arXiv:2302.03458v1 [cs.GT] 7 Feb 2023

Polyhedral Clinching Auctions with a Single Sample

Ryosuke Sato^∗

February 8, 2023

Abstract

In this study, we investigate auctions in two-sided markets with budget constraints on buyers. Our goal is to propose an efficient mechanism that satisfies dominant strategy incentive compatibility (DSIC), individual rationality (IR), and weak budget balance (WBB). To avoid several known impossibility theorems for each of two-sided markets and budget constraints, we assume prior information on sellers’ valuations and investigate the efficiency of mechanisms by means of liquid welfare (LW), an efficiency measure used for budget-constrained auctions, in addition to social welfare (SW).

Our first result is to improve the efficiency guarantees of the Polyhedral Clinching Auction by Hirai and Sato (2022), proposed for two-sided markets in which each seller is assumed to be truthful. We show that even under budget constraints and polymatroid constraints, their mechanism achieves an LW of more than 1/2 of the optimal LW, and an SW of more than the optimal LW. This significantly strengthens the efficiency guarantees of the existing studies on clinching auctions.

Our second result is the extension of the Polyhedral Clinching Auction to a single-sample mechanism. Under the assumption that a single sample is provided from each seller’s distribution on her valuation, we utilize the first result and propose an efficient mechanism that satisfies DSIC, IR, and WBB. Our mechanism achieves an LW of more than 1/4 of the optimal LW, and an SW of more than 1/2 of the optimal LW, in expectation. This result can be viewed as a budget extension of Dütting et al. (2021).

1 Introduction

In recent years, two-sided markets have been widely observed in the real world with the spread of platforms, such as ad exchange platforms (e.g., Xandr), Internet trading platforms (e.g., e-Bay), and ride-sharing platforms (e.g., Uber). Although the theory of the mechanism design for these markets is a priority for future development, they have problematic structures in which both buyers and sellers have incentives to act strategically to maximize their utility. Therefore, for efficient resource allocation, mechanisms that can cope with these strategic actions from both sides are required.

The basic theory for auctions in such two-sided markets is still developing and facing difficulties, despite the wealth of knowledge accumulated from auctions in one-sided markets with multiple strategic buyers and a non-strategic seller (see, e.g., [Krishna, 2010; Nisan et al., 2007]). For instance, a seminal paper [Myerson and Satterthwaite, 1983] revealed that in bilateral trade, the simplest form of a two-sided market, an incentive compatible and individually rational mechanism that maximizes social welfare (SW) would run a deficit. This impossibility theorem holds even if we replace maximizing SW with Pareto optimality (PO), which is a weaker notion of efficiency.

∗The University of Tokyo, Tokyo, Japan. ryosuke-sato-517@g.ecc.u-tokyo.ac.jp

A recent study [Dütting et al., 2021] also revealed that without prior information on valuations, there is no mechanism that satisfies all of the dominant strategy incentive compatibility (DSIC), individual rationality (IR), budget balance (BB), and a constant approximation to the optimal SW. Instead, by assuming prior information on sellers’ valuations, known as the single-sample assumption, they proposed single-sample mechanisms to achieve all the aforementioned properties. These mechanisms are obtained by their blackbox reduction methods that transform any one-sided mechanism into a two-sided one with some loss of efficiency. They implied two excellent points for the design of efficient mechanisms in two-sided markets without budgets^1:

• A single sample from each seller’s distribution of valuations is sufficient to obtain a constant approximation to the optimal SW while satisfying DSIC, IR, and BB.

• Efficient mechanisms in one-sided markets can also be useful in two-sided markets.

The next challenge for auctions in two-sided markets, budget constraints would be a natural direction. Multi-unit auctions with budget constraints are common. For instance, in display advertising, advertisers often have maximum possible payments to publishers for a given time period. On the other hand, budget constraints have theoretical difficulties, even in one-sided markets. A well-known folklore (see, e.g., [Dobzinski et al., 2012; Dobzinski and Leme, 2014]) states that even a constant approximation to the optimal SW cannot be achieved by any mechanism that satisfies DSIC and IR. In particular, under budget constraints, an efficiency objective alternative to that of Dütting et al. [2021] is needed.

This study proposes an efficient mechanism that satisfies DSIC, IR, and BB for budget-constrained auctions in two-sided markets. This is the first study to address this problem under the singlesample assumption. Without budget constraints, this assumption was sufficient to design an efficient mechanism based on the first point above. In addition, following the second point, the best candidate for the efficient mechanism is the Polyhedral Clinching Auction, which is known to be the most generalized and efficient mechanism for budget-constrained auctions in one-sided markets. This mechanism was first proposed by Goel et al. [2015], and enhances the celebrated clinching framework of Ausubel [2004]. We show that these points are also valid under budget constraints.

1.1 How Do We Measure the Efficiency?

Efficiency is one of the main themes used in this study. However, there is no clear direction on how to evaluate the efficiency. As stated, budget constraints prevent mechanisms from achieving a constant approximation to the optimal SW. Moreover, since our setting includes that of Myerson and Satterthwaite [1983], it is impossible to design a mechanism that satisfies PO. In addition, approximating PO is not clear. Thus, we must begin by setting up appropriate goals.

Liquid welfare (LW) [Dobzinski and Leme, 2014; Syrgkanis and Tardos, 2013] is a natural extension of SW to budgeted settings and the best candidate for the efficiency goal. While SW is the total sum of the willingness-to-pay (i.e., valuation of allocated goods), LW is defined as the total sum of the admissibility-to-pay, which is the minimum of the ability-to-pay (i.e., budget) and the willingness-to-pay. LW is equal to SW if all buyers are non-budgeted, and hence the impossible theorems [Myerson and Satterthwaite, 1983; Dütting et al., 2021] for SW also hold for LW. Thus, as long as we use LW, the best possible goal is to design a single-sample mechanism that achieves a constant approximation to the optimal LW while satisfying DSIC, IR, and BB. This goal is a budget extension of the one in Dütting et al. [2021].

1These implications hold even in the presence of constraints on the allocation of goods such as matroid constraints, which motivates us to tackle budget constraints imposed on buyers’ payments.

Another issue is that the only existing study [Dobzinski and Leme, 2014] on LW guarantees for clinching auctions considers simple multi-unit auctions in one-sided markets. In particular, there is no previous study on LW for auctions with polymatroid constraints that are handled by the Polyhedral Clinching Auction. Therefore, we will perform several steps to achieve our goal.

1.2 Our Contributions.

We propose a single-sample mechanism that is an extension of the Polyhedral Clinching Auction and achieves our goal. Our main result is as follows:

Main Theorem. There exists a single-sample mechanism that satisfies all of DSIC, IR, and BB. Moreover, the mechanism achieves LW more than 1/4 of the optimal LW, and achieves SW more than 1/2 of the optimal LW, in expectation.

Our result strengthens the evidence for the efficiency of the Polyhedral Clinching Auctions. This is the first to provide the LW guarantee for auctions with polymatroid constraints, while the existing LW guarantees for clinching auctions are only obtained in simple multi-unit auctions. Evaluating LW in this generalized constraint is extremely difficult, and we overcome the barriers by providing the lower bound on payments. To achieve this, we use “backward” mathematical induction, which is first used in the study of the Polyhedral Clinching Auction to our knowledge.

Moreover, this is also the first result to evaluate the SW of a mechanism by the optimal LW. This result opens the possibility that the optimal LW value can be used as a benchmark of SW in budget-constrained auctions. It is worthy to note that the optimal LW value can also be viewed as the optimal SW value if we modify the valuations of all participants to budget additive valuations, which take the minimum of the budget and the valuation of the allocated goods. Therefore, the comparison of the two different measures makes sense.

The following is a brief summary of our study.

Our Model (Section 2)

The market comprises of multiple buyers and sellers. Each seller has multiple goods that are homogeneous and divisible. Each participant (buyer or seller) has an additive and positive valuation for a unit of the goods and strategically reports their valuation to the auctioneer. We consider budget constraints on buyers and polymatroid constraints on sellers. The polymatroids limit the possible transactions of buyers. For this setting, there is no desirable mechanism because of the impossibility theorems [Myerson and Satterthwaite, 1983; Dütting et al., 2021]. Therefore, we make additional assumptions regarding sellers’ valuations.

Polyhedral Clinching Auctions with Truthful Sellers (Section 3)

We revisit the setting in Hirai and Sato [2022], which makes a strong assumption that sellers report their valuations truthfully. The key component of Main Theorem is the Polyhedral Clinching Auction by Hirai and Sato [2022], which is an extension of that proposed by Goel et al. [2015] to this two-sided setting. Although Hirai and Sato [2022] revealed that their mechanism achieves several desirable properties, such as DSIC for buyers^2, IR, SBB, and PO, we must investigate the efficiency guarantees of the mechanism in terms of LW and SW. Our results in Section 3 are as follows:

2Hirai and Sato [2022] did not consider DSIC for sellers because sellers are assumed to be truthful.

Theorem 1.1 (Theorems 3.5 and 3.12, Informal). Polyhedral Clinching Auction (with an appropriate parameter) achieves an LW of more than 1/2 of the optimal LW, and achieves an SW of more than the optimal LW.

The first result (Theorem 3.5) shows that the LW guarantee in Dobzinski and Leme [2014] could be achieved in a much more generalized setting. The proof comprises the following two steps:

1. We link the mechanism’s allocation to an optimal allocation in terms of LW: We show in Theorem 3.7 that in each iteration of the mechanism, the amount of the remaining goods that buyers can transact in the future is more than the amount that the mechanism is currently short of the optimal allocation. This helps us to provide a lower bound on payments.

2. We construct a lower bound on the LW of the mechanism: It comprises (i) the payments of some buyers, and (ii) the valuations for the allocated goods in other participants. Thereafter, using Theorem 3.7, we show in Theorem 3.10 that the lower bound is more than the difference between the optimal LW and the LW obtained by the mechanism. This indicates that twice the LW of the mechanism is more than the optimal LW.

In addition, the second result (Theorem 3.12) is obtained by using the structures of the tight sets lemma [Goel et al., 2014, 2015] (Proposition 3.13). This property states that for the set of active buyers (i.e., buyers who are not dropped from the auction) in a given iteration of the mechanism, the final allocation of goods is tight in the sense of polymatroid constraints. Because more goods are allocated to buyers with long active periods by Proposition 3.13, and these buyers tend to have high valuations, the mechanism achieves high efficiency in terms of SW.

Polyhedral Clinching Auctions with a Single Sample (Section 4)

We consider a single-sample setting, where the valuations of sellers are drawn independently from distributions, and the auctioneer only has access to a single sample from each seller’s distribution. This assumption is more general than the Bayesian setting, where the auctioneer has access to the distributions of valuations for participants. It is also less general than the prior-free setting, where the auctioneer has no prior information on sellers’ valuation.

Now efficiency objectives are evaluated in terms of expectations. To overcome the difficulty of analyzing the expected value, we devise the following trick, which allows us to evaluate the efficiency in expectation using only pairwise inputs. Let ρ^a and ρ^b be two sets of the realized values from the distributions of sellers, respectively. We consider two inputs (denoted by Input 1 and Input 2) for our model. In Input 1 (resp. Input 2), ρ^a (resp. ρ^b) are used as samples, and ρ^b (resp. ρ^a) are used as valuations. Other inputs are common to these two inputs. We calculate the sum of the LW (or SW) obtained by a mechanism from Input 1 and Input 2, and the sum of the optimal LW values for these inputs. We show in Lemma 4.2 that if an approximation ratio can be achieved under this pairwise inputs, the ratio can be achieved in expectation.

We utilize the Polyhedral Clinching Auctions [Hirai and Sato, 2022] and propose a single-sample mechanism. Main theorem is obtained from Theorem 1.1 and the reduction method of Dütting et al. [2021]. Both of the efficiency guarantees are half of those in Theorem 1.1 that is caused by the reduction method of Dütting et al. [2021]. Hence, Theorem 1.3 is viewed as a budget extension of Theorem 2 in theirs. Note that their reduction method fits well with the above trick, and we provide a simple proof of the efficiency of the mechanism. Thus, our desired goal is satisfied by this mechanism.

1.3 Related Works.

Auctions in two-sided markets are known to be extremely difficult because of the well-known impossibility theorem [Myerson and Satterthwaite, 1983], which states that SW cannot be maximized in any mechanism that is incentive compatible, individually rational, and budget balanced. This impossibility sets a research direction for proposing an approximately efficient mechanism that satisfies the aforementioned properties. Several mechanisms have been proposed for simple settings of two-sided markets such as bilateral trade (e.g., [Myerson and Satterthwaite, 1983; Deng et al., 2022] ) and double auctions (e.g., [McAfee, 1992]).

In recent years, more general settings in two-sided markets have been studied because of their growing importance in real-world applications. In Bayesian settings, Colini-Baldeschi et al. [2016, 2020] and Braun and Kesselheim [2022] addressed auctions with constraints on the allocation of goods or combinatorial structures. They proposed mechanisms that achieve a constant approximation to the optimal SW while satisfying other desirable properties. This implies that priors on the distributions of valuations are sufficient for an efficient mechanism. In addition, even in prior-free settings, Segal-Halevi et al. [2018a,b] proposed randomized mechanisms that satisfy DSIC, IR, and SBB, and are asymptotically efficient for multi-unit auctions.

However, a recent paper [Dütting et al., 2021] revealed another impossibility theorem in which there is no mechanism that satisfies all of DSIC, IR, BB, and a constant approximation to the optimal SW without priors on the distributions of valuations. They initiated the study of singlesample settings for auctions in two-sided markets that, in terms of generality, lie between the Bayesian settings and the prior-free settings. They proposed single-sample mechanisms that satisfy all of DSIC, IR, BB, and a constant approximation to the optimal SW. Note that the study of single-sample mechanisms was initiated by Dhangwatnotai et al. [2015] for revenue maximization for auctions in one-sided markets, and subsequent studies have focused on auctions as well as prophet inequalities (e.g., [Azar et al., 2014, 2019; Correa et al., 2019, 2020]). Our study further extends the work of Dütting et al. [2021] to budget-constrained auctions in two-sided markets.

In auctions with budget constraints, a variant of clinching auctions is one of the best candidates for efficient mechanisms. Dobzinski et al. [2012] shed light on the direction of utilizing the clinching framework [Ausubel, 2004] in budget-constrained auctions. They proved that their Adaptive Clinching Auction, a modified version of Ausubel’s clinching auction, is the only mechanism that satisfies DSIC, IR, and PO. Subsequent studies (e.g., [Colini-Baldeschi et al., 2015; Dütting et al., 2015; Fiat et al., 2011; Goel et al., 2014, 2015, 2020]) have generalized the model and mechanism such that the clinching framework can be applied to different settings that retain the desired properties. The most prominent of these is the Polyhedral Clinching Auction in Goel et al. [2014, 2015], which is even applicable to polymatroid environments. This mechanism was extended by Hirai and Sato [2022] to a setting of two-sided markets where sellers are assumed to be truthful. Our study can also be viewed as a further extension of their work to a single-sample mechanism.

LW is a payment-based efficiency measure for budget-constrained auctions proposed independently and simultaneously by Dobzinski and Leme [2014] and Syrgkanis and Tardos [2013]. Existing efficiency guarantees of clinching auctions are due to Dobzinski and Leme [2014], who revealed that the Adaptive Clinching Auction [Dobzinski et al., 2012] achieves a 2-approximation to the optimal LW. Although it is not the best in terms of LW because Lu and Xiao [2015] propose a better mechanism in the same setting, clinching auctions are promising because they can be extended to those applicable to polymatroid constraints. Note that LW guarantees for more general settings of one-sided markets have been considered later (e.g., [Fotakis et al., 2019; Lu and Xiao, 2017]). However, these have all been considered in one-sided markets without any constraints on the allocation of goods.

In the direction of budget-constrained auctions in two-sided markets, Wu et al. [2018] focused on the mechanism design of procurement auctions. Their setting is significantly different from ours. For instance, in their setting, the payment of a buyer is independent of utility if it is within the budget, and she does not report the value of each good.

Applications. Our model captures a two-sided extension of existing works on budget-constrained auctions. For instance, it is a two-sided extension of multi-unit auctions [Dobzinski et al., 2012], a divisible case of matching markets [Fiat et al., 2011; Colini-Baldeschi et al., 2015], and adwords auctions [Goel et al., 2015]. Our model is also a budget extension of reservation exchange markets [Goel et al., 2016]. For further information, see Hirai and Sato [2022].

Future Work. Although the inequalities used for our efficiency guarantees are tight, there is a possibility that using a different method further improves the efficiency. It might be interesting to investigate the limits of the achievable approximation ratio in our settings. In addition, we proposed a new framework of evaluating SW in terms of the optimal LW value in budget-constrained auctions. Further investigation of these efficiency guarantees for existing models and mechanisms is a possible direction for future research. For another direction, our mechanism satisfies only weak budget balance (WBB). Therefore, it would be interesting to design a single-sample mechanism that satisfies direct-trade strong budget balance (DSBB), the strongest BB concept in existence.

Notation. Let R_+ denote the set of nonnegative real numbers and R_{++} the set of positive real numbers. For a set E, let R^E_+ denote the set of all functions from E to R_+ . For w ∈ R^E_+ , we often denote w(e) by w_e, and write as w = (w_e)_{e∈E} . Let w(F ) denote the sum of w(e) over e ∈ F . Also, we often denote a singleton {e} by e. For F ⊆ E, let w|_F denote the restriction of w to F .

A monotone submodular function f on E is a function f : 2^E → R_+ satisfying (i) f(∅) = 0, (ii) f(S) ≤ f(T ) for each S ⊆ T , and (iii) f(S ∪e)−f(S) ≥ f(T ∪e)−f(T ) (S, T ⊆ E, S ⊆ T, e ∈ E \T ). Note that the condition (iii) is equivalent to the submodular inequality f(S) + f(T ) ≥ f(S ∩ T ) + f(S ∪ T ). Additionally, a polymatroid P := P (f) associated with f is a polytope defined by P (f) := {x ∈ R^N_+ : x(S) ≤ f(S) (S ⊆ N)}. For more information on the basics of the polymatroid theory, see e.g. [Fujishige, 2005; Schrijver, 2003].

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Our Model

Consider n buyers and m sellers, where n and m are the positive integers. Each seller has multiple homogeneous and divisible goods, and each buyer wants the maximum amount of goods, and has some money to pay for them. We consider a situation in which sellers allocate goods to buyers via monetary transfers through an auction.

Each buyer i (resp. seller j) has a single-valued valuation v_i ∈ R_{++} (resp. ρ_j ∈ R_{++} ) for a unit of goods and reports a bid v^′_i ∈ R_{++} (resp. ρ^′_j ∈ R_{++} ) to the auctioneer. Each participant (buyer or seller) acts strategically to maximize her utility. Thus, the bid is not necessarily equal to the valuation. Further, buyer i reports a budget B_i ∈ R_+ , that is the maximum possible payment of i.

The market is represented by a bipartite graph (N, M, E), where N and M denote the disjoint sets of nodes and E ⊆ N × M denotes an edge set. Set of nodes N := {1, 2, . . . , n} (resp. M := {1, 2, . . . , m}) denotes a set of buyers (resp. sellers), and buyer i ∈ N and seller j ∈ M are adjacent if and only if they intend to trade with one another. We denote edge (i, j) ∈ E as ij. For the set of participants S ⊆ N ∪ M, let E_S denote the set of edges incident to the participant in S.

The number of goods that seller j can transact is constrained by a polymatroid P_j on E_j . Then, the feasible transactions of the markets are described by a polytope P := ⨁ j∈M P_j = {w ∈ R^E_+ | w|_{Ej} ∈ P_j (j ∈ M)}, which is known to be a polymatroid. Let f_j : 2^{Ej} → R_+ be the monotone submodular function corresponding to P . Specifically, the value f_j(E_j ) denotes seller j’s total goods.

The information I that the auctioneer has access to is defined by I := ((N, M, E), {v^′_i}_{i∈N} , {B_i}_{i∈N} , {ρ^′_j }_{j∈M} , P ). Note that the valuation v_i (resp. ρ_j) of buyer i (resp. seller j) is the private knowledge to which only buyer i (resp. seller j) can then be accessed. The triple of (I, {v_i}_{i∈N} , {ρ_j }_{j∈M} ) can be regarded as the input to this model. A mechanism M is a map that outputs an allocation A from information I. An allocation A is a triple A := (w, p, r) of a transaction vector w = (w_{ij} )_{ij∈E}, payment vector p = (p_i)_{i∈N} , and revenue vector r = (r_j )_{j∈M} . Note that w_{ij} ∈ R^E_+ is the amount of goods transacted between buyer i and seller j. In addition, p_i ∈ R^N_+ denotes the payment for buyer i, and r_j ∈ R^M_+ denotes the revenue for seller j. We consider two constraints on allocation. The first is the budget constraints: p_i ≤ B_i (i ∈ N). This implies that the payment p_i of buyer i must be within her budget B_i for each i ∈ N. The second is the polymatroid constraints: w ∈ P . This implies that the restriction w|_{Ej} of the transaction vector w to E_j ⊆ E is in polymatroid P_j for each j ∈ M.

Our goal is to design an efficient mechanism that outputs a feasible allocation to these constraints and satisfies several desirable properties. To simplify the arguments, for an allocation A = (w, p, r), we define the vector x ∈ R^N_+ that represents the number of goods that each participant has after the auction. In other words, x_i := ∑ ij∈E_i wij for each i ∈ N and xj := fj(Ej )− ∑ ij∈E_j wij for each j ∈ M. Also, for allocation A, the utility u_i(A) of buyer i is defined as follows:

u_i(A) := { v_ix_i − p_i if p_i ≤ B_i, −∞ otherwise,

which is the valuation of allocated goods minus the payment. The utility of seller j is defined by u_j (A) := r_j − v_j(f_j(E_j ) − x_j), which is her revenue minus the total valuation of goods sold in the auction. In this model, the desirable properties of the mechanism are as follows:

(i) Dominant Strategy Incentive Compatibility (DSIC)

It is the best strategy for each participant to report the true valuation. For every input (I, {v_i}_{i∈N} , {ρ_j }_{j∈M} ), it holds that: u_i(M(I)) ≤ u_i(M(I_i)) (i ∈ N ∪ M), where I_i is obtained from I by replacing the bid of participant i with her valuation.

(ii) Individual Rationality (IR)

For each participant i ∈ N ∪M, there is a bid such that i obtains nonnegative utility. If DSIC holds, then IR is expressed as follows: u_i(M(I_i)) ≥ 0 (i ∈ N ∪ M) for every input (I, {v_i}_{i∈N} , {ρ_j }_{j∈M} ).

(iii) Budget Balance (BB)

We consider the following BB notions:

- Weak Budget Balance (WBB):

The total payments of buyers are more than the total revenue of sellers: ∑ i∈N p_i ≥ ∑ j∈M r_j .

- Strong Budget Balance (SBB):

The total payments of buyers are equal to the total revenue of sellers: ∑ i∈N p_i = ∑ j∈M r_j . - Direct-trade Strong Budget Balance (DSBB):

The mechanism satisfies SBB, and each transaction in the mechanism can be assumed to be bilateral trade. The latter condition means that each transaction comprises reallocations of goods from seller j to buyer i, where the transaction price c_{ij} per one unit between i and j satisfies ρ_j ≤ c_{ij} ≤ v_i, and each good is traded at most once.

Efficiency is a key aspect of our study, and social welfare (SW) is the most important measure. For an allocation A = (w, p, r), SW is defined as the sum of the valuations of the allocated goods for each participant, i.e. SW(A) := ∑ i∈N v_ix_i + ∑ j∈M ρ_jx_j . However, it is well known that in the presence of budgets, no mechanism can achieve a constant approximation to the optimal SW accompanied by DSIC and IR for buyers (see, e.g., Lemma 2.2 in Dobzinski and Leme [2014]). This impossibility theorem also holds in our setting, and thus an alternative goal of efficiency is needed.

One possible goal is Pareto optimality (PO), which guarantees that no other allocation provides completely superior to the one obtained by the mechanism. PO has been considered as an important efficiency goal in budget-constrained auctions in one-sided markets (see e.g. [Dobzinski et al., 2012]). However, in the Bayesian setting of two-sided markets, PO accompanied by DSIC, IR, and BB cannot be achieved due to the impossibility theorem [Myerson and Satterthwaite, 1983]. As we consider a more generalized setting than theirs in Section 4, PO cannot be achieved in this setting. In addition, because the approximation of PO is ambiguous, we use liquid welfare (LW) [Dobzinski and Leme, 2014; Syrgkanis and Tardos, 2013] as the efficiency objective.

LW is a payment-based efficiency objective that represents the total admissibility-to-pay. LW is obtained by modifying the term of buyers in SW, from the sum of the valuation of allocated goods to the sum of the minimum of their budgets (ability-to-pay) and the valuation of the allocated goods (willing-to-pay). In other words, for allocation A, LW is defined by

LW(A) := ∑ i∈N min(v_ix_i, B_i) + ∑ j∈M ρ_jx_j . Note that this definition is the one that we extend for use in two-sided markets.

As stated previously, regarding the best possible guarantees of the LW, even a constant approximation to the optimal LW accompanied by DSIC, IR, and BB is impossible, because of the impossibility theorem [Dütting et al., 2021]. Hence, we make the following assumptions on sellers’ valuations, and propose a mechanism that achieves a constant approximation to the optimal LW while satisfying DSIC, IR, and BB:

- Section 3: Sellers report their valuations truthfully.

- Section 4: Sellers’ valuations are drawn independently from probability distributions, and that the auctioneer only has access to a single sample from each seller’s distribution.

2.2 Preprocessing

To simplify these arguments, we often use the following preprocessing for mechanisms: We add m virtual buyers to construct a modified market (N, M, E)^3. A virtual buyer associated with seller

3This preprocessing is considered in some previous studies [Goel et al., 2016; Hirai and Sato, 2022].

j is labeled buyer n + j and is only adjacent to seller j, which implies that she can only transact with seller j. Furthermore, the submodular function f_j (j ∈ M) is modified as follows:

f_j(F ) := { f_j(E_j ) if (n + j)j ∈ F, f_j(F ) otherwise (F ⊆ E_j ∪ {(n + j)j}). In addition, the set of buyers N is modified to N := {1, 2, . . . , n + m}, and the set of edges E is modified as E := ⋃ j∈M E_j ∪ {(n + j)j}. The polymatroid P is also modified according to the modification of f_j (j ∈ M). In the auction, we assume that v_{n+j} = ρ_j, v^′_{n+j} = ρ^′_j, and B_{n+j} = ∞ for each j ∈ M. This modification shifts sellers’ bids toward virtual buyers. After this modification, we consider (N, M, E) for this modified market and do not use the valuations and bids of the sellers.

For seller j ∈ M, the goods purchased by virtual buyer n + j in the auction are considered as the unsold goods of j. This is justified because we only consider mechanisms that sell all goods to buyers, including virtual buyers. Then, the utility of j can be calculated as the sum of the revenue of j and the utility of virtual buyer n + j after the auction because it holds r_j + v_{n+j}x_{n+j} − p_{n+j} = (r_j −p_{n+j})+ρ_j (f_j(E_j )− ∑ ij∈E_j \jj wij ). The first term is the revenue of seller j that arises from non-

virtual buyers and the second term is the valuation of the unsold goods of seller j. Additionally, SW is defined by SW(A) := ∑ i∈N v_ix_i, and LW is defined by LW(A) := ∑ i∈N min(v_ix_i, B_i) because the budgets of virtual buyers are infinite. These are the ones defined for one-sided markets, and thus virtual buyers make our two-sided market closer to a one-sided market.

2.3 Optimal Liquid Welfare

Before analyzing the efficiency of mechanisms, we provide an explicit form of an optimal allocation of LW. We define a monotone submodular function f : 2^E → R_+ corresponding to P , represented by f(S) = ∑ j∈M f_j(S∩E_j ) (S ⊆ E). We find that if the auctioneer has access to each participant’s valuation, an optimal allocation can be obtained by the following procedure using f. First, the preprocessing in Section 2.2 is performed to construct a modified market (N, M, E) with virtual buyers. The goods are thereafter allocated to buyers in descending order of their valuations. For each buyer i ∈ N, the minimum of B_i/v_i and maximum possible amount of i in terms of polymatroid constraints are allocated. Note that B_i/v_i is the smallest amount for buyer i whose value min(v_ix_i, B_i) does not improve when i receives additional goods.

Let x^∗ := (x^∗_i )_{i∈N} denote the number of goods that buyers obtain by using the greedy algorithm. In addition, for buyer i, we define the set H_i of buyers, which comprises buyers who have higher valuations than i, and those who have the same valuation as i and are numbered before i.

Proposition 2.1. An optimal allocation of LW is recursively given by

x^∗_i = min (B_i v_i , min_{H⊆Hi}{f(E_{H∪i}) − x^∗(H)} ) (i ∈ N). Moreover, in this allocation, all goods are allocated to buyers, i.e., it holds x^∗(N) = f(E_N ).

The proof of this is provided in Appendix A. The optimal LW can be interpreted as the optimal SW if we modify the valuation of each buyer i ∈ N to a budget additive function, i.e., min(v_ix_i, B_i). This modification has been used in previous studies (e.g., [Lehmann et al., 2006]) to reduce of budget-constrained auctions to auctions without budgets. Unfortunately, even with this modification, no mechanism can achieve DSIC, IR, and the optimal LW (see Theorem 5.1 in Dobzinski and Leme [2014]). However, this value can be used as a benchmark for SW of mechanisms. Although this is a comparison of different measures, it makes sense from the discussion above.

3 Polyhedral Clinching Auctions with truthful sellers

In this section, we revisit the setting of Hirai and Sato [2022], which assumes that sellers report their valuations truthfully. In other words, we assume that ρ^′_j = ρ_j for each j ∈ M. While this assumption is extremely strong, it is worth exploring in order to develop theories for auctions in two-sided markets. We analyze the efficiency of their mechanism in more detail, and utilize the results of our single-sample mechanism in Section 4.

3.1 Mechanism

Next, we briefly explain the Polyhedral Clinching Auction in Hirai and Sato [2022]. Their mechanism is a two-sided extension of that proposed by Goel et al. [2015], which utilizes a celebrated clinching framework of Ausubel [2004]. We denote the mechanism PCA((N, M, E), v^′, B, P ), where (N, M, E) denotes the original market, v^′ := {v^′_i}_{i∈N} denotes the set of buyers’ bids, ρ^′ := {ρ^′_j }_{j∈M} denotes the set of sellers’ bids, B := {B_i}_{i∈N} denotes the set of budgets, and P is a polymatroid.

An overview of this mechanism is presented in Algorithm 1. In line 1, the preprocessing of Section 2.2 is performed to construct a modified market (N, M, E). The term V denotes the set of virtual buyers. Subsequently, an auction is conducted under this new market. Initially, the allocation (w, p, r) is equal to 0. Also, buyer i (i ∈ N) has a price clock c_i that starts at 0 and gradually increases thereafter. The value c_i is used as the transaction price per unit when i can buy some amount of goods. For price c_i, the demand d_i of buyer i is determined, which is the maximum amount i wants to trade in the future. Since c_i = 0, the initial value of d_i is set as ∞.

Each iteration comprises the following steps: At the beginning of the iteration, if a certain condition is satisfied, buyers clinch some goods and the allocation (w, p, r) is updated according to transactions (described in Algorithm 2). Then, the price clock of buyer l is incremented by ε, where l is determined in order. After updating the price clock, her demand d_l is also updated. If there is a buyer with a positive demand, the auction proceeds to the next iteration. Otherwise, the final allocation (w^f , p^f , r^f ) is output by canceling all transactions of the virtual buyers.

In Algorithm 1, to achieve good efficiency, we make the following assumption:

Assumption 3.1. All values of v^′_i are multiples of some small positive number ε > 0.

Algorithm 1 Polyhedral Clinching Auction for two-sided markets PCA((N, M, E), v^′ , ρ^′B, P ) 1: Add virtual buyers V and construct a modified market (N, M, E). 2: c_i := 0, d_i := ∞ (i ∈ N) and l := 1.

3: p_i := 0, (i ∈ N), r_j := 0 (j ∈ M) and w_{ij} := 0 (ij ∈ E). 4: while d_i ≠ 0 for some i ∈ N do 5: Clinching(P, (w, p, r), d). 6: c_l := c_l + ε.

7: d_l := { (B_l − p_l)/c_l if c_l < v^′_l, 0 otherwise.

8: l := l + 1 mod m + n. 9: end while 10: p^f_i := p_i, (i ∈ N \ V ), r^f_j := r_j − p_{n+j} (j ∈ M), and w^f_{ij} := w_{ij} (ij ∈ E_{N\V} ).

Now, we explain the clinching condition in line 5 of Algorithm 1, whose full desription is provided in Algorithm 2. When a certain condition is satisfied, buyers clinch the maximum amount of goods that does not affect other buyers. To describe this condition, we utilize polymatroid theory. For polymatroid P and transaction vector w, and demand vector d := (d_i)_{i∈N} , we define the remnant supply polytope P_{w,d} on E by P_{w,d} := {y ∈ R^E_+ | w + y ∈ P, y(E_i) ≤ d_i}, which indicates the remaining goods that buyers can transact through a set of edges in the future. Additionally, for a vector ξ_i := (ξ_{ij} )_{ij∈Ei} ∈ R^{Ei}_+ , define P^i_{w,d}(ξ_i) by P^i_{w,d}(ξ_i) := {u ∈ R^{N−i}_+ | ∃y ∈ P_{w,d}, y|_{Ei} = ξ_i, y(E_k) = u_k(k ∈ N −i)}. Note that P^i_{w,d}(ξ_i) describes the possible future transactions of buyers N \ i if buyer i clinches ξ_i ∈ E_i in this iteration. The clinching condition is described as P^i_{w,d}(ξ_i) = P^i_{w,d}(0). The set of ξ_i ∈ E_i that satisfies the condition is known as the clinching polytope, that is P^i_{w,d} := {ξ_i ∈ R^{Ei}_+ | P^i_{w,d}(ξ_i) = P^i_{w,d}(0)}. Then, buyer i clinches ξ_{ij} as the amount of goods from seller j at price c_i in the iteration, where ξ_i := (ξ_{ij} )_{ij∈Ei} denotes the maximal vector in P^i_{w,d}. After calculating ξ_i for each i ∈ N, allocation (w, p, r) is updated according to the transactions. Using the following theorem, we can find a maximal vector ξ_i in polynomial time provided the value oracle of f is given. Theorem 3.2 (Theorem 5 in Hirai and Sato [2022]). The clinching polytope P^i_{w,d} is a polymatroid, and by the greedy algorithm, the maximal vector of P^i_{w,d} can be computed in polynomial time.

Algorithm 2 Clinching(P, (w, p, r), d) 1: for i = 1, 2, . . . , n + m do 2: Clinch a maximal increase ξ_i := (ξ_{ij} )_{ij∈Ei} satisfying P^i_{w,d}(ξ_i) = P^i_{w,d}(0) 3: p_i := p_i + c_iξ_i(E_i) (i ∈ N).

4: w_{ij} := w_{ij} + ξ_{ij} (ij ∈ E_i), d_i := { (B_i − p_i)/c_i if c_i < v^′_i 0 otherwise (i ∈ N). 5: end for 6: r_j := r_j + ∑ ij∈E_j c_iξ_{ij} (j ∈ M).

However, the choice of a point on the base polytope of a polymatroid is not unique^4, It was shown by Hirai and Sato [2022] that regardless of the selection process, the total amount of the transactions is the same. Since the total amount is sufficient to consider efficiency, we explain the calculation of the total transactions in an iteration. For a transaction vector w, define x := (x_i)_{i∈N} , where x_i = w(E_i) for each i ∈ N. For polymatroid P , and vectors x and d, we define the remnant supply polytope P̃_{x,d} on N as follows: P̃_{x,d} := {y ∈ R^N_+ | ∃z ∈ P s.t. x_i + y_i = z(E_i), y_i ≤ d_i (i ∈ N)}. This polytope plays a critical role in calculation of the total transactions in each iteration.

Theorem 3.3 (Hirai and Sato [2022]). The polytope P̃_{x,d} is a polymatroid, where the corresponding monotone submodular function g : 2^N → R_+ is obtained by g_{x,d}(S) := min_{S′⊆S}{ min_{S′′⊇S′}{f(E_S′′ ) − x(S^{′′})} + d(S \ S^′)}. (1) Moreover, ξ_i(E_i) = g_{x,d}(N) − g_{x,d}(N \ i) for each i ∈ N.

4All of the property in this study hold for any point selection method that can be computed in polynomial time and does not use any information about the bids of participants. For instance, in the greedy algorithm, buyers clinch the maximum amount of goods from each seller in ascending order of numbering, which is an appropriate method.

This mechanism is known to have a number of excellent properties. Hirai and Sato [2022] proved that Algorithm 1 achieves their goals. In the following, we can assume that all buyers report truthfully, i.e., v^′_i = v_i for each i ∈ N, because the mechanism satisfies DSIC for buyers.

Theorem 3.4 (Theorem 8 in Hirai and Sato [2022]). The mechanism satisfies all of DSIC for buyers, IR, SBB, and PO.

Note that in this mechanism, each transaction consists of reallocations of goods from seller j to buyer i where the price c_{ij} per one unit satisfies ρ_j ≤ c_{ij} ≤ v_i, and each goods is traded at most once. Thus, the mechanism obviously satisfies DSBB, although Hirai and Sato [2022] pointed out only SBB.

3.2 LW guarantees

Although the Polyhedral Clinching Auction satisfies several nice properties, the efficiency guarantee is on PO, which cannot be used in the single-sample setting of Section 4. Therefore, we examine the LW of this mechanism. Let LW^{PCA((N,M,E),v,ρ,B,P )} denote the LW of allocation by the mechanism PCA((N, M, E), v, ρ, B, P ). Additionally, let LW^{OPT((N,M,E),v,ρ,B,P )} denote the optimal LW under the same input. We often denote them as LW^{PCA} and LW^{OPT}, respectively, when they are clear from the context.

We obtain the LW guarantee of the Polyhedral Clinching Auction, which is one of our primary technical contributions. Let v_{max} (resp. v_{min}) denote the maximum (resp. minimum) value of valuations for buyers, including virtual buyers. Then, the following holds:

Theorem 3.5. If ε ≤^{v2min}_{vmax−vmin} , it holds LW^{PCA} ≥ 1/2 LW^{OPT}.

In Example 3.6, we show that the condition on ε and the LW guarantee in the above are tight.

Example 3.6. Consider a market with two buyers and one seller. Buyer 1 has valuation v_{min} + ε and an infinite budget. Buyer 2 has valuation v_{max} and budget v_{min}. The seller has one unit of goods and valuation v_{min}. Then, in the optimal allocation from Proposition 2.1, Buyer 1 obtains 1 − v_{min}/v_{max} units of goods, and Buyer 2 obtains v_{min}/v_{max} units of goods. Thus, LW^{OPT} = v_{min} + (v_{min} + ε) ( 1 − v_{min}/v_{max} ) . In Algorithm 1, when the virtual buyer’s price clock is equal to v_{min}, she drops out of the auction. Similarly, when the price clock of buyer 1 is equal to v_{min} + ε, she also drops out, and buyer 2 wins a unit of goods by paying v_{min}. Thus, we have LW^{PCA} = min(v_{max}, v_{min}) = v_{min}. If ε >^{v2min}_{vmax−vmin} , then it holds

LW^{PCA} = v_{min} < 1 2 (v_{min} + (v_{min} + ε) ( 1 − v_{min} v_{max} ) ) = 1 2 LW^{OPT}.

Furthermore, if ε =^{v2min}_{vmax−vmin} , then it holds

LW^{PCA} = v_{min} = 1 2 (v_{min} + (v_{min} + ε) ( 1 − v_{min} v_{max} ) ) = 1 2 LW^{OPT}.

This indicates that the condition on ε and the efficiency guarantee in Theorem 3.5 are tight.

We present proof sketch of Theorem 3.5, while the omitted proofs of the following theorems and propositions are provided in Appendix B. To compare the LW value of the mechanism to the optimal value, we relate the allocation in the mechanism to the one in Proposition 2.1. We find that in any iteration of Algorithm 1, the amount of the remaining goods that buyers S can transact in the future is at least the gap between the number of goods allocated to S in the optimal allocation and in the mechanism up to the current iteration. Let x, d ∈ R^N_+ be the current allocation of goods and demands in a certain iteration. We define X := {i ∈ N | d_i > 0}. Then, the following holds:

Theorem 3.7. For each S ⊆ X, it holds g_{x,d}(S) ≥ x^∗(S) − x(S).

The main component of the proof of Theorem 3.7 is Proposition 3.8. We show that the equation (1), obtained by the polymatroid theory, can be expressed in a simpler formula utilizing the clinching condition of ”not affecting other buyers.” This proposition illustrates well the features of a clinching framework, and we believe that it is useful for other analyses of the mechanism.

Proposition 3.8. Let S ⊆ N be the set of buyers. Then it holds: g_{x,d}(S) = min_{S′⊆S}{f(E_S′ ) − x(S^′) + d(S \ S^′)}. (2) In the proof of Proposition 3.8, we use mathematical induction. We show that if (2) holds at the beginning of an iteration, then it also holds at the end of the iteration.

Proof of Theorem 3.7. For any S ⊆ N, let S^′ ⊆ S be a minimizer of g_{x,d}(S), i.e. g_{x,d}(S) = f(E_S′ ) − x(S^′) + d(S \ S^′) by Proposition 3.8. Then, we have the following:

g_{x,d}(S) − x^∗(S) + x(S) = f(E_S′ ) − x(S^′) + d(S \ S^′) − x^∗(S) + x(S) = f(E_S′ ) − x^∗(S^′) + x(S \ S^′) + d(S \ S^′) − x^∗(S \ S^′).

By polymatroid constraint, it holds x^∗(S^′) ≤ f(E_S′ ). Also, by d_i > 0, we have v_i ≥ c_i, where c_i is a current value of the price clock of buyer i. Thus, g_{x,d}(S) − x^∗(S) + x(S) ≥ x(S \ S^′) + d(S \ S^′) − x^∗(S \ S^′) = ∑ i∈S\S^′ (x_i + d_i − x^∗_i ).

If there exists a buyer i ∈ S \ S^′ with c_i = 0, we have g_{x,d}(S) − x^∗(S) + x(S) > 0 since d_i = ∞. Suppose that c_i > 0 for all i ∈ S \ S^′. In Algorithm 1, buyer i clinches the goods at the price equal to or less than c_i. Then, we have x_i ≥ p_i/c_i for each i ∈ N. In addition, we have x^∗_i ≤ B_i/v_i ≤ B_i/c_i by Proposition 2.1. Therefore, we have the following: g_{x,d}(S) − x^∗(S) + x(S) ≥ ∑ i∈S\S^′ (x_i + d_i − x^∗_i ) ≥ ∑ i∈S\S^′ ( p_i c_i + B_i − p_i c_i − B_i c_i ) = 0.

Theorem 3.7 provides us a clear insight into the remaining goods. We use it to obtain the following inequality, which holds in each iteration. Define Y := {i ∈ X : x^f_i ≤ x^∗_i }. From Y ⊆ X and the monotonicity of g_{x,d}, we obtain the following: g_{x,d}(X) − x^∗(Y ) + x(Y ) ≥ g_{x,d}(Y ) − x^∗(Y ) + x(Y ) ≥ 0, where the last inequality follows from Theorem 3.7. This guarantees that the second term on the right-hand side of (3) is nonnegative. This plays an important role in the proof of Proposition 3.9.

Proposition 3.9. It holds throughout the auction that: ∑ i∈X\Y (p^f_i − p_i) ≥ ∑ i∈Y (v_i − ε)(x^∗_i − x^f_i) + c̃(g_{x,d}(X) − x^∗(Y ) + x(Y )), (3)

where c̃ := min_{i∈X\V} c_i.

The proof of Proposition 3.9 shows that if (3) holds, at the end of an iteration, it also holds true at the beginning of the iteration. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first one to use a type of ”backward” mathematical induction for the Polyhedral Clinching Auction.

We then consider the iteration in which the price clocks of all non-virtual buyers reach min_{i∈V} v_i. Thus, it holds x_i = p_i = 0 for i ∈ N \ V . Using this and Proposition 3.9, we obtain the following guarantee. Theorem 3.10 is directly related to the proof of Theorem 3.5 because the left side is exactly the lower bound of LW.

Theorem 3.10. If ε ≤^{v2min}_{vmax−vmin} , then ∑ i∈N;x^f_i>x^∗_i p f i + ∑ i∈N;x^f_i≤x^∗_i vix f i ≥ ∑ i∈N;x^f_i≤x^∗_i vix ∗ i . Now we are ready for the proof of Theorem 3.5.

Proof of Theorem 3.5. For a buyer i ∈ N, from buyers’ IR in Theorem 3.4, it holds v_ix^f_i ≥ p^f_i. Then, it holds min(v_ix^f_i, B_i) ≥ p^f_i by B_i ≥ p^f_i and v_ix^f_i ≥ p^f_i. In addition, for buyer i ∈ N with x^f_i ≤ x^∗_i , from Proposition 2.1, it holds that x^f_i ≤ x^∗_i ≤ B_i/v_i, and thus min(v_ix^f_i, B_i) = v_ix^f_i. Then,

LW^{PCA} = ∑ i∈N min(v_ix^f_i, B_i) ≥ ∑ i∈N;x^f_i>x^∗_i p^f_i + ∑ i∈N;x^f_i≤x^∗_i v_ix^f_i ≥ ∑ i∈N;x^f_i≤x^∗_i v_ix^∗_i , (4)

where the second inequality holds by Theorem 3.10. By min(v_ix^f_i, B_i) ≥ 0 for each i ∈ N, it holds LW^M ≥ ∑ i∈N;x^f_i>x^∗_i min(vix f i, B_i) ≥ ∑ i∈N;x^f_i>x^∗_i min(vix ∗ i , B_i). Combining this with (4), we have

2LW^{PCA} ≥ ∑ i∈N;x^f_i≤x^∗_i v_ix^∗_i + ∑ i∈N;x^f_i>x^∗_i min(v_ix^∗_i , B_i) = ∑ i∈N min(v_ix^∗_i , B_i) = LW^{OPT}.

3.3 SW guarantees

In Theorem 3.5, we obtain the LW guarantee for the Polyhedral Clinching Auction. According to the definition of LW, the loss of LW occurs by either of the following: (i) allocating goods more than the budget divided by the valuation to buyers with high valuations or (ii) allocating goods to buyers with low valuations who have few goods in the optimal allocation by Proposition 2.1. Then, the following proposition implies that the loss of LW in Algorithm 1 occurs through (i).

Proposition 3.11. For buyer i ∈ N, If x^f_i > x^∗_i , then it holds x^∗_i =^{Bi}_{vi} .

The proof is provided in Appendix B. Then, the tendency to over-allocate goods to buyers with high valuations implies that the total sum of the valuations of the allocated goods becomes high. This motivated us to examine the SW of the mechanism. Let the SW of the allocation by mechanism PCA((N, M, E), v, ρ, B, P ) be denoted as SW^{PCA((N,M,E),v,ρ,B,P )}. We often denote them by SW^{PCA} when it is clear from the context. Then, the following holds:

Theorem 3.12. It holds that SW^{PCA} = ∑ i∈N v_ix^f_i ≥ ∑ i∈N v_ix^∗_i = LW^{OPT}.

The inequality in Theorem 3.12 is also tight. This can be easily verified if we consider the case in which all buyers are not budget-constrained. In this case, LW^{OPT} is exactly the optimal SW according to the definition of LW, and is at least SW^{PCA} by optimality.

Theorem 3.12 is highly valuable because it demonstrates the superiority of the Polyhedral Clinching Auction. As noted in Section 2.3, the optimal LW can be interpreted as the optimal SW if we consider a non-budgeted setting by replacing the valuation of buyers with v_i(x_i) = min(v_ix_i, B_i) for each i ∈ N. Therefore, Theorem 3.12 implies that the SW of the Polyhedral Clinching Auction achieves more than the target value of the SW in this modification method. Moreover, it also states that when buyers are all non-budgeted, Algorithm 1 outputs allocation that maximizes SW.

We utilize the structure of the tight sets lemma [Goel et al., 2014, 2015], which can be applied to our setting using Theorem 7 of Hirai and Sato [2022]. We call a set X ⊆ N tight if x^f (X) = f(E_X ).

Proposition 3.13 (Goel et al. [2014, 2015]). Let i_1, i_2, . . . , i_t be buyers who are dropped by the price increase, where they are sorted in reverse order of their drops. For each k = 1, 2, . . . , t, let X_k denote the set of buyers with a positive demand just before the drop in i_k. Thus, we have the followings:

1. ∅ = X_0 ⊂ X_1 ⊂ X_2 ⊂ · · · ⊂ X_t = N is a chain of tight sets.

2. For k = 1, 2, . . . , t, it holds that i_k ∈ X_k \ X_{k−1}.

3. For i ∈ X_k \ (X_{k−1} ∪ i_k), it holds that v_i ≥ v_{ik} and p^f_i = B_i.

Proof of Theorem 3.12. Using Proposition 3.13, we prove ∑ i∈X_k v_ix^f_i ≥ ∑ i∈X_k v_ix^∗_i + v_{ik} ( ∑ i∈X_k x^f_i − ∑ i∈X_k x^∗_{ik} ). (5)

for each k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , t} by mathematical induction. In the case of k = 0, we have (5) since both sides of (5) are equal to 0 by X_0 = ∅. Suppose that the inequality holds for k − 1. Then, we have ∑ i∈X_{k−1} v_i(x^f_i − x^∗_i ) ≥ v_{ik−1} ( x^f (X_{k−1}) − x^∗(X_{k−1}) ) .

We prove that the inequality also holds for k. By property (i) of Proposition 3.13, it holds x^f (X_{k−1}) ≥ x^∗(X_{k−1}) and x^f (X_k) ≥ x^∗(X_k). Therefore, we have ∑ i∈X_k v_i(x^f_i − x^∗_i ) ≥ v_{ik−1} (x^f (X_{k−1}) − x^∗(X_{k−1})) + ∑ i∈X_k\X_{k−1} v_i(x^f_i − x^∗_i )

≥ v_{ik} (x^f (X_{k−1}) − x^∗(X_{k−1})) + ∑ i∈X_k \X_{k−1} v_{ik} (x^f_i − x^∗_i ) = v_{ik} ( ∑ i∈X_k x^f_i − ∑ i∈X_k x^∗_i ),

where the first inequality holds by induction and the second inequality holds by v_i ≥ v_{ik} for each i ∈ X_k and x^f_i ≥ x^∗_i (i ∈ X_k \ (X_{k−1} ∪ {i_k})). Therefore, we have (5) for each k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , t}. Finally, since X_t = N, it holds ∑ i∈X_t x f i = ∑ i∈X_t x ∗ i = f(N) by Propositions 2.1 and 3.13.

Therefore, we obtain ∑ i∈N v_ix^f_i ≥ ∑ i∈N v_ix^∗_i . 4 Polyhedral clinching auctions with a single sample

In this section, we propose a single-sample mechanism that utilizes the Polyhedral Clinching Auction, and Theorems 3.5 and 3.12 in Section 3.

4.1 Single Sample Assumptions

We consider the following assumption of sellers’ valuations.

Assumption 4.1. The valuation of seller j ∈ M is drawn independently from a probability distribution G_j , and the auctioneer has access to a single sample ρ^s_j ∼ G_j from the distribution G_j of each seller j ∈ M, even though the auctioneer does not know the distributions G := {G_j }_{j∈M} .

Note that this assumption is more general than that in the Bayesian setting because the auctioneer does not have information of the distributions G, and these single samples can be obtained if the auctioneer is aware of G. In addition, it is less general than the prior-free setting because the auctioneer has prior information on the valuation of sellers.

Under Assumption 4.1, the information that the auctioneer can access is modified to Ĩ := ((N, M, E), v^′, ρ^′, ρ^s, B, f), where ρ^s := {ρ^s_j }_{j∈M} . In addition, the input to our model is changed to (Ĩ, v, ρ, G). A single-sample mechanism M̃ is a map from this information Ĩ to allocation A.

The definitions of desirable properties and efficiency objectives introduced in Section 2.1 are unchanged by Assumption 4.1. In contrast, efficiency objectives must be evaluated based on the expected value of the realization of valuations and samples. In the following, we fix the information on buyers and distributions G, and change the information on the sellers. Then, the expected values of the LW and SW obtained by mechanism M̃ that satisfies DSIC is denoted by E_{ρ,ρ}s_{∼G} [LW^{M̃((N,M,E),ρ,ρs,P )}] and E_{ρ,ρ}s_{∼G} [SW^{M̃((N,M,E),ρ,ρs,P )}], respectively. In addition, the expected value of the optimal LW for the same input is denoted by E_{ρ∼G} [LW^{OP T ((N,M,E),ρ,P )}].

We are interested in the ratio between the expected value of LW / SW obtained by the mechanism and that of the optimal LW. In the analysis of our mechanism, the expectations of valuations and samples are difficult to handle. To simplify the arguments, we used only a pair of random variables from the distributions G.

Lemma 4.2. Let M̃ : Ĩ → A be a single-sample mechanism which satisfies DSIC. Let α be some positive constant with α ≥ 1. Suppose that for arbitrary random variables ρ^a, ρ^b with ρ^a_j , ρ^b_j ∼ G_j for each j ∈ M, it holds LW^{M̃((N,M,E),ρa,ρb,P )} + LW^{M̃((N,M,E),ρb,ρa,P )} ≥ 1 α (LW^{OP T ((N,M,E),ρa,P )} + LW^{OP T ((N,M,E),ρb,P )}). Then, it holds E_{ρ,ρ}s_{∼G}[LW^{M ((N,M,E),ρ,ρs ,P )}] ≥^1_α E_{ρ∼G} [LW^{OP T ((N,M,E),ρ,P )}]. Lemma 4.2 holds when we replace the LW of the mechanism with its SW. To simplify the notation, we often denote LW^{M̃((N,M,E),ρa,ρb,P )} and LW^{OPT((N,M,E),ρa,P )} by LW^{M̃(ρa,ρb)} and LW^{OPT(ρa)}, respectively, if it is clear from the context.

4.2 Our mechanism

Our mechanism M is obtained by a combination of Polyhedral Clinching Auctions in Section 3 and the reduction method of Dütting et al. [2021]. An overview of this mechanism is provided in Algorithm 3. In this mechanism, only sellers whose sample values are higher than their valuations participate in the auction. We then modify the market and constraints by the deletion of sellers. Subsequently, we apply the Polyhedral Clinching Auction to this market and allocation (w, p, r) is obtained. Although the transaction and payment vectors are used directly in the final allocation, the revenue of sellers is reduced such that the price of a unit of goods is equal to the sample value. Following this modification, the final allocation (w^f , p^f , r^f ) is the output.

The single-sample mechanism M satisfies the following properties:

Algorithm 3 Our Mechanism M ((N, M, E), v, ρ^′ , ρ^s, B, P ) 1: Extract the set of sellers M̃ := {j ∈ M : ρ^s_j ≥ ρ^′_j }. 2: Define Ẽ := {ij ∈ E | j ∈ M̃}, P_{M̃} := ⨁ j∈M̃ Pj = {w ∈ R E + | w|_{Ej} ∈ P_j (j ∈ M̃)}, ρ̃^s := {ρ^s_j }_{j∈M̃} . 3: (w, p, r) := P CA((N, M̃ , Ẽ), v, ρ̃^s, B, P_{M̃} ). 4: w^f_{ij} = { w_{ij} if ij ∈ Ẽ, 0 otherwise

(ij ∈ E), p^f_i = p_i (i ∈ N), r^f_j = { ρ^s_j w(Ẽ_j ) if j ∈ M̃ , 0 otherwise. (j ∈ M)

Theorem 4.3. The mechanism M satisfies DSIC, IR, and WBB.

Proof. Because the number of allocated goods and the payment of each buyer are equal to those obtained in line 3, DSIC and IR for buyers are satisfied by Theorem 3.4.

In mechanism M , each seller’s bid is used only to determine whether the seller participates in the auction, and its revenue is independent of the bid. Then, if the valuation ρ_j of seller j is greater than ρ^s_j , it is preferable not to participate in the auction because she is unwilling to sell goods at a price of ρ^s_j per unit. In addition, if ρ_j is ρ^s_j or less, she is willing to sell the goods in the auction at ρ^s_j per unit. In both cases, the best choice for seller j is achieved by truthfully bidding ρ^′_j = ρ_j, and in this case she does not sell her goods at the price below her valuation. Therefore, the mechanism also satisfies DSIC and IR for sellers.

At the end of line 3, the total payment ∑ i∈N p_i is equal to the total revenue ∑ j∈M̃ rj by SBB in Theorem 3.4. By r_j ≥ ρ^s_j w(Ẽ_j ) (j ∈ M̃ ) from IR for sellers in Theorem 3.4, we have ∑ i∈N p^f_i = ∑ i∈N p_i = ∑ j∈M̃ r_j ≥ ∑ j∈M ρ^s_j w(Ẽ_j ) = ∑ j∈M r^f_j .

Thus, the mechanism satisfies WBB.

From Theorem 4.3, it remains to show its efficiency guarantees. Let ρ^a, ρ^b be arbitrary random variables with ρ^a_j , ρ^b_j ∼ G_j for each j ∈ M. Then, our goals are the following:

Theorem 4.4. It holds LW^{M (ρa ,ρb)} + LW^{M (ρb ,ρa)} ≥^1_4 (LW^{OPT(ρa)} + LW^{OPT(ρb)}).

Corollary 4.5. It holds SW^{M (ρa ,ρb)} + SW^{M (ρb ,ρa)} ≥^1_2 (LW^{OPT(ρa)} + LW^{OPT(ρb)}).

By Lemma 4.2, Theorem 4.4 implies that the LW of the mechanism achieves an LW of more than 1/4 of the optimal LW in expectation. Additionally, Corollary 4.5 indicates that an SW of the mechanism achieves more than 1/2 of the optimal LW in expectation. Thus, by combining Theorems 4.3, 4.4 and Corollary 4.5, we obtain Main Theorem.

Notably, the approximation ratio in Theorem 4.4 (resp. Corollary 4.5) is half of Theorem 3.5 (resp. Theorem 3.12). This loss of efficiency results from the deletion of sellers in line 1 of Algorithm 3. This is consistent with the loss in Theorem 2 of Dütting et al. [2021]. Although mechanism M relies on their method, our proof is slightly simpler than that of their Theorem 2 using Lemma 4.2. To prove Theorem 4.4, we use the following lemmata, whose proofs are provided in Appendix C. Define M_a := {j ∈ M : ρ^a_j ≥ ρ^b_j }, M_b := {j ∈ M : ρ^a_j ≤ ρ^b_j }, ρ̃^a := {ρ^a_j }_{j∈Ma} , and ρ̃^b := {ρ^b_j }_{j∈Mb} . Then, the following holds:

Lemma 4.6. In mechanism M ((N, M, E), ρ^a , ρ^b, P ), it holds that LW^{M (ρa ,ρb)} + LW^{M (ρb ,ρa)} ≥ LW^{PCA((N,Ma,E|Ma ),ρ̃a,PMa )} + LW^{PCA((N,Mb,E|M}b^{),ρ̃b,PM}b^).

Lemma 4.7. For the optimal value of LW, it holds that LW^{OPT((N,Ma,E|Ma ),ρ̃a,PMa )} + LW^{OPT((N,Mb,E|M}b^{),ρ̃b,PM}b^) ≥ 1 2 (LW^{OPT(ρa)} + LW^{OPT(ρb)}).

Proof of Theorem 4.4. From Theorem 3.5, we have the following: LW^{P CA((N,Ma,E|Ma ),ρ̃a,PMa )} ≥ 1 2 LW^{OP T ((N,Ma,E|Ma ),ρ̃a,PMa )}, (6) LW^{P CA((N,Mb,E|M}b^{),ρ̃b,PM}b^) ≥ 1 2 LW^{OP T ((N,Mb,E|M}b^{),ρ̃b,PM}b^). (7) Combining this with Lemma 4.6, we obtain the following: LW^{M (ρa ,ρb)} + LW^{M (ρb ,ρa)} ≥ 1 2 (LW^{OP T ((N,Ma,E|Ma ),ρ̃a,PMa )} + LW^{OP T ((N,Mb,E|M}b^{),ρ̃b,PM}b^)) ≥ 1 4 (LW^{OP T (ρa)} + LW^{OP T (ρb)}),

where the last inequality holds from Lemma 4.7.

In the proof of Theorem 4.4, we can replace (6) and (7) with the following: SW^{P CA((N,Ma,E|Ma ),ρ̃a,PMa )} ≥ LW^{OP T ((N,Ma,E|Ma ),ρ̃a,PMa )}, SW^{P CA((N,Mb,E|M}b^{),ρ̃b,PM}b^) ≥ LW^{OP T ((N,Mb,E|M}b^{),ρ̃b,PM}b^) using Theorem 3.12. This provides the proof of Corollary 4.5. Finally, we show that the inequalities in Theorem 4.4 and Corollary 4.5 are tight.

Example 4.8. Consider a multi-unit auction with two buyers, and one seller. The seller owns a good, and her transaction is not constrained by a polymatroid. Buyer 1 has valuation 1 and infinite budget, and buyer 2 has valuation k (k ≥ 1) and budget 1. For an arbitrary small positive number δ ≪ 1, we consider two cases: (ρ_1, ρ^s_1) = (δ, 2δ) and (ρ_j, ρ^s_j ) = (2δ, δ). In both cases, the optimal LW is 2 −^1_k because δ ≪ 1.

If (ρ_j , ρ^s_j ) = (δ, 2δ), then the seller participates in the auction and sells goods, and when the price of buyer 1 is 1, all the goods are allocated to buyer 2. In this case, the LW is min(k, 1) = 1, and the SW is k. If (ρ_j, ρ^s_j ) = (2δ, δ), then the seller does not participate in the auction. In this case, the LW and SW are 2δ. Thus, it holds

LW^{M (2δ,δ)} + LW^{M (δ,2δ)} = 1 + 2δ ≤

1 + 2δ 2(2 − 1/k)

(LW^{OP T (2δ)} + LW^{OP T (δ)}).

Taking k → ∞ and δ → 0, we have^{1+2δ}_{2(2−1/k)} →^1_4 . Additionally, it holds that SW^{M (2δ,δ)} + SW^{M (δ,2δ)} = k + 2δ ≤ k + 2δ 2(2 − 1/k)

(LW^{OP T (2δ)} + LW^{OP T (δ)}).

Taking k → 1 and δ → 0, we have^{k+2δ}_{2(2−1/k)} →^1_2 . Thus, the guarantee in Theorem 4.4 and Corollary 4.5 are tight.

Acknowledgement

We thank Hiroshi Hirai for careful reading and helpful comments. This work was supported by Grant-in-Aid for JSPS Research Fellow Grant Number JP22J22831, Japan and Grant-in-Aid for Challenging Research (Exploratory) Grant Number JP21K19759, Japan.

References

L. M. Ausubel. An efficient ascending-bid auction for multiple objects. American Economic Review, 94(5):1452–1475, 2004.

P. D. Azar, R. Kleinberg, and S. M. Weinberg. Prophet inequalities with limited information.

In Proceedings of the 25th Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA ’14, pages 1358–1377, Portland, 2014.

P. D. Azar, R. Kleinberg, and S. M. Weinberg. Prior independent mechanisms via prophet inequalities with limited information. Games and Economic Behavior, 118:511–532, 2019.

A. Braun and T. Kesselheim. Truthful mechanisms for two-sided markets via prophet inequalities.

Mathematics of Operations Research, page to appear, 2022.

R. Colini-Baldeschi, S. Leonardi, M. Henzinger, and M. Starnberger. On multiple keyword sponsored search auctions with budgets. ACM Transactions on Economics and Computation, 4(1): 2:1–2:34, 2015.

R. Colini-Baldeschi, B. de Keijzer, S. Leonardi, and S. Turchetta. Approximately efficient double auctions with strong budget balance. In Proceedings of the Twenty-seventh Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA ’16, pages 1424–1443, Arlington, 2016.

R. Colini-Baldeschi, P. W. Goldberg, B. d. Keijzer, S. Leonardi, T. Roughgarden, and S. Turchetta.

Approximately efficient two-sided combinatorial auctions. ACM Transactions on Economics and Computation, 8(1):4:1–4:29, 2020.

J. R. Correa, P. Dütting, F. A. Fischer, and K. Schewior. Prophet inequalities for i.i.d. random variables from an unknown distribution. In Proceedings of the 20th ACM Conference on Economics and Computation, EC ’19, pages 3–17, Phoenix, 2019.

J. R. Correa, A. Cristi, B. Epstein, and J. A. Soto. The two-sided game of googol and sample-based prophet inequalities. In Proceedings of the 31st ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA ’20, pages 2066–2081, Salt Lake City, 2020.

Y. Deng, J. Mao, B. Sivan, and K. Wang. Approximately efficient bilateral trade. In Proceedings of the 54th Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC ’22, pages 718–721, Rome, 2022.

P. Dhangwatnotai, T. Roughgarden, and Q. Yan. Revenue maximization with a single sample.

Games and Economic Behavior, 91:318–333, 2015.

S. Dobzinski and R. P. Leme. Efficiency guarantees in auctions with budgets. In Proceedings of the 41 st International Colloquium Automata, Languages, and Programming, ICALP ’14, pages 392–404, Copenhagen, 2014.

S. Dobzinski, R. Lavi, and N. Nisan. Multi-unit auctions with budget limits. Games and Economic Behavior, 74(2):486–503, 2012.

P. Dütting, M. Henzinger, and M. Starnberger. Auctions for heterogeneous items and budget limits.

ACM Transactions on Economics and Computation, 4(1):4:1–4:17, 2015.

P. Dütting, F. Fusco, P. Lazos, S. Leonardi, and R. Reiffenhäuser. Efficient two-sided markets with limited information. In Proceedings of the 53rd Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC ’21, pages 1452–1465, online, 2021.

A. Fiat, S. Leonardi, J. Saia, and P. Sankowski. Single valued combinatorial auctions with budgets.

In Proceedings of the 12th ACM Conference on Electronic Commerce, EC ’11, pages 223–232, San Jose, 2011.

D. Fotakis, K. Lotidis, and C. Podimata. A bridge between liquid and social welfare in combinatorial auctions with submodular bidders. In Proceedings of the Thirty-Third AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, AAAI ’19, pages 1949–1956, Honolulu, 2019.

S. Fujishige. Submodular Functions and Optimization, Second Edition. Elsevier, Amsterdam, 2005.

G. Goel, V. Mirrokni, and R. P. Leme. Clinching auctions beyond hard budget constraints. In Proceedings of the Fifteenth ACM Conference on Economics and Computation, EC ’14, pages 167–184, Palo Alto, 2014.

G. Goel, V. Mirrokni, and R. P. Leme. Polyhedral clinching auctions and the adwords polytope.

Journal of the ACM, 62(3):18:1–18:27, 2015.

G. Goel, S. Leonardi, V. Mirrokni, A. Nikzad, and R. P. Leme. Reservation Exchange Markets for Internet Advertising. In Proceedings of the 43 rd International Colloquium Automata, Languages, and Programming, ICALP ’16, pages 142:1–142:13, Rome, 2016.

G. Goel, V. Mirrokni, and R. P. Leme. Clinching auctions with online supply. Games and Economic Behavior, 123:342–358, 2020.

H. Hirai and R. Sato. Polyhedral clinching auctions for two-sided markets. Mathematics of Operations Research, 47(1):259–285, 2022.

V. Krishna. Auction Theory, Second Edition. Academic Press, San Diego, 2010.

B. Lehmann, D. Lehmann, and N. Nisan. Combinatorial auctions with decreasing marginal utilities.

Games and Economic Behavior, 55(2):270–296, 2006.

P. Lu and T. Xiao. Improved efficiency guarantees in auctions with budgets. In Proceedings of the Sixteenth ACM Conference on Economics and Computation, EC ’15, pages 397–413, Portland, 2015.

P. Lu and T. Xiao. Liquid welfare maximization in auctions with multiple items. In Proceedings of theTenth International Symposium on Algorithmic Game Theory, SAGT ’17, pages 41–52, L’Aquila, 2017.

R. McAfee. A dominant strategy double auction. Journal of Economic Theory, 56(2):434–450, 1992.

R. B. Myerson and M. A. Satterthwaite. Efficient mechanisms for bilateral trading. Journal of Economic Theory, 29(2):265–281, 1983.

N. Nisan, T. Roughgarden, E. Tardos, and V. V. Vazirani. Algorithmic Game Theory. Cambridge University Press, New York, 2007.

A. Schrijver. Combinatorial Optimization. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2003.

E. Segal-Halevi, A. Hassidim, and Y. Aumann. MUDA: A truthful multi-unit double-auction mechanism. In Proceedings of the Thirty-Second AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, AAAI ’18, pages 1193–1201, New Orleans, 2018a.

E. Segal-Halevi, A. Hassidim, and Y. Aumann. Double auctions in markets for multiple kinds of goods. In Proceedings of the Twenty-Seventh International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence, IJCAI ’18, pages 489–497, Stockholm, 2018b.

V. Syrgkanis and E. Tardos. Composable and efficient mechanisms. In Proceedings of the 45th Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC ’13, pages 211–220, Palo Alto, 2013.

W. Wu, X. Liu, and M. Li. Budget-feasible procurement mechanisms in two-sided markets. In Proceedings of the Twenty-Seventh International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence, IJ- CAI ’18, pages 489–497, Stockholm, 2018.

Appendix

Throughout the Appendix, we consider a monotone submodular function on N, not on E. Let g : 2^N → R_+ be a function on N defined by g(S) := f(E_S ) for each S ⊆ N. Then, g is also a monotone submodular function corresponding to P̃ := {y ∈ R^N_+ : ∃w ∈ P, y_i = w(E_i) (i ∈ N)}, see Hirai and Sato [2022]. The monotone submodular function g_{x,d} : 2^N → R_+ defined in (1) can be represented by g_{x,d}(X) = min_{Z⊆X}{ min_{Z′⊇Z}{g(Z^′) − x(Z)} + d(X \ Z)}. A Proofs in Section 2

A.1 Proof of Proposition 2.1

We provide the proof of Proposition 2.1. In the proof, we consider the following polytope. For the polymatroid P̃ ⊆ R^N_+ and a vector d ∈ R^N_+ , define a polytope P̃_d by P̃_d := {y ∈ P̃ | y_i ≤ d_i (i ∈ N)}. This operation is the reduction of a polymatroid, and P̃_d is known to be a polymatroid again; see Section 3.1 of Fujishige [2005]. Then, the monotone submodular function g_d associated with P̃_d is represented by g_d(S) = min_{T ⊆S}{g(S \ T ) + d(T )}. We use the following basic fact on the polymatroid theory: For two tight sets, the union and the intersection of the two sets are also tight sets; see Section 2.2 of Fujishige [2005].

Lemma A.1 (e.g. Fujishige [2005]). Let P be a polymatroid defined by a monotone submodular function f : 2^N → R_+ . For a vector x ∈ P , if it holds x(S) = f(S) and x(T ) = f(T ) for some S, T ⊆ N, then it also holds x(S ∩ T ) = f(S ∩ T ) and x(S ∪ T ) = f(S ∪ T ).

Proof of Proposition 2.1. The LW maximization problem can be represented by:

maximize ∑ i∈N min(v_ix_i, B_i) (8)

subject to x ∈ P̃ .

If x_i ≥ B_i/v_i for some i ∈ N, the value min(v_ix_i, B_i) does not change as x_i increases. Then, we can restrict x by x_i ≤ B_i/v_i for each i ∈ N. Define a vector d^∗ ∈ R^N_+ where d^∗_i = B_i/v_i for each i ∈ N. We can reformulate the problem (8) by

maximize ∑ i∈N v_ix_i subject to x ∈ P̃_d∗ ,

where P̃_d∗ is a polymatroid obtained by reduction of the polymatroid P̃ by the vector d^∗.

This problem can be viewed as a linear optimization on a polymatroid, which can be solved by a greedy algorithm; see Section 3.2 of Fujishige [2005]. Thus, we can obtain the optimal allocation x^∗ by allocating as many goods as possible according to the polymatroid constraints x^∗ ∈ P̃_d∗ in descending order on buyers’ valuations. Therefore, we have x^∗_i = g_d∗ (H_i ∪ i) − g_d∗ (H_i).

Suppose that g_d∗ (H_i ∪ i) = g(H) + d^∗(H_i \ H) + d^∗_i for some H ⊆ H_i. This means that min_H′_{⊆Hi} {g(H_i \ H^′) + d(H^′)} = g(H) + d^∗(H_i \ H) Then, it holds g_d∗ (H_i) = g(H) + d^∗(H_i \ H). Therefore, we have x^∗_i = g_d∗ (H_i ∪ i) − g_d∗ (H_i) = d^∗_i .

Suppose that g_d∗ (H_i ∪ i) = g(H ∪ i) + d^∗(H_i \ H) for some H ⊆ H_i. This means that d^∗(H_i \ H) = g_d∗ (H_i ∪ i) − g(H ∪ i) ≤ g_d∗ (H_i ∪ i) − g_d∗ (H ∪ i) ≤ g_d∗ (H_i) − g_d∗ (H), where the first inequality holds by the definition of g_d∗ , and the second inequality holds by submodularity of g_d∗ . By x^∗ ∈ P_d∗ , it holds x^∗(H) ≤ g_d∗ (H) and x^∗_i ≤ B_i/v_i = d^∗_i for each i ∈ N. In the greedy algorithm, it holds x^∗(H_i) = g_d∗ (H_i). Therefore, we have

x^∗(H_i) = x^∗(H)+x^∗(H_i\H) ≤ g_d∗ (H)+d^∗(H_i\H) ≤ g_d∗ (H)+ ( g_d∗ (H_i)−g_d∗ (H) ) = g_d∗ (H_i) = x^∗(H_i),

which implies that all the inequalities above hold in equality. From this, we have x^∗(H) = g_d∗ (H) and x^∗(H_i \ H) = d^∗(H_i \ H). Then, we have

x^∗_i = g_d∗ (H_i ∪ i) − g_d∗ (H_i) = g(H ∪ i) + d^∗(H_i \ H) − x^∗(H_i) = g(H ∪ i) − x^∗(H).

In this case, x^∗_i is given as the minimum of g(H ∪ i) − x^∗(H) with respect to H ⊆ H_i.

Therefore, x^∗_i is recursively given by the following formula:

x^∗_i = min (B_i v_i , min_{H⊆Hi}{g(H ∪ i) − x^∗(H)} ) (i ∈ N). Next, we prove that x^∗(N) = g(N). For any î_k ∈ V , by B_{îk} = ∞, we have x^∗_{îk} = min_{H⊆Hî} k {g(H ∪ î_k) − x^∗_{îk} (H)} = g(H^∗_{îk} ) − x^∗(H^∗_{îk} \ î_k) for some H^∗_{îk} ⊆ H_{îk} . Therefore, for a vector x^∗ ∈ P̃ , H^∗_{î1} , H^∗_{î2} , . . . , H^∗_{îm} are all tight sets. We define H^∗ as the union of all H^∗_{î1} , H^∗_{î2} , . . . , H^∗_{îm} . By Lemma A.1, H^∗ is also a tight set. Therefore, by the monotonicity of g, we have

x^∗(N) ≥ x^∗(H^∗) = g(H^∗) = g(H^∗_1 ∪ . . . ∪ H^∗_m) ≥ g(V ) = ∑ j∈M f_j(E_j ) = f(E_N ) = g(N).

The opposite side trivially holds by polymatroid constraint. Therefore, we obtain x^∗(N) = g(N).

It is worthy to note that for an optimal solution x^∗ ∈ P̃ of (8), there exists a transaction vector w^∗ ∈ P such that x^∗_i = w^∗(E_i) (i ∈ N) by the definition of P̃ . We use such a w^∗ in the proofs of Appendix C.

B Proofs in Section 3

B.1 Proof of Proposition 3.8

Let (w, p, r) and d be current allocation and demands just before line 5 in a certain iteration of Algorithm 1. For w, define x := (x_i)_{i∈N} , where x_i := ∑ ij∈E_i wij for each i ∈ N. We prove

Proposition 3.8, and then prove Theorem 3.7. We begin with the following lemma:

Lemma B.1. For any S, T ⊆ N with S ⊂ T , it holds ξ(E_{T \S} ) ≤ g_{x,d}(T ) − g_{x,d}(S) in the iteration.

Proof. Suppose that T \ S = {i_1, i_2, . . . , i_k} for some positive integer k. By Theorem 1 and the submodularity of g_{x,d}, it holds ξ_i(E_i) = g_{x,d}(N) − g_{x,d}(N \ i) ≤ g_{x,d}(U ∪ i) − g_{x,d}(U) for any i ∈ N, U ⊆ N \ i. From this, we have the following: ξ_i(E_{T \S} ) ≤ ∑ i∈T \S ( g_{x,d}(N) − g_{x,d}(N \ i) )

≤ g_{x,d}(T ) − g_{x,d}(T \ i_1) + g_{x,d}(T \ i_1) − · · · + g_{x,d}(S ∪ i_k) − g_{x,d}(S) = g_{x,d}(T ) − g_{x,d}(S).

Proof of Proposition 3.8. At the beginning of Algorithm 1, it holds x_i = 0 for each i ∈ N. Then, we have min_S′_{⊇S}{g(S^′) − x(S^′)} = min_S′_{⊇S} g(S^′) = g(S) by the monotonicity of g. We show that if the equation (2) holds for any S ⊆ N at the beginning of an iteration, it also holds at the end of the iteration by the following case-by-case analysis. To simplify the notation, we define δ = (δ_i)_{i∈N} where δ_i = ξ(E_i) for each i ∈ N.

(1) Buyers clinch δ amount of goods in line 5

By the hypothesis, there exists S^′ ⊆ S such that g_{x,d}(S) = g(S^′) − x(S^′) + d(S \ S^′) just before line 5. Let x̃ and d̃ be the allocation and demands just after line 5 in the iteration. When buyer i ∈ S clinches δ_i goods in line 5, this increases x_i by δ_i and decreases d_i by δ_i. Then, min_S′_{⊆S}{g(S^′) − x̃(S^′) + d̃(S \ S^′)} is decreased by δ(S) regardless of whether each buyer in S belongs to S^′ or S \ S^′. Therefore, we have min_{S′⊆S}{g(S^′) − x̃(S^′) + d̃(S \ S^′)} = min_{S′⊆S}{g(S^′) − x(S^′) + d(S \ S^′)} − δ(S) = g_{x,d}(S) − δ(S). Suppose that the equation (2) does not hold just after line 5. Then, there exist S^∗ ⊆ S and S^† ⊃ S^∗ such that g_{x̃,d̃}(S) = g(S^†) − x̃(S^†) + d̃(S \ S^∗) < min_{S′⊆S}{g(S^′) − x̃(S^′) + d̃(S \ S^′)} = g_{x,d}(S) − δ(S). Without loss of generality, we can take S^∗ ⊆ S and S^† ⊃ S^∗ such that (S^† \ S^∗) ∩ S = ∅. If this is not the case, define T := (S^† \ S^∗) ∩ S. Then, we have

g(S^†) − x̃(S^†) + d̃(S \ S^∗) ≥ g(S^†) − x̃(S^†) + d̃(S \ (S^∗ ∪ T )).

Therefore, we can take S^∗ ∪ T instead of S^∗ by S^† ⊇ S^∗ ∪ T .

Then, define U := (S^† \ S^∗) ∪ S. Note that U ⊃ S by (S^† \ S^∗) ∩ S = ∅ and S^† ⊃ S^∗. In addition, by U = (S^† \ S^∗) ∪ S = S^† ∪ (S \ S^∗), we have g_{x̃,d̃}(S) = g(S^†) − x̃(S^†) + d̃(S \ S^∗) ≥ min_{U ′⊆U}{g(U^′) − x̃(U^′) + d̃(U \ U^′)}. If buyer i ∈ U clinches δ_i amount of goods in line 5, this increases x_i by δ_i and decreases d_i by δ_i. This implies that min U^′⊆U {g(U^′) − x̃(U^′) + d̃(U \ U^′)} = min_{U ′⊆U}{g(U^′) − x(U^′) + d(U \ U^′)} − δ(U) = g_{x,d}(U) − δ(U), where the second equality follows from the hypothesis. Therefore, we have g_{x̃,d̃}(S) ≥ g_{x,d}(U)−δ(U). Combining the above inequalities, we have g_{x,d}(S) − δ(S) > g_{x̃,d̃}(S) ≥ g_{x,d}(U) − δ(U). From this, we have δ(U \ S) > g_{x,d}(U) − g_{x,d}(S), which contradicts Lemma B.1. Therefore, the equation (2) also holds just after line 5. (2) The price of buyer l increases in line 6.

Since x and d are unchanged in line 6, the equation (2) still holds at the end of line 6. (3) The demand of buyer l decreases in line 7.

Suppose that the demand of buyer l changes from d_l to d^′_l, where d_l > d^′_l ≥ 0. After the demand update, if l is included in S^′ in equation (1), l is included in S^′ before the demand update in equation (1) by d_l > d^′_l. Then, we have g_{x,d}′ (S) = g_{x,d}(S). If l is included in S \ S^′ in equation (2), it holds g_{x,d}′ (S) = g_{x,d}(S \ l) + d^′_l. Let d^′ := (d^′_l, (d_i)_{i∈N\l}) be the demands of buyers after the demand update. Then, we have g_{x,d}′ (S) = min{g_{x,d}(S), g_{x,d}(S \ l) + d^′_l} = min_{S′⊆S}{g(S^′) − x(S^′) + d^′(S \ S^′)}. Therefore, after the price increase, the equation (2) holds just after line 7.

From the above, we conclude that if the equation (2) holds for any S ⊆ N at the beginning of an iteration, it also holds at the end of the iteration.

B.2 Proof of Proposition 3.11

Proof of Proposition 3.11. Suppose that there exists a buyer î with x^f_î > x^∗_î and x^∗_î ≠ B_î/v_î. We assume that î ∈ X_k \ X_{k−1} for some k ∈ {1, 2, . . . , t}, where X_0, X_1, . . . , X_t are the chain of tight sets in Proposition 3.13. By x^∗_î ≤ B_î/v_î from Proposition 2.1, this indicates that x^∗_î < B_î/v_î. Therefore, by Proposition 2.1, there exists a set H ⊆ H_î such that x^∗_î = g(H ∪ î) − x^∗(H). For i ∈ H \ X_{k−1} ⊆ H_î \ X_{k−1}, by Proposition 2.1, it holds v_i > v_î, or v_i is equal to v_î and i is numbered before î. On the other hand, by i /∈ X_{k−1} and î ∈ X_{k−1}, i is dropped out of the auction in the same or precedent iteration as î. This implies p^f_i = B_i by property (iii) of Proposition 3.13. In Algorithm 1, buyer i’s transaction price (per unit) is below her valuation, and thus we have x^f_i > p^f_i/v_i. Therefore, we have the following:

x^f (H \ X_{k−1}) > ∑ i∈H\X_{k−1} p^f_i v_i = ∑ i∈H\X_{k−1} B_i v_i ≥ x^∗(H \ X_{k−1}),

where the last inequality holds by Proposition 2.1. By x^f_î > x^∗_î , we have x^f ((H ∪ î) \ X_{k−1}) > x^∗((H ∪ î) \ X_{k−1}). On the other hand, by polymatroid constraint, it holds x^f ((H∪î)\X_{k−1}) ≤ g((H∪î)∪X_{k−1})−x^f (X_{k−1}) = g((H∪î)∪X_{k−1})−g(X_{k−1}) ≤ g(H∪î)−g(H∩X_{k−1}), where the equality holds because X_{k−1} is a tight set, and the last inequality holds by the submodularity of g and î /∈ X_{k−1}. Therefore, we have x^∗((H ∪ î) \ X_{k−1}) < x^f ((H ∪ î) \ X_{k−1}) ≤ g(H ∪ î) − g(H ∩ X_{k−1}). Using this and g(H ∪ î) = x^∗(H ∪ î), we have g(H ∪ î) = x^∗((H ∪ î) \ X_{k−1}) + x^∗(H ∩ X_{k−1}) < g(H ∪ î) − g(H ∩ X_{k−1}) + x^∗(H ∩ X_{k−1}). Therefore, we have x^∗(H ∩ X_{k−1}) > g(H ∩ X_{k−1}), which contradicts the polymatroid constraint x^∗(H ∩ X_{k−1}) ≤ g(H ∩ X_{k−1}). The following is an immediate corollary of Proposition 3.11, which is used in the subsequent proofs in this section.

Corollary B.2. For any virtual buyer i ∈ V , it holds x^f_i ≤ x^∗_i ≤^{Bi}_{vi} .

Proof of Corollary B.2. For any virtual buyer i ∈ V , it holds x^∗_i ≤ f({i}) < B_i/v_i = ∞. By the contraposition of Proposition 3.11, we have x^f_i ≤ x^∗_i . B.3 Proofs of Proposition 3.9 and Theorem 3.10 Now we prove Theorem 3.10. Let (w, p, r) and d be the current allocation and demands just before line 5 in a certain iteration of Algorithm 1. Again, for w, define x := (x_i)_{i∈N} , where x_i := ∑ ij∈E_i wij (i ∈ N). As defined in Section 3.2., X is a set of active buyers defined by

X := {i ∈ N | d_i > 0}, and Y ⊆ X is a subset of active buyers defined by Y := {i ∈ X : x^f_i ≤ x^∗_i }. We begin with the following lemma:

Lemma B.3. It holds throughout the auction that g_{x,d}(X) = g(N) − x(X) − x^f (N \ X).

To prove Lemma B.3, we use the following lemma by Goel et al. [2014]. This lemma is originally derived for their Polyhedral Clinching Auction for one-sided markets [Goel et al., 2014, 2015]. However, it can be applied to out setting by Theorem 7 and Theorem 12 of Hirai and Sato [2022]. Lemma B.4 (Goel et al. [2014]). It holds throughout the auction that g_{x,d}(N) = g(N) − x(N). Proof of Lemma B.3. For i ∈ N \ X, it holds x_i = x^f_i and d_i = 0. By Proposition 3.8, it holds g_{x,d}(X) = min_{S⊆X}{g(S) − x(S) + d(X \ S)} = min_{S⊆X}{g(S) − x(S) + d(X \ S)} + d(N \ X) ≥ g_{x,d}(N). In addition, by the monotonicity of g_{x,d}, we have g_{x,d}(X) ≤ g_{x,d}(N). Therefore, we have g_{x,d}(X) = g_{x,d}(N). By Lemma B.4 and x_i = x^f_i for each i ∈ N \ X, we have g_{x,d}(N) = g(N) − x(N) = g(N) − x(X) − x^f (N \ X). Combining the above equalities, we have g_{x,d}(X) = g(N) − x(X) − x^f (N \ X). Proof of Proposition 3.9. By Lemma B.3, it suffices to show that ∑ i∈X\Y (p^f_i − p_i) ≥ ∑ i∈Y (v_i − ε)(x^∗_i − x^f_i) + c̃ ( g(N) − x^∗(Y ) − x(X \ Y ) − x^f (N \ X) ) , (9) where c̃ := min_{i∈X\V} c_i. By property (i) of Proposition 3.13, it holds x^f (N) = g(N). At the end of the auction, both sides of inequality (9) are 0 since X = Y = ∅ and x^f (N) = g(N). Then, we have inequality (9). We prove that if inequality (9) holds at the end of an iteration, then (9) holds at the beginning of the iteration by the following case-by-case analysis. (1) The update of the demand in line 7:

When the demand d_l of buyer l is slightly decreased by the price increase, both sides of (9) are unchanged since both sides are independent of demands. Therefore, it suffices to consider the case where buyer l is dropped out of the auction by c_l = v_l.

Suppose that l ∈ X \ Y just before line 7 in an iteration. The left-hand side of (9) is unchanged by p_l = p^f_l before the demand update. On the right-hand side, the first term is unchanged by l /∈ Y . The second term is also unchanged since l is just moved from X \ Y to N \ X and it holds x_l = x^f_l . From the above, both sides of (9) are unchanged. Hence, if (9) holds after the demand update, it also holds before the update.

Suppose that l ∈ Y just before line 7 in an iteration. The left-hand side of (9) is trivially unchanged by l /∈ X \Y before and after the demand update. On the right-hand side, the first term is decreased by (v_l − ε)(x^∗_i − x^f_i) and the second term is increased by c̃(x^∗_i − x^f_i) because l is added to N \ X. Therefore, by the demand update, the right-hand side is increased by ( c̃ − (v_l − ε) ) (x^∗_i − x^f_i).

Since c̃ ∈ {v_l, v_l − ε}, the right-hand side is not decreased by the demand update. This indicates that if (9) holds after the demand update, it also holds before the update. (2) The price update in line 6:

The left-hand side and the first term on the right-hand side of (9) is trivially unchanged since it is independent of the price clock. If the price clock of buyer l increases, c̃ is not decreasing by the definition. Furthermore, by the monotonicity of g_{x,d} and Theorem 3.7, it holds g(N) − x^∗(Y ) − x(X \ Y ) − x^f (N \ X) = g_{x,d}(X) − x^∗(Y ) + x(Y ) ≥ g_{x,d}(Y ) − x^∗(Y ) + x(Y ) ≥ 0. Then, the second term on the right-hand side is not decreasing by the price update. Therefore, if (9) holds after the price update, it also holds before the update. (3) Clinching step in line 5:

We consider the case where buyer i ∈ N clinches ξ_i(E_i) amount of goods. Suppose that i ∈ Y just before line 5 in an iteration. If it holds p^f_i = B_i, then we have x^f_i > p^f_i/v_i = B_i/v_i ≥ x^∗_i , which contradicts i ∈ Y . Therefore, we have p^f_i < B_i. By Proposition 3.13, i is not dropped out of the auction after the clinching step. Then, the left-hand side of (9) and the first term on the right-hand side are unchanged. In addition, the second term on the right-hand side is also unchanged since it is independent of x(Y ).

Suppose that i ∈ X \ Y just before line 5 in an iteration. The left-hand side of (9) is decreased by c_iξ_i(E_i). For the right-hand side, the first term is unchanged by l /∈ Y and the second term is decreased by c̃ξ_i(E_i) regardless of whether i belongs to X \ Y or N \ X after the clinching step.

Therefore, if (9) holds after the clinching step, it holds before the clinching step.

Lemma B.5. If ε ≤^{v2min}_{vmax−vmin} , for each buyer i with x^f_i > x^∗_i , it holds (v_{min} + ε)x^∗_i − εx^f_i ≥ 0.

To prove this, we use the following lemma. Lemma B.6 implies that the transaction price at which non-virtual buyers clinch some goods is at least v_{min}. From this, we have x^f_i ≤ p^f_i/v_{min} for each i ∈ N \ V .

Lemma B.6 (Hirai and Sato [2022]). For each seller j ∈ M, if c_{n+j} < ρ_j, then w_{ij} = 0 for all ij ∈ E_j \ (n + j)j.

Proof of Lemma B.5. For i ∈ N with x^f_i > x^∗_i , by Proposition 3.11, it holds x^∗_i =^{Bi}_{vi} . This means that buyer i is a non-virtual buyer by Corollary B.2. Thus, by Lemma B.6, we have x^f_i ≤^{pfi}_{vmin} ≤^{Bi}_{vmin} . From the above, we have (v_{min} + ε)x^∗_i − εx^f_i ≥ B_i(^{vmin +ε}_{vi} −^ε_{vmin} ). By v_i ≤ v_{max} and ε ≤^{v2min} v_{max}−v_{min} , it holds v_{min} + ε v_i − ε v_{min} ≥ v_{min} v_{max} − ε( 1 v_{min} − 1 v_{max} ) ≥ v_{min} v_{max} − v_{min} v_{max} = 0.

Therefore, we have (v_{min} + ε)x^∗_i − εx^f_i ≥ B_i(^{vmin +ε}_{vi} −^ε_{vmin} ) ≥ 0.

Proof of Theorem 3.10. By Proposition 3.9, inequality (3) holds throughout the auction. In the iteration where all the price clocks of non-virtual buyers reach min_{i∈V} v_i, it holds c̃ = min_{i∈V} v_i ≥ v_{min} and x_i = p_i = 0 for i ∈ N \ V by Lemma B.6. By the monotonicity of g and X ⊇ V , we have g(X) ≥ g(V ) = ∑ j∈M f_j(E_j ∩ (n + j)j) = ∑ j∈M f_j(E_j ) = f(E_N ) = g(N).

Therefore, by X ⊆ N, it holds g(X) = g(N).

By x(X) = x(Y ) = x(V ), we have v_{min}(g_{x,d}(X) − x^∗(Y ) + x(Y )) ≥ v_{min}(g_{x,d}(X) − x^∗(Y ) + x(X)) ≥ v_{min}(g(N) − x^∗(Y )) ≥ v_{min} ∑ i∈N;x^f >x^∗_i x ∗ i . Therefore, we have ∑ i∈N;x_i>x^∗_i p^f_i ≥ ∑ i∈N;x_i≤x^∗_i (v_i − ε)(x^∗_i − x^f_i) + v_{min} ∑ i∈N;x^f >x^∗_i x^∗_i .

It remains to show that −ε ∑ i∈N;x_i≤x^∗_i (x ∗ i −x^f_i)+v_{min} ∑ i∈N;x^f >x^∗_i x ∗ i ≥ 0. Since it holds x^∗(N) = x^f (N) = g(N) by Propositions 2.1 and 3.13, we have −ε ∑ i∈N;x^f_i≤x^∗_i (x ∗ i − x^f_i) = ε ∑ i∈N;x^f_i>x^∗_i (x ∗ i − x^f_i). By Lemma B.5, we have ∑ i∈N;x^f_i>x^∗_i ( (v_{min} + ε)x^∗_i − εx^f_i ) ≥ 0. Therefore, we have ∑ i∈N;x_i>x^∗_i p^f_i ≥ ∑ i∈N;x_i≤x^∗_i v_i(x^∗_i − x^f_i).

C Proofs in Section 4

C.1 Proof of Lemma 4.2 Proof of Lemma 4.2. The probabilities of (ρ, ρ^s) = (ρ^a, ρ^b) and (ρ, ρ^s) = (ρ^b, ρ^a) are the same by symmetry because ρ^a and ρ^b are drawn independently from the same distributions G, Suppose that it holds the following: LW^{M ((N,M,E),ρa ,ρb,P )} + LW^{M ((N,M,E),ρb ,ρa,P )} ≥ 1 α (LW^{OPT((N,M,E),ρa,P )} + LW^{OPT((N,M,E),ρb,P )}). Then, we have the following: E_ρa_{,ρ}b_{∼G}[LW^{M ((N,M,E),ρa ,ρb,P )}] = 1 2 E_ρa_{,ρ}b_{∼G}[LW^{M ((N,M,E),ρa ,ρb,P )} + LW^{M ((N,M,E),ρa ,ρb,P )}] ≥ 1 2α E_ρa_{,ρ}b_{∼G}[LW^{OPT((N,M,E),ρa,P )} + LW^{OPT((N,M,E),ρb,P )}] = 1 α E_ρa_{∼G}[LW^{OPT((N,M,E),ρa,P )}]

C.2 Proof of Lemma 4.6 and Lemma 4.7 Proof of Lemma 4.6. We consider the output of mechanism M ((N, M, E), v, ρ^a , ρ^b, B, P ). The allocation of buyers, including virtual buyers, is the same as that of the Polyhedral Clinching Auction PCA((N, M_b, E|_{Mb} ), v, ρ̃^b, B, P_{Mb} ), which is executed in line 3 of Algorithm 3. However, the valuation of sellers in M_b is actually ρ^a, not ρ^b used in PCA((N, M_b, E|_{Mb} ), v, ρ̃^b, B, P_{Mb} ). In addition, sellers in M \ M_b, who do not take part in the auction, have their unsold goods at the end of the auction. Thus, the LW of the allocation by mechanism M ((N, M, E), v, ρ^a , ρ^b, B, P ) is obtained by LW^{M (ρa ,ρb)} = LW^{PCA((N,Mb,E|M}b^{),ρ̃b,PM}b^) − ∑ j∈M_b (ρ^b_j − ρ^a_j )w^f_{(n+j)j} + ∑ j∈M\M_b ρ^a_j f_j (E_j).

Similarly, by swapping ρ^a and ρ^b, we have the following: LW^{M (ρb ,ρa)} = LW^{PCA((N,Ma,E|Ma ),ρ̃a,PMa )} − ∑ j∈M_a (ρ^a_j − ρ^b_j)w^f_{(n+j)j} + ∑ j∈M\M_a ρ^b_j f_j(E_j ).

By M_a = (M \ M_b) ∪ {j ∈ M : ρ^a_j = ρ^b_j} and M_b = (M \ M_a) ∪ {j ∈ M : ρ^a_j = ρ^b_j }, we have ∑ j∈M_b (ρ^b_j − ρ^a_j )w^f_{(n+j)j} = ∑ j∈M\M_a (ρ^b_j − ρ^a_j )w^f_{(n+j)j} , ∑ j∈M_a (ρ^a_j − ρ^b_j )w^f_{(n+j)j} = ∑ j∈M\M_b (ρ^a_j − ρ^b_j)w^f_{(n+j)j} .

Then, by w^f_{(n+j)j} ≤ f(E_j) for each j ∈ M by polymatroid constraint, it holds − ∑ j∈M_b (ρ^b_j − ρ^a_j )w^f_{(n+j)j} + ∑ j∈M\M_b ρ^a_j f_j(E_j ) − ∑ j∈M_a (ρ^a_j − ρ^b_j )w^f_{(n+j)j} + ∑ j∈M\M_a ρ^b_j f_j(E_j ) = ∑ j∈M\M_a ( ρ^b_j (f_j(E_j ) − w^f_{(n+j)j}) + ρ^a_j w^f_{(n+j)j} ) + ∑ j∈M\M_b ( ρ^a_j (f_j(E_j ) − w^f_{(n+j)j} ) + ρ^b_j w^f_{(n+j)j} ) ≥ 0. Therefore, we have the following: LW^{M (ρa ,ρb)} + LW^{M (ρb ,ρa)} = LW^{PCA((N,Mb,E|M}b^{),ρ̃b,PM}b^) − ∑ j∈M_b (ρ^b_j − ρ^a_j )w^f_{(n+j)j} + ∑ j∈M\M_b ρ^a_j f_j(E_j ) + LW^{PCA((N,Ma,E|Ma ),ρ̃a,PMa )} − ∑ j∈M_a (ρ^a_j − ρ^b_j )w^f_{(n+j)j} + ∑ j∈M\M_a ρ^b_jf_j(E_j ) ≥ LW^{PCA((N,Mb,E|M}b^{),ρ̃b,PM}b^) + LW^{PCA((N,Ma,E|Ma ),ρ̃a,PMa )}.

Proof of Lemma 4.7. Define ρ^{max} := {ρ^{max}_j }_{j∈M} where ρ^{max}_j = max(ρ^a_j , ρ^b_j ) for each j ∈ M. In the following, we prove that LW^{OPT((N,Ma,E|Ma ),ρ̃a,PMa )} + LW^{OPT((N,Mb,E|M}b^{),ρ̃b,PM}b^) ≥ LW^{OPT(ρmax)}. Let x̃^∗ denote the optimal allocation of goods that achieves LW^{OP T (ρ̃)} obtained by the greedy algorithm in Proposition 2.1. Then, it holds x̃^∗_i ≤ B_i/v_i for each i ∈ N. Thus, we have LW^{OPT(ρmax)} = ∑ i∈N\V v_ix̃^∗_i + ∑ j∈M_a ρ^a_j x̃^∗_{n+j} + ∑ j∈M_b ρ^b_jx̃^∗_{n+j} − ∑ j∈M:ρ^a_j =ρ^b_j ρ^a_j x̃^∗_{n+j}

≤ ∑ i∈N\V v_ix̃^∗_i + ∑ j∈M_a ρ^a_j x̃^∗_{n+j} + ∑ j∈M_b ρ^b_jx̃^∗_{n+j} .

By x̃^∗ ∈ P̃ , there exists w̃^∗ ∈ P such that x̃^∗_i = w̃^∗(E_i) (i ∈ N) by the definition of P̃ . Then, we have the following:

LW^{OPT(ρmax)} ≤ ∑ i∈N\V v_ix̃^∗_i + ∑ j∈M_a ρ^a_j x̃^∗_{n+j} + ∑ j∈M_b ρ^b_jx̃^∗_{n+j} ≤ ∑ j∈M_a ( ∑ i∈N\V v_iw̃^∗_{ij} + ρ^a_j w̃^∗(E_{n+j} ) ) + ∑ j∈M_b ( ∑ i∈N\V v_iw̃^∗_{ij} + ρ^b_jw̃^∗(E_{n+j} ) ) .

Define w̃^{∗a} := (w̃^{∗a}_{ij} )_{ij∈EMa} where w̃^{∗a}_{ij} = w̃^∗_{ij} for each ij ∈ E_{Ma} . By w̃^∗ ∈ P , it holds w̃^∗|_{Ej} ∈ P_j (j ∈ M), which indicates that w̃^{∗a}|_{Ej} ∈ P_j (j ∈ M_a). Then, we have w̃^{∗a} ∈ P_{Ma} .

By the optimality of LW, we have LW^{OPT((N,Ma,E|Ma ),ρ̃a,PMa )} ≥ ∑ j∈M_a ( ∑ i∈N\V v_iw̃^{∗a}_{ij} + ρ^a_j w̃^{∗a}(E_{n+j}) ) = ∑ j∈M_a ( ∑ i∈N\V v_iw̃^∗_{ij} + ρ^a_j w̃^∗(E_{n+j} ) ) .

Similarly, define w̃^{∗b} := (w̃^{∗b}_{ij} )_{ij∈EMb} where w̃^{∗b}_{ij} = w̃^∗_{ij} for ij ∈ E_{Mb} . Then, it holds LW^{OPT((N,Mb,E|M}b^{),ρ̃b,PM}b^) ≥ ∑ j∈M_b ( ∑ i∈N\V v_iw̃^{∗b}_{ij} + ρ^b_jw̃^{∗b}(E_{n+j}) ) = ∑ j∈M_b ( ∑ i∈N\V v_iw̃^∗_{ij} + ρ^b_jw̃^∗(E_{n+j}) ) .

Combining the inequalities above, we have the following:

LW^{OPT(ρmax)} ≤ ∑ j∈M_a ( ∑ i∈N\V v_iw̃^∗_{ij} + ρ^a_j w̃^∗(E_{n+j}) ) + ∑ j∈M_b ( ∑ i∈N\V v_iw̃^∗_{ij} + ρ^b_jw̃^∗(E_{n+j} ) )

≤ LW^{OPT((N,Ma,E|Ma ),ρ̃a,PMa )} + LW^{OPT((N,Mb,E|M}b^{),ρ̃b,PM}b^). Therefore, we have LW^{OPT((N,Ma,E|Ma ),ρ̃a,PMa )} + LW^{OPT((N,Mb,E|M}b^{),ρ̃b,PM}b^) ≥ LW^{OPT(ρmax)}. Let x^{∗a} ∈ P̃ be an allocation of goods that achieves LW^{OPT(ρa)}. By the definition of ρ^{max}, we have

LW^{OPT(ρmax)} ≥ ∑ i∈N\V v_ix^{∗a}_i + ∑ j∈M_a ρ^a_j x^{∗a}_{n+j} + ∑ j∈M\M_a ρ^b_j x^{∗a}_{n+j} ≥ ∑ i∈N\V v_ix^{∗a}_i + ∑ j∈M ρ^a_j x^{∗a}_{n+j} = LW^{OPT(ρa)}.

Similarly, we have LW^{OPT(ρmax)} ≥ LW^{OPT(ρb)}. Therefore, we conclude the proof by LW^{OPT((N,Ma,E|Ma ),ρ̃a,PMa )} + LW^{OPT((N,Mb,E|M}b^{),ρ̃b,PM}b^) ≥ LW^{OPT(ρmax)} ≥ 1 2 (LW^{OPT(ρa)} + LW^{OPT(ρb)}).