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Abstract. The paper designs revenue-maximizing auction mechanisms for agents who aim
to maximize their total obtained values rather than the classical quasi-linear utilities. Several
models have been proposed to capture the behaviors of such agents in the literature. In the paper,
we consider the model where agents are subject to budget and return-on-spend constraints. The
budget constraint of an agent limits the maximum payment she can afford, while the return-on-
spend constraint means that the ratio of the total obtained value (return) to the total payment
(spend) cannot be lower than the targeted bar set by the agent. The problem was first coined
by [5]. In their work, only Bayesian mechanisms were considered. We initiate the study of the
problem in the worst-case model and compare the revenue of our mechanisms to an offline
optimal solution, the most ambitious benchmark. The paper distinguishes two main auction
settings based on the accessibility of agents’ information: fully private and partially private. In
the fully private setting, an agent’s valuation, budget, and target bar are all private. We show
that if agents are unit-demand, constant approximation mechanisms can be obtained; while
for additive agents, there exists a mechanism that achieves a constant approximation ratio
under a large market assumption. The partially private setting is the setting considered in the
previous work [5] where only the agents’ target bars are private. We show that in this setting,
the approximation ratio of the single-item auction can be further improved, and a Ω(1/

√
n)-

approximation mechanism can be derived for additive agents.

Keywords: Auction Design · Value Maximizers · Return-on-spend Constraints.

1 Introduction

In an auction with n agents and m items, the auctioneer decides the allocation x = {xij}i∈[n],j∈[m]

of the items and the agents’ payments p = {pi}i∈[n]. The agent i’s obtained value is usually denoted
by a valuation function vi of the allocation; while the agent’s utility depends on both the obtained
value and the payment made to the auctioneer. Combining the valuation and payment to get the final
utility function is a tricky modeling problem.

In the classic auction theory and the vast majority of literature from the algorithmic game theory
community, one uses the quasi-linear utility function ui = vi−pi, i.e., the utility is simply the obtained
value subtracting the payment. This natural definition admits many elegant mathematical properties
and thus has been widely investigated in the literature (e.g. [24,25,26]). However, as argued in some
economical literature [3,29], this utility function may fail to capture the agents’ behaviors and thus
cannot fit reality well in some circumstances. In these circumstances, one usually uses a generic function
u = f(v, p) (with monotonicity and possibly convexity properties) to model the utility function. Such
treatment is surely general enough, but usually not explicitly enough to get a clear conclusion. In
particular, designing non-trivial truthful mechanisms for agents with a generic and inexplicit utility
function is difficult.

⋆ All authors (ordered alphabetically) have equal contributions and are corresponding authors.
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Is there some other explicit utility function (beyond the quasi-linear one) that appears in some real
applications? One simple and well-studied model is agents with budget constraints (e.g. [6,12,16,27]).
In this setting, besides the valuation function, an agent i also has a budget constraint Bi for the
maximum payment he can make. In the formal language, the utility is

ui :=

{

vi − pi if pi ≤ Bi ,

−∞ otherwise.

In mechanism design, the valuation function vi(·) is considered as the private information for agent
i. Thus the auctioneer needs to design a truthful mechanism to incentivize the agents to report their
true information. For these models beyond the simplest quasi-linear utility, other parameters might
be involved in the agents’ utility functions besides the valuation function, such as budget B in the
above example. For the mechanism design problem faced by the auctioneer, one can naturally ask the
question of whether these additional parameters are public information or private. Both cases can be
studied, and usually, the private information setting is more realistic and, at the same time, much
more challenging. This is the case for the budget constraint agents. Both public budget and private
budget models are studied in the literature (e.g. [18,8,11,17,21]).

Value Maximizer. The above budget constraint agent is only slightly beyond the quasi-linear model
since it is still a quasi-linear function as long as the payment is within the budget. However, it is
not uncommon that their objective is to maximize the valuation alone rather than the difference
between valuation and payment for budget-constrained agents. This is because in many scenarios the
objective/KPI for the department/agent/person who really decides the bidding strategy is indeed
the final value obtained. On the other hand, they cannot collect the remaining unspent money by
themselves anyway, and as a result, they do not care about the payment that much as long as it is within
the budget given to them. For example, in a company or government’s procurement process, the agent
may be only concerned with whether the procurement budget can generate the maximum possible
value. We notice that with the development of modern auto-bidding systems, value maximization
is becoming the prevalent behavior model for the bidders [1,2,4,15]. This motivates the study of
value maximizer agents, another interesting explicit non-quasi-linear utility model. In many such
applications, there is another return-on-spend (RoS) constraint τi for each agent i which represents
the targeted minimum ratio between the obtained value and the payment and is referred to as the
target ratio in the following. Formally, the utility function is

ui :=

{

vi if pi ≤ Bi and piτi ≤ vi ,

−∞ otherwise.
(1)

As one can see, the value maximizer’s utility function is still a function of v and p but with two
additional parameters B and τ , which result from two constraints. Note that the above utility function
is identical to that of [5]. Their paper focused on one particular setting where both value and budget
are public information, with RoS parameter τ being the only single-dimensional private information.
Considering τ as the only private information helps design better auctions, but it may fail to capture
more wide applications. On top of capturing more practical applications, we consider the setting where
all these pieces of information are private, which we call the fully private setting. This makes designing
an efficient auction for the problem challenging. With the focus on the fully private setting, we also
consider some partially private settings, for which we can design better mechanisms.

There are other definitions of value maximizer in the literature, most of which can be viewed as a
special case of the above model [23,10]. For example, there might be no budget constraint (B = ∞)
or no RoS constraint. Another example is to combine vi

τi
as a single value (function). A mechanism

for the fully private setting in our model is automatically a mechanism with the same guarantee in
all these other models. That is another reason why the fully private setting is the most general one.
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Table 1. An overview of our results. We use divisibility “Y” or “N” to represent whether items are divisible
or not, and use notation ⇐ to express the result can be directly implied by the left one. The superscript † in
the table means that the approximation ratio is obtained under an assumption.

Divisibility Fully Private Partially Private

Single Item
Y 1

52
(Theorem 2) 1

2
− δ (Theorem 8)

N OPT (Theorem 1) ⇐=
Multiple Items with
Unit Demand Agents

Y Ω(1) (Theorem 6) ⇐=
N 1

2
(Theorem 3) ⇐=

Multiple Items with
Additive Agents

Y Ω(1)† (Theorem 7) Ω( 1√
n
) (Theorem 9)

N Open Open

Revenue maximization and benchmarks This paper considers the revenue maximization objective for
the auctioneer when designing truthful5 mechanisms for value maximizers. For the revenue maximiza-
tion objective, there are usually two benchmarks, called “first-best” and “second-best”. The first-best
benchmark refers to the optimal objective we can get if we know all the information. In our setting,

it is maxx
∑

imin
{

Bi,
vi(x)
τi

}

. For the traditional quasi-linear utility function, the first-best bench-

mark is simply the maximum social welfare one can generate maxx
∑

i vi(x). It is proved that such a
benchmark is not achievable or even not approximated by a constant ratio in the traditional setting.
Thus the research there is mainly focused on the second-best benchmark. The second-best bench-
mark refers to the setting where the auctioneer additionally knows the distribution of each agent’s
private information and designs a mechanism to get the maximum expected revenue with respect to
the known distribution. The benchmark in [5] is also this second-best benchmark and they provide
optimal mechanism when the number of agents is at most two.

It is clear that the first-best benchmark is more ambitious and more robust since it is prior free.
They focus on the second-best in the traditional setting because the first-best is not even approximable.
In our new value maximizer agents setting, we believe it is more important to investigate if we can
achieve the first-best approximately. Thus, we focus on the first-best benchmark in this paper. This
is significantly different from that of [5].

1.1 Our Results

Problem Formulation. The formal description of the auction model considered in the paper follows.
One auctioneer wants to distribute m heterogeneous items among n agents. Each agent i ∈ [n] has
a value vij per unit for each item j ∈ [m] and a budget Bi, representing the maximum amount of
money agent i can pay. The agent also has a RoS constraint τi, representing the minimum ratio of
the received value (return) to the total payment (spend) that she can tolerate. As mentioned above,
several settings of the type (public or private) of (B,v, τ ) are considered in the paper. Agents are
value maximizers subject to their budget constraints and RoS constraints (see Equation (1) for the
formula). The auctioneer aims to design a truthful mechanism that maximizes the total payment.

We investigate our model in a few important auction environments. We studied both indivisible and
divisible items, both the single-item and the multiple-item auctions. When there are multiple items,
we consider the two most important valuations: unit demand and additive. Unit demand models are
the setting where the items are exclusive to each other. Additive models are the setting where an
agent can get multiple items and their values add up. We leave the more generic valuation function,
such as submodular or sub-additive, to future study.

In the fully private information setting, we obtain constant approximation truthful mechanisms
for both the single-item auction and the multiple items auction among unit demand agents. This
is quite surprising given the fact that such a constant approximation to the first-best benchmark is

5 A mechanism is truthful if for any agent i, reporting the true private information always maximizes the
utility regardless of other agents’ reported profiles, and the utility of any truthtelling agent is non-negative.
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proved to be impossible for the classic quasi-linear utility agents even in the single-item setting. The
intuitive reason is that the agent is less sensitive to the payment in the value maximizer setting than
in the quasi-linear utility setting and thus the auctioneer has a chance to extract more revenue from
them. But this does not imply that designing a good truthful mechanism is easy. Quite the opposite,
we need to bring in some new design and analysis ideas since the truthfulness here significantly
differs from the traditional one as agents’ utility functions are different. For the additive valuation, we
provide constant approximation only under an additional large market assumption. This is obtained
by observing an interesting and surprising relationship between our model and the model of “liquid
welfare for budget-constrained agents”.

We also consider the partially private information setting. For the public budget (but private
value and target ratio), we obtained an improved constant approximation truthful mechanism for
the single-item environment. The improved mechanism for the single-item setting has a much better
approximation since we cleverly use the public budget information in the mechanism. For the additive
valuation without the large market assumption, we also investigate it in the private target ratio
(but public budget and valuation) setting, which is the setting used in [5]. we obtained an Ω( 1√

n
)

approximation truthful mechanism. In the additive setting, an agent may get multiple items, and thus
the payment she saved from one item can be used for other items, which is an impossible case in the
unit demand setting. Due to this reason, agents may become somewhat more sensitive to payment
which leads to an Ω( 1√

n
) approximation.

1.2 Related Works

The most relevant work is [5], in which they also aim to design a revenue-maximizing Bayesian
mechanism for value maximizers with a generic valuation and utility function under budget and RoS
constraints. As mentioned above, they focus on the setting where each agent’s only private information
is the target ratio, which is referred to as the partially private setting in our paper. They show that
under the second-best benchmark, an optimal mechanism can be obtained for the two-agent case.

Another closely related line of work is “liquid welfare for budget constraint agents” [18,22,21,9]. We
observe an interesting and surprising relationship between these two models since the liquid welfare
benchmark is almost identical to the first-best benchmark in our setting. Therefore, some algorithmic
ideas there can be adapted here. However, there are two significant differences: (i) the objective for the
auctioneer is (liquid) welfare rather than revenue. This difference mainly affects the approximation;
(ii) the bidders are quasilinear utility (within the budget constraint) rather than value maximizers.
This difference mainly affects truthfulness. Observing this relation and difference, some auction design
ideas from their literature inspire part of our methods. Furthermore, building deeper connections or
ideal black-box reductions between these two models would be an interesting future direction.

The model of budget feasible mechanism [28,19,7,13,20] also models the agent as a value maximizer
rather than a quasi-linear utility maximizer as long as the payment is within the budget. The difference
is that the value maximizer agent is the auctioneer rather than the bidders.

1.3 Paper Organization

In the main body, we focus on the fully private setting, where all the budgets, valuations, and target ra-
tios are private. We first consider the single-item auction in Section 2 and then extend the algorithmic
ideas to the multiple items auction for unit demand agents in Section 3. Both of the two environments
can be constant-approximated. Finally, we turn to the multiple items auction for additive agents,
the most challenging environment, and show a constant approximation under an assumption on the
budgets in Section 4.

For the partially private setting, due to space limit, we defer all the results to the appendix.
In Appendix A.1, we show that a better constant approximation for the single item environment can
be obtained when the budgets become public. Then we leverage this new mechanism to give an Ω( 1√

n
)

approximation for multiple items auction among additive agents in Appendix A.2.
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Algorithm 1 Single Item Auction

Input: The reported budgets {Bi}i∈[n], the reported value profile {vi}i∈[n], and the reported target ratios
{τi}i∈[n].

Output: An allocation and payments.
1: Initially, set allocation xi ← 0 ∀i ∈ [n] and payment pi ← 0 ∀i ∈ [n].
2: With probability of 9

13
, begin ⊲ Indivisibly Selling Procedure

3: Find the agent k with the maximum min
{

Bk,
vk
τk

}

, and break the ties in a fixed manner.

4: Set xk ← 1, pk ← min
{

Bk,
vk
τk

}

.

5: end

6: With probability of 4
13
, begin ⊲ Random Sampling Procedure

7: Randomly divide all the agents with equal probability into set S and R.
8: Compute the offline optimal solution

(

zS = {zSi },p(zS) = {pi(zS)}
)

of selling the item to the agent
subset S.

9: Set the item’s reserve price r ← 1
4

∑

i∈S
pi(z

S).
10: Let agents in R come in an arbitrarily fixed order. When each agent i comes, use α to denote the

remaining fraction of the item, and set xi ← min
{

Bi

r
, α

}

, pi ← xi · r if r ≤ vi
τi
.

11: end

12: return Allocation {xi}i∈[n] and payments {pi}i∈[n].

2 Warm-up: Single Item Auction

Let us warm up by considering the environment where the auctioneer has only one item to sell. Our
first observation is that if the item is indivisible, we can achieve a truthful optimal solution by directly

assigning the item to agent k with the maximum min
{

Bk,
vk
τk

}

and charging her that value. Basically,

the first price auction with respect to min
{

Bi,
vi
τi

}

. The optimality is obvious. For truthfulness, since

min
{

Bi,
vi
τi

}

is the maximum willingness-to-pay of each agent i, if someone other than k misreports

the profile and gets assigned the item, one of the two constraints must be violated. On the other hand,
misreporting a lower profile can only lead to a lower possibility of winning but without any benefit.

Theorem 1. There exists a truthful optimal mechanism for the single indivisible item auction.

The above theorem gives some intuition for the divisible item environment. If the indivisible
optimum is at least a constant fraction c of the divisible optimum, selling the item indivisibly can give
a constant approximation. We refer to this idea as indivisibly selling in the following. In contrast, for
the case that the indivisible optimum is smaller than a constant fraction c of the divisible optimum

(denoted by OPT in the following), we have min
{

Bi,
vi
τi

}

≤ c · OPT for any agent i. This property

implies that the random sampling technique can be applied here. More specifically, we randomly divide
the agents into two groups, gather information from one group, and then use the information to guide
the item’s selling price for the agents in the other group. Since in an optimal solution, each agent does
not contribute much to the objective, a constant approximation can be proved by some concentration
inequalities based on the above two strategies, we give our mechanism in Algorithm 1.

Theorem 2. Algorithm 1 is feasible, truthful, and achieves an expected approximation ratio of 1
52 .

Proof. The feasibility is obvious. Firstly, since xi ≤ α when each agent i comes,
∑

i∈[n] xi ≤ 1.

Secondly, due to xi ≤ Bi

r for each agent i, pi = xi · r ≤ Bi. Thirdly, for each agent i, we have
xivi ≥ piτi because an agent buys some fractions of the item and gets charged only if r ≤ vi

τi
.

Then we show that regardless of which procedure is executed, the mechanism is truthful. The
truthfulness of the first procedure is proved by Theorem 1 directly. For the second procedure, we
show that agents in neither S nor R have the incentive to lie. For an agent in S, she will not be
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assigned anything, and therefore, misreporting her information cannot improve her utility; while for
the agents in R, they are also truthtelling because their reported information determines neither the
arrival order nor the reserve price, and misreporting a higher vi

τi
(resp. a larger Bi) to buy more

fractions of the item must violate the RoS (resp. budget) constraint of agent i.
Finally, we analyze the approximation ratio. Let (z∗,p∗) be an optimal solution. Use OPT and

ALG to denote the optimal payment and our total payment, respectively. Without loss of generality,
we can assume that p∗i = x∗

i · vi
τi

≤ Bi. Clearly, if there exists an agent l with p∗l ≥ 1
36OPT, we can

easily bound the expected total payment by the first procedure:

E(ALG) ≥ 9

13
·min

{

Bi,
vi
τi

}

≥ 9

13
·min

{

Bl,
vl
τl

}

≥ 1

52
OPT.

Otherwise, we have p∗i < 1
36OPT ∀i ∈ [n]. Then according to the concentration lemma proved

in [14, Lemma 2], we can establish the relationship between
∑

i∈S p∗i and OPT in the second procedure:

Pr

[

1

3
OPT ≤

∑

i∈S

p∗i ≤ 2

3
OPT

]

≥ 3

4
. (2)

Namely, with probability of at least 3/4, both
∑

i∈S p∗i and
∑

i∈R p∗i are in [ 13OPT, 2
3OPT].

Let us focus on the second procedure and consider a subset S such that
∑

i∈S p∗i ∈ [ 13OPT, 2
3OPT].

We distinguish two cases based on the final remaining fraction of the item. If the item is sold out, our
payment is at least 1

4

∑

i∈S pi(z
S). Since (xS ,p(zS)) is the optimal solution of distributing the item

among the agents in S, we have

ALG ≥ 1

4

∑

i∈S

pi(z
S) ≥ 1

4

∑

i∈S

p∗i ≥ 1

12
OPT.

If the procedure does not sell out the item, for any agent i ∈ R who does not exhaust the budget,
vi
τi

< r = 1
4

∑

i∈S pi(z
S). Using T ⊆ R to denote such agents, we have

1

3
OPT ≤

∑

i∈R

p∗i ≤
∑

i∈R\T
Bi +

∑

i∈T

p∗i ≤ ALG+
∑

i∈T

vi
τi
x∗
i

≤ ALG+
1

4

∑

i∈S

pi(z
S)
∑

i∈T

x∗
i ≤ ALG+

1

4

∑

i∈S

pi(z
S)

≤ ALG+
1

4
OPT.

We have ALG ≥ 1
12OPT from the above inequality.

Thus, in either case, ALG is at least 1
12OPT under such a subset S. Then according to Equation (2),

we can complete the proof:

E(ALG) ≥ 4

13
· 3
4
· 1

12
OPT =

1

52
OPT.

3 Multiple Items Auction for Unit Demand Agents

This section considers the environment where the auctioneer sells multiple items to unit-demand
agents, a set of agents who each desires to buy at most one item. We extend the results in the last
section and show that a constant approximation can still be obtained. Similar to the study of the single-
item auction, Section 3.1 starts from the indivisible goods environment and shows a 1

2 -approximation.
For the divisible goods environment, our mechanism is also a random combination of the “indi-

visibly selling” procedure and the “random sampling” procedure. However, the mechanism and its
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Algorithm 2 Indivisibly Selling

Input: The reported budgets {Bi}i∈[n], the reported value profile {vij}i∈[n],j∈[m] and the reported target
ratios {τi}i∈[n].

Output: An allocation and payments.
1: Initially, set allocation xij ← 0 ∀i ∈ [n], j ∈ [m] and payment pi ← 0 ∀i ∈ [n].

2: Sort all the agent-item pairs {(i, j)}i∈[n],j∈[m] in the decreasing lexicographical order of
(

min{Bi,
vij
τi
}, vij

)

and break the ties in a fixed manner.
3: for each agent-item pair (i, j) in the order do
4: If both agent i and item j have not been matched, match them: xij ← 1, pi ← min{Bi,

vij
τi
}.

5: end for

6: return Allocation {xij}i∈[n],j∈[m] and payments {pi}i∈[n].

analysis are much more complicate than that for single item environment and this section is also
the most technical part of this paper. We describe the indivisibly selling procedure in Algorithm 2.
For the random sampling procedure, the multiple-item setting needs a variant of greedy matching
(Algorithm 3) to compute the reserved prices of each item and Section 3.2 has a discussion about this
algorithm. Finally, Section 3.3 analyzes the combined mechanism (Algorithm 5). In order to analyse
the approximation ratio of Algorithm 5, we introduce Algorithm 4, a non-truthful mechanism and
purely in analysis, to bridge Algorithm 5 and Algorithm 3.

3.1 Indivisibly Selling

We first prove the claimed truthful constant approximation in the scenario of selling indivisible items
and then give two corollaries to show the performance of applying the indivisibly selling idea to
distributing divisible items.

Consider the indivisible goods setting. For each agent-item pair (i, j), define its weight wij to be
the maximum money that we can charge agent i if assigning item j to her, i.e., wij = min{Bi,

vij
τi
}.

Since items are indivisible and each agent only wants to buy at most one item, a feasible solution is
essentially a matching between the agent set and the item set, and the goal is to find a maximum
weighted matching. However, the algorithm to output the maximum weighted matching is not truthful.
We observe that a natural greedy matching algorithm can return a constant approximation while
retaining the truthfulness. The mechanism is described in Algorithm 2.

Theorem 3. Algorithm 2 is feasible, truthful and achieves an approximation ratio of 1/2 when items
are indivisible.

Proof. The feasibility is obvious since min{Bi,
vij
τi
} is the maximum willingness-to-pay of agent i when

adding (i, j) into the matching. To prove the truthfulness, we show that once an agent misreports the
profile and obtains a higher value, either the budget constraint or the RoS constraint must be violated.

Since the agent-item pairs are sorted in the decreasing lexicographical order of
(

min{Bi,
vij
τi
}, vij

)

,

the matched item value of agent i is non-increasing when none of the related agent-item pairs are
ranked higher. Thus, once the agent misreports a profile (B′

i,v
′
i, τ

′
i) and gets assigned an item k with

a higher value, the rank of pair (i, k) must get improved, implying that min{B′
i,

v′

ik

τ ′

i

} > min{Bi,
vik
τk

}.
Since the mechanism charges this agent min{B′

i,
v′

ik

τ ′

i
} under the new reported profile, either the budget

constraint or the RoS constraint must be unsatisfied.

Finally, we prove the approximation ratio by the standard analysis of the greedy matching algo-
rithm. For each pair (i, j) in an optimal matching, there must exist a pair (either (i, j′) or (i′, j)) in
the greedy matching whose weight is at least cij . Thus, the maximum matching weight is at most
twice the weight of our matching, and Algorithm 2 gets a 1/2-approximation.
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Algorithm 3 Greedy Matching and Item Supply Clipping

Input: The budgets {Bi}i∈[n], the value profile {vij}i∈[n],j∈[m] and the target ratios {τi}i∈[n].
Output: An allocation and payments.
1: Initially, set allocation xij ← 0 ∀i ∈ [n], j ∈ [m] and payment pi ← 0 ∀i ∈ [n].
2: For each agent-item pair (i, j) ∈ [n]× [m], define its weight wij :=

vij
τi

. Sort all the pairs in the decreasing
order of their weights and break the ties in a fixed manner.

3: for each agent-item pair (i, j) in the order do
4: If agent i has not bought any item and the remaining fraction Rj of item j is more than 1/2, xij ←

min{Rj ,
Bi

wij
}, pi ← wijxij .

5: end for

6: return Allocation {xij}i∈[n],j∈[m] and payments {pi}i∈[n].

Consider a feasible solution z = {zij}i∈[n],j∈[m] (not necessarily truthful) for multiple divisible
items auction among unit-demand agents. We assume that each unit-demand agent i has at most one
variable zij > 0, Define Wj(z) :=

∑

i:zij>0 pi to be the total payments related to item j. We observe
the following two corollaries.

Corollary 1. If solution z is α-approximation and for any item j, maxi∈[n] min{ vij
τi
zij , Bi} ≥ β ·

Wj(z), then running Algorithm 2 directly obtains an approximation ratio of αβ
2 .

Corollary 2. For a constant β ∈ [0, 1], define item subset H(z, β) ⊆ [m] to be the set of items with
maxi∈[n]min{ vij

τi
zij , Bi} ≥ β · Wj(z). Running Algorithm 2 directly obtains a total payment at least

β
2

∑

j∈H(z,β) Wj(z) for any β ∈ [0, 1].

3.2 Foundations of Random Sampling

The subsection explores generalizing the random sampling procedure in Algorithm 1 to multiple items
auction. We first randomly sample half of the agents and investigate how much revenue can be earned
per unit of each item if the auctioneer only sells the items to these sampled agents. Recall that the
mechanism does not actually distribute any item to the sampled agents. Then, the auctioneer sets
the reserve price of each item based on the investigated revenues and sells them to all the remaining
agents. More specifically, let these agents arrive in a fixed order. When an agent arrives, she is allowed
to buy any remaining fraction of any item as long as she can afford the reserve price.

It is easy to observe that the mechanism is still truthful according to the same argument in the
proof of Theorem 2: for a sampled agent, she will not be assigned anything, and therefore, she does
not have any incentive to lie; while for the agents that do not get sampled, they are also truthtelling
because neither the arrival order nor the reserve prices are determined by their reported profiles and
a fake profile that can improve the agent’s obtained value must violate at least one constraint.

The key condition that random sampling can achieve a constant approximation ratio is that the
revenue earned by each item among the sampled agents is (w.h.p.) close to its contribution to the
objective in an optimal solution or a constant approximation solution; otherwise, there is no reason
that the reserve prices are set based on the investigated revenues. Unfortunately, unlike the single-item
environment, we cannot guarantee that an optimal solution of the multiple items auction satisfies this
condition. Thus, to obtain such a nice structural property, we present an algorithm based on greedy
matching and item supply clipping in Algorithm 3. Note that this algorithm is untruthful, and we only
use it to simulate the auction among the sampled agents. We first prove that it obtains a constant
approximation, and then show several nice structural properties of the algorithm.

Theorem 4. The approximation ratio of Algorithm 3 is 1/6.

Proof. Use
(

x∗ = {x∗
ij},p∗ = {p∗i }

)

and
(

x = {xij}i∈[n],j∈[m],p = {pi}
)

to represent the allocations
and the payments in an optimal solution and Algorithm 3’s solution respectively. Without loss of
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generality, we can assume that p∗i =
∑

j∈[m] x
∗
ijwij ≤ Bi for any i ∈ [n]. For each item j ∈ [m],

define Aj to be the set of agents who buy some fractions of item j in the optimal solution, i.e.,
Aj := {i ∈ [n] | x∗

ij > 0}, and then based on x, we partition Aj into three groups:

A
(1)
j = {i ∈ [n] | xij > 0},

A
(2)
j = {i ∈ [n] | xij = 0 due to Rj ≤ 1/2},

A
(3)
j = {i ∈ [n] | xij = 0 due to agent i has bought another item}.

Note that if some agent does not buy the item j in x due to both of the two reasons, we add the agent

into an arbitrary one of A
(2)
j and A

(3)
j .

Use OPT and ALG to denote the objective values of the optimal solution and our solution, re-
spectively. Based on the partition mentioned above, we split the optimal objective into three parts:

OPT =
∑

i∈[n],j∈[m]

x∗
ijwij =

∑

j∈[m]

∑

i∈A
(1)
j

x∗
ijwij +

∑

j∈[m]

∑

i∈A
(2)
j

x∗
ijwij +

∑

j∈[m]

∑

i∈A
(3)
j

x∗
ijwij .

In the following, we analyze the three parts one by one and show that each part is at most twice ALG,
which implies that ALG is 1/6 approximation.

Due to the definition of A
(1)
j , for each (i, j) pair in the first part, Algorithm 3 assigns some fractions

of item j to agent i, and therefore, xij ≥ min{ 1
2 ,

Bi

wij
}. Since x∗

ij ≤ 1 and we assume w.l.o.g. that

x∗
ij ≤ Bi

wij
, we have

∑

j∈[m]

∑

i∈A
(1)
j

x∗
ijwij ≤

∑

j∈[m]

∑

i∈A
(1)
j

min{wij , Bi} ≤
∑

j∈[m]

∑

i∈A
(1)
j

2wij min{1
2
,
Bi

wij
}

≤
∑

j∈[m]

∑

i∈A
(1)
j

2xijwij ≤ 2ALG.
(3)

For each item j with non-empty A
(2)
j , Algorithm 3 must sell at least half of the item, and then

due to the greedy property of the algorithm, we have
∑

i∈A
(2)
j

x∗
ijwij ≤ 2Wj(x),

recalling that Wj(x) =
∑

i:xij>0 pi. Thus,

∑

j∈[m]

∑

i∈A
(2)
j

x∗
ijwij ≤

∑

j∈[m]

2Wj(x) ≤ 2ALG.
(4)

Finally, for each item j and agent i ∈ A
(3)
j , suppose that agent i buys some fractions of item j′ in

solution x. Due to the greedy property, wij ≤ wij′ . Hence,

x∗
ijwij ≤ min{Bi, wij′} ≤ 2min{ Bi

wij;
,
1

2
}wij′ ≤ 2xij′wij′ = 2pi.

Summing over these (i, j) pairs,

∑

j∈[m]

∑

i∈A
(3)
j

x∗
ijwij =

∑

i∈[n]

∑

j:i∈A
(3)
j

x∗
ijwij ≤

∑

i∈[n]

2pi = 2ALG.
(5)

Combining Equation (3), Equation (4) and Equation (5) completes the proof.
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Remark 1. Note that the item supply clipping parameter 1/2 in Algorithm 3 can be replaced by any

other constant in (0, 1). By setting this parameter to be
√
2

1+
√
2
, the algorithm can get an approximation

ratio of 3 + 2
√
2.

For an agent subset S ⊆ [n], use
(

xS ,pS
)

to denote the allocation and the payments if using
Algorithm 3 to distribute all the items to agents in S. We claim the following lemma.

Lemma 1. For any agent subset S ⊆ [n], we have

– agent payment monotonicity: pSi ≥ 1
2pi, ∀i ∈ S.

– selling revenue monotonicity: Wj(x
S) ≤ 2Wj(x), ∀j ∈ [m].

Use Rj(i, k) and RS
j (i, k) to denote the remaining fractions of item j at the end of pair (i, k)’s

iteration when running Algorithm 3 for all the agents and for the agent subset S, respectively. Note
that if i 6∈ S, the corresponding iterations are viewed as empty iterations. We first show a key lemma
that helps prove the two properties.

Lemma 2. Consider an agent i and let k and k′ be the items that she buys in x and xS respectively.
We have ∀j ∈ [m],

max

{

Rj(i, k),
1

2

}

≤ max

{

RS
j (i, k

′),
1

2

}

.

Proof. We first show that for any pair (i, k) and any item j,

max

{

Rj(i, k),
1

2

}

≤ max

{

RS
j (i, k),

1

2

}

, (6)

Assume for contradiction that Equation (6) is violated for some agent-item pairs. Let (i, k) be the
first such pair in the order stated in Algorithm 3. Notice that in this iteration, only the remaining
fraction of item k could change. We distinguish three cases: (1) xS

ik = 0, (2) xS
ik > 0 and xik > 0, and

(3) xS
ik > 0 and xik = 0. With some abuse of notation, we use R−

j (i, k) (resp. RS−
j (i, k)) to denote

the remaining fraction of item j at the beginning of the iteration.
For case (1), the remaining fraction RS

k remains unchanged. Thus,

max

{

R−
k (i, k),

1

2

}

≥ max

{

Rk(i, k),
1

2

}

> max

{

RS
k (i, k),

1

2

}

= max

{

RS−
k (i, k),

1

2

}

,

contradicting the assumption that (i, k) is the first such pair.
For case (2), we have xS

ik = min{RS−
k (i, k), Bi

wik
} and xik = min{R−

k (i, k),
Bi

wik
} according to the

algorithm. If xik = R−
k (i, k), then clearly, R−

k (i, k) becomes 0 and Equation (6) certainly holds; while

if xik = Bi

wik
, we have xS

ik ≤ Bi

wik
= xik, and RS

k (i, k) = RS−
k (i, k) − xS

ik ≥ R−
k (i, k) − xik = Rk(i, k),

contradicting the definition of pair (i, k).
For case (3), if xik = 0 is due to R−

j (i, k) < 1
2 , it is impossible that Equation (6) gets violated.

Hence, the only reason that xik = 0, in this case, is that agent i has bought another item k′. This
implies that in the iteration of pair (i, k′), we have xS

ik′ = 0 and xik′ > 0. Since agent i had not bought
any item that time, the only reason for xS

ik′ = 0 is that RS−
k′ (i, k′) < 1

2 . Due to the definition of (i, k)
and the fact that (i, k′) is in front of (i, k) in the order, we have

R−
k′(i, k

′) ≤ max

{

R−
k′ (i, k

′),
1

2

}

≤ max

{

RS−
k′ (i, k′),

1

2

}

=
1

2
,

contradicting to xik′ > 0.
Thus, Equation (6) holds for any agent-item pair. Then due to the same argument in the analysis

of case (3) above, we see that (i, k′) must be in front of (i, k) in the order, implying that RS
j (i, k) ≤

RS
j (i, k

′). Finally,

max

{

Rj(i, k),
1

2

}

≤ max

{

RS
j (i, k),

1

2

}

≤ max

{

RS
j (i, k

′),
1

2

}

.
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Proof (Proof of Lemma 1). We build on Lemma 2 to prove the two properties one by one.
Consider an agent i ∈ S and let k and k′ be the items that she buys in x and xS respectively

(w.l.o.g., we can assume that each agent always buys something by adding some dummy items with
value 0.). Due to Lemma 2 and the greedy property of Algorithm 3, we have wik′ ≥ wik. Thus,

pSi = wik′ · xS
ik′ ≥ wik′ ·min

{

Bi

wik′

,
1

2

}

[xS
ik′ > 0 ⇒ RS

k′ > 1
2 ]

≥ wik · 1
2
·min

{

Bi

wik
, 1

}

≥ wik · 1
2
· xik [Rk ≤ 1]

≥ 1

2
pi,

which proves the agent payment monotonicity.
Now we prove the selling revenue monotonicity. Consider an arbitrary item j. Use AS

j and Aj to

denote the agents who buy some fractions of item j in solution xS and x, respectively. Further, let lS

and l be the last buyer in AS
j and Aj , respectively. According to the assignment rule in the algorithm,

for each agent i ∈ AS
j ∩ Aj \ {l}, we have

xS
ij ≤

Bi

wij
= xij ; (7)

while for agent l, similar to the analysis in the last paragraph,

xS
lj ≤ min

{

Bi

wij
, 1

}

≤ 2min

{

Bi

wij
,
1

2

}

≤ 2xil.

Thus, if AS
j ⊆ Aj , clearly, we have

Wj(x
S) =

∑

i∈AS
j

xS
ijwij ≤ 2

∑

i∈AS
j

xijwij ≤ 2Wj(x).

It remains to show the case that AS
j \ Aj 6= ∅. For an agent i ∈ AS

j \ Aj , we have xS
ij > 0 but

xij = 0. Again, due to Lemma 2, we see the only reason is that in the process of computing solution
x, the remaining fraction of item j in that iteration is less than 1/2; otherwise, agent i must buy an
item with a larger weight in solution xS . Then due to the greedy property, we have ∀i ∈ AS

j \ Aj ,
wij ≤ mini′∈Aj

wi′j = wlj . Thus, the property can be proved:

Wj(x
S) =

∑

i∈AS
j
∩Aj\{l}

xS
ijwij +

∑

i∈AS
j
\Aj

xS
ijwij + xS

ljwlj

≤
∑

i∈AS
j
∩Aj\{l}

xS
ijwij +







∑

i∈(AS
j
\Aj)∪{l}

xS
ij






· wlj

≤
∑

i∈AS
j
∩Aj\{l}

xS
ijwij +



1−
∑

i∈AS
j
∩Aj\{l}

xS
ij



 · wlj

≤
∑

i∈AS
j
∩Aj\{l}

xijwij +



1−
∑

i∈AS
j
∩Aj\{l}

xij



 · wlj [Equation (7)]

≤ 2Wj(x),

where the last inequality used the fact that at least half of the item has been sold out in solution x.
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By Lemma 1, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 3. Randomly dividing all the agents with equal probability into set S and R, we have

E





∑

j∈[m]

Wj(x
S)



 = E

(

∑

i∈S

pSi

)

≥ 1

2
E

(

∑

i∈S

pi

)

=
1

4

∑

i∈[m]

pi ≥
1

4

∑

j∈[m]

Wj(x).

3.3 Final Mechanism

Algorithm 4 (Auxiliary) Multiple Items Auction for Unit Demand Agents

Input: The reported budgets {Bi}i∈[n], the reported value profile {vij}i∈[n],j∈[m] and the reported target
ratios {τi}i∈[n].

Output: An allocation and payments.
1: Initially, set allocation xij ← 0 ∀i ∈ [n], j ∈ [m] and payment pi ← 0 ∀i ∈ [n].
2: With probability of 45/47, run Algorithm 2. ⊲ Indivisibly Selling Procedure
3: With probability of 2/47, begin ⊲ Random Sampling Procedure
4: Run Algorithm 3 and use (z = {zij},p(z) = {pi(z)}) to denote the output.
5: Randomly divide all the agents with equal probability into set S and R.
6: Run Algorithm 3 on the sampled set S and use

(

zS = {zSij},p(zS) = {pi(zS)}
)

to denote the output.

7: For each item j, set the reserve price rj ← 1
12
Wj(z

S).
8: Let agents in R come in an arbitrarily fixed order, and when each agent i comes, find the unique

item k(i) that she buys in solution z and use Rk(i) to denote the remaining fraction of the item. Set

xi,k(i) ← min{Rk(i),
Bi

rk(i)
}, pi ← rk(i)xi,k(i) if rk(i) ≤ wi,k(i).

9: end

10: return Allocation {xij}i∈[n],j∈[m] and payments {pi}i∈[n].

This subsection states the final mechanism, which is a random combination of the indivisibly
selling idea and the random sampling idea. To streamline the analysis, we first introduce an auxiliary
mechanism which is constant-approximate but not truthful, and then show it can be altered to a
truthful mechanism by losing only a constant factor on the approximation ratio.

Theorem 5. Algorithm 4 obtains a constant approximation ratio.

Recollect that H(z, β) := {j ∈ [m] | maxi∈[n] min{ vij
τi
zij , Bi} ≥ β · Wj(z)} defined in Corollary 2.

To prove Theorem 5, we partition all the items into two sets:H(z, 1
144 ) and H̄(z, 1

144 ) = [m]\H(z, 1
144 ).

Corollary 2 directly implies that the first procedure (Algorithm 2) guarantees our objective value is
at least a constant fraction of

∑

j∈H(z, 1
144 )

Wj(z).

Lemma 3. The revenue obtained by the first procedure in Algorithm 4 is at least 1
288

∑

j∈H(z, 1
144 )

Wj(z).

For the second procedure, we show that
∑

j∈H̄(z, 1
144 )

Wj(z) can be bounded by the total payment

obtained by this procedure. More specifically, we prove the following technical lemma.

Lemma 4. The expected revenue obtained by the second procedure in Algorithm 4 is at least

1

192

∑

j∈H̄(z, 1
144 )

Wj(z) −
7

96

∑

j∈H(z, 1
144 )

Wj(z).
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Proof. Let F and D be the set of items that are sold out and the set of agents that use up their budgets
in our solution, respectively. According to Algorithm 4, for a pair (i, k(i)), if i /∈ D and k(i) /∈ F ,

wi,k(i) < rk(i) =
1

12
Wj(z

S). (8)

We observe two lower bounds of the objective value of our solution: ALG ≥∑j∈F
1
12Wj(z

S), and

ALG ≥
∑

i∈D

Bi ≥
∑

j /∈F

∑

i∈D

zijwij =
∑

j /∈F





∑

i∈R

zijwij −
∑

i∈R\D
zijwij





≥
∑

j /∈F

max

{

0,

(

∑

i∈R

zijwij −
1

12
Wj(z

S)

)}

,

where the last inequality used Equation (8).

For simplicity, use Wj(z ∩ S) to denote
∑

i∈S zijwij . Combing the two lower bounds, we have

2ALG ≥
∑

j∈F

1

12
Wj(z

S) +
∑

j /∈F

max

{

0,

(

Wj(z ∩R)− 1

12
Wj(z

S)

)}

,

and thus,

2E(ALG) ≥
∑

j∈[m]

E

(

1j∈F · 1

12
Wj(z

S) + 1j /∈F ·
(

Wj(z ∩R)− 1

12
Wj(z

S)

))

, (9)

where 1(·) is an indicator function of the event (·).
According to the definition of H̄(z, 1

144 ), Chebyshev’s inequality and the concentration lemma [14,
Lemma 2], for any item j ∈ H̄(z, 1

144 ), we have

Pr[
1

3
Wj(z) ≤ Wj(z ∩ S) ≤ 2

3
Wj(z)] ≥

15

16
, (10)

which implies that with high probability,

Wj(z ∩R)− 1

12
Wj(z

S) ≥ 1

3
Wj(z) −

1

12
Wj(z

S) ≥ 1

12
Wj(z

S), (11)

where the last inequality used the selling revenue monotonicity. Use Πj to denote the event that the
sampled subset S satisfies 1

3Wj(z) ≤ Wj(z∩S) ≤ 2
3Wj(z). Combining Equation (9) and Equation (11),

2E(ALG) ≥
∑

j∈H̄(z, 1
144 )

Pr[Πj ] · E
(

1j∈F · 1

12
Wj(z

S) + 1j /∈F ·
(

Wj(z ∩R)− 1

12
Wj(z

S)

) ∣

∣

∣

∣

Πj

)

≥ 1

12
·

∑

j∈H̄(z, 1
144 )

Pr[Πj ] · E
(

Wj(z
S)

∣

∣

∣

∣

Πj

)

.

(12)
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We continue to find a lower bound of
∑

j∈H̄(z, 1
144 )

Pr[Πj ] · E
(

Wj(z
S)

∣

∣

∣

∣

Πj

)

. Observe that

∑

j∈[m]

E
(

Wj(z
S)
)

=
∑

j∈H(z, 1
144 )

E
(

Wj(z
S)
)

+
∑

j∈H̄(z, 1
144 )

E
(

Wj(z
S)
)

=
∑

j∈H(z, 1
144 )

E
(

Wj(z
S)
)

+
∑

j∈H̄(z, 1
144 )

Pr[Πj ] · E
(

Wj(z
S)

∣

∣

∣

∣

Πj

)

+
∑

j∈H̄(z, 1
144 )

Pr[qΠj ] · E
(

Wj(z
S)

∣

∣

∣

∣

qΠj

)

≤
∑

j∈H(z, 1
144 )

E
(

Wj(z
S)
)

+
∑

j∈H̄(z, 1
144 )

Pr[Πj ] · E
(

Wj(z
S)

∣

∣

∣

∣

Πj

)

+
1

16
·

∑

j∈H̄(z, 1
144 )

E

(

Wj(z
S)

∣

∣

∣

∣

qΠj

)

[Equation (10)]

≤
∑

j∈H̄(z, 1
144 )

Pr[Πj ] · E
(

Wj(z
S)

∣

∣

∣

∣

Πj

)

+ 2
∑

j∈H(z, 1
144 )

Wj(z)

+
1

8

∑

j∈H̄(z, 1
144 )

Wj(z) [selling revenue monotonicity]

Combining the above inequality and Corollary 3, we get the lower bound:

∑

j∈H̄(z, 1
144 )

Pr[Πj ] · E
(

Wj(z
S)

∣

∣

∣

∣

Πj

)

+ 2
∑

j∈H(z, 1
144 )

Wj(z) +
1

8

∑

j∈H̄(z, 1
144 )

Wj(z) ≥
1

4

∑

j∈[m]

Wj(z)

∑

j∈H̄(z, 1
144 )

Pr[Πj ] · E
(

Wj(z
S)

∣

∣

∣

∣

Πj

)

≥ 1

8

∑

j∈H̄(z, 1
144 )

Wj(z) −
7

4

∑

j∈H(z, 1
144 )

Wj(z).

Thus, due to Equation (12), we complete the proof:

E(ALG) ≥ 1

192

∑

j∈H̄(z, 1
144 )

Wj(z)−
7

96

∑

j∈H(z, 1
144 )

Wj(z)

Proof (Proof of Theorem 5). Combing Lemma 3, Lemma 4 and the probabilities set in Algorithm 4,

E(ALG) ≥ 45

47
· 1

288

∑

j∈H(z, 1
144 )

Wj(z) +
2

47
·





1

192

∑

j∈H̄(z, 1
144 )

Wj(z)−
7

96

∑

j∈H(z, 1
144 )

Wj(z)





=
1

4512

∑

j∈[m]

Wj(z) ≥
1

27072
OPT,

where the last inequality used Theorem 4.

Finally, we present our final mechanism in Algorithm 5. The only difference from Algorithm 4 is
that in the last step of the second procedure, we let the agent choose any item she wants as long as
she can afford the reserve price, and then charge her the maximum willingness-to-pay.

Theorem 6. Algorithm 5 is feasible, truthful, and constant-approximate.
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Algorithm 5 Multiple Items Auction for Unit Demand Agents

Input: The reported budgets {Bi}i∈[n], the reported value profile {vij}i∈[n],j∈[m] and the reported target
ratios {τi}i∈[n].

Output: An allocation and payments.
1: Initially, set allocation xij ← 0 ∀i ∈ [n], j ∈ [m] and payment pi ← 0 ∀i ∈ [n].
2: With probability of 45/53, run Algorithm 2. ⊲ Indivisibly Selling Procedure
3: With probability of 8/53, begin ⊲ Random Sampling Procedure
4: Randomly divide all the agents with equal probability into set S and R.
5: Run Algorithm 3 on the sampled agent set S and use

(

zS = {zSij},p(zS) = {pi(zS)}
)

to denote the
output.

6: For each item j, set the reserve price rj ← 1
12
Wj(z

S).
7: Let agents in R come in an arbitrarily fixed order. When each agent i comes, use Rj to denote the

remaining fraction of each item j, and let her pick the most profitable item

k(i) := argmax
j:rj≤

vij
τi

vij ·min{Bi

rj
, Rj}.

8: Set xi,k(i) ← min{ Bi

rk(i)
, Rk(i)}, pi ← min{wi,k(i)xi,k(i), Bi} if item k(i) exists.

9: end

10: return Allocation {xij}i∈[n],j∈[m] and payments {pi}i∈[n].

Proof. According to Theorem 3, the first procedure is feasible and truthful. For the second procedure,
the mechanism is truthful since any agent is charged her maximum willingness-to-pay. Then according
to the same argument in the proof of Theorem 2, we can prove the truthfulness.

The following focuses on analyzing the approximation ratio. To this end, we couple the randomness
in Algorithm 5 and Algorithm 4. The two algorithms are almost identical to each other except for
one line and their randomness can be coupled perfectly. If by the coupling of randomness, both
algorithms execute the first procedure, they are exactly identical and thus Lemma 3 also apples to
Algorithm 5. Now, by randomness, they both execute the second procedure. In the second procedure,
we can further couple the randomness so that they randomly sample the same set S. Conditional on
all these (they both execute the second procedure and sample the same set S), we prove that the
revenue of Algorithm 5 is at least 1

4 of that of Algorithm 4.
Let (x,p) and (x′,p′) be the two solutions respectively of Algorithm 5 and Algorithm 4 under

the above conditions. Let ALG and ALG′ be their revenues respectively. Use A′
j to denote the agents

who buy some fractions of item j in solution x′. According to Algorithm 4,

ALG′ =
∑

j∈[m]

∑

i∈A′

j

x′
ijrj .

For an item j, if the corresponding revenue in Algorithm 5’s solution Wj(x) ≥ 1
2rj , we have

∑

i∈A′

j
x′
ijrj ≤ 2Wj(x), and then summing over all such items,

∑

j:Wj(x)≥ 1
2 rj

∑

i∈A′

j

x′
ijrj ≤

∑

j:Wj(x)≥ 1
2 rj

2Wj(x) ≤ 2ALG. (13)

For each item j with Wj(x) <
1
2rj , we distinguish three cases for agents in A′

j based on (x,p): (1)
pi = Bi, (2) pi < Bi and xij > 0, and (3) pi < Bi and xij = 0.

For case (1), clearly,
x′
ijrj ≤ Bi = pi. (14)

For case (2), since Wj(x) <
1
2rj , the remaining fraction of item j is at least 1/2 when Algorithm 5

let agent i buy, and therefore, xij ≥ min{ 1
2 ,

Bi

rj
}. According to pi < Bi, we have pi = wijxij ≥
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rj min
{

1
2 ,

Bi

rj

}

. Then, due to x′
ij ≤ min{1, Bi

rj
},

x′
ijrj ≤ 2pi. (15)

For case (3), suppose that agent i buys item k in solution x. Since the remaining fraction of item
j is at least 1/2 and the agent always pick the most profitable part in Algorithm 5, we have

min

{

1

2
,
Bi

rj

}

· vij ≤ xikvik and min

{

1

2
,
Bi

rj

}

· wij ≤ xikwik.

Again, due to pi < Bi, rj ≤ wij and x′
ij ≤ min{1, Bi

rj
}, we have

1

2
x′
ijrj ≤ min

{

1

2
,
Bi

rj

}

· wij ≤ xikwik = pi. (16)

Due to Equation (14), Equation (15) and Equation (16), for an item with Wj(x) <
1
2rj , in either

case, we always have x′
ijrj ≤ 2pi. Thus, summing over all such items and the corresponding agents,

∑

j:Wj(x)<
1
2 rj

∑

i∈A′

j

x′
ijrj ≤

∑

j:Wj(x)<
1
2 rj

∑

i∈A′

j

2pi ≤ 2ALG. (17)

Combining Equation (13) and Equation (17) proves ALG′ ≤ 4ALG. Combining this with Lemma 4,
we know that The expected revenue obtained by the second procedure in Algorithm 5 is at least

1

768

∑

j∈H̄(z, 1
144 )

Wj(z)−
7

384

∑

j∈H(z, 1
144 )

Wj(z).

Further combining with Lemma 3, which we argued also applies to Algorithm 5, we have the expected
revenue obtained by Algorithm 5 is at least

45

53
· 1

288

∑

j∈H(z, 1
144 )

Wj(z) +
8

53
·





1

768

∑

j∈H̄(z, 1
144 )

Wj(z)−
7

384

∑

j∈H(z, 1
144 )

Wj(z)





=
1

5088

∑

j∈[m]

Wj(z) ≥
1

30528
OPT.

Remark 2. In the proof of Theorem 6, we have not tried to optimize the constants in our analysis
in the interests of expositional simplicity. The parameters (e.g. 45/47 and 1/144) in our algorithm
and analysis can be easily replaced by some other constants in (0, 1) to obtain another constant
approximation ratio.

4 Multiple Items Auction For Additive Agents

This section studies the setting where the auctioneer has multiple items to sell and the agents are addi-
tive, that is, everyone can buy multiple items and obtain the sum value of the items. This environment
is more challenging than the previous one, and some algorithmic ideas introduced in the last section
are hard to apply. For example, one of the most critical components of Algorithm 5 is indivisibly
selling, which is based on the observation that selling indivisible goods to unit-demand agents is much
easier than selling divisible goods. However, this is not true in the additive valuation environment.
To quickly see this, suppose that we have an approximation mechanism for selling indivisible goods
to additive agents. Then we can obtain a mechanism with almost the same approximation ratio by
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splitting each item into tiny sub-items and selling them indivisibly. Thus, in the additive valuation
environment, selling indivisible items is harder than selling divisible items.

Fortunately, we find that the idea of random sampling still works in this environment. Due to the
relationship between our model and the liquid welfare maximizing model, the theoretical guarantee
of the random sampling mechanism in [22] directly implies a constant approximation of our problem
under a large market assumption on the agents’ budgets (that is, Bi ≤ OPT

m·c for any agent i, where
c is a sufficiently large constant). This part is technically simple. We only state the theorem and the
high-level idea here and defer some details to Appendix B.

Theorem 7. There exists a truthful constant approximation for multiple items auction among addi-
tive agents under the large market assumption.

Proof (Proof Sketch). For an instance I = (B,v, τ ) of our model, we can easily construct a liquid
welfare maximization instance I ′ = (B′,w′), where for each agent i, the budget B′

i = Bi and the
valuation w′

ij =
vij
τi

∀j ∈ [m]. Since given the same allocation, the maximum willingness-to-pay of an
agent in I is exactly the agent’s liquid welfare in I ′, we see that the two instances share the same
offline optimal objective values.

Our mechanism is simply running the random sampling mechanism proposed in [22]6 on the
reduced instance I ′. [22] showed that when the agents are quasi-linear utility maximizers subject to
budget constraints, the total revenue obtained by the mechanism is at least a constant fraction of the
optimal objective.

We note that the behavior of a value maximizer in the random sampling mechanism is different
from the behavior of a quasi-linear utility maximizer. Thus, we cannot directly say that the proof has
been completed due to OPT(I) = OPT(I ′). The mechanism lets the agents come in a fixed order
and allows each arrived agent to buy any fraction of the items she wants at the reserve prices. A
quasi-linear utility maximizer will never buy any fraction of the items with reserve prices higher than
the valuations (over the target ratio). However, a value maximizer may be interested in buying such
items because the overall RoS constraint can still be satisfied even if for some items, the bought prices
are higher than the valuations (over the target ratio).

We complete the proof by showing that the revenue obtained among value maximizers is always
at least that obtained among quasi-linear utility maximizers. The key observation is that When an
agent comes, regardless of the type, she computes a knapsack optimization problem with constraints.
In other words, the agent sorts all the available items in the decreasing order of the ratio of valuation
w′

ij to the reserve price rj , and then buys them sequentially as long as the constraints are satisfied.
For a quasi-linear utility maximizer, she will keep buying until the budget is exhausted or all the

remaining items have
w′

ij

ri
< 1; while a value maximizer may not stop immediately at the time that

all the remaining items have
w′

ij

ri
< 1 when she still has budget left, instead, she will continue buying

until the budget is used up or the overall RoS constraint is about to be violated. According to the
above argument, it is easy to verify that the sold fraction of each item is non-decreasing when the
agent becomes a value maximizer, and thus, the total revenue obtained among value maximizers is
non-decreasing and can be bounded by a constant fraction of OPT(I).

5 Conclusion and Open Problems

We investigate the emerging value maximizer in recent literature but also significantly depart from
their modeling. We believe that the model and benchmark proposed in this paper are, on the one
hand, more realistic and, on the other hand, friendlier to the AGT community. We get a few non-trivial
positive results which indicate that this model and benchmark is indeed tractable. There are also many
more open questions left. For additive valuation, it is open if we can get a constant approximation.

6 See Appendix B for the description of the mechanism
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It is interesting to design a mechanism with a better approximation for the setting of the single item
and unit demand since our current ratio is fairly large. We also want to point out that no lower bound
is obtained in this model, and thus any non-trivial lower bound is interesting. We get a much better
approximation ratio for the single-item environment when valuation and budget are public than in the
fully private setting. However, this is not a separation since we have no lower bound. Any separation
result for different information models in terms of public and private is interesting.
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A Partially Private Setting

This section studies a partially private setting proposed by [5] where the budgets and values are all
public. We first show that a better constant approximation for the single item auction can be obtained
when the budgets become public in Appendix A.1. Then we build on the new single item auction to
give an Ω( 1√

n
) approximation for multiple items auction among additive agents with public budgets

and values in Appendix A.2.

A.1 Single Item Auction with Public Budgets

This subsection improves upon the previous approximation in Theorem 2 when the agents’ budgets
become public. The high-level idea is similar to the uniform price auction for liquid welfare maxi-
mization proposed in [18], which is allocating the item according to the maximum selling price such
that if all agents buy the item at this price per unit, the item is guaranteed to be sold out. Such a
selling price is referred to be a market clearing price. However, new truthfulness challenges arise when
applying the market clearing price idea to our auction environment. For example, there may exist
such a case that the market clearing price remains unchanged when some agent changes the reported
profile. Then in this case, the agent may misreport a lower target ratio or a larger value to obtain
more goods without violating any constraint.

To solve this issue, we use a simple scaling technique to partition the agents into two levels according
to their reported profile and let the agents in the lower level buy the item at the market clearing price
while the agents in the higher level have to pay a slightly higher price. The agent who determines the
market clearing price always stays in the lower level, and she can obtain more goods only if she jumps
into the higher level by increasing the reported vi

τi
. However, in that case, the agent needs to pay a

higher price that violates her RoS constraint. Thus, the agent has no incentive to misreport a lower
ratio. The detailed mechanism is stated in Algorithm 6. This subsection aims to show the following
theorem.

Theorem 8. For any parameter ǫ > 0, Algorithm 6 is truthful and achieves an approximation ratio
of 1

(1+ǫ)(2+ǫ) , which tends to 1
2 when ǫ approaches 0.

We first show that the allocation satisfies the budget constraint and the reported RoS constraint
of each agent, then discuss the truthfulness, and finally give the analysis of the approximation ratio.

Lemma 5. Given any τ , for each agent i, we have pi ≤ Bi and τipi ≤ xivi.

Proof. We discuss case by case. If B[k] > wk+1, for an agent i ≤ k, we have

pi =
Bi · C[k]

(1 + ǫ)B[k]
< Bi,

and
pi
xi

= C[k] ≤ wk ≤ wi ≤
vi
τi
.

The first inequality in the second formula used the fact that k is an index with B[k] ≤ wk and wk is
an exponential multiple of 1+ ǫ. For all other agents, obviously, the two constraints are satisfied since
their payments are 0.

Consider the case that B[k] ≤ wk+1. For an agent i ≤ k, clearly, the budget constraint is satisfied.
If wi > wk+1, since each wi is an exponential multiple of 1 + ǫ, we have wi ≥ (1 + ǫ)wk+1, and

pi
xi

= (1 + ǫ)wk+1 ≤ wi ≤
vi
τi
.
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Algorithm 6 Single Item Auction with Public Budgets

Input: The budgets {Bi}i∈[n], the reported value profile {vi}i∈[n], the reported target ratios {τi}i∈[n], and a
parameter ǫ > 0.

Output: An allocation and payments.
1: For each agent i ∈ [n], round vi/τi down slightly such that it is an exponential multiple of 1 + ǫ, i.e.,

wi := (1 + ǫ)
⌊log(1+ǫ)

vi
τi

⌋
.

2: Reindex the agents such that w1 ≥ w2 ≥ ... ≥ wn and break the ties in a fixed manner.
3: For any index k ∈ [n], define B[k] :=

∑k

i=1 Bi.
4: Find the maximum index k such that B[k] ≤ wk.
5: if B[k] > wk+1 then

6: Round B[k] up to C[k] := (1 + ǫ)⌈log(1+ǫ) B[k]⌉

7: for each agent i = 1, ..., n do

8: if i ≤ k then

9: xi ← Bi

(1+ǫ)B[k]
, pi ← xi · C[k].

10: else

11: xi ← 0, pi ← 0.
12: end if

13: end for

14: else ⊲ B[k] ≤ wk+1

15: for each agent i = 1, ..., n do

16: if i ≤ k then ⊲ Note that wi ≥ wk+1 in this case
17: If wi > wk+1, xi ← Bi

(1+ǫ)wk+1
, pi ← xi · (1 + ǫ)wk+1.

18: If wi = wk+1, xi ← Bi

(1+ǫ)wk+1
, pi ← xi · wk+1.

19: else

20: If i = k + 1, xk+1 ← 1
1+ǫ
− B[k]

(1+ǫ)wk+1
, pk+1 ← xi · wk+1.

21: If i > k + 1, xi ← 0, pi ← 0.
22: end if

23: end for

24: end if

25: return Allocation {xi}i∈[n] and payments {pi}i∈[n].

Otherwise, we have wi = wk+1 and

pi
xi

= wk+1 = wi ≤
vi
τi
.

For agent k + 1, the budget constraint holds because for index k + 1, B[k + 1] > wk+1 (otherwise, k
is not the maximum index with B[k] ≤ wk). More specifically,

pk+1 =
wk+1 −B[k]

1 + ǫ
=

Bk+1 + wk+1 −B[k + 1]

1 + ǫ
< Bk+1.

The RoS constraint is also easy to show:

pi
xi

≤ wk+1 ≤ vi
τi
.

Finally, for all other agents, the two constraints are satisfied since their payments are 0.

Then we prove the truthfulness. Notice that changing the reported profile may change the indices
of the agents in step 2. To avoid confusion, we use agent a to represent a certain agent. We first show
that any agent a will not misreport a lower va

τa
because when va

τa
becomes smaller, xa cannot increase

(Lemma 6); and then build on the RoS constraints to prove the other hand (Lemma 7).

Lemma 6. For any agent a, xa is non-increasing as va
τa

decreases.
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Proof. Given a reported profile (v, τ ), refer to p̄ = max{B[k], wk+1} as the market clearing price.
Decreasing va

τa
unilaterally may change the value of k, the top-k agents S, the index π(a) of agent

a, and the market clearing price p̄. Use k′, S′, π′(a) and p̄′ to denote the three terms respectively

after decreasing va
τa

to
v′

a

τ ′
a
. Clearly, if the current index π(a) is already larger than k, xa is either 0 or

1
1+ǫ −

B[k]
(1+ǫ)wk+1

, and will not increase as va
τa

decreases. Thus, we only need to consider the case that

π(a) is at most k, i.e., xa = Ba

(1+ǫ)p̄ .

Due to the observation that mini∈S\{a} wi ≥ mini∈S wi ≥ ∑

i∈S Bi >
∑

i∈S\{a} Bi, we have

k′ ≥ k − 1 and S \ {a} ⊆ S′ after decreasing va
τa
. If k′ = k − 1, w.l.o.g., we can assume that the new

index π′(a) is k′ + 1 and the new market clearing price p̄′ is w′
a; otherwise, agent a obtains nothing.

Let agent b be the (k+1)-th player when the reported profile is (v, τ ). Since π′(a) = k′+1 = k, agent
a still ranks higher than agent b, i.e., w′

a ≥ wb. Then according to the definition of k′, we see that the
market clearing price decreases:

p̄ =
∑

i∈S

Bi > w′
a = p̄′.

Thus,

x′
a =

1

1 + ǫ
−
∑

i∈S\{a} Bi

(1 + ǫ)p̄′
<

1

1 + ǫ
−
∑

i∈S\{a} Bi

(1 + ǫ)p̄
=

∑

i∈S Bi −
∑

i∈S\{a} Bi

(1 + ǫ)p̄
= xa.

For the case that k′ ≥ k, we claim that either agent a or agent b is contained in S′. Suppose
that b /∈ S′. Since only agent a changes the reported profile, it is easy to verify that k′ = k and
S′ = S, implying that p̄′ = p̄ = max{∑i∈S Bi, wb} and x′

a = xa. If b ∈ S′, due to the fact that
∑

i∈S\{a} Bi + Ba + Bb > wb (the definition of k), agent a can not belong to S′. Without loss of

generality, assume that π′(a) = k′ + 1 and p̄′ = w′
a; otherwise, x

′
a = 0. We also see that the market

clearing price is non-increasing: p̄ ≥ wb ≥ p̄′. Thus,

x′
a =

1

1 + ǫ
−
∑

i∈S′ Bi

(1 + ǫ)p̄′
≤ 1

1 + ǫ
−
∑

i∈S\{a} Bi +Bb

(1 + ǫ)p̄
=

p̄−∑i∈S\{a} Bi −Bb

(1 + ǫ)p̄
.

Regardless of whether p̄ takes the value wb or
∑

i∈S Bi, we always have p̄−∑i∈S\{a} Bi −Bb < Ba,

which implies that x′
a < xa and completes the proof.

Lemma 7. Consider any agent a and any
v′

a

τ ′
a
> va

τa
. If x′

a > xa, then vax
′
a < τap

′
a.

Proof. Use p̄ to denote the market clearing price when the reported profile is (v, τ ). Clearly, if wa > p̄,

we have x′
a = xa for any

v′

a

τ ′
a
> va

τa
. In other words, x′

a > xa happens only when wa ≤ p̄.

We distinguish two cases. First, if wa < p̄, the current price of the item (for agent a) is at least
(1 + ǫ)wa. Noticing that increasing va

τa
cannot decrease the price, we have

pa
xa

≥ (1 + ǫ)wa >
va
τa

.

For the case that wa = p̄. Since Algorithm 6 breaks the ties in a fixed manner, xa increases only
when agent a jumps to the higher level, i.e., w′

a > p̄. Thus, according to the payment rule, we still
have

pa
xa

≥ (1 + ǫ)wa >
va
τa

.

Combining Lemma 6 and Lemma 7 proves the truthfulness of the mechanism. Finally, we analyze
the approximation ratio of the mechanism.

Lemma 8. Algorithm 6 is 1
(1+ǫ)(2+ǫ) -approximation.
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Algorithm 7 Multiple Items Auction for Additive Agents in the Partially Private Setting

Input: The value profile {vij}i∈[n],j∈[m], the budgets {Bi}i∈[n], the reported target ratios {τi}i∈[n] and a
parameter ǫ > 0.

Output: An allocation and payments.

1: For each agent i, divide the budget into m sub-budgets:
{

Bij = Bi · vij∑
j′∈[m] vij′

}

j∈[m]
.

2: for each item j do

3: Run Algorithm 6 on the input
(

{vij}i∈[n], {Bij}i∈[n], {τi}i∈[n], ǫ
)

and obtain the solution
(

zj = {zij}i∈[n],p(zj) = {pi(zj)}i∈[n]

)

4: Pick the (k + 1)-th agent a in the permutation generated by the last line.
5: If zaj < 1

2
, set zaj ← 0, pi(zj)← 0. ⊲ Item Supply Clipping

6: end for

7: for each agent i do
8: For each item j, define Ti(j) := {j′ ∈ [m] | zij′ ≥ zij} and Ui(j) := zij ·

∑

j′∈Ti(j)
vij′ .

9: Define h(i) := argmaxj∈[m] Ui(j). For each item j, set xij ← zi,h(i) if j ∈ Ti(h(i)) and 0 otherwise.

Then, let pi ← min
{

Bi,
Ui(h(i))

τi

}

.

10: end for

11: return Allocation {xij}i∈[n],j∈[m] and payments {pi}i∈[n].

Proof. The proof is technically simple and similar to the analysis in [18, Theorem 4.4]. Use OPT
and ALG to denote the optimal payment and our payment respectively. We first give an upper
bound of OPT and then establish the relationship between the upper bound and ALG. For the
top-k agents, due to the budget constraints, the optimal mechanism charges them at most B[k]; while
for all the remaining agents, due to the RoS constraints, the optimal mechanism charges them at most
maxi>k

vi
τi

≤ (1 + ǫ)wk+1. Namely,

OPT ≤ B[k] + (1 + ǫ)wk+1.

Then we analyze ALG. If B[k] > wk+1, our total payment is

ALG =
∑

i∈[k]

pi =
∑

i∈[k]

Bi · C[k]

(1 + ǫ)B[k]
≥ B[k]

(1 + ǫ)
>

wk+1

(1 + ǫ)
;

while if B[k] ≤ wk+1, the total payment is

ALG =
∑

i∈[k]

pi + pk+1 ≥ B[k]

1 + ǫ
+

wk+1

1 + ǫ
− B[k]

1 + ǫ
=

wk+1

1 + ǫ
≥ B[k]

1 + ǫ
.

Thus, in either case, we have

(1 + ǫ)ALG + (1 + ǫ)2ALG > OPT

ALG >
OPT

(1 + ǫ)(2 + ǫ)
.

A.2 Multiple Items Auction for Additive Agents

In this subsection, we build on the aforementioned single-item auction to give a truthful mechanism for
multiple-items auction. The mechanism is described in Algorithm 7. One critical part of the mechanism
is that it splits the budget of each agent and runs Algorithm 6 for each item to get solution (z,p(z)).
We observe that although each single item auction is truthful individually, outputting (z,p(z)) directly
gives an untruthful mechanism. An agent may misreport a lower target ratio to obtain more value
because even if for some item j, the RoS constraint is violated (i.e., ∃j ∈ [m],

vijzij
pi(zj)

< τi), it is possible
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that the overall RoS constraint still holds when summing over all items because the return-on-spend
ratio

vijzij
pi(zj)

of each bought item j is different.

A natural idea to handle this issue is raising the purchase prices of some items for an agent to
guarantee that the agent’s return-on-spend ratio of each bought item equals min

j:pi(zj)>0

vijzij
pi(zj)

so that

once the agent violates the RoS constraint on some item, the overall RoS constraint must also be
violated. Following this line, since the purchase prices are raised, to maintain the budget constraints,
we need to reduce the number of items assigned to each agent. Thus, in Algorithm 7, we introduce Ti(j)
and let agent i buy at most zij fraction of any item j′ ∈ Ti(j). Finally, to maximize the total revenue,
the mechanism charges each agent her maximum willingness-to-pay. We state the main theorem in
the following.

Theorem 9. Algorithm 7 is feasible, truthful, and obtains an approximation ratio of Ω( 1√
n
) when the

budget profile and the value profile are public.

Feasibility and Truthfulness We start by proving the feasibility and the truthfulness of the mech-
anism.

Lemma 9. For each item j ∈ [m], Algorithm 7 satisfies the unit item supply constraint:
∑

i∈[n] xij ≤
1. For each agent i ∈ [n], the mechanism satisfies the budget constraint and the RoS constraint: pi ≤ Bi

and τipi ≤
∑

j∈[m] xijvij .

Proof. For each item j, since zj is the assignments returned by running Algorithm 6 and applying
an item supply clipping, we have

∑

i∈[n] zij ≤ 1. According to the definition of Ti(h(i)), for any item

j ∈ Ti(h(i)), zij ≥ zi,h(i) and thus, xij = zi,h(i) ≤ zij , proving that the unit item supply constraints
are satisfied.

For each agent i, the mechanism charges her min
{

Bi,
Ui(h(i))

τi

}

. According to the definition of

Ui(h(i)), we see that this is exactly the total value of the obtained items. Hence, the mechanism
satisfies the budget constraint and the RoS constraint.

Similar to the last subsection, we use two lemmas to prove the truthfulness.

Lemma 10. For any agent i,
∑

j∈[m] vijxij is non-increasing as τi increases.

Proof. For each agent-item pair (i, j), according to Lemma 6, zij is non-increasing as τi increases,
which implies that Ui(j) is also non-increasing. Since h(i) is the item that obtains the maximum value
of Ui(j), Ui(h(i)) is non-increasing. As mentioned above, Ui(h(i)) is exactly the total obtained value.
Thus, we have

∑

j∈[m] vijxij = Ui(h(i)) is non-increasing as τi increases.

Lemma 11. Consider any agent i and any τ ′i < τi. If
∑

j∈[m] vijx
′
ij >

∑

j∈[m] vijxij , then
∑

j∈[m] vijx
′
ij <

τip
′
i.

Proof. Consider an agent i and any τ ′i < τi, if
∑

j∈[m] vijx
′
ij >

∑

j∈[m] vijxij , there must exist at least

one item l ∈ T ′
i (h

′(i)) such that z′il > zil ≥ 0; otherwise, the agent cannot obtain more valuable items.
According to Lemma 7, we have

p′i(z
′
l)

z′il
>

vil
τi

.

Consider the following payment rule: for each item j, we charge the agent

q′ij = x′
ij ·

p′i(z
′
l)

z′il
· vij
vil

.
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Clearly, this payment rule violates the RoS constraint for any item j:

q′ij
x′
ij

=
p′i(z

′
l)

z′il
· vij
vil

>
vil
τi

· vij
vil

=
vij
τi

,

and thus,
∑

j∈[m]

q′ij >

∑

j∈[m] vijx
′
ij

τi
.

Finally, we show that p′i = min
{

Bi,
U ′

i(h
′(i))

τ ′

i

}

≥ ∑

j∈[m] q
′
ij . According to Lemma 5, the single

item auction mechanism satisfies p′i(z
′
l) ≤ Bil and p′i(z

′
l) ≤

vilz
′

il

τ ′

i
. Thus, for each item j ∈ T ′

i (h
′(i)),

due to x′
ij ≤ z′il and

Bil

vil
=

Bij

vij
, we have

q′ij = x′
ij ·

p′i(z
′
l)

z′il
· vij
vil

≤ Bij ,

and

q′ij = x′
ij ·

p′i(z
′
l)

z′il
· vij
vil

≤ x′
ij ·

vij
τ ′i

.

Summing over all the items,

∑

j∈[m]

q′ij ≤ min

{

Bi,

∑

j∈[m] x
′
ijvij

τ ′i

}

= p′i ,

completing the proof.

Lemma 10 prevents an agent from misreporting a target ratio higher than the actual ratio since
the agent is a value maximizer, while Lemma 11 guarantees that the agent cannot misreport a ratio
lower than the actual ratio because otherwise, her RoS constraint will be violated. Thus, combing
these two lemmas proves the truthfulness7.

Approximation Ratio This subsection analyzes the approximation ratio of Algorithm 7. As men-
tioned above, at the beginning stage of the mechanism, we split the budget of each agent based on
the value profile. To streamline the analysis, we consider the setting where each agent i can only use
the sub-budget Bij to buy some fractions of each item j. Use OPT to denote the optimal objective of
this sub-budget constrained setting. According to the approximation ratio of Algorithm 6 (Lemma 8)
and the item supply clipping bar 1/2, we have

∑

i∈[n],j∈[m]

zij · pi(zj) ≥
1

2(1 + ǫ)(2 + ǫ)
·OPT (18)

for any ǫ > 0. This inequality splits our proof into two parts. We first show that OPT is at least
1

2
√
n+3

·OPT, and then establish the relationship between our objective value and
∑

i∈[n],j∈[m] zijpi(zj).

Lemma 12. OPT ≥ 1
2
√
n+3

·OPT

7 We can also claim that Lemma 10 and Lemma 11 immediately prove the truthfulness according to [5,
Lemma 2.1]
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Algorithm 8 Greedy Matching for the Sub-budget Constrained Setting

Input: The value profile {vij}i∈[n],j∈[m], the budgets {Bij}i∈[n],j∈[m] and the reported target ratios {τi}i∈[n].
Output: An allocation and payments.
1: For each agent-item pair (i, j) ∈ [n]× [m], define its weight wij :=

vij

τi
. Sort all the pairs in the decreasing

order of their weights and break the ties in a fixed manner.
2: for each agent-item pair (i, j) in the order do
3: Let Rj be the remaining fraction of item j.

4: Set xij ← min{Rj ,
Bij

wij
}.

5: end for

6: For each agent i, pi ←
∑

j∈[m] wijxij .

7: return Allocation {xij}i∈[n],j∈[m] and payments {pi}i∈[n].

Proof. Instead of comparing OPT and OPT directly, we introduce a simple greedy algorithm for the
sub-budget constrained setting in Algorithm 8 and show that the objective GREEDY obtained by the
algorithm is at least 1

2
√
n+3

·OPT.

Use (x,p) and (x∗,p∗) to represent the solution of Algorithm 8 and the optimal solution (of the
original setting) respectively. We partition all the agents into two groups: S := {i ∈ [n] | pi ≥ Bi/

√
n}

and R := {i ∈ [n] | pi < Bi/
√
n}, and get an upper bound of OPT:

OPT =
∑

i∈[n],j∈[m]

x∗
ijwij ≤

∑

i∈S

Bi +
∑

j∈[m]

∑

i∈R

x∗
ijwij ≤

√
n ·GREEDY +

∑

j∈[m]

∑

i∈R

x∗
ijwij . (19)

The remaining part is to prove that
∑

j∈[m]

∑

i∈R x∗
ijwij can also be bounded by O(

√
n)·GREEDY.

For each item j, define a(j) := argmaxi∈R wij to be the agent i ∈ R with the maximum wij . Clearly,

∑

j∈[m]

∑

i∈R

x∗
ijwij ≤

∑

j∈[m]

wa(j),j . (20)

We further partition all the items into two groups based on their assignments in the greedy solution:
P := {j ∈ [m] | xa(j),jwa(j),j < Ba(j),j} and Q := {j ∈ [m] | xa(j),jwa(j),j = Ba(j),j}.

For each item j ∈ P , if sorting all agents in the decreasing order of {wij}, agent a(j) is either the
last agent who buys item j in Algorithm 8, or ranks behind the last agent buying item j; otherwise,
agent a(j) must exhaust the sub-budget Ba(j),j . Thus, wa(j),j ≤ Wj(x), and therefore,

∑

j∈P

wa(j),j ≤
∑

j∈P

Wj(x) ≤ GREEDY. (21)

For the items in Q, we reorganize the corresponding formula:

∑

j∈Q

wa(j),j =
∑

i∈R

∑

j∈Q:a(j)=i

wij . (22)

For simplicity, use Q(i) to denote the item subset {j ∈ Q | a(j) = i}. We aim to show that ∀i ∈ R,
∑

j∈Q(i) wij is at most GREEDY/(
√
n−1), and thus, their sum can be bounded by O(

√
n)·GREEDY.

For each agent i ∈ R, due to the similar argument in the last paragraph, we have

∑

j /∈Q(i)

wij ≤
∑

j /∈Q(i)

Wj(x) ≤ GREEDY. (23)

Recall that any agent i ∈ R pays less than Bi√
n
. It is easy to observe that for an agent i ∈ R, the

sum budget of the items in Q(i) is very limited because the agent spends very little compared to the
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budget even though she has exhausted the sub-budgets of these items. More formally, we have

∑

j∈Q(i)

Bij <
Bi√
n

∑

j∈Q(i)

Bi ·
vij

∑

j′∈[m] vij′
≤ Bi√

n
∑

j∈Q(i) wij
∑

j∈Q(i) wij +
∑

j /∈Q(i) wij
≤ 1√

n
∑

j∈Q(i)

wij ≤
1√
n− 1

∑

j /∈Q(i)

wij .

(24)

Combing Equation (22), Equation (23) and Equation (24) and then summing over all agents in R,
we have

∑

j∈Q

wa(j),j =
∑

i∈R

∑

j∈Q(i)

wij ≤
n√
n− 1

·GREEDY. (25)

Finally, combing Equation (19), Equation (20), Equation (21) and Equation (25) completes the
proof:

OPT ≤
(√

n+ 1 +
n√
n− 1

)

·GREEDY ≤ (2
√
n+ 3)OPT.

Lemma 13. For any ǫ > 0, ALG ≥ min
{

1
2 ,

1
1+ǫ

}

·∑i∈[n],j∈[m] zijpi(zj)

Proof. We prove the lemma by showing that for any agent i, pi ≥ min
{

1
2 ,

1
1+ǫ

}

·∑j∈[m] zijpi(zj).

Consider an arbitrary agent i. Use g(i) to denote the item j with the minimum non-zero zij , i.e.,
g(i) := argminj:zij>0 zij . We construct an auxiliary allocation {yij}j∈[m] and payment qi as follows:

– For each item j, set yij = zi,g(i) if j ∈ Ti(g(i)) and 0 otherwise.

– Find the most cost-effective available item l := argmaxj∈Ti(g(i))
pi(zj)
zijvij

and set

qi =
∑

j∈[m]

yij ·
pi(zl)

zilvil
· vij .

Similar with the last part analysis in the proof of Lemma 11, we see that payment qi is at most

min{Bi,
Ui(g(i))

τi
}, and therefore,

qi ≤ min

{

Bi,
Ui(g(i))

τi

}

≤ min

{

Bi,
Ui(h(i))

τi

}

= pi,

where the second inequality used the fact that h(i) := argmaxj∈[m] Ui(j).
Now we show that qi is at least a constant fraction of

∑

j∈[m] zijpi(zj). Noting that g(i) is the
item with the minimum non-zero z-value,

∑

j∈[m]

zij · pi(zj) =
∑

j∈Ti(g(i))

zij · pi(zj).

We distinguish two cases based on the value of zi,g(i): (1) zi,g(i) ≥ 1/2, (2) zi,g(i) < 1/2.
If zi,g(i) ≥ 1/2, we have

yij ·
pi(zl)

zilvil
· vij ≥

1

2
· pi(zj)
zijvij

· vij ≥
1

2
· zij · pi(zj)
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for any item j ∈ Ti(g(i)).
For the second case, due to the item supply clipping in Algorithm 7, agent i must be one of the

top-k agents in the single-item auction that sells item g(i). Thus, according to Algorithm 6, we have

pi(zg(i)) ≥ Bi,g(i)

1+ǫ . Thus, for any item j ∈ Ti(g(i)),

yij ·
pi(zl)

zilvil
· vij ≥ zi,g(i) ·

pi(zg(i))

zi,g(i)vi,g(i)
· vij

≥ Bi,g(i)

1 + ǫ
· vij
vi,g(i)

=
Bij

1 + ǫ

≥ 1

1 + ǫ
· zij · pi(zj).

Thus, in either case, we have

pi ≥ qi =
∑

j∈[m]

yij ·
pi(zl)

zilvil
· vij ≥ min

{

1

2
,

1

1 + ǫ

}

·
∑

j∈[m]

zij · pi(zj),

which completes the proof.

Combining Equation (18), Lemma 12 and Lemma 13 proves an approximation ratio of Ω( 1√
n
).

B Omitted Details in Section 4

In this section, we restate the random sampling mechanism proposed in [22] and the results they
obtained. The mechanism is described in Algorithm 10.

Theorem 10 ([22]). The random sampling mechanism is a universal truthful budget feasible mech-
anism which guarantees a constant fraction of the liquid welfare under the large market assumption.

The correctness of the above theorem heavily depends on [22, Lemma 6], which states that the
liquid welfare obtained from the random sampling algorithm is at least some constant fraction of the
optimal mechanism. To prove [22, Lemma 6], they use the revenue obtained by a truthful auction as
a lower bound of the liquid welfare. Thus, [22, Lemma 6] actually holds for the revenue maximization
objective. Hence, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 4. The random sampling mechanism is a budget feasible and truthful mechanism which
achieves a constant approximation under the large market assumption.
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Algorithm 9 [22] Greedy Algorithm

Input: n agents with valuations {wij }i∈[n],j∈[m] and corresponding budgets {Bi }i∈[n].
Output: An allocation (xij)i∈[n],j∈[m].
1: for each i ∈ [n] do
2: Ci ← Bi;
3: end for

4: for each j ∈ [m] do
5: sj ← 1;
6: end for

7: for Each i ∈ [n] and j ∈ [m] do
8: xij ← 0;
9: end for

10: for each wij > 0 in decreasing order do
11: if Ci > wijsj then

12: xij ← sj ;
13: Ci ← Ci − wijsj ;
14: sj ← 0;
15: else

16: xij ← Ci

wij
;

17: sj ← sj − Ci

wij
;

18: Ci ← 0.
19: end if

20: end for

21: return Allocation {xij}i∈[n],j∈[m].

Algorithm 10 [22] Random Sampling Mechanism

Input: n agents with valuations {wij }i∈[n],j∈[m] and corresponding budgets {Bi }i∈[n].
Output: All allocation { xij }i∈[n],j∈[m] and payments { pi }i∈[n].
1: Randomly divide all agents with equal probability into groups T and R.
2: AT ← the allocation obtained by running Algorithm 9 on group T .
3: for j ∈ [m] do
4: Use w(AT

j ) to denote the total revenue contributed by item j.
5: pj ← 1

6
w(AT

j );
6: end for

7: Each agent i ∈ R comes in a given fixed order and buy the most profitable part with respect to price
vector { pj }j∈[m] under budget feasibility and unit item supply constraints.
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