound ok andnk, as in Theorem D.1,
rather thark? andnk?)?

2. For general or even subadditive valuations, do item pgiEhave pseudo-dimensioink) or strictly larger?

3. Is it possible to frame the allocations which result fraemi pricings with item-specific reserves adold
sequential allocation rules from some simple class, foegarvaluation functions? We were able to show it for
additive valuations, which allowed us to use the “trick” wia¢ghe highest bidder for an item is willing to pay
anything less than her bid for that item (independent of oginiees); thus, if she’s willing to pay the reserve,
by virtue of being the highest bidder for the item she’s wilito pay the second-highest bid as well. For more
general valuations, she may or may not optimize her utilityphying some combination of item prices and
second-highest bids for a bundle which was utility-optiihiahe were only paying item prices.

4. Relatedly, what is the pseudo-dimension of second-figoeauctions with item-specific reserves when bidders
have valuations which are more general than additive ordertand? One can use a proof similar to the proof
of Theorem D.1 to achieve a bound for unit-demand bidderswinat about for submodular or subadditive
bidders? It isn't clear that the relative ordering of a snmaimber of “relevant” parameters (such as per-item
price and per-bidder single-item values) of the auctionsamdple are sufficient to fix the most-preferred bundle
for each agent from a sample.

B Binary Labeled Learning

Suppose there is some domainand letc be some unknown target functien: V — {0,1}, and some unknown
distribution D over V. We wish to understand how many labeled samples(v)), with v ~ D, are necessary
and sufficient to be able to compute avhich agrees witle almost everywhere with respectf The distribution-
independent sample complexity of learningepends fundamentally on the “complexity” of the set of bjrfanctions
F from which we are choosing We review two standard complexity measures next.

Let V be a set oin samples fronV. The setV is said to beshattered by F if, for every subsef” C N, there is
somecr € F such thatr(v) = 1if v € T andep(v') = 0if o' ¢ T. That is, ranging over att € F induces alll
2INI possible projections ontty. TheVC dimension of F, denoted/C(F), is the size of the largest sétthat can be
shattered byF.

Leterry(¢) = (3_,cn lc(v)—¢(v)])/|N| denote the empirical error éfon IV, and let erc) = E,p[|c(v)—¢(v)]]
denote thearue expected error of with respect tdD. We say.F is (¢, 6)-PAC learnable with sample complexity m if
there exists an algorithtd such that, for all distribution® and all target functions € F, whenA is given a sample
S of sizem, it produces somé € F such that elf¢) < ¢, with probabilityl — ¢ over the choice of the sample. The
PAC sample complexity of a clasg can be bounded as a polynomial functionud(F), e, andln% (Vapnik and
Chervonenkis, 1971); furthermore, any algorithm whieh)-PAC learns7 over all distributiongD must use nearly
as many samples to do so. The following theorem states thiskn@wn result formally’

Theorem B.1 (Upper bound (Hanneke, 2015), Lower bound, Colltary 5 of (Ehrenfeucht et al., 1989)) Suppose
F isaclass of binary functions. Then, F can be (¢, )-PAC learned with a sample of size

m_o(w).

€

"The upper bound stated here is a quite recent result Whicbvmmaln% factor from the upper bound; a slightly weaker but long-diag
upper bound can be attributed to Vapnik and Kotz (1982).
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Furthermore, any (e, §)-PAC learning algorithm for F must have sample complexity

m_9<w>.

€

There is a stronger sense in which a cl#san be learned, callaghiform learnability. This property implies
that, with a sufficiently large sample, the errorevery ¢ € F on the sample is close to the true errorcofWe say
Fis (e, 9)-uniformly learnable with sample complexity m if, for every distributionsD, given a sampléV of sizem,
with probabilityl — 4, |erry(c) — err(c)| < e for everyc € F. Notice that, ifF is (e, §)-uniformly learnable withm
samples, then it is als@, ¢)-PAC learnable withn samples. We now state a well-known upper bound on the uniform
sample complexity of a class as a function of its VC dimension

Theorem B.2 (See, e.g. Vapnik and Chervonenkis (19718uppose F is a class of binary functions. Then, F can
be (e, §)-uniformly learned with a sample of size

m_O<VC(]:)1n%+1n%).

€2

C Formal Statements of Known Revenue Guarantees for Simple ktcha-
nisms

In various special cases, it has been shown that the afot@med auctions earn a constant fraction of the optimal
revenue. All of these results rely on buyers’ valuationpldiging some kind of independence across items: for additiv
and unit-demand buyers, this just means that fo,all = (v;1,...,vix) ~ D = Dy X ... Dy is drawn from a product
distribution. Under this assumption, Chawla et al. (201@veed that individualized item pricings are sufficient to
earn a constant fraction of optimal revenue.

Theorem C.1 [Chawla et al. (2010)] Supposeeachi € [n] hasaunit-demand valuationv; ~ D; = (Dj1 X ... x Dj).
Then, there exists some nonanonymousitem pricing p € R¥™ such that

1
Rev(p, D) > ——REV(OPT).
(.D) > 15 - REV(OPT)
For a single item-independent additive buyer, the bettér@best item pricing and grand bundle pricing also earns
a constant fraction of optimal revenue for that setting @aff et al., 2014).

Theorem C.2 [Babaioff et al. (2014)] Suppose there is a single buyer which has an additive valuation v; ~ D; =
(Dj1 % ... x D). Then, for anitempricing p € R* and ¢ a grand bundle price, ¢ € R

max(max REV(p, D;), max REV(q, D;)) > lREV(OPT, D;).
pERE qeR 6

A recent result of Yao (2015) showed that one can reduce tit@dgm of designing approximately optimal mech-
anisms fom additive buyers to the problem of designing approximatelyroal mechanisms for each single additive
buyers, subject to selling each item to the highest biddethfat item (while losing a constant factor in terms of rev-
enue). When combined with the aforementioned result fonglsiadditive bidder, this implies that the best of second
price item auctions with the best individualized item re@ssrand second price grand bundle auctions with the best
individualized bundle reserve, is also approximately neseoptimal forn (non-identically distributed) buyers with
valuations which are independent across items.

Theorem C.3 [Applying Yao (2015) to Babaioff et al. (2014)] Suppose each buyer i € [n] has an additive valuation
v; ~ Dy = (Diyn x...xDy). Let s, for p € RF™ represent the second-price item auction with reserve p;; for buyer 4
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and item j (and similarly, let s, for ¢ € R™ represent the second-price grand bundle auction with reserve g; for buyer
1). Then,

max( max REV(s,,D;), max REV(sy, D;)) > lREV(OPT, D;).
peERkN geER™ 8
The final well-known result for approximately optimal Rusiein and Weinberg (2015), “simple” revenue-maximizing
mechanisms states that, for an appropriately generaligéditibn of valuations distributed “independently across
items”, one can approximately maximize revenue sellingsmgle subadditive buyer with item or grand bundle pric-
ings. We now present the formal definition of independeneg tise for these more complicated valuation functions,
and present their main result.

Definition C.4 (Rubinstein and Weinberg (2015))A distributionD over valuation functions : 2¥ — R is subad-
ditive over independent items if:

1. All v in the support oD are monotoney(K U K') > v(K) forall K, K.
2. All v in the support ofD are subadditives(K U K') < v(K) + v(K') forall K, K.

3. All v in the support o exhibit no externalities: there exists sof& overR* and a functiori” such thaiD is
a distribution that sampleg ~ D? and outputs such that(K) = V ({z, }wex, K) for all K.

4. D is product across itk dimensions.

Theorem C.5 [Rubinstein and Weinberg (2015)] Suppose D; is subadditive over independent items. Then, there exists
auniversal constant ¢ > 1 such that

1
max(max REV(p, D;), max REV(q, D;)) > —REV(OPT, D;).
PERF gqeR c

D A tighter bound on the pseudo-dimension of second-price @m auctions
with reserves for additive bidders

We now present a tighter analysis of second-price item aogtivith reserves which exploits the total independence
of buyers’ behavior on itemg j'.

Theorem D.1 The pseudo-dimension of item auctions and second-price item auctions with anonymous item reserves
is O(k log k) and with nonanonymousitem prices/reservesis O(nk log(nk)) when bidders are additive.

Proof: We present the proof for the class of second-price item angtvith item reserves; the item price result follows
easily since the winner foi always pays her item price (rather than the maximum of thdtthe second-highest bid
for j).

Rather than proving the allocation rules are linearly saipla; we upper-bound the number of intermediate label-
ings these classes can inducefosamples, where the intermediate label space we consider édlbcation combined
with, for each item, whether the winner for that item is paythe item’s reserve or second price for that item. Fix
some samplé = (v!,...,v™) wherevt € V" and(r!,... ,7™) € R™.

This can be encoded i0, 1}2* for anonymous item reserves (a bit for whether or not an itesoid at its reserve
and another for whether it is sold for its second-price), find }>"* for nonanonymous reserves (where each item is
labeled as being allocated to some bidder, along with whétlee sold for that bidder’s item-specific reserve or the
second-highest bid). In the latter case, there is a postegging rule which can reduce the label space to have size
O(n?*), since all allocations are feasible allocations. In botesawe will use/’ to denote the intermediate label for
samplevt.

We begin with anonymous item reserves. Since buyers ardéihadive can consider each item separately. We
consider iteny € [k]. There ar&m + 1 relevant quantities which affect the revenue any reserkiizaes for iteny:
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p;, the reserve fog, and for eacht € [m], v! *({]} ) andv!. i ({7}), wherei?, i’ are the first and second highest bidders
for j from sample, respectively. Whep; g vl ({5}), Ietyj = landyj , ; = 0, whenu}. ({]}) >pj > v, ({j}) let

y: = 0 andy; , ; = 1, and wherp; > vz; ({7}), letyt =y}, ; = 0. Thus, when the relatlve ordering of these +1

parameters is fixed, thigth andrn + jth coordinates for alln samples are fixed. Varying can induce at mogtm + 2
distinct labelings of all of5. Thus, for allk items, there are at mogm + 2)* distinct vectorgy?, ..., y).

Now, fix some intermediate labelirfg®, . .. ,y™) of S. Then, the revenue for a particular reserve vegioy. . ., px.)
which induces this labeling on the sample is easy to desaslzlinear of this labeling. Namely,

rev(v',p,y') = Z U/ {ih + Z p;

Jyb=1 Iy =1

which is a linear function ir2k dimensions op andv?, ' (which are constants). Thus, since linear function®kn

dimensions have VC-dimensi@k + 1, the item reserves which agree with', . .., y™) can induce at mosi2#+1
labelings ofS with respect tqr!, ..., ™).
Thus, the set of all item reserves can induce at mgét-! - (2m + 2)* labelings with respect to-!, ..., r™), so

if S is shatterable it must be that* < m2**+1 . (2m + 2)*, or thatm = O(klogk).

With nonanonymous reserves, each sample will instead le@ gin intermediate label i, 1}7***, where there is
a bit for each item/bidder pair (corresponding to whetharairthat bidder wins the item and pays her individualized
reserve for the item), and an additional bit for each itenrr@gponding to whether or not that item is sold for its
second-highest bid). There are at mpst+ 1]* valid labelings of a single sample (each item is sold to attrone
bidder, and is either sold to her at her reserve or at the sebighest price). Fom samples, for a particular itegy
there are nov2m + n parameters whose ordering matters (the highest and séighest bids and the bidder-specific
reserves for that item); the bidder-specific item resergetiiat item can induce at mo&m + n)™ distinct orderings
of these parameters; fixing this ordering, the intermedadiel is also fixed for all samples. Furthermore, once one
has fixed the intermediate label for all samples, the revenfiall individualized item reserve auctions which agree
with that intermediate labeling are again expressible d@seat function in2nk dimensions. Thus, if the sample is
shatterable2™ < (2m + n)™* - m2"* implyingm = O(nk In(nk)). B

E Omitted Proofs

Proof of Remark 3.4: For eachr € X,y € Q., there existsl(z,y) and forf € F;, somew’ € R? such that

argmax ., ¥(z,y) - w’ = f(x).
We simply must extend the definition &f(x, y) to be defined over al} € @

U(z,y) wl < max U(z,y) - w'

fory’ € Q\ Q.. Define¥(x,y’), = 0 foranyt ¢ T+, and¥(x,y'); = —1forallt € TT. Then, forany’ € Q\ Q.,
the dot product (z,y’) - w/ < 0 > maxyeq, ¥(z,y) - w', so the maximizing labe} will still be in Q... W

Proof of Theorem 3.3: Consider a sampl§ = (z!,...,2™) € X™ of sizem with targetsr = (r!,...,r™) € R™.
We first claim that, sincé; is a-dimensionally linearly separabl&; can labelS in at most(’;) -|Q|* distinct ways.
Theorem 2.5 implies that; must admit a compression schentmpressdecompresof size at most. Let f71(.5)
denote the labeling of all of by some fixedf; € F;. Then,F; can labelS in at most|range, . -, (decompress
compress(S, f1(S))| ways since this is a compression schemeApr The decompression function takes as input
labeled examples which are a subset®f so it will have one of(’:) -|@|* inputs for a fixed seb (some subset of
S labeled in some arbitrary way), and therefore at most thaiynoaitputs, which upper-bounds the total number of
possible labelings of by the same quantity.

Then, fixing the labeling of to be consistent with somg € 77, we know that the pseudo-dimension&f s, is
at mosth, so it can induce at most® many labelings of according tor. Thus, there are at most®|Q|*m® binary
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labelings ofS with respect to- over all of 7, (and, therefore over all oF). If S is shatterable, it must be that
om < ma|Q|amb
implyingm < (a + b) In(m) + aln|Q|, as desiredll

Proof of Theorem 4.2: In either case() is a set of feasible allocations, so we only must show linepagability over
the set of feasible allocations (that is, we need only sh@ausbility over label8 : B, N B; = 0).

We start with the first case of sequential allocations. We stibw thatF; is an-dimensionally linearly sepa-
rable. By definition,F; is a set ofn-wise sequential allocations from sorfie which is a-dimensionally linearly
separable ovef0, 1}*. This means there exists sorde: (V x {0,1}F) x {0,1}* — R* w" € R9 such that
argmax ¥ ((v, X),B) - w" = h(v, X) forall h € H, (v, X) € V x {0, 1}*.

We simply need to construct some n@w V" x Q — Re™ @h1-hn ¢ Rom sych that

argma,_ 5, ) U (v,B) - 0" = (hy(vi, X1 (0), ha(va, Xa(V))s -y B (Vs X (V).

Definea; = 2tH, and define
\IJ((V, B)” = 4 - \IJ((VZ', [k] \ Ui/<iBi/)Bi)j

Then, for some}"[(h hn) € F1, define

.....

Ahlwn;hn — h;
(O =w,

Now, inspecting the dot product for sormeB we see

(VB hl’ 7nizaz VZa \Uz<z z)Bi)'whi

which, by the definition ofy; and the assumption that((v;, X), B) - w" < H for all v;, X, B, h € H implies that
the maximizing labeB will first pick B; C [k] = X;(v) to maximize¥((vy, X;(v)),B1) - w", then will pick
B, C [k] \ B; = X»(v) to maximize¥((vq, X2(v)), Bs) - w2, and so on. ThusF; is an-dimensionally linearly
separable.

Now, supposeF; is a set ofn-wise repeated allocations. Singgis a-dimensionally linearly separable, we know
that for allv, X, B;, there existsl((v;, X), B;), and for allh € H there is somev” such that

argmaxg, ¥ ((vi, X), B;) - w" = h(v;, X).
We simply need to define somie: V" x Q — R®, &" € R such that
argmag ¥(v, B) - 0" = (h(v1, X1(v)), h(va, X2(V)), ..., h(Vn, Xn(V))).

Then, define

Z (67 V7,7 \ Uy <1Bz ) Bz)z

Then, for some}"[h ) € F1, define

.....

|
g

Then, the dot product

(VB ZZO‘Z V’La \Uz<z I zz T Wy —ZO&Z V’La \U1<1 1)Bi)'wh’

which by the definition ofy; and the guaranteed upper bound on the dot prodlucty” < H, we know will be
maximized by first picking som8; C [k] = X;(v) which maximizes¥((vy, X;(v)),B1) - w", then picking
By C Xi(v) \ h(v1,X1(v)) = Xa2(v) which maximizes¥ ((vq, X2(v)), Bs) - w", and so on. ThusF; is a-
dimensionally linearly separablil
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Proof of Corollary 4.3: We first prove first that for a single buyer, the grand-bundézhanism i-dimensionally
linearly separable ovel0, 1}. Let H denote the class of single-buyer grand bundle pricings.sboreh € H, we
defineh; : V — {0,1} ashq(v) = I[v > p"], wherep”" € R represents the price of the grand bundle uridéte will

show?# is 2-dimensionally linearly separable ovfl, 1}. Define¥(v,b) = I[b = 1](v([k]), 1) for eachb € {0, 1}

andw” = (1, —p"). Then,

argmax¥ (v, b) - w" = argmaxl[b = 1](v([k] — p/) =Tv > p"] = f1(v)

since the penultimate expression is maximized by 1 only if v([k]) > p?. Thus,H is 2-dimensionally separable.

Notice that whenF is the set of anonymous grand bundle pricings, its allooatides 7, are n-fold repeated
allocations fron{. Thus, by Theorem 4.2, anonymous grand bundle pricingscatlons are linearly separablean
dimensions. The obvious intermediate label spgce {0} U {e;|i € [n]}, the set of standard basis vectors, contains
more information than is needed to compute the revenue séthaections. Defing(x) = I[||z|| > 0]; Observation 1
implies thatF; = ¢ o F; is 2-dimensionally linearly separable ov@f = {0, 1}. Now we prove for eaclf; € Fj that
F\5, has pseudo-dimensia@n(1). Fix somef; € Fj. Then, we have that

£(v) = f2(fi(v),v) =0 - fi(v)

so, the classr, ;, is a class of linear functions indimensions, which have pseudo-dimension at r2ogthus, 7 is
(2, 2)-factorable ovef0, 1}, and Theorem 3.3 implies that the pseudo-dimension of anoog grand bundle pricings
isO(1).

Similarly, whenF is the the set of non-anonymous grand bundle pricidgsare n-fold sequential allocations
from H. Thus, these allocation rules ae-dimensionally linearly separable, respectively. In ttése, we leave
the intermediate label space @ = {0} U {e;|i € [n]}. Foranyf € F, letp/ € R denote the price vector
for the grand bundle, that iﬁf is i's price for purchasing the grand bundle. Fix sofiec F;; we claim that
Fs5, has pseudo-dimensiai(n). For anyf; € F, and anyf which is decomposed int@f1, f2) , we have that
f3(v) = f2(f1(v),v) = p/ - fi(v), which again is a linear function whefi is fixed, in this case im dimensions.
Thus, F is (2n,n)-factorable oveK), so Theorem 3.3 implies that the pseudo-dimension of namanous grand
bundle pricings i$)(nlogn). A

Proof of Corollary 4.4: As in the previous proof, we claim théf , the allocation rules of these auctions aravise
repeated allocations andwise sequential allocations from the single-buyer itemipgs allocation set. We begin
by showingH is k + 1-dimensionally linearly separable. For some #, letp™ € R™ denote the item pricing faced
by the single buyer. Then, define forc V, B € {0, 1}*,

W(v, B), I[j € B] ifjelk
) w(B) ifj=k+1

and forh € H, define

wh = —p? |fje[k]
J 1 ifj=k+1.

Then, we have that (v, B) - w" = v(B) — 3, 5 !}, which will be maximized byB which maximizes's utility.
Thus,h(v) = argmaxv(B) — ZjeBp;? = argmax ¥ (v, B) - w", soH is k + 1-dimensionally linearly separable.

ConsiderF the class of anonymous item prices. Theorem 4.2 implieshigtiass is + 1-dimensionally linearly
separable ovef) = [n]*. Again, the intermediate label space suggested by thisctieduto the single-buyer case,
Q = [n]*, is larger than necessary to compute revenue. We defB¢; = I[j € U;B;], and by Observation 1,
F| = qo JF1 isk + 1-dimensionally linearly separable ov@f = {0, 1}*. We now show that, for a fixefi € F, the
classF;y, has pseudo-dimensia@n(k). Notice that for anyf; € 754, , we have that

£) = f(fi(v),v) =p - fi(v)
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which, again is &-dimensional linear function for some fixgd, and therefore has pseudo-dimension at nkostl.
Thus, the clas§ can be(k + 1,k + 1)-factored ovef0, 1}*, and Thereof 3.3 implies the pseudo-dimension is thus
at mostO(k?).

The proof for the nonanonymous case is identical, with twanges. FirstF; is a set ofn-wise nonanonymous
sequential allocations, so it is linearly separable(h+ 1) dimensions. Second, we cannot compress the intermediate
label space&) C {0,1}"* |Q| < [n]*, sincefs(v) = f2(fi1(v),v) = p/ - fi(v) only expresses the revenue of the
auction if f;(v) expresses which buyers purchase which items; thus, th&sgt has pseudo-dimension at most
O(nk). Thus, the classF can be(O(nk), O(nk))-factored overQ with |Q| < [n]*, and Thereof 3.3 implies the
pseudo-dimension is thus at m@tnk? In(n)). B
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