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Abstract

We study multi-item profit maximization when there is an underlying distribution over buy-
ers’ values. In practice, a full description of the distribution is typically unavailable, so we study
the setting where the mechanism designer only has samples from the distribution. If the designer
uses the samples to optimize over a complex mechanism class—such as the set of all multi-item,
multi-buyer mechanisms—a mechanism may have high average profit over the samples but low
expected profit. This raises the central question of this paper: how many samples are sufficient
to ensure that a mechanism’s average profit is close to its expected profit? To answer this ques-
tion, we uncover structure shared by many pricing, auction, and lottery mechanisms: for any set
of buyers’ values, profit is piecewise linear in the mechanism’s parameters. Using this structure,
we prove new bounds for mechanism classes not yet studied in the sample-based mechanism
design literature and match or improve over the best-known guarantees for many classes.

1 Introduction

The design of profit-maximizing mechanisms is a fundamental problem with diverse applications
including Internet retailing, advertising markets, and strategic sourcing. This problem has tradi-
tionally been studied under the assumption that there is a joint distribution from which the buyers’
values are drawn and that the mechanism designer knows this distribution in advance. This assump-
tion has led to groundbreaking theoretical results in the single-item setting [62], but transitioning
from theory to practice is challenging because the true distribution over buyers’ values is typically
unknown. Moreover, in the dramatically more challenging multi-item setting, the support of the
distribution alone is often doubly exponential (even if there were just a single buyer with a finite
type space∗), so obtaining and storing the distribution is typically impossible.

We relax this strong assumption and instead assume that the mechanism designer only has a
set of independent samples from the distribution [55, 56, 69]. This type of sample-based mechanism
design reflects current industry practices since many companies—such as online ad exchanges [48,

∗When each buyer’s values are independent from every other buyer’s values, the number of support points is
nk2m , where n is the number of buyers, k is the number of discrete value levels a buyer can assign to a bundle, and m
is the number of items. This is because each of the 2m bundles can take any of k values. With correlated valuations,
the prior has k2nm

support points.
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58], sponsored search platforms [37, 72], and travel companies [77]—use historical purchase data to
adjust the sales mechanism.

In most multi-item settings, the form of the revenue-maximizing mechanism is still a mystery.
Therefore, rather than use the samples to uncover the optimal mechanism, much of the literature on
sample-based mechanism design suggests that we first fix a reasonably expressive mechanism class
and then use the samples to optimize over the class. If, however, the mechanism class is complex
and the number of samples is not sufficiently large, a mechanism with high average profit over the
set of samples may have low expected profit on the actual unknown distribution: overfitting has
occurred. This motivates an important question in sample-based mechanism design:

Given a set of samples and a mechanism class M, what is the difference between the average profit
over the samples and the expected profit on the unknown distribution for any mechanism in M?

If this difference is small, the mechanism inM that maximizes average profit over the set of samples
nearly maximizes expected profit over the distribution as well.

We present a general theory for deriving generalization guarantees in multi-item settings. A
generalization guarantee for a mechanism class M bounds the difference between the average
profit over the samples and expected profit for any mechanism inM. These bounds can be applied
no matter how the mechanism designer optimizes over the class, using an automated or manual
approach. Optimization algorithms for many of the mechanisms we study have been developed in
prior research [11, 19, 69].

This paper is part of a line of research that studies how learning theory can be used to design
and analyze mechanisms. Most of these papers have studied only single-parameter settings [1, 6,
7, 17, 26, 31, 39, 43, 45, 47, 49, 59, 60, 66]. In contrast, we focus on multi-item mechanism design,
as have recent papers by Cai and Daskalakis [19], Medina and Vassilvitskii [58], Morgenstern and
Roughgarden [61], Syrgkanis [71], and Gonczarowski and Weinberg [44].

1.1 Our contributions

Our contributions come in two interrelated parts.

A general theory that unifies diverse mechanism classes. We uncover a structural property
shared by a wide variety of mechanisms which allows us to prove generalization guarantees: for any
fixed set of bids, profit is a piecewise linear function of the mechanism’s parameters. Our main theo-
rem provides generalization bounds for any class exhibiting this structure. We relate the complexity
of the partition splitting the parameter space into linear portions to the intrinsic complexity of the
mechanism class, which we quantify using pseudo-dimension. In turn, pseudo-dimension bounds
imply generalization bounds. We prove that many seemingly disparate mechanisms share this struc-
ture, and thus our main theorem yields learnability guarantees. By contrast, previous research on
multi-item mechanism design focused on deriving guarantees for a few mechanism classes that are
“simple” by design [61, 71]. Table 1 summarizes some of the main mechanism classes we analyze
and Tables 2, 3, and 4 summarize our bounds.

Our main theorem applies to lotteries, a general representation of randomized mechanisms which
generate higher expected revenue than deterministic mechanisms in many settings [29, 33]. We also
provide guarantees for item-pricing mechanisms where each item has a price and buyers buy their
utility-maximizing bundles. Additionally, we study multi-part tariffs, where there is an upfront fee
and a price per unit. These tariffs and other non-linear pricing mechanisms have been studied in
economics for decades [41, 63, 75]. Our main theorem also applies to many auction classes, such
as second price auctions and well-studied generalized VCG auctions including affine maximizer
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Category Mechanism class Valuations Result

Pricing mechanisms Item-pricing mechanisms General, unit-demand, additive Lemmas 3.17, 4.5, B.7,
B.8

Two-part tariffs General Lemma 3.15

Non-linear pricing mechanisms General Lemmas 3.16, A.8

Auctions Second-price auctions with
reserves

Additive Lemmas 3.18, 4.4, B.9

Affine maximizer auctions General Lemma 3.20

Virtual valuation combinatorial
auctions

General Lemma 3.20

Mixed-bundling auctions with
reserves

General Lemma 3.19

Randomized
mechanisms

Lotteries Additive, unit-demand Lemmas 3.21, C.2

Table 1: Some of the main mechanism classes we analyze.

auctions (AMAs) and mixed-bundling auctions [34, 50, 53, 65, 69]. Under AMAs, revenue is not
piecewise-linear in the original parameter space, but we show it is piecewise-linear in a higher-
dimensional space.

A key challenge we face is the sensitivity of these mechanisms to small changes in their param-
eters. For example, changing the price of a good can cause a steep drop in profit if the buyer no
longer wants to buy it. Meanwhile, for many well-understood function classes in machine learning,
there is a close connection between the distance in parameter space between two parameter vectors
and the distance in function space between the two corresponding functions. Since profit functions
do not exhibit this predictable behavior, we must carefully analyze the structure of the mechanisms
we study in order to derive our generalization guarantees.

Data-dependent generalization guarantees. We strengthen our main theorem when the dis-
tribution over buyers’ values is “well-behaved,” proving generalization guarantees that are inde-
pendent of the number of items for item-pricing mechanisms, second price auctions with reserves,
and lottery mechanisms. Under anonymous prices, our bounds do not depend on the number
of buyers either. These guarantees hold when the buyers are additive with values drawn from
item-independent distributions (buyer i1’s value for item j is independent from her value for
item j′, but her value for item j may be arbitrarily correlated with buyer i2’s value for item
j). Buyers with item-independent value distributions have been studied extensively in prior re-
search [5, 19, 21, 23, 42, 46, 76]. This could model buyers at, for example, antique auctions and
art auctions (as long as there are no collections to try to assemble or the collections are sold as
atomic lots).

1.2 Related research

1.2.1 Sample-based mechanism design

Sample-based mechanism design was introduced in the context of automated mechanism design
(AMD), where the goal is to design algorithms that take as input information about a set of
buyers and return a mechanism that maximizes an objective such as revenue [28, 30, 68]. The
input information about the buyers in early AMD was an explicit description of the distribution
over their valuations. Later, sample-based mechanism design was introduced where the input
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Valuations Auction class Our bounds Prior bounds

Additive or unit-demand Length-` lottery menu U
√
`m log(`m)/N N/A

Additive,
item-independent∗

Length-` item lottery menu U
√
` log `/N N/A

∗ Additive cost function

Table 2: Generalization bounds in big-Õ notation for lotteries. The maximum profit achievable by
any mechanism in the class over the support of the buyers’ valuation distribution is U . There are
m items, N samples, and the cost function is general unless otherwise noted.

Valuations Mechanism class Price class Our bounds Prior bounds

General Length-` menus of
two-part tariffs
over κ units

Anonymous U
√
` log(κn`)/N N/A

Non-anonymous U
√
n` log(κn`)/N N/A

Non-linear pricing Anonymous U
√
m
∏m
i=1(κi + 1)/N‡ N/A

Non-anonymous U
√
nm

∏m
i=1(κi + 1)/N‡ N/A

Additively
decomposable
non-linear pricing

Anonymous U
√
m
∑m
i=1 κi/N

‡ N/A

Non-anonymous U
√
nm

∑m
i=1 κi/N

‡ N/A

Item-pricing Anonymous U
√
m2/N U

√
m2/N§

Non-anonymous U
√
nm(m+ logn)/N U

√
nm2 logn/N§

Unit-
demand

Item-pricing Anonymous U
√
m ·min{m, log(nm)}/N U

√
m2/N§

Non-anonymous U
√
nm log(nm)/N U

√
nm2 logn/N§

Additive Item-pricing Anonymous U
√
m logm/N U

√
m logm/N§,

(U/δ)
√
m log (nN) /N†

Non-anonymous U
√
nm log(nm)/N U

√
nm log(nm)/N§,

(U/δ)
√
nm log (N) /N†

Additive,
item-
independent∗

Item-pricing Anonymous U
√

1/N U
√
m logm/N§,

(U/δ)
√
m log (nN) /N†

Non-anonymous U
√
n logn/N U

√
nm log(nm)/N§,

(U/δ)
√
nm log (N) /N†

∗ Additive cost function; ‡ κi is an upper bound on the number of units available of item i; § Morgenstern and Roughgarden
[61]; † Syrgkanis [71]. The probability these bounds fail to hold is δ. In all other bounds, δ appears in a log so we suppress
it using big-Õ notation.

Table 3: Generalization bounds in big-Õ notation for pricing mechanisms. We denote the maximum
profit achievable by any mechanism in the class over the support of the buyers’ valuation distribution
by U . There are m items, n buyers, and N samples. The cost function is general unless otherwise
noted.
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Valuations Auction class Our bounds Prior bounds

General AMAs and λ-auctions U
√
nm+1m logn/N cU

√
m/Nnm+2

(
n2 +

√
nm
)¶‖

VVCAs U
√
n2m2m logn/N cU

√
m/Nnm+2

(
n2 +

√
nm
)¶‖

MBARPs U
√
m(logn+m)/N U

√
m3 logn/N¶

Additive Second price item auctions
with anonymous reserve
prices

U
√
m logm/N U

√
m logm/N§

Second price item auctions
with non-anonymous
reserve prices

U
√
nm log(nm)/N U

√
nm log(nm)/N§

Additive, item-independent∗
Second price item auctions
with anonymous reserve
prices

U
√

1/N U
√
m logm/N§

Second price item auctions
with non-anonymous
reserve prices

U
√
n logn/N U

√
nm log(nm)/N§

∗ Additive cost function; ‖ The value of c > 1 depends on the range of the auction parameters; § Morgenstern and
Roughgarden [61]; ¶ Balcan et al. [10].

Table 4: Generalization bounds in big-Õ notation for auctions. We denote the maximum profit
achievable by any mechanism in the class over the support of the buyers’ valuation distribution by
U . There are m items, n buyers, and N samples. The cost function is general unless otherwise
noted.

is a set of samples from this distribution [55, 56, 69]. Those papers also introduced the idea of
searching for a high-revenue mechanism in a parameterized space where any parameter vector yields
a mechanism that satisfies the individual rationality and incentive-compatibility constraints. They
did not provide generalization guarantees.

Balcan et al. [6, 7] were the first to study the connection between learning theory and revenue
maximization. They showed how to use an algorithm A that returns a high-revenue, manipulable
mechanism in order to find a high-revenue, incentive-compatible mechanism. They study settings
with unrestricted supply, whereas we primarily focus on settings with limited supply.

More recent research has provided generalization guarantees when there is limited supply, with
a particular focus on single-parameter settings [1, 17, 25, 26, 39, 49, 59, 60, 66]. Devanur et al. [31],
Gonczarowski and Nisan [43], Guo et al. [45], and Hartline and Taggart [47] provide computationally
efficient algorithms for learning nearly-optimal single-item auctions in various settings. In contrast,
we study multi-parameter settings. Our bounds do not apply to the state-of-the-art in this direction
by Guo et al. [45] because their approach does not involve optimizing over a mechanism class with
continuously tunable parameters.

Balcan et al. [9] drew on classic tools from learning theory to provide algorithms and gener-
alization guarantees for the related problem of learning agents’ preferences. Their analysis made
connections to the concept of generalized linear functions from the structured prediction litera-
ture [27]. Their algorithms predict the future purchases of utility-maximizing agents.

Morgenstern and Roughgarden [61] later used this concept of generalized linear functions to
provide sample complexity guarantees for multi-item revenue maximization. They provide a tech-
nique for bounding a mechanism class’s pseudo-dimension that requires two steps, described at a
high level here and in detail in Appendix B. First, one must show that for any mechanism in the
class, its allocation function is a d-dimensional linear function for some d ∈ Z. Next, fixing a set of
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samples and an allocation per sample, one must bound the pseudo-dimension of the set of revenue
functions across all mechanisms that induce those allocations.

The guarantees presented in this paper offer several advantages over Morgenstern and Rough-
garden’s approach. First, our main theorem depends on a structural property—the piecewise-linear
form of the revenue function—that is not defined in terms of any learning theory concept (such
as generalized linear functions or pseudo-dimension) and thus can be more readily applied. More-
over, in several cases, Morgenstern and Roughgarden [61] proved loose guarantees using structured
prediction; in their appendix, they used a first-principles approach to prove stronger guarantees.
Their structured prediction proof technique requires them to bound the total number of allocations
a mechanism class can induce on a set of samples. Their bound is a bit loose, and we are able to
tighten it using the techniques we develop in this paper, as we detail in Appendix B. By combining
our analysis techniques with tools from structured prediction, we are able to match the tighter
bounds that Morgenstern and Roughgarden [61], which answer an open question they posed. Fi-
nally, we apply our guarantees to a wide variety of mechanism classes, both simple and complex,
whereas Morgenstern and Roughgarden [61] applied their guarantees to three mechanism classes
that are “simple” by design: item-pricing mechanisms, grand-bundle-pricing mechanisms (where
the grand bundle is sold as a single unit), and second-price item auctions.

Syrgkanis [71] also suggests a general technique for providing generalization guarantees which
he applies to several “simple” mechanism classes: the same three as Morgenstern and Roughgarden
[61] as well as single-item t-level auctions [60]. His generalization guarantees apply only to empirical
revenue maximization algorithms, which return the mechanism in a class that maximizes average
revenue over the samples. This is in contrast to our bounds (and those by Morgenstern and
Roughgarden [61]) which apply uniformly to every mechanism in a given class. This is crucial
when empirical revenue maximization is not computationally feasible. Another advantage of our
bounds is that they grow logarithmically in 1

δ where δ is the probability that the bound fails to
hold (as do those by Morgenstern and Roughgarden [61]). In contrast, the bounds by Syrgkanis
[71] grow linearly in 1

δ .
In Section 6, we provide more details on how our results compare to those by Morgenstern and

Roughgarden [61] and Syrgkanis [71], as well as a detailed comparison of our results to other papers
on the sample complexity of multi-item revenue maximization [10, 19, 44, 58].

1.2.2 Dynamic mechanism design

Dynamic pricing is a similar but distinct problem from ours where prices are adjusted over a finite
time horizon and the consumer demand function is unknown [e.g., 3, 14, 16, all of whom study
single-item settings]. The goal is typically to minimize regret (the difference between the cumulative
profit of the best prices in hindsight and that of the chosen prices).

1.2.3 Approximation guarantees

Many mechanisms we analyze can guarantee approximately-optimal revenue.

Item-pricing mechanisms. For a single unit-demand buyer with a bounded value distribu-
tion, item-pricing mechanisms can yield a constant fraction of optimal revenue [23]. Moreover,
given multiple unit-demand buyers and constraints on which allocations are feasible, item-pricing
mechanisms provide a constant-factor approximation [24].

For an additive buyer with independent values, item-pricing mechanisms provide a O(log2m)
fraction of optimal revenue [46], later improved to O(logm) [54]. The better of an item-pricing
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mechanism or selling the grand bundle as a single unit provides a constant-factor approximation in
this setting [4] and generalizations thereof [13, 38]†. Similarly, for a subadditive buyer, the better
of an item-pricing mechanism and a more general bundling mechanism provides a constant-factor
approximation [67].

For multiple buyers with XOS values over independent items, a non-anonymous item-pricing
mechanism or an anonymous item-pricing mechanism with an entry fee is a constant-factor approx-
imation [20]. For subadditive buyers, the approximation is O(log logm) [36] and a single random
price is a O(2

√
logm log logm) approximation [8].

Two-part tariffs. For buyers with additive values up to a matroid feasibility constraint, a se-
quential variant of two-part tariffs provides a constant-factor approximation [22].

Lotteries. For a single additive buyer with independent values, Babaioff et al. [5] proved that a
lottery menu of length (logm/ε)O(m) is a (1 − ε)-factor approximation. For a single unit-demand
buyer with independent item values, Kothari et al. [52] introduce the notion of symmetric menu
complexity, which is the number of menu entries up to permutations of the items. A quasi-
polynomial symmetric menu complexity suffices to guarantee a (1− ε) approximation.

2 Preliminaries and notation

We study the problem of selling m items to n buyers. We denote a bundle of items as a quantity
vector q ∈ Zm≥0. The number of units of item i in the bundle is q[i]. The bundle consisting of only

one copy of the ith item is denoted by the standard basis vector ei, where ei[i] = 1 and ei[j] = 0
for all j 6= i. Each buyer j ∈ [n] has a valuation function vj over bundles of items. We denote an
allocation as Q = (q1, . . . , qn) where qj is the bundle that buyer j receives. The cost to produce q is
c (q) and the cost to produce the allocation Q is c (Q). Suppose there are κi units available of item
i. Let K =

∏m
i=1 (κi + 1). We use vj = (vj (q1) , . . . , vj (qK)) to denote buyer j’s values for all of

the K bundles and we use v = (v1, . . . ,vn) to denote a vector of buyer values. We use the notation
X to denote the set of all valuation vectors v. Additive buyers have values vj (q) =

∑m
i=1 q[i]vj (ei)

and unit-demand buyers have values vj (q) = maxi:q[i]≥1 vj (ei). The mechanisms we study are
dominant strategy incentive compatible, so we assume that the bids equal the buyers’ valuations.

There is an unknown distribution D over buyers’ values. The notation profitM (v) denotes
the profit of a mechanism M on the valuation vector v. We use the notation profitD (M) =

Ev∼D [profitM (v)] and for a set of samples S , we use the notation

profitS (M) =
1

|S |
∑
v∈S

profitM (v) .

We study real-valued functions parameterized by vectors p in Rd, denoted as fp : X → R. For
a fixed v ∈ X , we often consider fp (v) as a function of its parameters, which we denote as fv (p).

3 Generalization guarantees

We provide generalization bounds for a variety of mechanism classes. These guarantees bound the
difference between the expected profit and average empirical profit of any mechanism in the class.

†For multiple additive buyers, a VCG mechanism with bidder entries fees achieves a constant-factor approxima-
tion [76].
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Definition 3.1. A generalization guarantee for a mechanism class M is a function εM : Z≥1 ×
(0, 1) → R≥0 defined such that for any δ ∈ (0, 1), any N ∈ Z≥1, and any distribution D over
buyers’ values, with probability at least 1− δ over the draw of a set S ∼ DN , for any M ∈M, the
difference between the average profit of M over S and the expected profit of M over D is at most
εM(N, δ):

Pr
S∼DN

[
∃M ∈M such that

∣∣∣∣∣ 1

N

∑
v∈S

profitM (v)− E
v∼D

[profitM (v)]

∣∣∣∣∣ > εM(N, δ)

]
< δ.

Generalization guarantees allow the mechanism designer to relate the expected profit of a mech-
anism inM which achieves maximum average profit over the set of samples to the expected profit
of an optimal mechanism in M. We summarize this connection in the following remark.

Remark 3.2. For a set of samples S ∼ DN , let M̂ = argmaxM∈M
{∑

v∈S profitM (v)
}

maximize
average profit over S and let M∗ = argmaxM∈M {Ev∼D [profitM (v)]} maximize expected profit.
Then PrS∼DN

[
Ev∼D

[
profitM∗ (v)− profitM̂ (v)

]
> 2εM (N, δ)

]
< δ.

Similar bounds also hold for mechanisms with approximately optimal average profit over the
samples (see Corollaries A.1 and A.2 in Appendix A).

3.1 General structure for sample-based mechanism design

Our general theorem uses structure shared by a variety of mechanism classes to characterize the
function εM (N, δ). Our results apply broadly to parameterized setsM of mechanisms where every
mechanism in M is defined by a vector p ∈ Rd, such as a vector of prices. Our guarantees apply
to mechanism classes where for every valuation v ∈ X , the profit as a function of the parameters
p, denoted profitv (p), is piecewise linear. We illustrate this property via several simple examples.

Example 3.3. In a two-part tariff, there are multiple units (i.e., copies) of an item for sale. The
seller sets an upfront fee p1 and a price per unit p2. Here, we consider the simple case where there
is a single buyer. If the buyer buys t ≥ 1 units, he pays p1 + p2 · t. Two-part tariffs have been
studied extensively [41, 63, 75] and are prevalent throughout daily life. For example, health clubs
often require an upfront membership fee plus a fee per month. Amusement parks often require an
entrance fee with an additional payment per ride. In many cities, purchasing a public transportation
card requires an upfront fee and an additional cost per ride. Balcan et al. [11] showed how to learn
two-part tariffs that maximize average revenue over a training set.

Suppose there are κ units of the item for sale. The buyer will buy t ∈ [κ] units so long as
v1 (t) − (p1 + p2 · t) > v1 (t′) − (p1 + p2 · t′) for all t′ 6= t and v1 (t) − (p1 + p2 · t) > 0. Therefore,
there are at most

(
κ+1

2

)
hyperplanes splitting R2 into regions such that within any one region, the

number of units bought is fixed, in which case profit is linear in p1 and p2. See Figure 1 for an
illustration.

Example 3.4. Under an item-pricing mechanism, there are multiple items, multiple buyers, and a
single unit of each item for sale. Under anonymous prices, the seller sets a price pi per item i. There
is an arbitrary ordering on the buyers such that the first buyer buys the bundle that maximizes his
utility, then the next buyer buys the bundle of remaining items that maximizes his utility, and so
on. Buyer j will prefer bundle q1 ∈ {0, 1}m over q2 if vj(q1)−

∑
i:q1[i]=1 pi > vj(q2)−

∑
i:q2[i]=1 pi,

so his preference ordering over bundles is determined by these
(

2m

2

)
hyperplanes. Once the buyers’

preference orderings are fixed, the bundles they buy are fixed. In any region of the price space where
the purchased bundles are fixed, profit is a linear in the prices. See Figure 2 for an illustration.

8



Figure 1: Partition of the two-part tariff parameter space into piecewise-linear regions. There are
four units for sale and one buyer with values v1(1) = 6, v1(2) = 9, v1(3) = 11, and v1(4) = 12.
The buyer will buy one unit in the top orange region where v1(1) − p1 − p2 > v1(i) − p1 − i · p2

for all i ∈ {2, 3, 4} and v1(1)− p1 − p2 > 0. The buyer will buy two units in the second-to-the-top
blue region, three units in the second-to-the-bottom green region, and four units in the bottom red
region.

Figure 2: Partition of the item-pricing parameter space into piecewise-linear regions when there
are two buyers, two items, and buyer 1 comes before buyer 2 in the ordering. Buyer 1’s value
for item 1 is v1(1, 0) = 2, her value for item 2 is v1(0, 1) = 1, and her value for both items is
v1(1, 1) = 2.5. Buyer 2’s values are v2(1, 0) = 0, v2(0, 1) = 1, and v2(1, 1) = 1. In the orange region,
buyer 1 will buy item 1 because v1(1, 0) − p1 > v1(0, 1) − p2, v1(1, 0) − p1 > v1(1, 1) − (p1 + p2),
and v1(1, 0) − p1 > 0. Buyer 2 will not buy item 2 because v2(0, 1) − p2 < 0. In the red region,
neither buyer will buy any item. In the blue region, buyer 1 will buy item 1 and buyer 2 will buy
item 2. In the green region, buyer 1 will buy item 2 and buyer 2 will not buy anything. Finally, in
the white region, buyer 1 will buy both items.

9



(a) A partition by hy-
perplanes.

(b) Another partition
by hyperplanes.

(c) Overlay of parti-
tions (a) and (b).

(d) A further subdivi-
sion of each region.

Figure 3: Illustrations of the proof of Lemma 3.10.

We analyze the “complexity” of the partition splitting Rd into regions where profitv (p) is linear.

Definition 3.5 ((d, t)-delineable). A mechanism class M is (d, t)-delineable if:

1. The class M consists of mechanisms parameterized by vectors p from a set P ⊆ Rd; and

2. For any valuation vector v ∈ X , there is a set H of t hyperplanes such that for any connected
component P ′ of P \ H, profitv (p) is linear over P ′. (As is standard, P \ H indicates set
removal.)

For example, in Figures 3a and 3b, there are four connected components. We relate delineability
to the mechanism class’s intrinsic complexity using pseudo-dimension.

3.2 Pseudo-dimension

Pseudo-dimension is a well-studied tool used to measure the complexity of a function class. Pseudo-
dimension captures the following intuition: functions in a “complex” class should be able to fit
complex patterns. We first introduce the notion of shattering for general function classes.

Definition 3.6. Let F be a set of functions f : A → R with an abstract domain A. We say that
z(1), . . . , z(N) ∈ R witness the shattering of S =

{
x(1), . . . , x(N)

}
⊆ A by F if for all T ⊆ S , there

is a function fT ∈ F such that for all x(i) ∈ T , fT
(
x(i)
)
≤ z(i) and for all x(i) 6∈ T , fT

(
x(i)
)
> z(i).

Figure 5 in Appendix A provides a visualization. The larger the set a function class can shatter,
the more complex that function class is, an intuition formalized by pseudo-dimension.

Definition 3.7 (Pollard [64]). Let F be a set of functions f : A→ R and let S ⊆ A be the largest
set that can be shattered by F . The pseudo-dimension of F , denoted Pdim(F), is |S |.

In the language of mechanism design, let S =
{
v(1), . . . ,v(N)

}
be a subset of X . We say that

z(1), . . . , z(N) ∈ R witness the shattering of S byM if for all T ⊆ S , there is a mechanism MT ∈M
such that for all v(i) ∈ T , profitMT

(
v(i)
)
≤ z(i) and for all v(i) 6∈ T , profitMT

(
v(i)
)
> z(i). The

pseudo-dimension ofM, denoted Pdim (M), is the size of the largest set that is shatterable byM.
Pollard [64] and Dudley [35] provide generalization guarantees in terms of pseudo-dimension,

which we describe below in the language of mechanism design.

Theorem 3.8. For any mechanism class M, let U be the maximum profit of any mechanism in
M over the support of D. There is a generalization guarantee εM : Z≥1 × (0, 1) → R≥0 defined
such that

εM (N, δ) = 120U

√
Pdim(M)

N
+ 4U

√
2 ln(4/δ)

N
.
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3.3 General theorem for sample-based mechanism design

In the following theorem, which is our main theorem, we relate pseudo-dimension to delineability.

Theorem 3.9. Let M be a (d, t)-delineable mechanism class. Given a distribution D over buyers’
values, let U be the maximum profit of any mechanism in M over the support of D. Then

εM (N, δ) = 120U

√
9d log(4dt)

N
+ 4U

√
2 ln(4/δ)

N

is a generalization guarantee for M.

Proof. This theorem follows directly from the following lemma.

Lemma 3.10. If M is a mechanism class that is (d, t)-delineable, then Pdim(M) ≤ 9d log(4dt).

Proof. For any set S =
{
v(1), . . . ,v(N)

}
of valuation vectors and real values z(1), . . . , z(N) ∈ R, we

show that there is a partitioning of the parameter space into at most dNd · d(Nt)d regions such
that for all p in any one region and all v(i), either profitv(i) (p) ≤ z(i) or profitv(i) (p) > z(i). We
will then use this fact to bound Pdim(M). To this end, let H(i) be the set of t hyperplanes such
that for any connected component P ′ of P \H(i), profitv(i) (p) is linear over P ′. Let P1, . . . ,Pτ be

the connected components of P \
(⋃N

i=1H(i)
)

. For each set Pj and each i ∈ [N ], Pj is contained

in a single connected component of P \H(i), which means that profitv(i) (p) is linear over Pj . (See
Figures 3a-3c for illustrations.) Since

∣∣H(i)
∣∣ ≤ t for all i ∈ [N ], τ < d(Nt)d [18, Theorem 1].

For any region Pj and v(i) ∈ S , let a
(i)
j ∈ Rd and b

(i)
j ∈ R be defined such that profitv(i) (p) =

a
(i)
j · p+ b

(i)
j for all p ∈ Pj . On one side of the hyperplane a

(i)
j · p+ b

(i)
j = z(i), profitv(i) (p) ≤ z(i)

and on the other side, profitv(i) (p) > z(i). Let HPj be all N hyperplanes for all N samples, i.e.,

HPj =
{
a

(i)
j · p+ b

(i)
j = z(i) : i ∈ [N ]

}
. In any connected component P ′ of Pj \HPj (illustrated in

Figure 3d), for all i ∈ [N ], profitv(i) (p) is either greater than z(i) or less than z(i) for all p ∈ P ′.
The number of connected components of Pj \ HPj is at most dNd. Thus, the total number of

regions where for all i ∈ [N ], profitv(i) (p) is either greater than z(i) or less than z(i) is at most
dNd · d(Nt)d.

We now use this fact to bound Pdim(M). Suppose Pdim(M) = N̄ , so there is a set

{v(1), . . . ,v(N̄)}

that is shattered by M with witnesses z(1), . . . , z(N̄) ∈ R. For any T ⊆ [N̄ ], there is a parameter
vector pT ∈ P such that profitpT

(
v(i)
)
≥ z(i) if and only if i ∈ T . Let P∗ =

{
pT : T ⊆ [N̄ ]

}
.

There are k ≤ dN̄d · d(N̄t)d regions P1, . . . ,Pk where for each region Pj and each i ∈ [N̄ ], either
profitv(i) (p) ≥ z(i) for all p ∈ Pj or profitv(i) (p) < z(i). At most one vector in P∗ can come from

any one region. This means that |P∗| = 2N̄ < dN̄d·d(N̄t)d. The result follows from Lemma A.3.

3.4 Delineable mechanism classes

We now show that a diverse array of mechanism classes are delineable, so we can apply Theorem 3.9.
We warm up with Examples 3.3 and 3.4, which imply the following lemmas.

Lemma 3.11. The class of two-part tariffs for one buyer and κ units of an item is
(
2,
(
κ+1

2

))
-

delineable.

Lemma 3.12. The class of anonymous item-pricing mechanisms is
(
m,n

(
2m

2

))
-delineable.
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3.4.1 Non-linear pricing mechanisms.

Non-linear pricing mechanisms are used to sell multiple units of a set of items. We make the
following natural assumption which says that as the number of units in an allocation grows, the
cost will eventually exceed the buyers’ welfare.

Assumption 3.13. There is a cap κi ∈ Z per item i such that it costs more to produce κi units
of item i than the buyers will pay. In other words, for all v in the support of D and all allocations
Q = (q1, . . . , qn), if there exists an item i such that

∑n
j=1 qj [i] > κi, then

∑n
j=1 vj (qj)− c (Q) < 0.

Menus of two-part tariffs. Menus of two-part tariffs are a generalization of Example 3.3. The
seller offers the buyers ` different two-part tariffs and each buyer chooses the tariff and number of
units that maximizes his utility. For example, consumers often choose among various membership
tiers—typically with a larger upfront fee and lower future payments—for health clubs, wholesale
stores, amusement parks, credit cards, and cellphone plans. Under non-anonymous prices, let(
p

(1)
1,j , p

(1)
2,j

)
, . . . ,

(
p

(`)
1,j , p

(`)
2,j

)
be the menu of two-part tariffs that the seller offers to buyer j. Here,

p
(i)
1,j is the upfront fee of the ith tariff and p

(i)
2,j is the price per unit. Under anonymous prices,

p
(i)
1,1 = · · · = p

(i)
1,n and p

(i)
2,1 = · · · = p

(i)
2,n. Each buyer chooses the tariff tj ∈ [`] and the number of

units qj ≥ 1 maximizing his utility, and pays p
(tj)
1,j + p

(tj)
2,j · qj . In this context, an allocation is a

vector Q = (q1, . . . , qn) where qj ∈ Z≥0 is the number of units buyer j buys.
We make the natural assumption that the seller will not choose prices that result in negative

profit. In other words, he will select a profit non-negative menu of two-part tariffs, formalized
below.

Definition 3.14. For anonymous prices (respectively, non-anonymous), let P ⊆ R2` (respectively,
P ′ ⊆ R2n`) be the set of prices where no matter which tariff each buyer chooses and no matter how
many units he buys, the seller will obtain non-negative profit. In other words, for each buyer j ∈ [n],

each tariff tj ∈ [`], and each allocation Q = (q1, . . . , qn),
∑n

j=1 p
(tj)
1,j · 1{qj≥1} + p

(tj)
2,j · qj − c (Q) ≥ 0.

The set of profit non-negative menus of two-part tariffs is defined by parameters in P (resp., P ′).

Under Assumption 3.13, no matter which parameters the seller chooses in P or P ′, if all buyers
simultaneously choose the tariff and the number of units (q1, . . . , qn) that maximize their utilities,
then

∑n
j=1 qj ≤ κ. See Lemma A.4 for the proof. This allows us to prove the following lemma.

Lemma 3.15. LetM andM′ be the classes of anonymous and non-anonymous profit non-negative

length-` menus of two-part tariffs. Under Assumption 3.13, M is
(

2`, n (κ`)2
)

-delineable and M′

is
(

2n`, n (κ`)2
)

-delineable.

General non-linear pricing mechanisms. We study general non-linear pricing mechanisms
under Wilson’s bundling interpretation [75]: if the prices are anonymous, there is a price per
quantity vector q denoted p (q). The buyers simultaneously choose the bundles maximizing their
utilities. If the prices are non-anonymous, there is a price per vector q and buyer j ∈ [n] denoted
pj (q). These general non-linear pricing mechanisms include multi-part tariffs as a special case.
Without assumptions, the parameter space infinite-dimensional since the seller could set prices for
every bundle q ∈ Zm≥0. In Lemma A.5, we show that under Assumption 3.13, no buyer will choose a
bundle q with q[i] > κi for any i ∈ [m] if the seller chooses a profit non-negative non-linear pricing
mechanism. The definition is similar to Definition 3.14 and is in Appendix A (Definition A.6).
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Lemma 3.16. LetM andM′ be the classes of anonymous and non-anonymous profit non-negative
non-linear pricing mechanisms. Under Assumption 3.13, M is

(
K,nK2

)
-delineable and M′ is(

nK, nK2
)
-delineable.

We prove polynomial bounds when prices are additive over items (Lemma A.8).

3.4.2 Item-pricing mechanisms.

We now apply Theorem 3.9 to anonymous and non-anonymous item-pricing mechanisms. Unlike
non-linear pricing, there is only one unit of each item for sale. Under anonymous prices, the seller
sets a price per item. Under non-anonymous prices, there is a buyer-specific price per item. We
make the common assumption [e.g., 4, 21, 40] that there is a fixed, arbitrary ordering on the buyers
such that the first buyer arrives and buys the bundle that maximizes his utility, then the next buyer
arrives and buys the bundle of remaining items that maximizes his utility, and so on.

Lemma 3.17. Let M (resp., M′) be the class of item-pricing mechanisms with anonymous
(resp., non-anonymous) prices. For additive buyers, M is (m,m)-delineable and M′ is (nm, nm)-
delineable.

In Appendix B, we connect the hyperplane structure we investigate in this paper to the struc-
tured prediction literature in machine learning [27], thus strengthening our generalization bounds
for item-pricing mechanisms under buyers with unit-demand and general valuations and answering
an open question by Morgenstern and Roughgarden [61].

3.4.3 Auctions.

We now present applications of Lemma 3.10 to auctions in single-unit settings.

Second price item auctions with reserves. We study additive buyers in this setting. Under
non-anonymous reserves, there is a price pj (ei) for each item i and buyer j. The buyers submit
bids on the items. For each item i, the highest bidder j wins the item if her bid is above pj (ei).
She pays the maximum of the second highest bid and pj (ei). Under anonymous reserves, p1 (ei) =
· · · = pn (ei).

Lemma 3.18. Let M and M′ be the classes of anonymous and non-anonymous second price item
auctions. Then M is (m,m)-delineable and M′ is (nm,m)-delineable.

In Section 6, we compare these results with those of prior research [31, 61, 71].

Mixed bundling auctions with reserve prices (MBARPs). MBARPs [50, 73] are a VCG
generalization. Intuitively, the MBARP enlarges the set of agents to include the seller, whose values
are defined by reserve prices. The auction boosts the social welfare of any allocation where the
grand bundle is allocated and then runs the VCG over this larger set of buyers. Formally, MBARPs
are defined by a parameter γ ≥ 0 and reserves p (e1) , . . . , p (em). Let λ be a function such that
λ (Q) = γ if some buyer receives the grand bundle under allocation Q and 0 otherwise. For an
allocation Q, let qQ be the items not allocated. The MBARP allocation is

argmax


n∑
j=1

vj (qj) +
∑

i:qQ[i]=1

p (ei) + λ (Q)− c (Q)

 .

The payments are defined as in the VCG mechanism (see Definition A.9 in Appendix A).
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Lemma 3.19. Let M be the set of MBARPs. Then M is
(
m+ 1, (n+ 1)2m+1

)
-delineable.

Mixed-bundling auctions [50] are MBARPs with no reserve prices. We provide a stronger,
specialized guarantee for this class in Appendix A.2.

Affine maximizer auctions (AMAs). AMAs are the only ex post truthful mechanisms over
unrestricted value domains [65] and under natural assumptions, every truthful multi-item auction
is an “almost” AMA, that is, an AMA for sufficiently high values [53].‡ An AMA is defined by a
weight per buyer wj ∈ R>0 and a boost per allocation λ (Q) ∈ R≥0. Its allocation maximizes the
weighted social welfare

∑n
j=1wjvj (qj) + λ (Q) − c (Q) . The payments have the same form as the

VCG payments (see Definition A.10 in Appendix A). A virtual valuation combinational auction
(VVCA) [55] is an AMA where each λ (Q) is split into n terms such that λ (Q) =

∑n
j=1 λj (Q)

where λj (Q) = cj,q for all allocations Q that give buyer j exactly bundle q. Finally, λ-auctions [50]
are defined such that w1 = · · · = wn = 1.

Lemma 3.20. Let M, M′, and M′′ be the classes of AMAs, VVCAs, and λ-auctions, respec-
tively. Letting t = (n+ 1)2m+1, we have that M is

(
2n(n+ 1) + (n+ 1)m+1, t

)
-delineable, M′ is

(n2m(3 + 2n), t)-delineable, and M′′ is ((n+ 1)m , t)-delineable.

Lemma 3.20 implies that exponentially-many samples are sufficient to avoid overfitting. In
Appendix A.3, we prove an exponential number of samples is also necessary.

3.4.4 Lotteries.

Lotteries are randomized mechanisms which typically have higher revenue than deterministic mech-
anisms. We analyze a single additive buyer and generalize to unit-demand buyers and multiple buy-
ers in Appendix A.1. A length-` lottery menu is a setM = {(φ(0), p(0)), (φ(1), p(1)), . . . , (φ(`), p(`))} ⊆
Rm × R, where φ(0) = 0 and p(0) = 0. Under the lottery

(
φ(j), p(j)

)
, the buyer pays p(j) and re-

ceives each item i with probability φ(j)[i]. For a buyer with values v, let (φv, pv) ∈ M be the
lottery that maximizes the his expected utility and let q ∼ φv denote the allocation. The ex-
pected profit is profitM (v) = pv −Eq∼φv [c (q)]]. The challenge in bounding the pseudo-dimension
of the class M of these lotteries is that Eq∼φv [c (q)] is not piecewise linear in φ(0), . . . ,φ(`).
Instead, we bound the pseudo-dimension of a related class M′ and show that optimizing over
M′ amounts to optimizing over M itself. To motivate M′, note that if z ∼ U ([0, 1]m), then

Prz[z[j] ≤ φv[j]] = φv[j], so Eq∼φv [c (q)] = Ez
[
c
(∑

j:z[j]<φv [j] ej

)]
. For M ∈ M, we define

profit′M (v, z) := pv − c
(∑

j:z[j]<φv [j] ej

)
and M′ =

{
profit′M : M ∈M

}
. The class M′ is de-

lineable: for any (v, z), buyer’s chosen lottery and the bundle
∑

j:z[j]<φv [j] ej are determined by
hyperplanes.

Lemma 3.21. The class M′ is
(
` (m+ 1) , (`+ 1)2 +m`

)
-delineable.

The following lemma guarantees that optimizing overM′ amounts to optimizing overM itself.

Lemma 3.22. With probability 1 − δ over
(
v(1), z(1)

)
, . . . ,

(
v(N), z(N)

)
∼ D × U [0, 1]m, for all

M ∈M,∣∣∣∣∣ 1

N

N∑
i=1

profit′M

(
v(i), z(i)

)
− E
v∼D

[profitM (v)]

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 120U

√
Pdim(M′)

N
+ 4U

√
2 ln(4/δ)

N
.

‡Surprisingly, even when the buyers have additive values, AMAs can generate higher revenue than running a
separate Myerson auction for each item [69].

14



This section demonstrates that a wide variety of mechanism classes M are delineable. There-
fore, Theorem 3.9 immediately implies a generalization bound εM(N, δ) for a diverse array of
mechanisms.

4 Distribution-dependent generalization guarantees

In this section, we provide stronger results when the buyers’ values are additive and drawn from
item-independent distributions, which means that for all i1, i2 ∈ [n] and j, j′ ∈ [m], buyer i1’s values
for items j and j′ are independent, but her values may be correlated with buyer i2’s values. We
also require that the mechanism class’s profit functions decompose additively. For example, under
item-pricing mechanisms, the profit decomposes into the profit obtained from selling item 1, plus
the profit obtained by selling item 2, and so on. Surprisingly, our bounds do not depend on the
number of items and under anonymous prices, they do not depend on the number of buyers either.

To prove distribution-dependent generalization guarantees, we use Rademacher complexity [12,
51]. In contrast, pseudo-dimension implies bounds that are worst-case over the distribution. We
prove that it is impossible to obtain guarantees that are independent of the number of items using
pseudo-dimension alone (Theorem 4.6).

Definition 4.1. A distribution-dependent generalization guarantee for a mechanism class M and
a distribution D over buyers’ values is a function εDM : Z≥1 × (0, 1) → R≥0 defined such that for
any sample size N ∈ Z≥1 and any δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1− δ over the draw of a set
S ∼ DN , for any mechanism M in M, the difference between the average profit of M over S and
the expected profit of M over D is at most εDM(N, δ). In other words,

Pr
S∼DN

[
∃M ∈M such that

∣∣∣∣∣ 1

N

∑
v∈S

profitM (v)− E
v∼D

[profitM (v)]

∣∣∣∣∣ > εDM(N, δ)

]
< δ.

The generalization guarantee εM is worst case in that in holds for any distribution D. In
contrast, the distribution-dependent bound εDM may be much tighter when the distribution is
“well-behaved”.

We now define Rademacher complexity, which measures the ability of a class of mechanism profit
functions to fit random noise. Intuitively, more complex classes should fit random noise better than
simple classes. The empirical Rademacher complexity of M with respect to S =

{
v(1), . . . ,v(N)

}
is

R̂S (M) = E
σ

[
sup
M∈M

1

N

N∑
i=1

σi · profitM

(
v(i)
)]

,

where σi ∼ U ({−1, 1}). Classic learning-theoretical results [12, 51] imply the distribution-dependent

generalization bound εDM(N, δ) = 2ES∼DN
[
R̂S (M)

]
+U

√
2 ln(2/δ)

N , where U is the maximum profit

of any mechanism in M over the support of D. It is well-known that Rademacher complexity and
pseudo-dimension are connected as follows.

Lemma 4.2. [[35, 64]] For any mechanism classM and any set of samples S of size N , R̂S(M) =

O

(
U

√
Pdim(M)

N

)
.

We show that if the profit functions of a class M decompose additively into simpler functions,
then we can bound R̂S (M) using the Rademacher complexity of those simpler functions. We use
this to prove tighter bounds for several mechanism classes under additive buyers with values drawn
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from item-independent distributions. This includes product distributions, a setting that has been
studied extensively [e.g., 5, 19, 21, 46, 76]. Formally, a mechanism classM decomposes additively if
for all M ∈M, there are T functions f1,M , . . . , fT,M such that profitM (·) = f1,M (·)+ · · ·+fT,M (·).

Corollary 4.3. Suppose that M is a set of additively decomposable mechanisms. Moreover, sup-
pose that for all M ∈ M, the range of fi,M over the support of D is [0, Ui] and that the class
{fi,M : M ∈M} is (di, ti)-delineable. For any set S ∼ DN ,

R̂S (M) ≤ 180
T∑
i=1

Ui

√
di log (4diti)

N
.

Proof. This follows from Theorem 3.9, Lemma 4.2, and the fact that for any sets G and G ′ of
functions with a domain A and any S ⊆ A, R̂S ({g + g′ : g ∈ G, g′ ∈ G ′}) ≤ R̂S (G) + R̂S (G ′).

We now instantiate Corollary 4.3 for several mechanism classes. The proofs are in Appendix C.

Lemma 4.4. Let M and M′ be the sets of second-price auctions with anonymous and non-
anonymous reserves. Suppose the buyers are additive, D is item-independent, and the cost function
is additive. For any set S ∼ DN , R̂S (M) ≤ 180U

√
1/N and R̂S (M′) ≤ 180U

√
n log(4n)/N .

Lemma 4.5. Let M and M′ be the sets of anonymous and non-anonymous item-pricing mecha-
nisms. Suppose the buyers are additive, D is item-independent, and the cost function is additive.
For any set of samples S ∼ DN , R̂S (M) ≤ 180U

√
1/N and R̂S (M′) ≤ 180U

√
n log(4n)/N .

We prove similar guarantees for menus of item lotteries (Lemma C.2). Finally, we provide lower
bounds showing that one could not prove the generalization guarantees implied by Lemmas 4.4 and
4.5—which do not depend on the number of items—using pseudo-dimension alone.

Theorem 4.6. Let M and M′ be the classes of anonymous and non-anonymous item-pricing
mechanisms. Then Pdim (M) ≥ m and Pdim (M′) ≥ nm. The same holds if M and M′ are the
classes of second-price auctions with anonymous and non-anonymous reserves.

5 Optimizing the profit-generalization tradeoff

In this section, we use our results from Section 3 to provide guarantees for optimizing the profit-
generalization tradeoff, drawing on classic machine learning results on structural risk minimiza-
tion [15, 74]. We illustrate this tradeoff§ in Figure 4 with a mechanism class M that decomposes
into a nested sequence M1 ⊆ · · · ⊆M4 =M. The x-axis measures the intrinsic complexity (e.g.,
pseudo-dimension) of the subclasses. The orange solid line illustrates the average profit over a
fixed set of samples S of the mechanism M̂i ∈ Mi that maximizes average profit. In particular,
the dot on the orange solid line above Mi illustrates profitS(M̂i). Since Mi ⊆ Mj for i ≤ j,
profitS(M̂i) ≤ profitS(M̂j). Similarly, the dot on the blue dotted line above Mi illustrates the
expected profit of M̂i. This line begins decreasing when the complexity grows to the point that
overfitting occurs. The purple dashed line illustrates a uniform lower bound profitS(M̂i)−εM(N, δ)
on the expected profit of M̂i.

Our general theorem allows us to easily derive bounds εMi
(N, δ) for each class Mi. We can

then “spread” δ across all subsets M1, . . . ,Mt using a function w : N→ [0, 1] such that
∑
w(i) ≤

§These figures are purely illustrative; they are not based on a simulation or real data.
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Figure 4: Uniform generalization guarantees versus stronger complexity-dependent bounds for a
mechanism class M =M4 ⊆M3 ⊇M2 ⊇M1. See Section 5 for a description.

1. By a union bound, with probability 1 − δ, for all M ∈ M, |profitS(M) − profitD(M)| ≤
mini:M∈Mi

εMi
(N, δ · w(i)). This is illustrated by the green dashed-dotted line in Figure 4, where

the lower bound on the expected profit of M̂i is profitS(M̂i)− εMi
(N, δ ·w(i)). By maximizing this

complexity-dependent lower bound, the designer can determine that M̂2 is better than M̂4.
The decomposition ofM into subsets and the choice of weights allow the designer to encode his

prior knowledge about the market. For example, if mechanisms inMi are likely to be profitable, he
can increase w(i), which in turn decreases εMi

(N, δ · w(i)), thereby implying stronger guarantees.
We now apply this analysis to item pricing. To perform market segmentation, the seller can

break the buyers into k groups and charge each group a different price. For k ∈ [n], letMk be the
class of non-anonymous pricing mechanisms with k price groups: for all mechanisms in Mk, there
is a partition of the buyers B1, . . . , Bk such that for all t ∈ [k], all buyers j, j′ ∈ Bt, and all items
i ∈ [m], pj(ei) = pj′(ei). We derive the following guarantee for this hierarchy.

Theorem 5.1. Let M be the class of non-anonymous item-pricing mechanisms over additive buy-
ers. With probability 1− δ over the draw S ∼ DN , for any k ∈ [n] and any mechanism M ∈Mk,

|profitS (M)− profitD (M)| ≤ 360U

√
km log (4nm)

N
+ 4U

√
2

N
ln

4

δ · w (k)
.

We prove results for two-part tariffs, AMA, λ-auctions, and lottery menus in Appendix D.

6 Comparison of our results to prior research

We compare our results to prior research that provides generalization bounds for some of the
mechanisms we study. Morgenstern and Roughgarden [61] studied “simple” multi-item pricing
mechanisms and second-price auctions. See Tables 3 and 4 and Appendix B.1 for a comparison.

Syrgkanis [71] provided bounds specifically for the mechanism that maximizes average revenue
over the samples, whereas our bounds apply to every mechanism in a given class. This is important
when exactly optimizing average revenue is intractable. To illustrate their bounds, let M̂ be the
anonymous item-pricing mechanism maximizing average revenue over N samples. Syrgkanis [71]
proved that with probability 1−δ, |profitD(M̂)−maxM∈M profitD(M)| = O((U/δ)

√
m log(nN)/N).

When D is item-independent, our bound O(U
√

log(1/δ)/N) is an improvement. Otherwise, our
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bound O(U
√
m log(m)/N+U

√
log(1/δ)/N) is incomparable. Syrgkanis [71] proved a similar bound

for non-anonymous prices (see Table 3) which is also incomparable.
Cai and Daskalakis [19] provided learning algorithms for buyers with values drawn from product

distributions. For additive and unit-demand buyers with values bounded in [0, H], we match their
guarantees, which are based on those of Morgenstern and Roughgarden [61]. They also study buyers
with XOS, constrained additive, and subadditive values in which case our results do not provide
an improvement. For example, for XOS and constrained additive buyers, Cai and Daskalakis
[19] provided algorithms which return item-pricing mechanisms with entry fees. Our results would
imply pessimistic bounds for this class due to the exponential number of parameters. To circumvent
this, their proofs use specific structural properties exhibited by bidders with product distributions,
whereas the primary focus of this paper is to provide a general theory applicable to many different
mechanisms and buyer types.

Medina and Vassilvitskii [58] studied a different model than ours where items are defined by
feature vectors and the seller has access to a bid predictor mapping feature vectors to bids.

Among other results, Devanur et al. [32, Section 6.1] proved that for the class M of second
price item auctions with non-anonymous reserves, N = O((U/ε)2(n log(U/ε) + log(1/δ))) samples
are sufficient to ensure that with probability 1− δ, for all M ∈M, |profitS(M)− profitD(M)| ≤ ε.
Our Lemma 3.18 implies O((U/ε)2(n log n+log(1/δ))) samples are sufficient, which is incomparable.

Gonczarowski and Weinberg [44] studied a setting where there are n buyers with additive, inde-
pendent values in the interval [0, H] for m items, as well as a generalization to Lipschitz valuations.
They proved that poly(n,m,H, 1/ε) samples are sufficient to learn an approximately incentive com-
patible mechanism with ε-approximately optimal revenue. From a computation perspective, it is
not known how to efficiently find an ε-approximately optimal mechanism in this setting where the
number of types is exponential in the number of items. In contrast, our guarantees apply uniformly
to any mechanism from within a variety of parameterized classes, so the seller can use our guar-
antees to bound the expected profit of the mechanism he obtains via any optimization procedure.
However, there may not be a mechanism in these classes with nearly optimal revenue.

7 Conclusion

We studied profit maximization when the mechanism designer has a set of samples from the dis-
tribution over buyers’ values. We identified structural similarities of mechanism classes including
non-linear pricing mechanisms, generalized VCG mechanisms such as affine maximizer auctions,
and lotteries: profit is a piecewise-linear function of the mechanism class’s parameters. These simi-
larities led us to a general theorem that gives generalization bounds for a broad range of mechanism
classes. It offers the first generalization guarantees for many important classes and also matches
and improves over many existing bounds. Finally, we provided guarantees for optimizing a funda-
mental tradeoff in sample-based mechanism design: more complex mechanisms have higher average
profit over the samples than simpler mechanisms, but require more samples to avoid overfitting.

An important direction for future research is the development of learning algorithms for multi-
item profit maximization. Learning algorithms have been proposed for several of the mechanism
classes we consider, including two-part tariffs [11], affine maximizer auctions [69], and item-pricing
mechanisms [19, who also provide algorithms for other multi-item mechanism classes]. A line of
research also provides learning algorithms for single-item profit maximization [31, 43, 45, 47].

Another direction is to use tools such as Rademacher complexity to provide generalization
bounds for non-worst-case distributions beyond item-independent distributions (the focus of Sec-
tion 4). For example, suppose any buyer’s values for any items are correlated, but his values are
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independent of any other buyer’s values. Can the bounds in this paper be improved?
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< z(2).
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R→ R. Here, f (2)
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x(1)

)
< z(1) and f (2)

(
x(2)

)
>

z(2).

(c) Illustration of a third function f (3). Here,
f (3)

(
x(1)

)
> z(1) and f (3)

(
x(2)

)
> z(2).

(d) Illustration of one last function f (4). Here,
f (4)

(
x(1)

)
< z(1) and f (4)

(
x(2)

)
< z(2).

Figure 5: The two points x(1) and x(2) can be shattered by the set F of affine functions mapping
R to R.
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A Proofs from Section 3

Corollary A.1. Let M∗ ∈M be the mechanism that maximizes expected profit over the distribution
over buyers’ values. For any δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1 − δ over the draw of a set of
samples S of size N from the distribution over buyers’ values, the difference between the expected

profit of M̂ρ and expected profit of M∗ is at most ρ+ εM
(
N, δ2

)
+ U

√
1

2N ln 4
δ .

Proof. LetM(S) be the mechanism inM that maximizes empirical profit over S . With probability
at least 1− δ,

profitD

(
M̂ρ

)
+ εM

(
N,

δ

2

)
≥ profitS

(
M̂ρ

)
(1)

≥ profitS (M(S))− ρ (2)

≥ profitS (M∗)− ρ (3)

≥ profitD (M∗)− U
√

2 ln(4/δ)

2N
− ρ. (4)
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Inequality (1) follows from standard uniform convergence bounds: with probability at least
1− δ/2, ∣∣∣profitD

(
M̂ρ

)
− profitS

(
M̂ρ

)∣∣∣ ≤ εM(N, δ
2

)
.

Inequality (2) follows from the fact that M̂ρ has empirical profit that is within an additive fac-

tor of ρ from empirically optimal over the set of samples, or in other words, profitS

(
M̂ρ

)
≥

profitS (M(S))− ρ. Inequality (3) follows becauseM(S) is the empirical profit maximizer (i.e., it
maximizes profitS (M)). Finally, inequality (4) is a result of Hoeffding’s inequality, which guaran-

tees that with probability at least 1− δ/2, profitS (M∗) ≥ profitD (M∗)− U
√

2 ln(4/δ)
2N .

Rearranging, we get that

profitD

(
M̂ρ

)
≥ profitD (M∗)− εM

(
N,

δ

2

)
− U

√
2 ln(4/δ)

2N
− ρ,

as claimed.

Corollary A.2. LetM be a mechanism class and let M∗ ∈M be a mechanism with maximum ex-
pected profit. Given a set of samples S, let M̂α be a mechanism inM with empirical profit that is at
least an α-fraction of the empirically optimal:

∑
v∈S profitM̂α

(v) ≥ α ·maxM∈M
∑
v∈S profitM (v).

With probability at least 1− δ over the draw S ∼ DN , the difference between the expected profit of

M̂α and an α-fraction of the expected profit of M∗ is at most εM
(
N, δ2

)
+ Uα

√
ln(4/δ)

2N :

E
v∼D

[
profitM̂α

(v)
]
≥ α · E

v∼D
[profitM∗(v)]− εM

(
N,

δ

2

)
− Uα

√
2 ln(4/δ)

2N
.

Proof. Let S =
{
v1, . . . ,vN

}
be a set of samples of buyer valuations. With probability at least

1− δ,

profitD

(
M̂α

)
+ εM

(
N,

δ

2

)
≥ profitS

(
M̂α

)
≥ α · max

M∈M
profitS(M)

≥ α · profitS (M∗) ≥ α · profitD (M∗)− Uα
√

2 ln(4/δ)

2N
.

These inequalities follow for the same reasons as in the proof of Corollary A.1.

Lemma A.3 (Shalev-Shwartz and Ben-David [70], Lemma A.2). Let a ≥ 1 and b > 0. Then
x < a log x+ b implies that x < 4a log(2a) + 2b.

Lemma A.4. No matter which parameters the mechanism designer chooses in P or P ′, if all
buyers simultaneously choose the tariff and the number of units (q1, . . . , qn) that maximize their
utilities, then

∑n
j=1 qj ≤ κ.

Proof. We prove this lemma for non-anonymous prices, and the lemma for anonymous prices follow
since they are a special case of non-anonymous prices. For a contradiction, suppose there exists a
set of buyers’ values v and a non-anonymous menu of two-part tariffs with parameters in P ′ such
that if tj is the tariff that buyer j chooses and qj is the number of units he chooses,

∑n
j=1 qj > κ.

Since the mechanisms are profit non-negative, we know that
∑n

j=1 p
(tj)
1,j ·1{qj≥1}+p

(tj)
2,j ·qj−c (Q) ≥ 0,

where Q = (q1, . . . , qn). We also know that each buyer’s value for the units he bought is greater

than the price:
∑n

j=1 vj(qj) ≥
∑n

j=1 p
(tj)
1,j · 1{qj≥1} + p

(tj)
2,j · qj . Therefore,

∑n
j=1 vj(qj) − c(Q) ≥ 0.

However, this contradicts Assumption 3.13, so the lemma holds.
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Lemma 3.15. LetM andM′ be the classes of anonymous and non-anonymous profit non-negative

length-` menus of two-part tariffs. Under Assumption 3.13, M is
(

2`, n (κ`)2
)

-delineable and M′

is
(

2n`, n (κ`)2
)

-delineable.

Proof. A length-` menu of two-part tariffs is defined by 2` parameters. The first 2 parameters (de-

noted
(
p

(1)
0 , p

(1)
1

)
) define the first tariff in the menu, the second 2 parameters (denoted

(
p

(2)
0 , p

(2)
1

)
)

define the second tariff in the menu, and so on. Buyer j will prefer to buy q ≥ 1 units us-

ing ith menu entry (defined by the parameters
(
p

(i)
0 , p

(i)
1

)
) so long as vj(q) −

(
p

(i)
0 + p

(i)
1 q
)
>

vj(q
′) −

(
p

(i′)
0 + p

(i′)
1 q′

)
for any i′ 6= i and q′ 6= q. In total, these inequalities define O

(
n (κ`)2

)
hyperplanes in R2`. In any region defined by these hyperplanes, the menu entries and quantities
demanded by all n buyers are fixed. In any such region, profit is linear in the fixed fees and unit
prices.

In the case of non-anonymous reserve prices, the same argument holds, except that every length-
` menu of two-part tariffs is defined by 2n` parameters: for each buyer, we must set the fixed fee
and unit price for each of the ` menu entries.

Lemma A.5. No matter which parameters the mechanism designer chooses in P or P ′, if all
buyers simultaneously choose the bundles that maximize their utilities, then

∑n
j=1 qj [i] ≤ κi for all

i ∈ [m].

Proof. We prove this lemma for non-anonymous prices, and the lemma for anonymous prices follow
since they are a special case of non-anonymous prices. For a contradiction, suppose there exists a set
of buyers’ values v and a non-anonymous non-linear pricing mechanism with parameters in P ′ such
that if qj is the bundle buyer j chooses,

∑n
j=1 qj [i] > κi for some i ∈ [m]. Since the mechanisms are

profit non-negative, we know that
∑n

j=1 pj(qj)− c (Q) ≥ 0, where Q = (q1, . . . , qn). We also know
that each buyer’s value for the units he bought is greater than the price:

∑n
j=1 vj(qj) ≥

∑n
j=1 pj(qj).

Therefore,
∑n

j=1 vj(qj) − c(Q) ≥ 0. However, this contradicts Assumption 3.13, so the lemma
holds.

Definition A.6 (Profit non-negative non-linear pricing mechanisms). In the case of anonymous
prices (respectively, non-anonymous), let P (respectively, P ′) be the set of mechanism parameters
such that for each buyer j ∈ [n] and each allocation Q = (q1, . . . , qn), the seller’s utility is non-
negative:

∑n
j=1 pj(qj)− c (Q) ≥ 0. The set of profit non-negative non-linear pricing mechanisms is

defined by parameters in P (respectively, P ′).

Lemma 3.16. LetM andM′ be the classes of anonymous and non-anonymous profit non-negative
non-linear pricing mechanisms. Under Assumption 3.13, M is

(
K,nK2

)
-delineable and M′ is(

nK, nK2
)
-delineable.

Proof. We begin by analyzing the case where there are anonymous prices. By Lemma A.5, the
mechanism designer might as well set the price of any bundle q such that q[i] ≥ κi for some i ∈ [m]
to ∞. Therefore, every non-linear pricing mechanism is defined by d =

∏m
i=1 (κi + 1) parameters

because that is the number of different bundles and there is a price per bundle. Buyer j will prefer
the bundle corresponding to the quantity vector q over the bundle corresponding to the quantity
vector q′ if vj(q)−p(q) ≥ vj(q′)−p(q′). Therefore, there are at most

∏m
i=1 (κi + 1)2 hyperplanes in

Rd determining each buyer’s preferred bundle — one hyperplane per pair of bundles. This means
that there are a total of n

∏m
i=1 (κi + 1)2 hyperplanes in Rd such that in any one region induced by
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these hyperplanes, the bundles demanded by all n buyers are fixed and profit is linear in the prices
of these n bundles.

In the case of non-anonymous prices, the same argument holds, except that every non-linear
pricing mechanism is defined by n

∏m
i=1 (κi + 1) parameters — one parameter per bundle-buyer

pair.

Definition A.7 (Additively decomposable non-linear pricing mechanisms). Additively decompos-
able non-linear pricing mechanisms are a subset of non-linear pricing mechanisms where the prices
are additive over the items. Specifically, if the prices are anonymous, there exist m functions
p(i) : [κi]→ R for all i ∈ [m] such that for every quantity vector q, p(q) =

∑
i:q[i]≥1 p

(i)(q[i]). If the

prices are non-anonymous, there exist nm functions p
(i)
j : [κi]→ R for all i ∈ [m] and j ∈ [n] such

that for every quantity vector q, pj(q) =
∑

i:q[i]≥1 p
(i)
j (q[i]).

Lemma A.8. Let M and M′ be the classes of additively decomposable non-linear pricing mecha-
nisms with anonymous and non-anonymous prices, respectively. Then M is(

m∑
i=1

(κi + 1), n
m∏
i=1

(κi + 1)2

)
-delineable

and M′ is
(
n
∑m

i=1 (κi + 1) , n
∏m
i=1 (κi + 1)2

)
-delineable.

Proof. In the case of anonymous prices, any additively decomposable non-linear pricing mechanism
is defined by d =

∑m
i=1(κi + 1) parameters. As in the proof of Lemma 3.16, there are a total of

n
∏m
i=1(κi + 1)2 hyperplanes in Rd such that in any one region induced by these hyperplanes, the

bundles demanded by all n buyers are fixed and profit is linear in the prices of these n bundles.
In the case of non-anonymous prices, the same argument holds, except that every non-linear

pricing mechanism is defined by n
∑m

i=1(κi + 1) parameters — one parameter per item, quantity,
and buyer tuple.

Lemma 3.17. Let M (resp., M′) be the class of item-pricing mechanisms with anonymous
(resp., non-anonymous) prices. For additive buyers, M is (m,m)-delineable and M′ is (nm, nm)-
delineable.

Proof. In the case of anonymous prices, every item-pricing mechanisms is defined by m prices
p ∈ Rm, so the parameter space is Rm. Let ji be the buyer with the highest value for item i. We
know that item i will be bought so long as vji(ei) ≥ p(ei). Once the items bought are fixed, profit
is linear. Therefore, there are m hyperplanes splitting Rm into regions where profit is linear.

In the case of non-anonymous prices, the parameter space is Rnm since there is a price per buyer
and per item. The items each buyer j is willing to buy is defined by m hyperplanes: vj(ei) ≥ pj(ei).
So long as these preferences are fixed, profit is a linear function of the prices. Therefore, there are
nm hyperplanes splitting Rnm into regions where profit is linear.

Lemma 3.18. Let M and M′ be the classes of anonymous and non-anonymous second price item
auctions. Then M is (m,m)-delineable and M′ is (nm,m)-delineable.

Proof. For a given valuation vector v, let ji be the highest bidder for item i and let j′i be the second
highest bidder. Under anonymous prices, item i will be bought so long as vji(ei) ≥ p(ei). If buyer
ji buys item i, his payment depends on whether or not vj′i(ei) ≥ p(ei). Therefore, there are t = 2m
hyperplanes splitting Rm into regions where profit is linear. In the case of non-anonymous prices,
the only difference is that the parameter space is Rnm.
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Definition A.9 (Mixed-bundling auctions with reserve prices (MBARPs)). MBARPs are defined
by a parameter γ ≥ 0 and m reserve prices p (e1) , . . . , p (em). Let λ be a function such that
λ (Q) = γ if some buyer receives the grand bundle under allocation Q and 0 otherwise. For an
allocation Q, let qQ be the items not allocated. Given a valuation vector v, the MBARP allocation
is

Q∗ = (q∗1, . . . , q
∗
n) = argmax


n∑
j=1

vj (qj) +
∑

i:qQ[i]=1

p (ei) + λ (Q)− c (Q)

 .

Using the notation

Q−j =
(
q−j1 , . . . , q−jn

)
= argmax

∑
`6=j

v` (q`) +
∑

i:qQ[i]=1

p (ei) + λ (Q)− c (Q)

 ,

buyer j pays∑
6̀=j
v`

(
q−j`

)
+

∑
i:q
Q−j [i]=1

p (ei) + λ
(
Q−j

)
− c
(
Q−j

)
−
∑
` 6=j

v` (q∗` )−
∑

i:qQ∗ [i]=1

p (ei)− λ (Q∗) + c (Q∗) .

Lemma 3.19. Let M be the set of MBARPs. Then M is
(
m+ 1, (n+ 1)2m+1

)
-delineable.

Proof. An MBARP is defined by m + 1 parameters since there is one reserve per item and one
allocation boost. Let K = (n+ 1)m be the total number of allocations. Fix some valuation vector
v. We claim that the allocation of any MBARP is determined by at most (n + 1)K2 hyperplanes
in Rm+1. To see why this is, let Qk =

(
qk1 , . . . , q

k
n

)
and Q` =

(
q`1, . . . , q

`
n

)
be any two allocations

and let qQk and qQ` be the bundles of items not allocated. Consider the
(
K
2

)
hyperplanes defined

as
n∑
i=1

vi

(
q`i

)
+

∑
j:q

Q`
[i]=1

p (ei) + λ
(
Q`
)
− c

(
Q`
)

=
n∑
i=1

vi

(
qki

)
+

∑
j:q

Qk
[i]=1

p (ei) + λ
(
Qk
)
− c

(
Qk
)
.

In the intersection of these
(
K
2

)
hyperplanes, the allocation of the MBARP is fixed.

By a similar argument, it is straightforward to see that K2 hyperplanes determine the allocation
of any MBARP in this restricted space without any one bidder’s participation. This leads us to
a total of (n + 1)K2 hyperplanes which partition the space of MBARP parameters in a way such
that for any two parameter vectors in the same region, the auction allocations are the same, as are
the allocations without any one bidder’s participation. Once these allocations are fixed, profit is a
linear function in this parameter space.

Definition A.10 (Affine maximizer auction). An AMA is defined by a weight per buyer wj ∈ R>0

and a boost per allocation λ (Q) ∈ R≥0. The AMA allocation Q∗ is the one which maximizes the

weighted social welfare, i.e., Q∗ = (q∗1, . . . , q
∗
n) = argmax

{∑n
j=1wjvj (qj) + λ (Q)− c (Q)

}
. Using

the notation

Q−j =
(
q−j1 , . . . , q−jn

)
= argmax

∑
`6=j

w`v` (q`) + λ (Q)− c (Q)

 ,

each buyer j pays

1

wj

∑
6̀=j
w`v`

(
q−j`

)
+ λ

(
Q−j

)
− c

(
Q−j

)
−

∑
` 6=j

w`v` (q∗` ) + λ (Q∗)− c (Q∗)

 .
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Lemma 3.20. Let M, M′, and M′′ be the classes of AMAs, VVCAs, and λ-auctions, respec-
tively. Letting t = (n+ 1)2m+1, we have that M is

(
2n(n+ 1) + (n+ 1)m+1, t

)
-delineable, M′ is

(n2m(3 + 2n), t)-delineable, and M′′ is ((n+ 1)m , t)-delineable.

Proof. Let K = (n+ 1)m be the total number of allocations and let p be a parameter vector where
the first n components correspond to the bidder weights wj for j ∈ [n], the next n components
correspond to 1/wj for j ∈ [n], the next 2

(
n
2

)
components correspond to wi/wj for all i 6= j, the next

K components correspond to λ(Q) for every allocation Q, and the final nK components correspond
to λ(Q)/wj for all allocations Q and all bidders j ∈ [n]. In total, the dimension of this parameter
space is at most 2n + 2n2 + K + nK = O(nK). Let v be a valuation vector. We claim that this
parameter space can be partitioned using t = (n+ 1)K2 hyperplanes into regions where in any one
region P ′, there exists a vector k such that profitv(p) = k · p for all p ∈ P ′.

To this end, an allocation Q = (q1, . . . , qn) will be the allocation of the AMA so long as∑n
i=1wivi (qi)+λ(Q)−c(Q) ≥

∑n
i=1wivi (q′i)+λ (Q′)−c(Q′) for all allocations Q′ = (q′1, . . . , q

′
n) 6=

Q. Since the number of different allocations is at most K, the allocation of the auction on v
is defined by at most K2 hyperplanes in Rd. Similarly, the allocations Q−1, . . . , Q−n are also
determined by at most K2 hyperplanes in Rd. Once these allocations are fixed, profit is a linear
function of this parameter space.

The proof for VVCAs follows the same argument except that we redefine the parameter space
to consist of vectors where the first n components correspond to the bidder weights wj for j ∈ [n],
the next n components correspond to 1/wj for j ∈ [n], the next 2

(
n
2

)
components correspond to

wi/wj for all i 6= j, the next K ′ = n2m components correspond to the bidder-specific bundle boosts
cj,q for every quantity vector q and bidder j ∈ [n], and the final nK ′ components correspond to
ck,q/wj for every quantity vector q and every pair of bidders j, k ∈ [n]. The dimension of this
parameter space is at most 2n+ 2n2 +K ′ + nK ′ ≤ 2K ′ + nK ′ +K ′ + nK ′ = O(nK ′).

Finally, the proof for λ-auctions follows the same argument as the proof for AMAs except there
are zero bidder weights. Therefore, the parameter space consists of vectors with K components
corresponding to λ(Q) for every allocation Q.

Lemma A.11. For all v ∈ X and all M ∈M, profitM (v) = Ez
[
profit′M (v, z)

]
.

Proof. By definition of profit′m,

E
z

[
profit′M (v, z)

]
= E

z

pv − c
 ∑
j:z[j]<φv [j]

ej


= pv −

∑
r∈{0,1}m

c (r)
∏

j:r[j]=1

Pr [z[j] < φv[j]]
∏

j:r[j]=0

Pr [z[j] ≥ φv[j]]

= pv −
∑

r∈{0,1}m
c (r)

∏
j:r[j]=1

φv[j]
∏

j:r[j]=0

(1− φv[j]) .

From the other direction,

profitM (v) = pv − E
q∼φv

[c(q)]

= pv −
∑

r∈{0,1}m
c (r)

∏
j:r[j]=1

Pr [q[j] = 1]
∏

j:r[j]=0

Pr [q[j] = 0]
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= pv −
∑

r∈{0,1}m
c (r)

∏
j:r[j]=1

φv[j]
∏

j:r[j]=0

(1− φv[j]) .

Therefore, profitM (v) = Ez
[
profit′M (v, z)

]
.

Lemma 3.22. With probability 1 − δ over
(
v(1), z(1)

)
, . . . ,

(
v(N), z(N)

)
∼ D × U [0, 1]m, for all

M ∈M,∣∣∣∣∣ 1

N

N∑
i=1

profit′M

(
v(i), z(i)

)
− E
v∼D

[profitM (v)]

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 120U

√
Pdim(M′)

N
+ 4U

√
2 ln(4/δ)

N
.

Proof. We know that with probability at least 1− δ over the draw of a sample{(
v(1), z(1)

)
, . . . ,

(
v(N), z(N)

)}
∼ (D × U([0, 1])m)N ,

for all mechanisms M ∈M,∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

N

N∑
j=1

profit′M

(
v(j), z(j)

)
− E
v,z∼D×U([0,1])m

[
profit′M (v, z)

]∣∣∣∣∣∣
= O

(
U

√
Pdim(M′)

N
+ U

√
log(1/δ)

N

)
.

We also know from Lemma A.11 that

E
v,z∼D×U([0,1])m

[
profit′M (v, z)

]
= E
v∼D

[profitM (v)] .

Therefore, the theorem statement holds.

Lemma 3.21. The class M′ is
(
` (m+ 1) , (`+ 1)2 +m`

)
-delineable.

Proof. A length-` lottery menu is defined by `(m + 1) parameters. The first m + 1 parameters
(denoted

(
φ(1)[1], . . . , φ(1)[m], p(1)

)
) define the first lottery in the menu, the second m+1 parameters

(denoted
(
φ(2)[1], . . . , φ(2)[m], p(2)

)
) define the second lottery in the menu, and so on. The buyer

will prefer the jth menu entry (defined by the parameters
(
φ(j)[1], . . . , φ(j)[m], p(j)

)
) so long as

v · φ(j) − p(j) > v · φ(k) − p(k) for any k 6= j. In total, these inequalities define
(
`+1

2

)
hyperplanes

in R`(m+1). In any region defined by these hyperplanes, the menu entry that the buyer prefers
is fixed. Next, for each menu entry

(
φ(k), p(k)

)
, there are m hyperplanes determining the vector∑

j:w[j]<φ(k)[j] ej , and thus the cost c
(∑

j:w[j]<φ(k)[j] ej

)
. These vectors have the form w[j] = φ(k)[j].

Thus, there are a total of `m hyperplanes determining the costs. Let H be the union of all
(`+ 1)2 +m` hyperplanes. Within any connected component of R`(m+1) \H, the menu entry that

the buyer buys is fixed and for each menu entry, c
(∑

j:w[j]<φ(k)[j] ej

)
is fixed. Therefore, profit is

a linear function of the prices p(1), . . . , p(`).
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Figure 6: An example of the γ-MBA revenue of a single bidding instance as γ varies.

A.1 Additional lottery results

Lotteries for a unit-demand buyer. Recall that if the buyer is unit-demand, then for any
bundle q ∈ {0, 1}m, v1 (q) = maxi:q[i]≥1 v1 (ei). We assume that under a lottery

(
φ(j), p(j)

)
with

a unit-demand buyer, the buyer will only receive one item, and the probability that item is item
i is φ(j)[i]. Thus, we assume that

∑m
i=1 φ

(j)[i] ≤ 1. Since v1(ei) · φ(j)[i] is their value for item i
times the probability they get that item, their expected utility is

∑m
i=1 v1(ei) · φ(j)[i] − p(j), as in

the case with an additive buyer. Therefore, the following theorem follows by the exact same proof
as Lemma 3.21.

Theorem A.12. Let M′ be the class of functions defined in Section 3.4.4. Then M′ is(
` (m+ 1) , (`+ 1)2 +m`

)
-delineable.

Lotteries for multiple unit-demand or additive buyers. In order to generalize to multi-
buyer settings, we assume that there are n units of each item for sale and that each buyer will
receive at most one unit of each item. The buyers arrive simultaneously and each will buy the
lottery that maximizes her expected utility. Thus, the following is a corollary of Lemma 3.21.

Theorem A.13. Let M′ be the class of functions defined in Section 3.4.4. Then M′ is(
` (m+ 1) , n

(
(`+ 1)2 +m`

))
-delineable.

A.2 Mixed bundling auctions

Mixed bundling auctions (MBAs) are defined by a single parameter γ. They correspond to a
λ-auction where λ(Q) = γ if some buyer receives the grand bundle under allocation Q and 0
otherwise. The class of MBAs is particularly simple, and we prove an even tighter bound on the
Rademacher complexity of MBAs than that guaranteed by Theorem 3.9. Our analysis requires
us to understand how the profit of a γ-MBA on a single bidding instance changes as a function
of γ. We take advantage of this function’s structural properties, first uncovered by Jehiel et al.
[50]: no matter the number of buyers and no matter the number of items, there exists an easily
characterizable value γ∗ such that the function in question is increasing as γ grows from 0 to γ∗,
and then it is non-increasing as γ grows beyond γ∗. This is depicted in Figure 6. Intuitively, γ∗

represents the number at which γ has grown so large that the MBA has morphed into a second
price auction on the grand bundle. As a result, no matter how much larger γ grows beyond γ∗, the
value of γ no longer factors into the profit function. This simple structure allows us to prove the
strong generalization guarantee described in Theorem A.14.
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γ value Profit on v1 Profit on v2

0 0 ≤ z(1) 2 ≤ z(2)

1.5 3 ≤ z(1) 5 > z(2)

1.75 3.5 > z(1) 5.5 > z(2)

2.5 5 > z(1) 4 ≤ z(2)

Table 5: Example of a shattered set of size 2

Theorem A.14. Let M be the class of MBAs. Then Pdim(M) = 2.

Proof. First, we show that the pseudo-dimension of the class of n-buyer, m-item MBAs is at most
2. Let S =

{
v(1), . . . ,v(N)

}
be a set of n-buyer valuation functions that can be shattered by a set

Γ of 2N MBAs. This means that there exist N witnesses z(1), . . . , z(N) such that each MBA in Γ
induces a binary labeling of the samples v(j) of S (whether the profit of the MBA on v(j) is at
least zj or strictly less than z(j)). Since S is shatterable, we can thus label S in every possible way
using MBAs in Γ.

Now, fix one sample v(i) ∈ S . We denote the profit of the γ-MBA on v(i) as a function of γ
as profitv(i)(γ). From Lemma A.15, we know that there exists γ∗i ∈ [0,∞), such that profitv(i)(γ)
is non-decreasing on the interval [0, γ∗i ] and non-increasing on the interval (γ∗i ,∞). Therefore,

there exist two thresholds t
(1)
i ∈ [0, γ∗i ] and t

(2)
i ∈ (γ∗i ,∞) ∪ {∞} such that profitv(i)(γ) is below

its threshold for γ ∈ [0, t
(1)
i ), above its threshold for γ ∈ (t

(1)
i , t

(2)
i ), and below its threshold for

γ ∈ (t
(2)
i ,∞). Now, merge these thresholds for all N samples on the real line and consider the

interval (t1, t2) between two adjacent thresholds. The binary labeling of the samples in S on this
interval is fixed. In other words, for any sample v(j) ∈ S , profitv(j)(γ) is either at least z(j) or
strictly less than z(j) for all γ ∈ (t1, t2). There are at most 2N + 1 intervals between adjacent
thresholds, so at most 2N + 1 different binary labelings of S . Since we assumed S is shatterable,
it must be that 2N ≤ 2N + 1, so N ≤ 2.

Finally, we show that the pseudo-dimension of the class of n-buyer, m-item MBAs is at least 2
by constructing a set S =

{
v(1),v(2)

}
that can be shattered by the set of MBAs. To construct this

set of samples S , let

v
(1)
1 (q) = v

(1)
2 (q) =

{
0 if ||q||1 < bm/2c
3 if bm/2c ≤ ||q||1

and v
(2)
1 (q) = v

(2)
2 (q) =


0 if ||q||1 < bm/2c
3 if bm/2c ≤ ||q||1 < m

4 if ||q||1 = m.

Finally, let buyers 3 through n have all-zero valuations in both v(1) and v(2) and let the cost
function be 0 for all allocations.

Now, let z(1) = 3 and z(2) = 4. We define four MBAs parameterized by the coefficients
γ1 = 0, γ2 = 1.5, γ3 = 1.75, γ4 = 2.5. It is easy to check that this set of MBAs shatters S , witnessed
by z(1) and z(2). For example, see Table 5.

The generalization guarantee follows from Theorem 3.8.

Lemma A.15. For a valuation vector v, let profitv(γ) be the profit of the γ-MBA on v as a
function of γ. There exists γ∗ ∈ [0,∞) such that profitv(γ) is non-decreasing on the interval [0, γ∗]
and non-increasing on the interval (γ∗,∞).

For additive buyers, this lemma is implied by Theorem 1 in the paper by Jehiel et al. [50] which
provides the derivative of profitv(γ). The techniques used by Jehiel et al. [50] extend immediately
to general buyers as well, as we show here.
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Proof of Lemma A.15. We will show that profitv can be decomposed into simple components,
each of which can be easily analyzed on its own, and by combining these analyses, we prove
the lemma statement. Suppose Q∗ = (q∗1, . . . , q

∗
n) is the resulting allocation of a certain γ-

MBA M and Q−i =
(
q−i1 , . . . , q−in

)
is the boosted social-welfare maximizing allocation without

buyer i’s participation. More explicitly, Q∗ = argmax {
∑n

i=1 vi (qi) + λ (Q)− c(Q)} and Q−i =

argmax
{∑

k 6=i vk (qk) + λ (Q)− c(Q)
}

, where λ (Q) is set according to the MBA allocation boost-

ing rule for all Q. Then buyer i pays

pi,v (γ) = vi (q∗i )−

 n∑
j=1

vj
(
q∗j
)

+ λ (Q∗)− c(Q∗)−

∑
j 6=i

vj

(
q−ij

)
+ λ

(
Q−i

)
− c(Q−i)

 .
This means that

profitv(γ) =

n∑
i=1

pi,v (γ)

= (1− n)

n∑
i=1

vi (q∗i )− n (λ (Q∗)− c (Q∗)) +

n∑
i=1

∑
j 6=i

vj

(
q−ij

)
+ λ

(
Q−i

)
− c

(
Q−i

)
.

The profit function can be split into n+1 functions: fi,v(γ) =
∑

j 6=i vj

(
q−ij

)
+λ

(
Q−i

)
−c
(
Q−i

)
for i ∈ {1, . . . , n} and gv(γ) = (1 − n)

∑n
i=1 vi (q∗i ) − n (λ (Q∗)− c (Q∗)) . We claim that fi,v(γ) is

continuous for all i, whereas gv(γ) has at most one discontinuity. This means that profitv(γ) =∑n
i=1 fi,v(γ) + gv(γ) has at most one discontinuity as well. Moreover, the slope of

∑n
i=1 fi,v(γ)

is between zero and n, whereas the slope of gv(γ) is zero until its discontinuity, and then is −n.
Therefore, the slope of profitv(γ) is at least zero before its discontinuity and at most zero after its
discontinuity. This is enough to prove the lemma statement.

To see why these properties are true for the functions fi,v(γ), first let Q̃−i =
(
q̃−i1 , . . . , q̃−in

)
be the VCG allocation without buyer i, i.e., Q̃−i = argmax

{∑
k 6=i vk (qk)− c(Q)

}
. If one buyer

is allocated the grand bundle in allocation Q̃−i, then this allocation will only be more valuable as

γ grows, so Q̃−i = argmax
{∑

k 6=i vk (qk) + λ (Q)− c(Q)
}

for all values of γ, which means that

fi,v(γ) =
∑

j 6=i vj

(
q̃−ij

)
+ λ

(
Q̃−i

)
− c

(
Q̃−i

)
=
∑

j 6=i vj

(
q̃−ij

)
+ γ − c

(
Q̃−i

)
for all values of γ

as well. Clearly, in this case, fi,v(γ) is increasing and continuous. Otherwise, using the notation
c1 to denote the cost of producing the grand bundle, we know there exists some value γi such

that
∑

j 6=i vj

(
q̃−ij

)
+ λ

(
Q̃−i

)
− c

(
Q̃−i

)
=
∑

j 6=i vj

(
q̃−ij

)
− c

(
Q̃−i

)
≥ maxk 6=i

{
vk (1) + γ − c1

}
if γ ≤ γi and

∑
j 6=i vj

(
q̃−ij

)
− c

(
Q̃−i

)
< maxk 6=i

{
vk (1) + γ − c1

}
if γ > γi. This means that Q̃−i

is the allocation of the γ-MBA without buyer i’s participation for γ ≤ γi, and the allocation of the
γ-MBA without buyer i’s participation for γ > γi is the one where the highest buyer for the grand
bundle (excluding buyer i) wins the grand bundle. Therefore,

fi,v(γ) =

{∑
j 6=i vj

(
q̃−ij

)
− c

(
Q̃−i

)
if γ ≤ γi

maxk 6=i
{
vk (1) + γ − c1

}
if γ > γi.

Notice that
∑

j 6=i vj

(
q̃−ij

)
−c
(
Q̃−i

)
= maxk 6=i

{
vk (1) + γi − c1

}
, so fi,v(γ) is continuous. Finally,

it is clear that the slope of each fi,v(γ) is between 0 and 1, so the slope of
∑n

i=1 fi,v(γ) is between
0 and n.
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Similarly, let Q̃ = (q̃1, . . . , q̃n) be the allocation of the VCG mechanism run on v. Then there
exists some γ∗ such that Q̃ is the allocation of the γ-MBA for γ ≤ γ∗ and the allocation of the
γ-MBA for γ > γ∗ is the one where the highest bidder for the grand bundle wins the grand

bundle. More explicitly,
∑n

i=1 vi (q̃i) + λ
(
Q̃
)
− c

(
Q̃
)
≥ maxk∈[n]

{
vk (1) + γ − c1

}
if γ ≤ γ∗ and∑n

i=1 vi (q̃i) + λ
(
Q̃
)
− c

(
Q̃
)
< maxk∈[n]

{
vk (1) + γ − c1

}
if γ > γ∗. Therefore,

gv(γ) =

{
(1− n)

∑n
i=1 vi (q̃i)− n

(
λ
(
Q̃
)
− c

(
Q̃
))

if γ ≤ γ∗

(1− n) max {vk (1)} − n
(
γ − c1

)
if γ > γ∗.

Therefore, gv(γ) has at most one discontinuity, which falls at γ∗. Moreover, the slope of gv(γ) is 0
for γ < γ∗ and −n for γ > γ∗. As described, these properties of fi,v(γ) and gv(γ) are enough to
show that the lemma statement holds.

A.3 Proof of Theorem A.16

Theorem A.16. For a class of auctions M, let NM(ε, δ) be the number of samples required to
ensure that for any distribution D, with probability at least 1− δ over the draw of a set of samples
of size NM(ε, δ) from D, for all auctions M ∈M, average profit is ε-close to expected profit.

1. If M is the set of AMAs or λ-auctions, then NM(ε, δ) ≥ nm−n
2 .

2. If M is the set of VVCAs, then NM(ε, δ) ≥ 2m − 2.

First, we prove part 1 and then we prove part 2.

Lower Bound on Sample Complexity for λ-Auctions. We prove that NM(ε, δ) ≥ nm−n
2 samples

are required to ensure that for any distribution D, with probability at least 1 − δ over the draw
of a set of samples of size NM(ε, δ) from D, for all λ-auctions M ∈M, average profit is ε-close to
expected profit. Since λ-auctions are a subset of AMAs, this lower bound applies to AMAs as well.

To prove Theorem A.20, we construct a set V of n-bidder, m-item valuation functions taking
values in {0, 1} where, under each valuation function, each bidder is interested in a specific subset
of items, and these subsets are all pairwise disjoint. Moreover, |V | = nm − n. The high level idea
is to show that for any subset H of V , there exists a λ-auction that has high profit over valuation
functions in H, but low profit on the valuation functions in V \H. Theorem A.17 describes V in
more detail. Now suppose that the distribution over the bidders’ valuation functions is the uniform
distribution over V . This means that if a set of samples consist of only a small subset of V , then
we cannot guarantee that every profit function will achieve average profit over the set of samples
which is close to its expected profit over the distribution, as we require.

We now present Theorem A.17, wherein we describe the set V of valuation functions which we
will use to prove Theorem A.20.

Theorem A.17. For any n,m ≥ 2 and any β ∈ (0, 1), there exists a set of N = nm − n n-bidder,
m-item additive valuation functions V =

{
v1, . . . ,vN

}
such that for any H ⊆ V , there exists a

λ-auction MH with profit 0 on vi if vi 6∈ H and profit at least 2− 2β on vi otherwise.

Proof. We define the set V =
{
v1, . . . ,vN

}
of n-bidder, m-item additive valuation functions, where

vj =
(
vj1(e1), . . . , vj1(em), . . . , vjn(e1) . . . , vjn(em)

)
,
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with N = nm − n. Recall that every allocation Q is written as (q1, . . . , qn) where q1, . . . , qn are
disjoint subsets of the m items being auctioned. First, let Q̂j be the allocation where bidder j
receives all m items. Next, let Q̃1, . . . , Q̃N be a fixed ordering of the nm − n allocations where
all m items are allocated except Q̂1, . . . , Q̂n. Let the bundles allocated to the n bidders in Q̃` be
q̃`1, . . . , q̃

`
n and let S` be the set of bidders who are allocated some item in allocation Q̃`. In other

words, S` =
{
j | q̃`j 6= 0

}
. For a sanity check, notice that

∑
i∈S` q̃

`
i = 1.

We will now define the valuation vectors
{
v1, . . . ,vN

}
in terms of this set of special allocations

Q̃1, . . . , Q̃N , so each vector v` depends on the allocation Q̃`. Specifically, we define v` for ` ∈ [N ]
as follows. If i 6∈ S`

(
i.e., q̃`i = 0

)
, set v`i (ej) = 0 for all j ∈ [m]. Otherwise, set

v`i (ej) =

{
0 if q̃`i [j] = 0

1 if q̃`i [j] = 1
.

We proceed to prove that for any subset H ⊆ V , there exists a λ-auction with 0 profit on all
valuation functions in V \H and at least 2 − 2β profit on all valuation functions in H. To define
this λ-auction, we set the λ terms such that

λ (Q) =

{
0 if Q = Q̃` for some v` ∈ H
1− β otherwise

.

Lemma A.18. If v` ∈ H, then the profit on v` is at least 2− 2β.

Proof of Lemma A.18. First, note that
∑n

i=1 v
`
i

(
q̃`i
)

+ λ
(
Q̃`
)

= m, and for all allocations Q =

(q1, . . . , qn) 6= Q̃`,
∑n

i=1 v
`
i (qi) + λ (Q) ≤ m− 1 + 1− β < m. Therefore, the λ-auction allocation

is Q̃`.
In order to analyze the profit of this λ-auction, we must understand the payments of each bidder,

which means that we must investigate what the outcome of this λ-auction would be without any
one bidder’s participation. To this end, suppose i ∈ S`, so bidder i is allocated some item in Q̃,

i.e., q̃`i 6= 0. Then
∑

j 6=i v
`
j

(
q̃`j

)
+ λ

(
Q̃`
)

= m−
∣∣∣∣q̃`i ∣∣∣∣1 because bidder i’s valuation for the bundle

q̃`i is exactly
∣∣∣∣q̃`i ∣∣∣∣1.

By construction, no bidder receives all m items in Q̃`, so we know that there exists some

i′ ∈ S`, i′ 6= i. With this fact in mind, let Q̃`,−i =
(
q̃`,−i1 , . . . , q̃`,−in

)
be the allocation where all

bidders in S` are allocated the same items as they are in Q̃` and bidder i receives the empty set. This
is one possible allocation of the λ-auction without bidder i’s participation, and therefore the social
welfare of the other bidders will be at least as high under this allocation as it would be in the true

allocation of the λ-auction without bidder i’s participation. By construction, λ
(
Q̃`,−i

)
= 1 − β.

Therefore,
∑
6̀=i v

`
j

(
q̃`,−ij

)
+ λ

(
Q̃`,−i

)
= m−

∣∣∣∣q̃`i ∣∣∣∣1 + 1− β which means that bidder i must pay

at least
(
m−

∣∣∣∣q̃`i ∣∣∣∣1 + 1− β
)
−
(
m−

∣∣∣∣q̃`i ∣∣∣∣1) = 1 − β. We know that |S`| ≥ 2, i.e., there are at
least 2 bidders who receive a non-empty bundle and therefore must pay at least 1−β, so the profit
of this λ-auction is at least 2− 2β.

Lemma A.19. If v` 6∈ H, then the profit on v` is 0.

Proof of Lemma A.19. First, note that
∑n

i=1 v
`
i

(
q̃`i
)

+ λ
(
Q̃`
)

= m+ 1− β, and for all allocations

Q = (q1, . . . , qn) 6= Q̃`,
∑n

i=1 v
`
i (qi) + λ (Q) ≤ m − 1 + 1 − β < m, so the λ-auction allocation is
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Q̃`. Now, suppose i ∈ S`. Then
∑

j 6=i v
`
j

(
q̃`j

)
+ λ

(
Q̃`
)

= m−
∣∣∣∣q̃`i ∣∣∣∣1 + 1− β. Since bidder i is the

only bidder with nonzero valuations for the items in q̃`i under v`, any allocation Q̃`,−i without his

participation will have social welfare at most
∑

j 6=i v
`
j

(
q̃`,−ij

)
+ λ

(
Q̃`,−i

)
≤ m −

∣∣∣∣q̃`i ∣∣∣∣1 + 1 − β.
Therefore, bidder i pays nothing.

Of course, for any bidder i 6∈ S`, her presence in the auction makes no difference on the resulting
allocation because her valuation function under v` is 0 on all items, so he pays nothing as well.
Therefore, the profit on v` is 0.

Putting Lemmas A.18 and A.19 together, we have the desired result.

We now use Theorem A.17 to prove Theorem A.20.

Theorem A.20. For any ε ∈ (0, 1), there exists a distribution D and a λ-auction M∗ such that,
with probability 1 over the draw of a set of samples S of size at most nm−n

2 ,

1

|S |
∑
v∈S

profitM∗ (v)− E
v∼D

[profitM∗ (v)] > ε.

Proof. Let β = 1− ε and let V be the set of valuation functions proven to exist in Theorem A.17
corresponding to β (i.e. for any H ⊆ V , there exists a λ-auction MH with profit 0 on v if v ∈ H
and profit at least 2− 2β on v otherwise). Let D be the uniform distribution on V .

Suppose that S is a set of at most nm−n
2 samples. Of course, S ⊆ V , so let M∗ be the λ-auction

with 0 profit on every valuation function not in the set of samples and profit at least 2 − 2β on
every valuation function in the set of samples. We know that M∗ exists due to Theorem A.17.

Notice that the average empirical profit of M∗ on S is at least 2−2β. Meanwhile, the probability,
on a random draw v ∼ D that profitM∗ (v) is 0 is exactly the probability that v 6∈ S . Given that

the set of training examples has measure |S|
nm−n ≤

1
2 , we have that

1

|S |
∑
v∈S

profitM∗ (v)− E
v∼D

[profitM∗ (v)] ≥ 2− 2β − (2− 2β) Pr
v∼D

[v ∈ S ]

> 2− 2β − (1− β) = 1− β = ε.

as desired.

Lower Bound on Sample Complexity for VVCAs.We now prove that it is not possible to learn
over the set of VVCA profit function under and arbitrary distribution with subexponential sample
complexity. In particular, we prove that no algorithm can learn over the class of n-bidder, m-item
VVCA profit functions with sample complexity 2m−2. This holds even when the bidders’ valuation
functions are additive.

The format of this proof similar to that of Theorem A.20. Namely, we construct a set V of
n-bidder, m-item valuation functions such that |V | = 2m− 2. We then show that for any subset H
of V , there exists a VVCA that has high profit over valuation functions in H, but low profit on the
valuation functions in V \H. The set V is described in more detail in Theorem A.21. As described
in Theorem A.20, this immediately implies hardness for learning over the uniform distribution on V .
Given the parallel proof structure, we present Theorem A.21 and refer the reader to Theorem A.20
to see how it implies hardness for learning.
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Theorem A.21. For any m ≥ 2 and any β ∈ (0, 1), there exists a set of N = 2m − 2 2-bidder
additive valuation functions V = {v1, . . . ,vN} such that for any H ⊆ V , there exists a VVCA with
profit 0 on vi if vi ∈ V and profit 1− β on vi if vi 6∈ V .

Proof. We define the set V = {v1, . . . ,vN} of 2-bidder valuation functions, where

vj = (vj1(e1), . . . , vj1(em), vj2(e1) . . . , vj2(em)),

with N = 2m− 2. Recall that every allocation vector Q can be written as (q1, q2) where q1 and q2

are disjoint subsets of the m items being auctioned. In order to define the valuation functions in V ,
we define q̃1, . . . , q̃N to be a arbitrary, fixed ordering of the vectors in the set {0, 1}m \ {0,1}. We
will define each valuation function in V in terms of this ordering. In particular, let Q̃` =

(
1− q̃`, q̃`

)
be the allocation where bidder 1 receives 1− q̃` and bidder 2 receives q̃`. Finally, let v` for ` ∈ [N ]
be defined as follows:

v`1(ei) =

{
1 if q̃`[i] = 0

0 otherwise
and v`2(ei) =

{
1 if q̃`[i] = 1

0 otherwise
.

Clearly, if w1 = w2 = 1 and λ1(Q) = λ2(Q) = 0 for all Q ∈ Q, then the VVCA allocation on
any v` ∈ S is the one in which bidder 2 receives 1− q̃` and bidder 1 receives q̃`. This has a social
welfare of m, whereas any other allocation has a social welfare at most m− 1.

We claim that for any H ⊆ V , there exists a VVCA with profit 0 on vi if vi ∈ H and profit
1 − β on vi if vi 6∈ H. The VVCA has bidder weights w1 = w2 = 1, and for all v` ∈ H, we set
λ1(Q̃`) = c1,1−q̃` = c2,q̃` = λ2(Q̃`) = 0. Otherwise, we set λi(Q) = (1− β)/2 for each i ∈ {1, 2}.

Lemma A.22. If v` ∈ H, then the profit on v` is 1− β.

Proof of Lemma A.22. First, note that v1(1 − q̃`) + v2(q̃`) + λ1(Q̃`) + λ2(Q̃`) = m, and for all
allocations Q = (q1, q2) 6= Q̃`, v1(q1) + v2(q2) + λ1(Q) + λ2(Q) ≤ m − 1 + 1 − β. Therefore, the
VVCA allocation is Q̃`. However, this is neither bidder 1 nor bidder 2’s favorite weighted allocation,
since v1(1 − q̃`) + λ1(Q̃`) = |1 − q̃`| < v1(1) + c1,1 = |1 − q̃`| + (1 − β)/2 and v2(q̃`) + λ2(Q̃`) =
|q̃`| < v2(1) + c2,1 = |q̃`|+ (1− β)/2. This follows from the fact that q̃` 6= 1 and 1− q̃` 6= 1 for all
` ∈ [N ], so it must be that c1,1 = c2,1 = (1− β)/2.

Since |1−q̃`| and |q̃`| are bidder 1 and 2’s highest valuations for any allocation, respectively, and
because (1−β)/2 is the highest value of any λ term, v1(1) + c1,1 and v2(1) + c2,1 are the maximum
weighted valuation that either bidder has for any allocation under this VVCA. Therefore, the profit
of this VVCA on v` is |q̃`|+ |1− q̃`|+ 1− β − |q̃`| − |1− q̃`| = 1− β.

Lemma A.23. If v` 6∈ H, then the profit on that valuation function pair is 0.

Proof of Lemma A.23. First, note that v1(1− q̃`) + v2(q̃`) + λ1(Q̃`) + λ2(Q̃`) = m+ 1− β, and for
all allocations Q = (q1, q2) 6= Q̃`, v1(q1) + v2(q2) + λ1(Q) + λ2(Q) ≤ m− 1 + 1− β < m + 1− β,
so the AMA allocation is Q̃`. Moreover, for all allocations Q = (q1, q2), v1(1 − q̃`) + λ1(Q̃`) =
|1 − q̃`| + (1 − β)/2 ≥ v1(q1) + λ1(Q) and v2(q̃`) + λ2(Q̃`) = |q̃`| + (1 − β)/2 ≥ v2(q2) + λ2(Q).
Therefore, both bidders receive one of their favorite weighted allocations, so the profit is 0.
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B Connection to structured prediction

In this section, we connect the hyperplane structure we investigate in this paper to the structured
prediction literature in machine learning (e.g., [27]), thus proving even stronger generalization
bounds for item-pricing mechanisms under buyers with unit-demand and general valuations and
answering an open question by Morgenstern and Roughgarden [61]. Balcan et al. [9] were the first to
explore the connection between structured prediction and mechanism design, though in a different
setting from us: they provided algorithms that make use of past data describing the purchases of a
utility-maximizing agent to produce a hypothesis function that can accurately forecast the future
behavior of the agent.

Morgenstern and Roughgarden [61] used structured prediction to provide sample complexity
guarantees for several “simple” mechanism classes. They observed that these classes have profit
functions which are the composition of two simpler functions: A generalized allocation function

f
(1)
p : X → Y and a simplified profit function f

(2)
p : X × Y → R such that profitp (v) =

f
(2)
p

(
v, f

(1)
p (v)

)
. For example, Y might be the set of allocations. In this case, we say that

M is
(
F (1),F (2)

)
-decomposable, where F (1) =

{
f

(1)
p : p ∈ P

}
and F (2) =

{
f

(2)
p : p ∈ P

}
. See

Example B.1 for an example of this decomposition.

Example B.1 (Item-pricing mechanisms [61]). Let M be the class of anonymous item-pricing
mechanisms over a single additive buyer and let p = (p1, . . . , pm) be a vector of prices. In this case,

we can define f
(1)
p : X → {0, 1}m where the ith component of f

(1)
p (v) is 1 if and only if the buyer

buys item i. Define ψ(v,α) = (v(α),−α) and define wp = (1,p). Then the α that maximizes

〈wp, ψ(v,α)〉 is the α that maximizes the buyer’s utility, i.e., f
(1)
p (v), as desired. Finally, we define

f
(2)
p (v,α) = 〈α,p〉, and we have that profitp(v) = f

(2)
p

(
v, f

(1)
p (v)

)
, as desired.

Morgenstern and Roughgarden [61] bound Pdim (M) using the “complexity” of F (1), which
they quantified using tools from structured prediction, namely, generalized linear functions.

Definition B.2 (a-dimensional linear class). A set F = {fp : X → Y | p ∈ P} is an a-dimensional
linear class if there is a function ψ : X × Y → Ra and a vector wp ∈ Ra for each p ∈ P such that
fp (v) ∈ argmaxα∈Y〈wp, ψ (v,α)〉 and |argmaxα∈Y〈wp, ψ (v,α)〉| = 1.

IfM is
(
F (1),F (2)

)
-decomposable and F (1) is an a-dimensional linear class over Y , we say that

M is an a-dimensional linear class over Y .
The bounds Morgenstern and Roughgarden [61] provided using linear separability are loose

in several settings: for anonymous and non-anonymous item-pricing mechanisms under addi-
tive buyers, their structured prediction approach gives a pseudo-dimension bound of O

(
m2
)

and
O
(
nm2 logm

)
, respectively. They left as an open question whether linear separability can be used

to prove tighter guarantees. Using the hyperplane structures we study in this paper, we prove that
the answer is “yes.” We require the following refined notion of (d, t)-delineable classes.

Definition B.3 ((d, t1, t2)-divisible). SupposeM consists of mechanisms parameterized by vectors
p ⊆ Rd and that M is

(
F (1),F (2)

)
-decomposable. We say that M is (d, t1, t2)-divisible if:

1. For any v ∈ X , there is a set H of t1 hyperplanes such that for any connected component P ′
of Rd \H, the function f

(1)
v (p) is constant over all p ∈ P ′.

2. For any v ∈ X and any α ∈ Y , there is a set H2 of t2 hyperplanes such that for any connected

component P ′ of Rd \H2, the function f
(2)
v,α (p) is linear over all p ∈ P ′.
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Note that (d, t1, t2)-divisibility implies (d, t1 + t2)-delineability. Theorem B.4 connects linear
separability and divisibility with pseudo-dimension.

Theorem B.4. Suppose M is mechanism class that is (d, t1, t2)-divisible with t1, t2 ≥ 1 and an

a-dimensional linear class over Y . Let ω = min
{
|Y |a, d (at1)d

}
. Then

Pdim (M) = O ((d+ a) log (d+ a) + d log t2 + logω) .

Proof. To prove this theorem, we will use the following standard notation. For a class F of real-
valued functions mapping X to R, let S =

{
v(1), . . . ,v(N)

}
be a subset of X . We define

ΠF (S) = max
z(1),...,z(N)∈R

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣



1{f(v(1))≥z(1)}
...

1{f(v(N))≥z(N)}

 : f ∈ F


∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ .

The pseudo-dimension of F is the size of the largest set S such that ΠF (S) = 2|S|. We also use
the notation f(S) to denote the vector

(
f(v(1)), . . . , f(v(N))

)
. Morgenstern and Roughgarden [61]

proved the following lemma.

Lemma B.5 (Morgenstern and Roughgarden [61]). Suppose M is
(
F (1),F (2)

)
-decomposable and

an a-dimensional linear class. Let S =
{
v(1), . . . ,v(N)

}
be a subset of X . Then

ΠM(S) ≤
∣∣∣{(S ′, f (1)

p (S ′)
)

: S ′ ⊆ S , |S ′| = a,p ∈ P
}∣∣∣

· max
α(1),...,α(N)∈Y

{
ΠF (2)

({(
v(1),α(1)

)
, . . . ,

(
v(N),α(N)

)})}
.

Suppose the pseudo-dimension ofM is N . By definition, there exists a set S =
{
v(1), . . . ,v(N)

}
that is shattered by M. By Lemmas B.5 and B.6, this means that

2N = ΠM(S) ≤ Naω max
α(1),...,α(N)∈Y

{
ΠF (2)

({(
v(1),α(1)

)
, . . . ,

(
v(N),α(N)

)})}
.

To prove this theorem, we will show that

max
α(1),...,α(N)∈Y

{
ΠF (2)

({(
v(1),α(1)

)
, . . . ,

(
v(N),α(N)

)})}
< d2

(
N2t2

)d
, (5)

which means that 2N < N2d+ad2td2ω, and thus N = O ((d+ a) log(d+ a) + d log t2 + logω).
To this end, let α(1), . . . ,α(N) be N arbitrary elements of Y and let z(1), . . . , z(N) be N arbitrary

elements of R. Since M is (d, t1, t2)-divisible, we know that for each i ∈ [N ], there is a set H(i)
2

of t2 hyperplanes such that for any connected component P ′ of P \H(i)
2 , f

(2)

v(i),α(i) (p) is linear over

all p ∈ P ′. We now consider the overlay of all N partitions P \H(1)
2 , . . . ,P \H(N)

2 . Formally, this

overlay is made up of the sets P1, . . . ,Pτ , which are the connected components of P \
(⋃N

i=1H
(i)
2

)
.

For each set Pj and each i ∈ [N ], Pj is completely contained in a single connected component

of P \ H(i)
2 , which means that f

(2)

v(i),α(i) (p) is linear over Pj . Since
∣∣∣H(i)

2

∣∣∣ ≤ t2 for all i ∈ [N ],

τ < d(Nt2)d [18].

Now, consider a single connected component Pj of P \
(⋃N

i=1H
(i)
2

)
. For any sample v(i) ∈ S , we

know that f
(2)

v(i),α(i) (p) is linear over Pj . Let a
(i)
j ∈ Rd and b

(i)
j ∈ R be the weight vector and offset
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such that f
(2)

v(i),α(i) (p) = a
(i)
j ·p+b

(i)
j for all p ∈ Pj . We know that there is a hyperplane a

(i)
j ·p+b

(i)
j =

z(i) where on one side of the hyperplane, f
(2)

v(i),α(i) (p) ≤ z(i) and on the other side, f
(2)

v(i),α(i) (p) > z(i).

Let HPj be all N hyperplanes for all N samples, i.e., HPj =
{
a

(i)
j · p+ b

(i)
j = z(i) : i ∈ [N ]

}
. Notice

that in any connected component P ′ of Pj \HPj , for all i ∈ [N ], f
(2)

v(i),α(i) (p) is either greater than

z(i) or less than z(i) (but not both) for all p ∈ P ′.
In total, the number of connected components of Pj \HPj is smaller than dNd. The same holds

for every partition Pj . Thus, the total number of regions where for all i ∈ [N ], f
(2)

v(i),α(i) (p) is either

greater than z(i) or less than z(i) (but not both) is smaller than dNd · d(Nt2)d. In other words,∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣




1
(
f

(2)
p

(
v(1),α(1)

)
≥ z(1)

)
...

1
(
f

(2)
p

(
v(N),α(N)

)
≥ z(N)

)
 : p ∈ P


∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ dN

d · d(Nt2)d.

Since we chose α(1), . . . ,α(N) and z(1), . . . , z(N) arbitrarily, we may conclude that Inequality (5)
holds.

Lemma B.6. Suppose M is an a-dimensional linear class over Y and (d, t1, t2)-divisible. Then
for any set S ⊆ X of size N ,∣∣∣{(S ′, f (1)

p (S ′)) : S ′ ⊆ S , |S ′| = a,p ∈ P
}∣∣∣ ≤ Na min

{
|Y |a, d(at1)d

}
.

Proof. To begin with, there are of course at most Na ways to choose a set S ′ ⊆ S of size a. How
many ways are there to label a fixed set S ′ =

{
v(i1), . . . ,v(ia)

}
of size a using functions from F (1)?

An easy upper bound is |Y |a. Alternatively, we can use the structure ofM to prove that there are
d(at1)d ways to label S ′. Since M is (d, t1, t2)-divisible, we know that for any v(ij) ∈ S ′, there is

a set H(ij)
1 of t1 hyperplanes such that for any connected component P ′ of P \ H(ij)

1 , f
(1)

v(ij)
(p) is

constant over all p ∈ P ′. We now consider the overlay of all a partitions P \H(ij)
1 for all v(ij) ∈ S ′.

Formally, this overlay is made up of the sets P1, . . . ,Pτ , which are the connected components

of P \
(⋃

v(ij)∈S ′ H
(ij)
1

)
. For each set Pt and each v(ij) ∈ S ′, Pt is completely contained in a

single connected component of P \ H(ij)
1 , which means that f

(1)

v(ij)
(p) is constant over Pt. This

means that the number of ways to label S ′ is at most τ . Since
∣∣∣H(ij)

1

∣∣∣ ≤ t1 for all v(ij) ∈ S ′,

τ < d(at1)d [18]. Therefore,
∣∣∣{(S ′, f (1)

p (S ′)
)

: S ′ ⊆ S , |S ′| = a,p ∈ P
}∣∣∣ ≤ Na min

{
|Y |a, d(att)

d
}

,

so the lemma statement holds.

B.1 Divisible mechanism classes

We now instantiate Theorem B.4.

Theorem B.7. Let M and M′ be the classes of item-pricing mechanisms with anonymous prices
and non-anonymous prices. If the buyers are unit-demand, then M is

(
m,nm2, 1

)
-divisible and

M′ is
(
nm, nm2, 1

)
-divisible. Also, M and M′ are (m+ 1)- and (nm+ 1)-dimensionally linearly

separable over {0, 1}m and [n]m. Therefore,

Pdim (M) = O
(
min

{
m2,m log (nm)

})
and Pdim

(
M′) = O (nm log(nm)) .
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Proof. We begin with anonymous reserves. Let f
(1)
p : X → {0, 1}m be defined so that the ith

component is 1 if and only if item i is sold. For each buyer j, there are
(
m
2

)
hyperplanes defining

their preference ordering on the items: vj(ei) − p(ei) = vj(ek) − p(ek) for all i 6= k. This gives a

total of at most t1 = nm2 hyperplanes splitting Rm into regions where f
(1)
v (p) is constant. Next,

we can write f
(2)
p (v,α) = α · p, which is always linear, so we may set t2 = 1.

Under non-anonymous reserve prices, let f
(1)
p : X → {0, 1}nm be defined so that for every buyer

j and every item i, there is a component of f
(1)
p (v) that is 1 if and only if buyer j receives item

i. As with anonymous prices, there are t1 = nm2 hyperplanes splitting Rnm into regions where

f
(1)
v (p) is constant. Next, we can write f

(2)
p (v,α) = α · p, which is always linear, so we may set

t2 = 1.
Morgenstern and Roughgarden [61] proved that M and M′ are (m + 1)- and (nm + 1)-

dimensionally linearly separable over {0, 1}m and [n]m, respectively.

When prices are anonymous, if n < 2m, Theorem B.7 improves on the pseudo-dimension bound
of O

(
m2
)

Morgenstern and Roughgarden [61] gave for this class, and otherwise it matches their
bound. When the prices are non-anonymous our bound improves on their bound of O

(
nm2 log n

)
.

Theorem B.8. Let M and M′ be the classes of item-pricing mechanisms with anonymous prices
and non-anonymous prices, respectively. If the buyers have general values, thenM is

(
m,n22m, 1

)
-

divisible and M′ is
(
nm, n22m, 1

)
-divisible. Also, M is (m+ 1)-dimensionally linearly separable

over {0, 1}m and M′ is (nm+ 1)-dimensionally linearly separable over [n]m. Thus, Pdim (M) =
O
(
m2
)

and Pdim (M′) = O (nm (m+ log n)).

Proof. We begin with anonymous reserves. Let f
(1)
p : X → {0, 1}m be defined so that the ith

component is 1 if and only if item i is sold. For each buyer j, there are
(

2m

2

)
hyperplanes defining

their preference ordering on the bundles: vj(q) −
∑

i:q[i]=1 p(ei) = vj(q
′) −

∑
i:q′[i]=1 p(ei) for all

q, q′ ∈ {0, 1}m. This gives a total of at most t1 = n22m hyperplanes splitting Rm into regions where

f
(1)
v (p) is constant. Next, we can write f

(2)
p (v,α) = α · p, which is always linear, so we may set

t2 = 1.
Under non-anonymous reserve prices, let f

(1)
p : X → {0, 1}nm be defined so that for every buyer

j and every item i, there is a component of f
(1)
p (v) that is 1 if and only if buyer j receives item

i. As with anonymous prices, there are t1 = n22m hyperplanes splitting Rnm into regions where

f
(1)
v (p) is constant. Next, we can write f

(2)
p (v,α) = α · p, which is always linear, so we may set

t2 = 1.
Morgenstern and Roughgarden [61] proved that M and M′ are (m + 1)- and (nm + 1)-

dimensionally linearly separable over {0, 1}m and [n]m, respectively.

When there are anonymous prices, the number of hyperplanes in the partition is large, so
considering the hyperplane partition does not help us. As a result, Theorem B.8 implies the same
bound Morgenstern and Roughgarden [61] gave. In the case of non-anonymous prices, analyzing
the hyperplane partition gives a better bound than their bound of O

(
nm2 log n

)
.

In Theorem B.9, we use Theorem B.4 to prove pseudo-dimension bounds of O (m logm) and
O (nm log nm) for the classes of second price auctions for additive buyers with anonymous and non-
anonymous reserves, respectively. In Theorem B.10, we prove the same for item-pricing mechanisms.
We thus answer the open question by Morgenstern and Roughgarden [61]. These bounds match
those implied by Lemmas 3.17 and 3.18.

41



Theorem B.9. Let M and M′ be the classes of anonymous and non-anonymous second price
item auctions. Then M is (m,m,m)-divisible and M′ is (nm,m,m)-divisible. Also, M and M′

are (m + 1)- and (nm + 1)-dimensionally linearly separable over {0, 1}m and [n]m. Therefore,
Pdim(M) = O(m logm) and Pdim(M′) = O(nm log(nm)).

Proof. We begin with anonymous reserves. For a given valuation vector v, let ji be the highest

buyer for item i and let j′i be the second highest buyer. Let f
(1)
p : X → {0, 1}m be defined so that

the ith component is 1 if and only if item i is sold. There are t1 = m hyperplanes splitting Rm into

regions where f
(1)
v (p) is constant: the ith component of f

(1)
v (p) is 1 if and only if vji(ei) ≥ p(ei).

Next, we can write f
(2)
p (v,α) =

∑
i:α[i]=1 max

{
vj′i(ei), p(ei)

}
− c(α), which is linear so long as

either vj′i(ei) < p(ei) or vj′i(ei) ≥ p(ei) for all i ∈ [m]. Therefore, there are t2 = m hyperplanes H2

such that for any connected component P ′ of P \H2, f
(2)
v,α(p) is linear over all p ∈ P ′.

Under non-anonymous reserve prices, let f
(1)
p : X → {0, 1}nm be defined so that for every buyer

j and every item i, there is a component of f
(1)
p (v) that is 1 if and only if buyer j receives item i.

There are t1 = m hyperplanes splitting Rnm into regions where f
(1)
v (p) is constant: for every item

i, the component corresponding to buyer ji is 1 if and only if vji(ei) ≥ pj(ei). Next, we can write

f
(2)
p (v,α) =

∑
i:α[i]=1 max

{
vj′i(ei), pji(ei)

}
−c(α), which is linear so long as either vj′i(ei) < pji(ei)

or vj′i(ei) ≥ pji(ei) for all i ∈ [m]. Therefore, there are t2 = m hyperplanes H2 such that for any

connected component P ′ of P \H2, f
(2)
v,α(p) is linear over all p ∈ P ′.

Morgenstern and Roughgarden [61] proved that M and M′ are (m + 1)- and (nm + 1)-
dimensionally linearly separable over {0, 1}m and [n]m, respectively.

Theorem B.10. LetM andM′ be the classes of item-pricing mechanisms with anonymous prices
and non-anonymous prices, respectively. If the buyers are additive, then M is (m,m, 1)-divisible
and M′ is (nm, nm, 1)-divisible. Also, M and M′ are (m + 1)- and (nm + 1)-dimensionally
linearly separable over {0, 1}m and [n]m. Therefore, Pdim(M) = O(m logm) and Pdim(M′) =
O(nm log(nm)).

Proof. We begin with anonymous reserves. For a given valuation vector v, let ji be the buyer with

the highest valuation for item i. Let f
(1)
p : X → {0, 1}m be defined so that the ith component is 1

if and only if item i is sold. There are t1 = m hyperplanes splitting Rm into regions where f
(1)
v (p)

is constant: the ith component of f
(1)
v (p) is 1 if and only if vji(ei) ≥ p(ei). Next, we can write

f
(2)
p (v,α) = α · p, which is always linear, so we may set t2 = 1.

Under non-anonymous reserve prices, let f
(1)
p : X → {0, 1}nm be defined so that for every buyer

j and every item i, there is a component of f
(1)
p (v) that is 1 if and only if buyer j receives item i.

There are t1 = nm hyperplanes splitting Rnm into regions where f
(1)
v (p) is constant: vj(ei) = pj(ei)

for all i and all j. Next, we can write f
(2)
p (v,α) = α · p, which is always linear, so we may set

t2 = 1.
Morgenstern and Roughgarden [61] proved that M and M′ are (m + 1)- and (nm + 1)-

dimensionally linearly separable over {0, 1}m and [n]m, respectively.

C Proofs from Section 4

Lemma C.1. Let X = X1 × · · · × Xd. Let F = {fp : p ∈ P} be a set of functions mapping
X to R, parameterized by a set P = P1 × · · · × Pd. Suppose for i ∈ [d], there exists a class
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Fi =
{
f

(i)
p : p ∈ Pi

}
of functions mapping Xi to R such that for any p = (p[1], . . . , p[d]) ∈ P , fp

decomposes additively as fp (v1, . . . , vd) =
∑d

i=1 f
(i)
p[i] (vi). Then

sup
v∈X ,p∈P

fp(v) =

d∑
i=1

sup
v∈Xi,p∈Pi

f (i)
p (v) .

Proof. Recall that for any set A ⊆ R, s = supA if and only if:

1. For all ε > 0, there exists a ∈ A such that a > s− ε, and

2. For all a ∈ A, a ≤ s.

Let ti = supv∈Xi,p∈Pi f
(i)
p (v) and let t =

∑d
i=1 ti. We will show that t = supv∈X ,p∈P fp(v).

First, we will show that condition (1) holds. In particular, we want to show that for all ε > 0,

there exists v ∈ X and p ∈ P such that fp(v) > t − ε. Since ti = supv∈Xi,p∈Pi f
(i)
p (v), we know

that there exists vi ∈ Xi, pi ∈ P such that f
(i)
pi (vi) > ti − ε/d. Therefore, letting p = (p1, . . . , pd),

we know that fp (v1, . . . , vd) =
∑d

i=1 f
(i)
pi (vi) >

∑d
i=1 ti − ε = t − ε. Since (v1, . . . , vd) ∈ X and

(p1, . . . , pd) ∈ P , we may conclude that condition (1) holds.
Next, we will show that condition (2) holds. In particular, we want to show that for all v ∈ X

and p ∈ P , fp(v) ≤ t. We know that f
(i)
p[i] (v[i]) ≤ ti, which means that fp(v) =

∑d
i=1 f

(i)
p[i] (v[i]) ≤∑d

i=1 ti = t. Therefore, condition (2) holds.

Lemma 4.4. Let M and M′ be the sets of second-price auctions with anonymous and non-
anonymous reserves. Suppose the buyers are additive, D is item-independent, and the cost function
is additive. For any set S ∼ DN , R̂S (M) ≤ 180U

√
1/N and R̂S (M′) ≤ 180U

√
n log(4n)/N .

Proof. We begin with anonymous second-price auctions, which are parameterized by a set P ⊂
Rm. Without loss of generality, we may write P = P1 × · · · × Pm, where Pi ⊂ R. Given a
valuation vector v and an item i, let v(i) ∈ Rn be all n buyers’ values for item i. Let profitp(v(i))
be the profit obtained by selling item i with a reserve price of p. Notice that for any p ∈ P ,
profitp(v) =

∑m
i=1 profitp[i](v(i)). Let Xi be the support of the distribution over v(i) and let

Ui = supp∈Pi,v(i)∈Xi profitp(v(i)). Next, let X be the support of D. By definition, since U is the
maximum profit achievable via second price auctions over valuation vectors from X , we may write
U = supv∈X ,p∈P profitp(v). Since D is item-independent, we know that X = X1 × · · · × Xm.
Therefore, we may apply Lemma C.1, which tells us that U =

∑m
i=1 Ui. Finally, each class of

functions
{

profitp : p ∈ Pi
}

is (1, 2)-delineable, since for v(i) ∈ Xi, profitv(i)(p) is linear so long as
p is larger than the largest component of v(i), between the second largest and largest component
of v(i), or smaller than the second largest component of v(i). By Corollary 4.3, we may conclude

that for any set of samples S ∼ DN , R̂S(M) ≤ O
(
U
√

1/N
)

.

The bound on R̂S(M′) follows by almost the exact same logic, except for a few adjustments.
First of all, the class is defined by nm parameters coming from some set P ⊆ Rnm, since there
are n non-anonymous prices per item. Without loss of generality, we assume P = P1 × · · · × Pm,
where Pi ⊆ Rn is the set of non-anonymous prices for item i. Given a set of non-anonymous prices
p ∈ Rn for item i, let profitp(v(i)) be the profit of selling the item the bidders defined by v(i)
given the reserve prices p. Notice that profitv(i)(p) is linear so long as for each bidder j, p[j] is

either larger than their value for item i or smaller than their value. Thus, the set
{

profitp : p ∈ Pi
}

is (n, n)-delineable. Defining each Ui in the same way as before, Lemma C.1 guarantees that
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U =
∑m

i=1 Ui. Therefore, by Corollary 4.3, we may conclude that for any set of samples S ∼ DN ,

R̂S(M′) ≤ O
(
U
√
n log n/N

)
.

Lemma 4.5. Let M and M′ be the sets of anonymous and non-anonymous item-pricing mecha-
nisms. Suppose the buyers are additive, D is item-independent, and the cost function is additive.
For any set of samples S ∼ DN , R̂S (M) ≤ 180U

√
1/N and R̂S (M′) ≤ 180U

√
n log(4n)/N .

Proof. We begin with anonymous item-pricing mechanisms, which are parameterized by a set P ⊂
Rm. Without loss of generality, we may write P = P1×· · ·×Pm, where Pi ⊂ R. Given a valuation
vector v and an item i, let v(i) ∈ Rn be all n buyers’ values for item i. Let profitp(v(i)) be the profit
obtained by selling item i at a price of p, i.e., profitp(v(i)) = 1{||v(i)||∞≥p}(p−c(ei)). Notice that for
any p ∈ P , profitp(v) =

∑m
i=1 profitp[i](v(i)). Let Xi be the support of the distribution over v(i)

and let Ui = supp∈Pi,v(i)∈Xi profitp(v(i)). Next, let X be the support of D. By definition, since U is
the maximum profit achievable via item-pricing mechanisms over valuation vectors from X , we may
write U = supv∈X ,p∈P profitp(v). Since D is item-independent, we know that X = X1 × · · · ×Xm.
Therefore, we may apply Lemma C.1, which tells us that U =

∑m
i=1 Ui. Finally, each class of

functions
{

profitp : p ∈ Pi
}

is (1, 1)-delineable, since for v(i) ∈ Xi, profitv(i)(p) is linear so long
as ||v(i)||∞ ≤ p or ||v(i)||∞ > p. By Corollary 4.3, we may conclude that for any set of samples

S ∼ DN , R̂S(M) ≤ O
(
U
√

1/N
)

.

The bound on R̂S(M′) follows by almost the exact same logic, except for a few adjustments.
First of all, the class is defined by nm parameters coming from some set P ⊆ Rnm, since there
are n non-anonymous prices per item. Without loss of generality, we assume P = P1 × · · · × Pm,
where Pi ⊆ Rn is the set of non-anonymous prices for item i. Given a set of non-anonymous prices
p ∈ Rn for item i, let profitp(v(i)) be the profit of selling the item to the buyers defined by v(i)
given the prices p. Notice that profitv(i)(p) is linear so long as for each buyer j, p(ej) is either larger

than their value for item i or smaller than their value. Thus, the set
{

profitp : p ∈ Pi
}

is (n, n)-
delineable. Defining each Ui in the same way as before, Lemma C.1 in Appendix C guarantees that
U =

∑m
i=1 Ui. Therefore, by Corollary 4.3, we may conclude that for any set of samples S ∼ DN ,

R̂S(M′) ≤ O
(
U
√
n log n/N

)
.

Menus of item lotteries. A length-` item lottery menu is a set of ` lotteries per item. The

menu for item i is Mi =
{(
φ

(0)
i , p

(0)
i

)
,
(
φ

(1)
i , p

(1)
i

)
, . . . ,

(
φ

(`)
i , p

(`)
i

)}
, where φ

(0)
i = p

(0)
i = 0. The

buyer chooses a lottery
(
φ

(ji)
i , p

(ji)
i

)
per menu Mi, pays

∑m
i=1 p

(ji), and receives each item i with

probability φ
(ji)
i .

Lemma C.2. Let M be the set of length-` item lottery menus. If the buyer is additive, D
is item-independent, and the cost function is additive, then for any set S ∼ DN , R̂S (M) ≤
180
√

2` log (8`3).

Proof. For a given menu M = (M1, . . . ,Mm) of item lotteries, let profitMi
(v) be the profit achieved

from menu Mi. Since the cost function is additive,

profitMi
(v) = pi,v − E

q∼φi,v
[c(q)] = pi,v − c(ei) · φi,v,

where (pi,v, φi,v) is the lottery in Mi that maximizes the buyer’s utility. Notice that profitM (v) =∑m
i=1 profitMi

(v(ei)). Let Xi be the support of the distribution Di over v(ei) and let Ui =
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supMi,v(ei)∈Xi profitMi
(v(ei)). By definition, since U is the maximum profit achievable via item

menus over valuation vectors from X , we may write U = supv∈X ,M∈M profitM (v). Since D is a
product distribution, we know that X = X1 × · · · × Xm. Therefore, we may apply Lemma C.1,
which tells us that U =

∑m
i=1 Ui. Finally, for each i ∈ [n], the class of all single-item lotteries

Mi is (2`, `2)-delineable, since for v(ei) ∈ Xi, the lottery the buyer chooses depends on the
(
`+1

2

)
hyperplanes φ

(j)
i v(ei) − p(j)

i = φ
(j′)
i v(ei) − p(j′)

i for j, j′ ∈ {0, . . . , `}, and once the lottery is fixed,
profitMi

(v) is a linear function.

Theorem 4.6. Let M and M′ be the classes of anonymous and non-anonymous item-pricing
mechanisms. Then Pdim (M) ≥ m and Pdim (M′) ≥ nm. The same holds if M and M′ are the
classes of second-price auctions with anonymous and non-anonymous reserves.

Proof. LetM be the class of item-pricing mechanisms with anonymous prices. We construct a set
S of m single-buyer, m-item valuation vectors that can be shattered by M. Let v(i) be valuation

vector where v
(i)
1 (ei) = 3 and v

(i)
1 (ej) = 0 for all j 6= i and let S =

{
v(1), . . . ,v(m)

}
. For any

T ⊆ [m], let MT be the mechanism defined such that the price of item i is 2 if i ∈ T and otherwise,
its price is 0. If i ∈ T , then profitMT

(v(i)) = 2 and otherwise, profitMT
(v(i)) = 0. Therefore, the

targets z(1) = · · · = z(m) = 1 witness the shattering of S by M. This example also proves that
the pseudo-dimension of the class of second-price auctions with anonymous reserve prices is also at
least m, since in the single-buyer case, this class is identical to M.

Next, letM′ be the class of item-pricing mechanisms with non-anonymous prices. We construct
a set S of nm n-buyer, m-item valuation vectors that can be shattered by M′. For i ∈ [m] and

j ∈ [n], let v(i,j) be valuation vector where v
(i,j)
j (ei) = 3 and v

(i,j)
j′ (ei′) = 0 for all (i′, j′) 6= (i, j). Let

S =
{
v(i,j)

}
i∈[m],j∈[n]

. For any T ⊆ [m]× [n], let MT be the mechanism defined such that the price

of item i for buyer j is 2 if (i, j) ∈ T and otherwise, it is 0. If (i, j) ∈ T , then profitMT
(v(i,j)) = 2

and otherwise, profitMT
(v(i,j)) = 0. Therefore, the targets z(i,j) = 1 for all i ∈ [m], j ∈ [n] witness

the shattering of S by M. This example with the prices as reserve prices also proves that the
pseudo-dimension of the class of second-price auctions with non-anonymous reserve prices is at
least nm.

D Proofs from Section 5

Theorem 5.1. Let M be the class of non-anonymous item-pricing mechanisms over additive buy-
ers. With probability 1− δ over the draw S ∼ DN , for any k ∈ [n] and any mechanism M ∈Mk,

|profitS (M)− profitD (M)| ≤ 360U

√
km log (4nm)

N
+ 4U

√
2

N
ln

4

δ · w (k)
.

Proof. This theorem follows from the fact that Mk is (km, nm)-delineable. Every mechanism in
Mk is defined by km parameters, one price per item per price group, and for every buyer j, the
items they are willing to buy are defined by the m hyperplanes vj(ei) = pj(ei) for every item i.
Therefore, the theorem follows from Theorems 3.8 and 3.9, and by multiplying δ with w(k).

Two-part tariffs. Let M be the class of anonymous two-part tariff menus, by which we mean
the union of all length-` menus of two-part tariffs with anonymous prices. Similarly, letM′ be the
class of non-anonymous two-part tariff menus. For a given menu M of two-part tariffs, let `M be
the length of its menu.
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Theorem D.1. Let w : N → [0, 1] be a weight function such that
∑
w(i) ≤ 1. Then for any

δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1− δ over the draw of a set of samples of size N from D, for any
mechanism M ∈M, the difference between the average profit of M over the set of samples and the
expected profit of M over D is

O

(
U

√
`M log(nκ`M )

N
+ U

√
1

N
log

1

δ · w(`M )

)
.

Also, with probability at least 1 − δ over the draw of a set of samples of size N from D, for any
mechanism M ∈ M′, the difference between the average profit of M over the set of samples and
the expected profit of M over D is at most

O

(
U

√
n`M log(nκ`M )

N
+ U

√
1

N
log

1

δ · w(`M )

)
.

Q-boosted AMAs. For an AMA M , let QM be the set of all allocations Q such that λ (Q) > 0.

Theorem D.2. Let M be the class of AMAs and let w be a weight function that maps sets of
allocations Q to [0, 1] such that

∑
w (Q) ≤ 1. With probability 1 − δ over S ∼ DN , for any

M ∈M,

|profitS (M)− profitD (M)| ≤ 360U

√
nm (n+ |QM |) log(4n)

N
+ 4U

√
2

N
ln

4

δ · w (QM )
.

Q-boosted λ-auctions. For the next theorem, given a λ-auction M , let QM be the set of all
allocations Q such that λ(Q) > 0.

Theorem D.3. LetM be the class of λ-auctions and let w be a weight function which maps sets of
allocations Q to [0, 1] such that

∑
w(Q) ≤ 1. Then for any δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1− δ

over the draw of a set of samples of size N from D, for any mechanism M ∈ M, the difference
between the average profit of M over the set of samples and the expected profit of M over D is at
most

O

(
U

√
|QM | log(n|QM |)

N
+ U

√
1

N
log

1

δ · w(QM )

)
.

Menu lotteries. LetM be the class of lottery menus, by which we mean the union of all length-`
lottery menus. For a given lottery menu M , let `M be the length of its menu.

Theorem D.4. Let w : N → [0, 1] be a weight function such that
∑
w(i) ≤ 1. Then for any

δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1− δ over the draw of a set of samples of size N from D, for any
mechanism M ∈M, the difference between the average profit of M over the set of samples and the
expected profit of M over D is

O

(
U

√
`M log(n`M )

N
+ U

√
1

N
log

1

δ · w(`M )

)
.
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