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Abstract

We consider a principal seller with m heterogeneous products to sell to an additive buyer
over independent items. The principal can offer an arbitrary menu of product bundles, but faces
competition from smaller and more agile single-item sellers. The single-item sellers choose their
prices after the principal commits to a menu, potentially under-cutting the principal’s offerings.
We explore to what extent the principal can leverage the ability to bundle product together to
extract revenue.

Any choice of menu by the principal induces an oligopoly pricing game between the single-
item sellers, which may have multiple equilibria. When there is only a single item this model
reduces to Bertrand competition, for which the principal’s revenue is 0 at any equilibrium,
so we assume that no single item’s value is too dominant. We establish an upper bound on
the principal’s optimal revenue at every equilibrium: the expected welfare after truncating
each item’s value to its revenue-maximizing price. Under a technical condition on the value
distributions — that the monopolist’s revenue is sufficiently sensitive to price — we show that
the principal seller can simply price the grand-bundle and ensure (in any equilibrium) a constant
approximation to this bound (and hence to the optimal revenue). We also show that for some
value distributions violating our conditions, grand-bundle pricing does not yield a constant
approximation to the optimal revenue in any equilibrium.

1 Introduction

True monopolies are rare. Even a large, dominant seller in a given market will almost certainly
need to contend with small, agile competitors who attempt to offer similar products. For example,
suppose that a large firm has many heterogeneous goods to sell to a buyer who values them addi-
tively and independently. This setting has been studied extensively in the algorithmic mechanism
design literature when the seller is a monopolist, and it is known that the seller can often extract
more revenue (sometimes close to the full social welfare) by bundling goods together and selling
them as packages instead of selling each item separately [HN12, HN17, LY13, BILW14]. But this
sort of aggressive bundling strategy carries risk: if a smaller competitor were able to replicate one
of the products, they could sell it as a stand-alone offering and attract away customers who have
an especially strong preference for it relative to the others. On the other hand, selling items à la
carte leaves the firm vulnerable to being undercut on prices. Either way, the threat of competition
even from smaller sellers of individual products can substantially impact the firm’s sales strategy
and revenue.
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Our goal in this paper is to understand the ability of a multi-product principal seller to extract
revenue in settings where he faces competition from agile item sellers. In our model there is a single
multi-good seller (the principal) who has m items to sell, plus a pool of item sellers who each has
only a single one of the m item types to sell. For most of the paper we will assume that there is
exactly one competing item seller per item type.1 The principal, acting as a market leader, first
selects and commits to an arbitrary menu of product bundles. Then, simultaneously, each item
seller picks her own deterministic menu for selling her item (equivalently, picks a price for her item).
The item sellers can randomize over different prices. The buyer, aiming to maximize her utility,
then decides on a subset to buy from the principal seller, and on the set of items she buys from the
item sellers.

The presence of the item sellers impedes the ability of the principal to extract revenue because
of their ability to undercut the principal’s prices. In the special case of only a single item, this is
classic Bertrand competition. Indeed, if the principal chooses any price p > 0, a competing item
seller would simply undercut p by some small amount and steal away all of the principal’s sales.
Thus, in the case of a single item type, it is impossible for the principal to generate any revenue.
However, if there are two or more items, the principal has a power that the item sellers do not: the
power to bundle items together and sell them as a package. We ask: What are the limits on the
revenue of the principal due to the competition? Under which market conditions can the principal
extract significant revenue even in the presence of such competition?

Any given choice of menu by the principal seller defines a downstream oligopolistic pricing game
played by the item sellers. Our solution concept in that downstream game is mixed Nash equilibrium
(NE): each item seller selects a distribution over price choices that maximizes her expected revenue
given the menu of the principal and the distributions selected by the other item sellers. With a
discrete pricing space a mixed NE is guaranteed to exist, but is not unique in general. We are able
to prove an upper bound on the revenue attainable by the principal that is robust to the choice
of equilibrium: it holds for any choice of menu and any equilibrium of play by the item sellers.
We show that the principal’s revenue cannot be greater than the expected sum of truncated item
values, where each item’s value is truncated to its (maximal) revenue-maximizing price.

Theorem 1.1. Suppose the buyer has independent item values vi ∼ Fi and that ri ∈ argmaxr{r(1−
Fi(r))} is the maximal revenue-maximizing price for item i. Then for any menu of the principal
seller and any mixed Nash equilibrium among the item sellers, the expected revenue of the principal
seller is at most the buyer’s expected truncated social welfare Ev⃗∼×iFi

[
∑

imin{vi, ri}].

We note that this upper bound may be substantially lower than the revenue obtainable by a
monopolist. For example, suppose the item value distributions are i.i.d. draws from an equal revenue
distribution supported on [1, H] for some large H > m,2 skewed slightly so that 1 is the unique
revenue-maximizing price. In this instance it is known that a monopolist seller can obtain revenue
Ω(m logm) by appropriately pricing the grand bundle of all items. But the expected truncated
welfare, our upper bound on the principal’s revenue in our competitive setting, is much lower, just
O(m).

What makes it harder for the principal to extract revenue than a monopolist? We recall that
for a monopolist, it is possible to achieve a constant fraction of the optimal revenue with a simple
menu that either prices the grand bundle of all items, or sets a separate price on each individual
item and allows the buyer to purchase à la carte [BILW14]. In our competitive setting, however, the

1Our results extend naturally to having an arbitrary and possibly different number of item sellers for each good
(including none at all), as we discuss in our model extensions below.

2This is the distribution F over [1, H] such that 1− F (z) = 1/z for all 1 ≤ z < H.
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latter is not an option: setting a separate price on each item reduces the problem to m independent
instances of Bertrand competition, leading to each item’s price being undercut by its item seller and
no revenue being generated for the principal. On the other hand, by bundling items together, the
principal might encourage item sellers to keep their prices high; however, as we show, an item seller
will never choose a price higher than their maximal monopolist reserve price ri. This ultimately
prevents the principal from extracting revenue from higher values, leading to our upper bound on
the principal’s optimal revenue.

We show that, under certain assumptions on the value distributions, it is possible for the
principal to guarantee a constant approximation to the expected truncated social welfare (which,
by Theorem 1.1, upper bounds the optimal revenue). Moreover, this is achievable with a simple
menu that offers only the grand bundle of all products at a carefully-selected price.

Theorem 1.2 (Informal). Suppose each item’s value distribution is (λ,C)-price-sensitive (described
below) and that the variance of the truncated social welfare is sufficiently high (as a function of λ,
C, and maxi ri). Then there exists a price p at which the principal can sell the grand bundle of all
items such that, at any mixed NE for the item sellers, the principal’s revenue is at least 1/3 of the
expected truncated social welfare.

The assumptions we impose on the value distributions are of two types. First, we require
that the total variance of the sum of truncated values is high relative to each individual item’s
contribution. This implies that no individual item contributes too much to the expected truncated
welfare, or has too high an influence on the likelihood of sale to the principal. This is an expansion
of the requirement that there be more than one item for sale (which, recall, is necessary for the
principal to obtain any revenue at all). For example, if we have multiple items but a single item
contributes almost all of the value, then we are “essentially” in the single-item case and similar issues
persist. To give another example of what can go wrong if individual item sellers have high influence,
suppose each of the m items has value 1 for sure. Then for any price p that the principal sets on
the grand bundle, there is a Nash equilibrium in which every item seller sets price p/m, precisely
coordinating to undercut the grand bundle price and resulting in revenue 0 for the principal. In
this case, even though no individual item dominates the welfare, each individual item seller still has
substantial influence on the buyer’s aggregate purchasing decisions at equilibrium. Our condition
that the variance is sufficiently high excludes such a scenario, since no individual item price will be
significantly predictive of the buyer’s utility-maximizing behavior.

Second, we require that each item’s value distribution is non-trivially “price sensitive”, by which
we mean that the revenue obtained decreases sufficiently (parameterized by λ) at prices sufficiently
below the revenue-maximizing price (parameterized by C). This is a technical condition that
essentially rules out point-mass distributions and equal-revenue distributions, requiring that the
distributions are sufficiently far from these edge case distributions (and the bound we require on
the number of items is parameterized by how far they are).

We leave a formal definition of the price sensitivity condition to later sections (see Section 4).
Instead, we now note some simpler sufficient conditions that imply our approximation result:

1. In the i.i.d. case where all item values are drawn from a distribution G, if G has a unique
revenue-maximizing price r∗ that is greater than the minimum positive value in the support
of G, our conditions will be satisfied for all sufficiently large m.

2. For every i, there exists a δ such that if the value distribution of item i has revenue-optimizing
price ri ≥ rmin > 0, density at least δ/ri > 0 on [0, ri], and strictly concave revenue curves
(in price space) with second derivatives at most −δ/ri < 0, our conditions will be satisfied
for all sufficiently large m.

3



It is worth noting that while in Theorem 1.2 and its corollaries we describe our assumptions as
though they must hold for all items, this is not strictly necessary. Our results degrade gracefully in
that sense that if some subset S of the items satisfy the necessary conditions, then the principal’s
revenue can approximate the expected truncated welfare of the items in S. Indeed, the principal
can always choose to ignore any items not in S, leaving the corresponding item sellers to act as
monopolists (so in every equilibrium they price at their revenue-maximizing prices).

While the assumptions we impose are technical and we suspect they can be relaxed, we show that
some form of assumption on the value distributions is necessary for the grand bundle to obtain a
good revenue-approximation result. We construct a family of problem instances for which, unlike in
Bertrand competition, the principal’s optimal menu generates substantial revenue. For this family,
the revenue of the best partition menu (in which the items are partitioned into disjoint bundles and
each is assigned a price) is higher than the revenue of any grand-bundle pricing by an arbitrarily
large factor (Θ(m)). We leave open the question of how to construct an approximately optimal menu
(which must necessarily be more complex than pricing the grand bundle) for general distributions.
In particular, is there always an approximately revenue-optimal menu for the principal that is a
partition menu? If so, is it possible to construct such an approximately-optimal menu in polynomial
time?

Proof Techniques. We now briefly describe the proof of Theorem 1.2 and how it differs from
corresponding results for a monopolist seller. For a monopolist, if the buyer’s expected total value
from all items is sufficiently concentrated around its mean, the principal can collect a constant
fraction of this surplus by pricing the grand bundle at a price that is constant fraction of the mean.
The idea behind Theorem 1.2 is similar, but the principal must additionally consider the impact
of prices chosen by the item sellers in equilibrium. If the buyer’s expected truncated welfare is
sufficiently concentrated around its mean, the principal can attempt to extract a constant fraction
of this welfare as revenue with a price that is constant fraction of the mean. This can potentially
work if the competing item sellers set prices close to their optimal monopolist reserves ri, but
(unlike for a monopolist) this approach would certainly fail if the item sellers set prices so low that
the buyer rarely buys from the principal. To show that this doesn’t happen under the assumptions
of Theorem 1.2, we use the Berry-Esseen theorem to argue that the expected truncated welfare is
sufficiently anti -concentrated (in addition to our earlier requirement of being concentrated enough).
This variability implies that either the principal seller sells the grand bundle with constant proba-
bility (in which case we are already done, since the price is a constant fraction of the benchmark),
or each individual item seller has limited influence on whether or not the buyer purchases from the
principal. In the latter case, item sellers behave like (approximate) monopolists, so as long as their
revenue is non-trivially sensitive to their choice of price, they will choose prices close enough to
their revenue-maximizing prices at equilibrium (at least C · ri for every i where C > 0 is a constant
that depends on the value distribution). But now, since the item sellers are setting high prices, the
principal effectively acts as a monopolist with respect to the truncated value distributions and can
capture a constant fraction of the truncated welfare by its choice of price on the grand bundle.

Model extensions. Our model focuses on the case that there is one item seller for each item the
principal seller has. Our results can easily be extended to the case that there is any number of item
sellers for each good (including none at all). In any case that there are several item sellers which all
supply exactly the same item, the price of that item will drop to 0 in every equilibrium (standard
Bertrand competition between these item sellers), so such items cannot contribute to the revenue
of the principal at all.3 Let us now move to consider items that have no item seller at all. The
principal seller is a monopolist on these items. Let X be the set of items or which the principal is

3The principal can extract the exact same revenue with or without these items, since it can be assumed the buyer
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a monopolist, and Y be the set of items with exactly one item seller for each item. Similarly to the
claim proved by Hart and Nisan[HN12], we observe that the revenue of principal in this model is
bounded by the revenue obtainable from X plus the welfare of Y . By the result of [BILW14], either
selling the items in X separately, or bundling all of them together, provides constant approximation
to the optimal revenue of the monopolist. Combining the appropriate menu for X with our offer
of Y as a bundle in the case that we are able to obtain a positive result (constant approximation
to the expected truncated social welfare), we get constant approximation to the optimal menu over
the set X ∪ Y .

Organization. In Section 2 we formalize our model, including the market timing and equilibrium
concept. In Section 3 we establish our upper bound on the principal’s optimal revenue, by first an-
alyzing the structure of the buyer’s purchasing decisions (Section 3.1) and the best-responses prices
of the item sellers (Section 3.2) then bounding the principal’s revenue at equilibrium (Section 3.3).
In Section 4 we prove our main result: a constant revenue approximation for the principal under a
general set of conditions, followed by some market structures that satisfy these conditions. Finally,
in Section 5 we show that the best achievable revenue from pricing the grand bundle can be an
arbitrarily poor approximation to the principal’s optimal revenue.

Additional Related Work

Auction Design for a Monopolist Seller. Revenue optimal auction design is known to be a
hard problem, even when the designer has monopoly over the market. Specifically, when an auction
involves multiple items, even when there is only one additive buyer, the revenue optimal auction
of a monopolist may involve unrealistic features such as requiring randomization, lack of revenue
monotonicity, and being computationally intractable [Tha04, MV07, Pav11, HN13, DDT14, HR15,
DDT17]. On the other hand, simple auction formats have been shown to provide a constant approx-
imation to the monopolist optimal revenue for an additive buyer [HN12, HN17, LY13, BILW14].
[CDW16] establishes a duality framework which gives a tractable benchmark that bounds the op-
timal revenue within constant factor. The benchmark has subsequently been heavily utilized in
the design and analysis of simple and approximately optimal auctions [LP18, CZ17, EFF+17a,
EFF+17b, BCWZ17, DW17, FLLT18, BW19, CS21]. Specifically, in the setting of one additive
buyer, the better between selling separately and selling the grand bundle is a constant approxima-
tion to the optimal revenue. Relative to that literature, we initiate a study of revenue benchmarks
for a non-monopolistic principal who acts as a market leader and can design a menu (possibly with
bundling) to which other sellers might respond.

Oligopoly. Oligopoly has long been a topic studied in economics. Most literature studies
price competition between two or several large firms who offer similar sets of products. See, for
example, [Che97, AV10] for examples of duopoly analysis. Particularly related to this paper is a
line of work that studies how much a firm who has obtained monopolist status in one product can
use bundling to deter single product competitors in another product, and its legislative implications
[Whi89, Nal04, Vic05, ADR13]. More recent work has considered competition between multiple
firms who can each bundle their products, such as [KRK20] which considers the case of two firms
each with two products.

In contrast, our work studies the strategies of a large firm that offers multiple products, given
that small competitors already exist in the market for each product. Such situations is common
for tech markets (e.g. security products, graphic products), where the fixed cost of maintaining a

would purchase those items from the item sellers at price 0 regardless, so would behave as though the items are not
offered by the principal.
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small business is relatively lower compared to other. [Man13] studies this setting, but under the
restricted assumption that the principal seller sells two products. [SYZ22] also studies the two
product setting, but where the principal seller is competing with several small businesses for each
product. Our paper initiates a systematic study of oligopoly with single item competitors, where
we allow any number of items to be offered by the principal seller, and we focus on the principal
seller’s problem of constructing an approximately revenue-optimal menu.

2 Model and Preliminaries

We consider a market for a set M of m item types. Items are indivisible. There is a single buyer
in the market, interested in buying at most one item from each item type, and having a private
additive non-negative valuation over subsets of items. We denote the value of item i ∈ M by vi ≥ 0,
and thus the value of a subset of items B ⊆ M is

∑
i∈B vi.

We assume that the valuation of the buyer is drawn from a prior distribution F , which is
common knowledge among all participants, with the value of each item i drawn independently
from the distribution Fi with support in [0,∞), so F = ×m

i=1Fi. We assume (wlog) that Fi is
non-trivial (Fi[vi = 0] < 1). Let RevFi(·) be the revenue function for Fi: the revenue by pricing
at price x is RevFi(x) = x · (1 − Fi(x)).

4 When clear from the context we use Revi(·) to denote
RevFi(·). We assume that Fi has a maximal revenue-maximizing (Myerson) price. That is, there
exist a price ri such that RevFi(ri) ≥ RevFi(x) for every price x, and RevFi(ri) > RevFi(y) for every
price y > ri. The realized value profile of the buyer v⃗ = (v1, · · · , vm) is drawn from the prior
product distribution F = ×m

i=1Fi. Only the buyer knows the realized values.
In this market there are multiple sellers that supply the desired items, all with 0 cost of pro-

duction. There is one seller that we call the principal seller who can supply any subset of the m
items. In addition to the principal seller, there are m item sellers, where item seller i can supply
a copy of item i ∈ M only (that is, an item that is completely identical to the i’th item supplied
by the principal seller). The sellers have no value for their items, only value for money received
from the buyer. All agents are assumed to be risk neutral, with quasi-linear utility functions. Each
seller aims to maximize their revenue obtained. The buyer aims to maximize their expected utility,
defined as the difference between their valuation for the acquired items and the total price paid.

Market Timing Informally, our market operates as follows. First, the principal seller chooses a
deterministic menu of offers, and commits to it. Then, each item seller simultaneously picks her
own deterministic menu for selling her item (equivalently, picks a price for her item). Finally, the
buyer selects a subset of items to buy from the principal seller and a subset of items to buy from
the item sellers, either of which might be empty. More formally, the timing of our market is as
follows:

1. The principal seller first chooses and commits to a deterministic menu of prices, one for each
subset of items T ⊆ M. We will write p : 2M → R≥0 to denote the price menu selected by
the principal seller, so that p(T ) is the price assigned to subset T ⊆ M.5 The principal has
to offer the option of buying nothing and paying zero (p(∅) = 0). We denote by P the space
of all such deterministic price menus.

4Where we write Fi(x) = Prvi∼Fi [vi < x].
5As is standard, it will sometime be convenient to think about a partial menu that does not explicitly list all

subsets as menu entries (e.g., only prices the grand bundle). In this case, we assume free disposal so that the price
of a set T is the cheapest price of all S such that T ⊆ S in the menu, and infinite if there is no such set S.
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2. Next, knowing the menu p picked by the principal seller, the item sellers simultaneously select
prices for their corresponding items. Each item seller i chooses a single non-negative price
qi ≥ 0 at which to offer item i.

3. Finally, the buyer value profile (v1, . . . , vM ) ∼ ×iFi is realized, and the buyer purchases items
from the principal and/or some item sellers. This involves choosing a single subset T ⊆ M
of items from the menu offered by the principal and paying p(T ) to the principal, as well as
choosing a subset U ⊆ M of items from individual item sellers, paying qi to each item seller
i ∈ U . The buyer acts as a price-taker and will always make purchase decisions to maximize
their own utility. In case of indifference, we assume that the buyer breaks ties in favor of
minimizing the revenue of the principal seller,6 and then in favor of maximizing the number
of items purchased from the item sellers.

Thus, for menu p and item sellers prices q⃗, the buyer’s utility when her values for the items are v⃗
is
∑

i∈T∪U vi − p(T ) −
∑

i∈U qi. The principal seller obtains revenue p(T ), and each item seller i
obtains either revenue qi if i ∈ U , and 0 otherwise.

The Game and Equilibrium Concepts Given a value distribution F for the buyer, a menu
p ∈ P picked by the principal seller together with the buyer behaviour as specified above, induce
a simultaneous-move game Gp,F among the item sellers. A mixed strategy si of item seller i is a
distribution over prices qi. We will assume for technical convenience that item prices are constrained
to be multiples of some arbitrarily and sufficiently small increment ϵ > 0 (and that qi ≤ 1 for each
i, which is without loss of generality since vi ≤ 1). Note that item sellers pick strategies in the
game Gp,F , thus the strategy may depend on p. The space of mixed strategies of item seller i
is denoted by Si. Given p and a profile of mixed strategies s⃗ = (s1, s2, . . . , sm), we denote the
(expected) utility of item seller i in the game Gp,F by ui,F (p, s⃗) (where the expectation is over the
distribution of values v⃗ ∼ F and distribution of item seller prices, qi ∼ si for every i). When F is
clear from the context we sometimes use ui(p, s⃗) to the utility ui,F (p, s⃗).

We are now ready to define equilibria of the game Gp,F .

Definition 2.1. Consider a market with value distribution F = ×iFi. For any principal menu p ∈
P, a (mixed) Nash Equilibrium of the induced game Gp,F is a profile of strategies (s∗1, s

∗
2, . . . , s

∗
m) ∈

×m
i=1Si among item sellers such that for every item seller i and for all si ∈ Si we have:

ui,F (p, (s
∗
i , s

∗
−i)) ≥ ui,F (p, (si, s

∗
−i)),

where s∗−i represents the strategy profile of all item sellers other than item seller i.

We first briefly comment on the existence of Nash equilibria in Gp,F . For any F and p, consider
a game G′

p,F , which is identical to Gp,F , except that the pricing space for each item seller i is
restricted to [0, ri]. Since we assume prices are multiples of some arbitrarily small increment, the
game G′

p,F is finite and thus at least one mixed Nash equilibrium is guaranteed to exist. We will
soon see in Section 3 (in particular Lemma 3.4) that for any item seller i, pricing above ri is a
weakly dominated strategy, so any deviation to a price above ri is not beneficial. As a result, a
mixed Nash equilibrium in G′

p,F is also a mixed Nash equilibrium in Gp,F .
Given F = ×iFi, a menu p and a profile of mixed strategies s⃗ = (s1, s2, . . . , sm), the revenue

(utility) of the principal seller from (p, s⃗) in the game Gp,F is defined to be the expected payment

6As item sellers price their items after the principal seller, they can always slightly reduce their price to win any
tie.
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to the principal with menu p when v⃗ ∼ F , and qi ∼ si for every item seller i (given the buyer
behaviour). The revenue of the principal seller from menu p is defined to be the lowest revenue,
over all Nash equilibrium profiles s⃗, of the principal seller from (p, s⃗) in the game Gp,F . The
principal seeks to find p with high revenue from menu p.

3 An Upper Bound on the Principal’s Revenue

In this section we analyze the behavior of the agents in our model. We will discuss both the buyer
utility and the item sellers’ utilities, and consequently, structures in their decision making processes.
Using these observations, we will present a benchmark that upper bounds the revenue the principal
obtains by any menu she picks, in any mixed Nash equilibrium of the induced game between the
item sellers. Missing proofs in this section can be found in Appendix B.

3.1 Understanding the Buyer’s Optimal Decision

We begin by considering the purchase decision of a buyer with value profile v⃗ for the items, given
the pricing decisions (p, q⃗) of all sellers. In our analysis, we will represent the buyer’s utility with
different purchase options using the following notation:

Utility from the Principal: We use ubP,v⃗(T, p) to denote the maximum utility the buyer can
attain by purchasing any subset S ⊆ T of items from the principal seller, when the buyer’s realized
values are v⃗ and the principal’s price menu p. That is:

ubP,v⃗(T, p) = max
S⊆T

(∑
i∈S

vi − p(S)

)
.

Utility from Item Sellers: We use ubI,v⃗(T, q⃗) to denote the maximum utility the buyer can
attain by purchasing any subset S ⊆ T of items from the item sellers, when the buyer’s realized
values are v⃗ and the item sellers price vector is q⃗. That is:

ubI,v⃗(T, q⃗) = max
S⊆T

∑
i∈S

(vi − qi).

Clearly, items that are priced higher than their value will not be acquired.
Utility of Best Response Considering Seller Strategies: Fix some realized values v⃗ of

the buyer, a price menu p of the principal seller, and a vector of (possibly randomized) strate-
gies (s1, · · · , sn) of the item sellers. The buyer’s expected utility from their utility-maximizing
purchasing decision will be denoted by ubv⃗(p, s1, · · · , sn) and is computed as follows:

ubv⃗(p, s1, · · · , sn) = E
q⃗∼s⃗

[
max
T⊆M

{
ubP,v⃗(T, p) + ubI,v⃗(M\T, q⃗)

}]
. (1)

It will also be useful to introduce notation for the difference in utility from choosing between
the principal and the item sellers for the same set of items. Namely, we define

diff v⃗(T, p, q⃗) = ubP,v⃗(T, p)− ubI,v⃗(T, q⃗). (2)

An immediate implication of (1) is that given v⃗, p, and q⃗, the set T of items that the buyer
purchases from the principal is a maximizer of diff v⃗(T, p, q⃗). The following lemma uses this observa-
tion to characterize how a change in the valuation profile v⃗ can influence the set of items purchased
from the principal; this will be useful later when analyzing the principal’s optimal revenue.

8



Claim 3.1. Fix any p and any q⃗. Suppose that v⃗ and v⃗′ differ only on a subset S ⊆M of items, and
let T and T ′ denote the items purchased from the principal under valuations v⃗ and v⃗′ respectively.
Then if T ∩ S = T ′ ∩ S then T = T ′.

3.2 Item Seller Best-Responses

We next turn to the pricing problem faced by an item seller in the game defined by the principal’s
chosen menu p. We first consider the best response of an item seller i given a deterministic profile
of prices q−i selected by the other item sellers. We will show (in Lemma 3.4) that the best response
problem for i can be viewed as a monopolist’s pricing problem, but with revenue reduced by a
factor that depends on the selected price, with higher prices leading to steeper reductions.

We begin by characterizing the ways in which a change in one item seller’s price can influence
the set of items purchased from the principal seller.

Claim 3.2. Fix some principal menu p, item seller i, the prices of the other item sellers q−i, and
the realized buyer valuation v⃗. Then there exist sets Ti ∋ i and T¬i ̸∋ i and a threshold θi ≥ 0 such
that, if qi is the price chosen by agent i, then the set that the buyer purchases from the principal is
Ti if qi ≤ θi, and is T¬i if qi > θi.

An immediate corollary of Claim 3.2 is that the probability of sale for an item seller is weakly
decreasing in the choice of price qi. This is true even if we fix the buyer’s realized values v⃗, and in
particular even if we condition on the buyer’s value for item i being higher than the chosen price
qi. This is because a higher price from item seller i will increase the attractiveness of purchasing
a set that includes item i from the principal. To state this formally, we will write 1i,v⃗(p, q⃗) for
the indicator variable of sale for item seller i, given valuations v⃗, principal menu p, and item seller
prices q⃗.

Proposition 3.3. Fix any item seller i and prices q′i > qi for seller i. Then for any principal menu
p, other item sellers’ prices q−i, and buyer values v⃗, it holds that 1i,v⃗(p, (qi, q−i)) ≥ 1i,v⃗(p, (q

′
i, q−i)).

Our goal now is to analyze the revenue maximization problem for item seller i. For an item
seller i, their expected revenue from choosing a price qi is simply qi times the probability of sale.
We will use usi,F (p, s⃗) to denote the utility of item seller i, given the price menu p of the principal,
the value distribution F = ×iFi for the buyer, and the (possibly mixed) strategies s⃗ of all item
sellers. When F is clear from the context we sometimes use usi(p, s⃗) to denote usi,F (p, s⃗). Then,
recalling that 1i,v⃗(p, q⃗) is the indicator variable for sale by item seller i, the following lemma relates
the item seller’s utility to the revenue of a monopolist seller.

Lemma 3.4. For any menu p and any profile of mixed strategies s⃗ it holds that:

usi(p, s⃗) = E
qi∼si

[
RevFi(qi) · E

v−i∼F−i,q−i∼s−i

[
1i,(∞,v−i)(p, q⃗)

]]
(3)

Proof. From the definition of 1i,v⃗(p, q⃗), we have

usi(p, s⃗) = E
q⃗∼s⃗,v⃗∼F

[
qi · 1i,v⃗(p, q⃗)

]
= E

q⃗∼s⃗,v−i∼F−i

[
qi · Pvi∼Fi [vi ≥ qi] · E

vi∼Fi|vi≥qi
[1i,v⃗(p, q⃗)]

]
(4)

We next notice that, taking Ti and T¬i as in the statement of Claim 3.2, for any vi ≥ qi we have
that 1i,v⃗(p, q⃗) = 1 if and only if the buyer does not choose option Ti at price qi, which recall occurs
if and only if diff v⃗(Ti, p, q⃗) ≥ diff v⃗(T¬i, p, q⃗) (from equation (2) and the discussion immediately
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following.) But we notice that, as we change vi, the value of diff(vi,v−i)(Ti, p, q⃗) remains the same
for any vi ≥ qi. This is because

diff(vi,v−i)(Ti, p, q⃗) = ubP,v⃗(Ti, p)− ubI,v⃗(Ti, q⃗)

=

∑
j∈Ti

vj − p(Ti)

−

∑
j∈Ti

vj −
∑
j∈Ti

min(vj , qj)


=
∑
j∈Ti

min(vj , qj)− p(Ti).

We therefore conclude that 1i,v⃗(p, q⃗) is a constant for all vi ≥ qi. In particular, Evi∼Fi|vi≥qi [1i,v⃗(p, q⃗)] =
1i,(∞,v−i)(p, q⃗). Plugging this into (4), we conclude that

usi(p, s⃗) = E
q⃗∼s⃗,v−i∼F−i

[
qi · Pvi∼Fi [vi ≥ qi] · 1i,(∞,v−i)(p, q⃗)

]
= E

qi∼si

[
RevFi(qi) · E

v−i∼F−i,q−i∼s−i

[
1i,(∞,v−i)(p, q⃗)

]]
as required.

An interpretation of Lemma 3.4 is that the item seller’s revenue when pricing using strategy si
is equal to the expectation (over qi ∼ si) of the product of the item seller’s monopolist Myerson
revenue when pricing at qi, reduced by the expectation of 1i,(∞,v−i)(p, q⃗) (over v−i and q−i) which
depends on qi but not on vi, and is monotone non-increasing in qi.

3.3 An Upper Bound on the Principal’s Revenue

In this section we present an upper bound on the principal revenue for any menu and in any
Nash equilibrium. The upper bound is the expected welfare when each item value distribution is
truncated at the highest Myerson price for that distribution.

Definition 3.5 (Expected Truncated Social Welfare). For any i ∈ M, let Fi be a value distri-
bution for item i and let ri be the maximal Myerson price for Fi. The buyer’s expected trun-
cated social welfare when her item value vector (v1, . . . , vn) is sampled from ×iFi is defined to be∑

i Evi∼Fi [min(ri, vi)].

We prove that the expected truncated welfare upper bounds the revenue of the principal seller:

Theorem 3.6. Consider a market with value distribution F = ×iFi. For any menu p of the princi-
pal seller, and for any mixed Nash equilibrium s⃗ in the game Gp,F , the expected revenue of principal
seller under (p, s⃗) is at most the buyer’s expected truncated social welfare

∑
i Evi∼Fi [min(ri, vi)].

To prove Theorem 3.6, we first argue that the claimed bound holds under the assumption that
each si is supported on [0, ri]. We actually prove something stronger: if each si is supported on
some arbitrary range [0, s̄i], then the principal’s revenue is at most the welfare when the value of
item i is truncated at s̄i. This is true even if the strategies si are not in equilibrium, and even if
the principal can choose menu p after the item sellers commit to their strategies.

Proposition 3.7. Consider a market with value distribution F = ×iFi. Fix any menu p of the
principal seller and any strategies s⃗ (which may not be a NE) in the game Gp,F . Denote the
supremum of the support of si by s̄i. Then the expected revenue of principal seller under (p, s⃗) is
at most

∑
i Evi∼Fi [min(s̄i, vi)].

10



Proof. Fix any q⃗ and p. Recall that for all i and all v⃗ in the support of F , 1i,v⃗(p, q⃗) is constant for
all vi > qi. By Claim 3.1, this means that the set of items purchased from the principal is constant
for all vi > qi as well. Let F ′

i denote the distribution over min{vi, qi} where vi ∼ Fi. Then we
conclude that the distribution over the set of items purchased from the principal is not affected
if we replace Fi with F ′

i . Applying this argument to each i in sequence, we conclude that the
distribution over the set of items purchased from the principal is identical under ×iFi and ×iF

′
i .

This implies that the principal’s expected revenue is likewise the same under ×iFi and ×iF
′
i .

Since, for any p and q⃗, the expected revenue achieved by the principal is at most the expected
welfare, we conclude that the principal’s revenue is at most the expected welfare under ×iF

′
i , which

is
∑

i Evi∼F ′
i
[min(qi, vi)] =

∑
i Evi∼Fi [min(qi, vi)].

Taking an expectation over q⃗ ∼ s⃗ and noting that qi ≤ s̄i for all such realizations, the principal’s
expected revenue is at most

∑
i Evi∼Fi [min(s̄i, vi)], as claimed.

Our next step is to consider items i for which the item seller’s strategy si is not supported on
[0, ri]. We observe that any such seller must be generating revenue 0 at equilibrium.

Lemma 3.8. Consider a market with value distribution F = ×iFi. Fix any menu p of the principal
seller, and any strategy profile s⃗ in the game Gp,F , such that si is a best response of item seller i to
s−i. If the probability that si assigns to prices strictly greater than ri is positive, then the expected
revenue of item seller i under (p, s⃗) in Gp,F is 0.

Proof. For any zi > ri we have ri × P[vi ≥ ri] > zi × P[vi ≥ zi] (from the definition of ri). Since
we also have Eq−i∼s−i,v−i∼F−i

[
1i,(∞,v−i)(p, (zi, q−i))

]
≤ Eq−i∼s−i,v−i∼F−i

[
1i,(∞,v−i)(p, (ri, q−i))

]
by

Proposition 3.3, Equation (3) implies that usi(p, (zi, s−i)) < usi(p, (ri, s−i)) unless usi(p, (zi, s−i)) =
usi(p, (ri, s−i)) = 0. Therefore, if any zi > ri is in the support of si, we must have usi(p, (zi, s−i)) = 0
and hence usi(p, (si, s−i)) = 0.

We are now ready to complete the proof of Theorem 3.6. Roughly speaking, we will show that
the principal cannot extract high revenue from any item i for which the item seller’s strategy si
is not supported on [0, ri]. This follows because, since any such item seller must be obtaining 0
revenue at equilibrium, the principal must be selling item i whenever vi > 0.

Proof of Theorem 3.6. Observe that, for each i, we have ri > 0, ri is in the support of Fi, and
that Evi∼Fi [min(vi, ri)] > 0. Let Z be the set of indexes of item sellers that price strictly above
ri with positive probability according to si. By Lemma 3.8, each i ∈ Z has expected revenue 0
at equilibrium. So for any i ∈ Z and any qi > 0, the probability that item seller i sells item i at
price qi must be 0 (as otherwise there is a beneficial deviation for item seller i). By Claim 3.2, the
threshold θi for i must be 0, and thus there is a set T¬i that is bought for any v⃗ (in the support of
F ) with vi > 0. In particular, for every v⃗ with vi > 0 the probability (over q⃗ ∼ s⃗) of the principal
selling item i must be 1 (since otherwise item seller i could obtain positive revenue by pricing at
some εi > 0).

Let us now introduce some notation. Fixing p and q⃗, let T (v⃗) be the set of items purchased
from the principal when the valuation profile is v⃗. And for any v⃗, let ψ(v⃗) be the vector with ith
coordinate min{vi, ri} for all i ∈ Z. That is, ψ(v⃗) is the vector v⃗ with each coordinate i ∈ Z capped
at ri.

We now claim that for any realization of q⃗ ∼ s⃗ and any v⃗ in the support of F , T (v⃗) = T (ψ(v⃗)).
This is because v⃗ and ψ(v⃗) differ only on items i ∈ Z for which vi > 0, and we have argued that T (v⃗)
and T (ψ(v⃗)) must both contain all such items. Claim 3.1 therefore implies that T (v⃗) = T (ψ(v⃗)).

Write F ′ = ×iF
′
i for the distribution over ψ(v⃗) for v⃗ ∼ F . Since T (v⃗) = T (ψ(v⃗)) for all q⃗ ∼ s⃗

and v⃗ ∼ F , the principal generates the same expected revenue under value distribution F and value
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distribution F ′. It therefore suffices to show that the principal’s expected revenue under (p, s⃗) with
value distribution F ′ is at most the buyer’s expected truncated social welfare.

Define Y = M\Z for notational convenience, so that Z and Y form a partition of M . Write
Rev(Y ) for the expected revenue of the principal’s revenue-optimal menu that sells only items in
Y , over v⃗ ∼ F ′ and q⃗ ∼ s⃗. Write Wel(Z) for the expected welfare of items in Z, again over v⃗ ∼ F ′.
We then claim that the principal’s expected revenue under (p, s⃗) is at most Rev(Y ) +Wel(Z).

Claim 3.9. Consider a market with value distribution F ′ = ×iF
′
i and a partition of the items to

sets Y, Z ⊂ M (Y ∪̇ Z = M). For any menu p of the principal seller, and for any mixed Nash
equilibrium s⃗ in the game Gp,F , the expected revenue of principal seller under (p, s⃗) is at most
Rev(Y ) +Wel(Z).

We note that such a bound on the seller’s revenue is already known for the case of a monopolist
(see [HN17]), and the proof for the principal seller is very similar; we include the proof of Claim 3.9
in Appendix B for completeness. Now, by Proposition 3.7, the definition of Y , and the fact that
F ′
i = Fi for all i ∈ Y , we have Rev(Y ) ≤

∑
i∈Y Evi∼Fi [min(ri, vi)]. From the definition of F ′

i for
i ∈ Z, Wel(Z) =

∑
i∈Z Evi∼Fi [min(ri, vi)]. Our claim then implies that the principal’s expected

revenue under (p, s⃗) is at most
∑

i Evi∼Fi [min(ri, vi)], as required.

We note that there are markets in which the principal cannot obtain revenue that is any constant
approximation to the upper bound: a trivial example illustrating this is a market with only one
item, in which the principal cannot obtain positive revenue, yet the expected truncated social
welfare is positive. Yet, when the principal is able to find a menu with revenue that is constant
approximation to the upper bound, it is clearly a constant approximation to the optimal revenue
of the principal. In the next section we move to present sufficient conditions for such revenue
extraction.

4 Approximating Optimal Revenue via Bundle Pricing

In this section we show that under certain conditions on the value distributions, the principal
seller can guarantee expected revenue that is a constant approximation to the expected truncated
social welfare. Moreover, this can be achieved by a menu that prices only the grand bundle of all
items. As the expected truncated social welfare is an upper bound on the principal’s revenue (by
Theorem 3.6), that simple menu is a constant approximation to the revenue-maximizing menu for
the principal.

We begin by building up some intuition for the conditions we will impose on the value distribu-
tions. Intuitively, selling the items as a single grand bundle can potentially be a good strategy for
the principal when the buyer’s value for the grand bundle is concentrated (e.g., close to a Gaussian
distribution), and no single item affects the buyer’s value for the bundle to a significant degree.
Such a concentration plays an important role even in the simpler setting of Monopolist pricing
[BILW14], and is guaranteed to occur when the variance of the buyer’s value for the grand bundle
is much larger than the buyer’s value for any individual item.

However, in our setting, the principal seller faces extra complexity due to the competing item
sellers. Our goal is a revenue guarantee that holds over all equilibria (similar to the price of anarchy),
so we must bound the principal’s revenue over all outcomes that can occur in item seller equilibria.
Ideally (from the principal’s perspective), each item seller would set a price that is not too much
lower than their highest Myerson price. To this end, we further analyze item seller best-response
strategies by examining the revenue curve faced by an item seller. Recall from Lemma 3.4 that,
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given the principal’s pricing menu p, item seller i’s revenue under strategy profile (s1, · · · , sn) is
equal to

usi(p, s⃗) = E
qi∼si

[
RevFi(qi) · E

v−i∼F−i,q−i∼s−i

[
1i,(∞,v−i)(p, q⃗)

]]

= E
qi∼si

RevFi(qi) · Pv−i∼F−i,q−i∼s−i

max
T∋i

p(T )− ∑
j∈T,j ̸=i

min(vj , qj)

 ≥ qi

,
where we recall that RevFi(·) is the monopolist revenue function for item i with value distribution
Fi. If we restrict our attention to a principal who is using a grand bundling strategy, where
p(T ) = p(M) for all non-empty sets T , the above formula can be simplified to

usi(p, s⃗) = E
qi∼si

RevFi(qi) · Pv−i∼F−i,q−i∼s−i

p(M)− qi ≥
∑

j∈M,j ̸=i

min(vj , qj)

. (5)

Observe that the first term inside the expectation is just the monopolist revenue of item seller
i when pricing at qi, and the second term can be interpreted as the probability that the buyer does
not purchase the grand bundle from the principal, conditioned on the buyer having value for item
i that is at least qi. As long as the aggregate variance in the truncated social welfare is high,
the second term will be relatively insensitive to changes in qi. If we additionally assume that item
seller i’s monopolist revenue is non-trivially sensitive to large price reductions (i.e., well below the
highest Myerson price), item seller i’s best response price must be close to their highest Myerson
price, which is what we want. This motivates the following property of value distributions, which
we call “price sensitivity.”

Definition 4.1 ((Monopolist) Price Sensitivity). Let Fi be the value distribution of item i and ri
be the highest Myerson price for item i. Fi is (λ,C)-price sensitive for parameters C ∈ (0, 1) and

λ > 0 if for all α ∈ [0, C] it holds that
RevFi

(ri)−RevFi
(α·ri)

(1−α)·ri ≥ λ.

Intuitively, the price sensitivity property requires that the revenue curve RevFi(·) decays steeply
enough for prices substantially lower than the highest Myerson price ri. A geometric interpretation
of (λ,C)-price sensitivity is that, over the range q ∈ [0, C · ri], the revenue curve RevFi(·) lies below
a line of slope λ passing through the point (ri,RevFi(ri)). See Figure 1.

In our main theorem (Theorem 4.2) we formally show that large variance and price sensitivity
are sufficient conditions for selling the grand bundle to be constant revenue-approximating for
the principal seller. In this section we will provide intuitions and discuss the proof outline for
Theorem 4.2. All missing proofs in this section can be found in Appendix C.

We define some notations. For vi ∼ Fi we use Vi(ri) to denote the random variable min(vi, ri):
the value of item i truncated at ri. Note that the truncated social welfare is the random variable
V (r⃗) =

∑
i Vi(ri) =

∑
imin(vi, ri) where vi ∼ Fi for every i and r⃗ = (r1, ..., rm). The expected

truncated social welfare is simply the mean of V (r⃗), and we write σ(V (r⃗)) to denote the standard
deviation of V (r⃗). We use µi(ri) = µ(Vi(ri)) to denote the mean of Vi(ri), and σi(ri) = σ(Vi(ri)) to
denote the standard deviation of Vi(ri). For distributions F1, . . . , Fm we define K(F1, . . . , Fm) =
maxi∈M{ri−µi(ri)}
mini∈M{ri−µi(ri)} to be the ratio between the largest and smallest value of {ri − µi(ri)}. Also, for
notational convenience, we will sometimes use p to denote the principal’s price of the grand bundle,
instead of p(M). We are now ready to state our main result.
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Theorem 4.2. Consider a market with value distribution F = ×iFi. Assume that there exists con-

stant λ > 0 and C = 1− mini∈M Fi(ri)
4

8K+1 where K = K(F1, . . . , Fm) such that the value distribution of

every item i ∈ M is (λ,C)-price sensitive. In addition, assume σ(V (r⃗)) ≥ 12
(λ(1−C))3/2

·maxj∈M{rj}.

When the principal offers the grand bundle at price p =
∑

i E[min(vi, C · ri)] + σ(V (r⃗))
4 , the revenue

of the principal in every Nash equilibrium of the game Gp,F is at least 1
3 of the expected truncated

social welfare
∑

i E[min(vi, ri)].

We note that as K = K(F1, . . . , Fm) grows large, C approaches 1 and the requirement on the
variance σ(V (r⃗)) becomes more demanding. Thus, conditions that imply that K is not too large
are desirable. For example, when items are i.i.d. we get K = 1, the best we can hope for. For
non-i.i.d., it will sometimes be beneficial for the principal not to bundle items that significantly
increase K, when their removal does not decrease the expected truncated welfare too much (such
pre-processing is simple, and we do not discuss it further).

4.1 Implications

Since the statement of Theorem 4.2 is a bit technical, we here discuss two corollaries of Theorem 4.2
that provide simpler sufficient conditions for our approximation result. In both cases we show that
selling the grand bundle gives a constant approximation to the principal’s optimal revenue when
the number of items is sufficiently large. In the first case, items values are sampled i.i.d. from a
distribution for which the Myerson price is not the minimal value in the support. In the second case,
each (not necessarily identical) distribution is δ-smooth and δ-revenue-concave (formally defined in
Definition 4.6 and Definition 4.7).

4.1.1 I.I.D. Valuations

We start with the i.i.d. case, first looking at a single distribution.

Lemma 4.3 (One Item Distribution, price sensitivity). Consider some value distribution G, and

assume it has a highest Myerson price rG. Then G is (λ,C)-price sensitive for C = 1− G(rG)4

9 and

λ = λ(G) = min
C′≤C

RevG(rG)− RevG(C
′ · rG)

(1− C ′) · rG
.

Let σG(rG) denote the standard deviation of min(v, rG), where v ∼ G. We next show that for
a distribution G that is (λ,C)-price sensitive and has a highest Myerson price rG, the sum of m
i.i.d. samples from distribution G will reach a target minimal variance threshold 12

(λ(1−C))3/2
· rG if

we take m that is large enough.

Lemma 4.4 (Independent and Identical Items, variance). Consider markets with m i.i.d items,
each with value distribution Fi = G that is (λ,C)-price sensitive and has a highest Myerson price

rG. If m ≥ 144
λ3(1−C)3

·
(

rG
σG(rG)

)2
then σ(V (r⃗)) ≥ 12

(λ(1−C))3/2
· rG.

Combining Lemma 4.3, Lemma 4.4 and Theorem 4.2 we derive the following corollary.

Corollary 4.5 (Independent and Identical Items, revenue). Let G be a distribution that has a
unique Myerson price rG > inf(G). Then for all sufficiently large m (polynomial in parameters
of G) and valuation distribution F = ×m

i=1G = Gm, the principal can find a price for the grand
bundle such that she obtains revenue at least a 1

3 fraction of the expected truncated social welfare∑
i E[min(vi, ri)] in every equilibrium of Gp,F .
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4.1.2 Non-I.I.D. Smooth and Revenue-Concave Valuations

For non-i.i.d. distributions, a similar result can be obtained when all item distributions satisfy the
following extra conditions. The following notion captures a function with negative second derivative
bounded away from 0.

Definition 4.6 (δ-revenue-concave). For δ > 0, we say that a distribution G is δ-revenue-concave
if G is twice differentiable, and for revenue function h(x) := RevG(x) = x · (1−G(x)), it holds that
h′′(x) ≤ −δ/rG for all x ∈ (0, rG), where rG is the highest Myerson price of G.7

The following notion captures a smooth distribution, where the probability density function is
bounded away from 0 from below.

Definition 4.7 (δ-smooth). For δ > 0, we say that a distribution G is δ-smooth if G is differen-
tiable and G′(x) ≥ δ/rG for every x ∈ (0, rG), where rG is the highest Myerson price of G.

We now show that when a distribution is δ-revenue-concave and δ-smooth, we can lower bound
the price sensitivity of the distribution and the variance of truncated welfare, using δ as a parameter.

Lemma 4.8 (Revenue Concave Distributions, price sensitivity). Consider some value distribution
G that for some δ > 0 is δ-revenue-concave. Let rG be the unique Myerson price of G. Then G is
(λ,C)-price sensitive for λ ≤ δ

2 · (1− C).

Lemma 4.9 (Smooth Distributions, variance). Consider some value distribution G supported on
[0, 1] that is δ-smooth with a highest Myerson price rG. Then the variance of min(v, rG), where
v ∼ G, is Ω(δ) · (rG)2. Moreover, rG − Ev∼G[min(v, rG)] = Ω(δ) · rG.

Lemma 4.9 shows that the standard deviation of individual items whose distribution is δ-smooth
is bounded by Ω(δ). Meanwhile, a more detailed reasoning about Lemma 4.8 (see a full discussion in
Appendix C.1) shows that in order to apply Theorem 4.2, it is sufficient for the standard deviation

for the buyer’s value of all items to be Θ
(
poly

(
1
δ ,

rmax
rmin

))
, where 0 < rmin ≤ rmax are values such

that the interval [rmin, rmax] contains each item’s highest Myerson price. Taking the number of

items m to be sufficiently large (m = poly
(
1
δ ,

rmax
rmin

)
) ensures the standard deviation constraint in

Theorem 4.2 is satisfied, and yields the following corollary.

Corollary 4.10 (Revenue Concave Smooth Distributions, revenue). Fix any rmax, rmin > 0.
Consider a market with m items, where each item i has a value distribution Fi that is δ-smooth and
δ-revenue-concave, with highest Myerson price ri ∈ [rmin, rmax]. When m = Ω(poly(1δ ,

rmax
rmin

)), the

principal can sell the grand bundle and obtain revenue at least a 1
3 fraction of the expected truncated

social welfare
∑

i E[min(vi, ri)] in every equilibrium of Gp,F .

4.2 Outline of the Proof of Theorem 4.2

Additional Notations. Expanding on the notation of Vi(ri) that we defined earlier in the
section, we will use Vi(si) to denote the random variable min(vi, qi), where vi ∼ Fi and qi is a
random pricing strategy that is drawn from the item seller i’s mixed strategy si. We will denote
µi(si) = µ(Vi(si)) and σi(si) = σ(Vi(si)) as the mean and standard deviation of Vi(si), respectively.
Similarly, we will use µ(s⃗) and σ(s⃗). to represent the mean and standard deviation of

∑
j∈M Vj(sj),

respectively. We also use µ−i(s−i) and σ−i(s−i) to represent the mean and standard deviation of

7Note that δ-revenue-concavity implies that the Myerson price is unique.
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∑
j ̸=i Vj(sj), respectively. For the sake of simplicity in notation, when item seller i’s strategy si

is pure and pricing at qi, we would just use qi to represent si. For example, Vi(C · ri) denote the
random variable of min(vi, C · ri) when vi ∼ Fi.

Preliminary: The Berry-Esseen Theorem In our proof of the main theorem, we will need
to obtain a tight bound on the following probability term in Equation (5), which can be viewed as
the c.d.f of the sum of m− 1 independent random variables Vj(sj).

Pv−i∼F−i,q−i∼s−i

p(M)− qi ≥
∑

j∈M,j ̸=i

min(vj , qj)

 = Pv−i∼F−i

p(M)− qi ≥
∑

j∈M,j ̸=i

Vj(sj)

. (6)
To bound the difference between the distribution of

∑
j∈M,j ̸=i Vj(sj) and that of a Gaussian, we

will make extensive use of the Berry-Esseen Theorem, which is stated below.

Theorem 4.11 (Berry-Esseen Theorem [Ber41, Ess42]). Given independent random variables
Y1, · · · , Ym with mean 0, for any index j ∈ [m], let σi be the standard deviation of Yi, and
let ρi = E[|Yi|3]. Let σ be the standard deviation of

∑m
i=1 Yi (σ2 =

∑m
i=1 σ

2
i ). Then the Kol-

mogorov–Smirnov distance between
∑

i Yi

σ and the standard normal distribution N (0, 1) is at most
0.5606 · 1

σ ·maxmi=1
ρi
σ2
i
.

Note that since the Berry-Esseen Theorem requires the random variables of mean 0, the theorem
will be applied on random variables Yj = Vj(sj) − µj(sj). The probability term in Equation (6)
remain unchanged when

∑
j ̸=i µj(sj) is subtracted from both sides of the inequality “p(M)− qi ≥∑

j∈M,j ̸=i Vj(sj)”.

Preserving Variance Between min(vi, ri) and Vi(si). When proving our main theorem, we
will assume that the buyer’s value for the bundle has a much higher variance than the highest
Myerson price for any item seller i. However, this does not immediately translate into an under-
standing of the variance of

∑
j∈M,j ̸=i Vj(sj), which is the quantity that we actually need to study.

Here we present sufficient conditions for the mean and variance of
∑

j∈M Vj(sj) to be within a con-
stant factor of the mean and variance of the random variable

∑
j∈Mmin(vj , rj). This will enable

us to lower bound the mean and variance of
∑

j∈M,j ̸=i Vj(sj) (which is sufficiently close to that
of
∑

j∈M Vj(sj)). As a result we obtain tight bounds on probability distribution of the random
variable

∑
j∈M,j ̸=i Vj(sj) using the Berry-Esseen Theorem.

Firstly, when sj is lower bounded by C·ri for sufficiently large C (as specified below), Lemma 4.12
implies that the variance of Vj(sj) will be a constant fraction of the variance of min(vj , rj).

Lemma 4.12. For any K ≥ 1 and C such that C ≥ 1 − Fi(ri)
4

2K+1 , it holds that σ2i (C · ri) ≥(
1− 1

K

)
· σ2i (ri).

Even if Lemma 4.12 is not satisfied for some items, as long as the mean of
∑

j∈M Vj(sj) is high
enough, the variance of

∑
j∈M Vj(sj) will also constant approximate the variance of the buyer’s

truncated welfare.

Lemma 4.13. For any C ≥ 1 − mini∈M Fi(ri)
4

8K+1 , where K = K(F1, . . . , Fm) and any item seller

strategy profile such that µ(s⃗) =
∑

i µi(si) ≥
∑

i µi(C · ri), it holds that σ2(s⃗) =
∑

i σ
2
i (si) ≥

1
2

∑
i σ

2
i (ri) = σ2(r⃗).

Now, we are ready to discuss the proof outline of our main theorem.
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Proof Outline of Theorem 4.2. When the principal prices the grand bundle at price p =∑
i E[min(vi, C · ri)] + σ(V (r⃗))

4 , consider any mixed Nash equilibrium (s1, · · · , sn) between the item
sellers in Gp,F . Note that the principal’s revenue is just equal to p times the probability that
the buyer purchases the grand bundle from the principal. Fix any vector of values v⃗. The buyer
purchases the grand bundle from the principal if and only if 1) their value for the bundle

∑
i vi is at

least p and 2) the buyer gains more utility from purchasing all items from the principal seller rather
than buying any subset of items from the item sellers. Letting qi ∼ si be the realized price set by
each item seller i, we show that 2) is satisfied when p <

∑
imin(vi, qi). (Essentially, this inequality

implies that the buyer gains higher utility from purchasing the principal’s grand bundle than
purchasing any subset of items from the item sellers.) This automatically implies that condition 1)
is satisfied as well. Hence the principal’s revenue is just equal to p · Pv⃗∼F,q⃗∼s⃗ [p <

∑
imin(vi, qi)].

To show that this revenue is high, note that since K ≥ 1 (by definition), it holds that C =

1 − mini∈M Fi(ri)
4

8K+1 ≥ 1 − 1
8+1 = 8

9 . Hence p ≥ C ·
∑

i E[min(vi, ri)] ≥ 8
9 ·
∑

i E[min(vi, ri)]. So if it
were the case that Pv⃗∼F,q⃗∼s⃗[p <

∑
imin(vi, qi)] ≥ 1/2, then the principal seller achieves a revenue

of 1
2 · 8

9 ·
∑

i E[min(vi, ri)], which is at least 4
9 of our revenue benchmark, as required. It remains

to consider the case P[p <
∑

imin(vi, qi)] < 1/2. Our goal is to show we can still achieve a high
approximation ratio to our revenue benchmark in this case. We show this by proving the following
lemma, which shows that each item seller i would never want to price below C · ri.

Lemma 4.14. Consider a market with value distribution F = ×iFi. Assume that there exists

constant λ > 0 such that for C = 1 − mini∈M Fi(ri)
4

8K+1 where K = K(F1, . . . , Fm), all items i ∈ M
have value distributions that are (λ,C)-price sensitive. In addition, assume the variance of the
buyer’s value for the bundle σ(V (r⃗)) ≥ 12

(λ(1−C))3/2
· maxj∈M{rj}. Given principal grand bundle

price p =
∑

i E[min(vi, C ·ri)]+ σ(V (r⃗))
4 and item seller equilibrium (s1, · · · , sn) in Gp,F , if the buyer

not purchases the grand bundle with probability ≥ 1/2, then the support of each si is contained in
[C · ri, ri].

Lemma 4.14 is quite technical, so here we summarize the flow of the argument. First, we show
that when the probability of the buyer not purchasing the grand bundle from the principal is at
least 1/2, then this probability would still remain relatively large even if one of the sellers (say
seller i) changes their pricing strategy arbitrarily. Moreover, we show that unless the probability
of the buyer not purchasing the grand bundle is close to 1, the mean of

∑
j ̸=i Vj(sj) is high enough

to apply Lemma 4.13, and hence the variance of
∑

j ̸=i Vj(sj) is large enough for the error term
to be sufficiently small when applying the Berry-Esseen Theorem. Given this limited competitive
pressure from the principal and sufficiently large variance, we apply Berry-Esseen to show that it is
strictly suboptimal for an item seller i to price below C · ri. Hence, in the equilibrium (s1, · · · , sn),
the support of each item seller i’s strategy si is contained in [C · ri, ri].

Finally, we apply Lemma 4.12 to argue that
∑

j ̸=i Vj(sj) has high variance, then use the Berry-
Esseen Theorem again (plus the fact that item sellers’ equilibrium prices lie in [C · ri, ri] from
Lemma 4.14) to prove that the value of P[p <

∑
imin(vi, qi)] must be at least 0.38. Since C ≥ 8/9,

we conclude that the principal’s revenue is at least (0.38)C ≥ 1/3 of the expected truncated welfare.

5 Bundling is Not Always Revenue Constant Competitive.

Theorem 4.2 provides conditions under which selling the grand bundle approximates not only the
optimal principal’s revenue, but our relaxed benchmark of the expected truncated social welfare.
Are such these conditions necessary? Of course, we cannot hope to approximate the expected trun-
cated social welfare in all settings: for example, if there is only a single good, the logic of Bertrand
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competition shows that the principal cannot generate positive revenue with any menu. But even
in this case, selling only the grand bundle trivially achieves the principal’s optimal revenue (which
is 0). This leads us to ask: does selling the grand bundle always yield a constant approximation
to the principal’s optimal revenue? We show in this section that the answer is no: there are
markets in which the principal seller cannot extract high revenue by pricing the grand bundle, yet
some other deterministic menu is able to extract much higher revenue. Thus, it is not always the
case that by simply pricing the grand bundle the principal can approximate the optimal revenue.
Specifically, the market constructed does not have high enough variance to match the condition on
the variance of Theorem 4.2, and indeed we show that pricing the grand bundle does no provide
high revenue in any NE. On the other hand, the fact that in that market there is no single item
that dominates all other items is shown to be enough for some other menu to obtain much higher
revenue in every equilibrium (by bundling similar items and pricing those bundles).

Theorem 5.1. There exist m-item markets with the following properties: For value distribution
F = ×m

j=1Fj of that market, there is a principal menu p such that in any equilibrium strategies s⃗
for the item sellers in Gp,F , the principal revenue is Θ(m), while for any grand pricing menu p′

and any equilibrium strategies for the item sellers in Gp′,F , the revenue of the principal seller is
O(1).

To provide some intuition behind Theorem 5.1, recall that in the monopolist setting the revenue-
optimal menu can always be constant-approximated by either selling the grand bundle only or
selling all items separately [BILW14]. In that result, the ability to sell all items separately is
important to capture revenue in cases where a single item has unexpectedly high realized value. In
contrast, the principal in our setting cannot capture this revenue in the same way: selling items
separately generates no revenue, since this results in Bertrand competition for each item. This
doesn’t immediately imply Theorem 5.1, however, because our upper bound on revenue truncates
very high values, so the scenario with just a single high value is not problematic for approximating
the optimal revenue (i.e., because it is anyway hopeless for the principal to extract substantial
revenue from any one item). However, as it turns out, there can still be situations where the
optimal revenue is driven by a few high-valued items (more than one, but at most a constant)
that dominate the total welfare. These cases are necessarily rare, and would be handled by selling
items separately in the monopolist setting. But in our setting, these rare events might be the
most important to revenue. By designing the high-item-value events to occur at different orders
of magnitude for different items, one can construct scenarios where the principal cannot obtain
high revenue by bundling all items together, but could generate high revenue by bundling together
items whose values are at similar scales, essentially simulating the sell-items-separately solution
that would be employed by a monopolist.

We now describe our construction for Theorem 5.1 that implements the intuition above. Fix
any constant K > 2; we will prove the claim for m≫ K2 that is even. Let n = m/2. In the market
we construct there are n pairs of items: T1, · · · , Tn. For each i ∈ [n], set Ti contains two items,

sampled i.i.d from the following binary distribution Fi. The value is Hi = K2·3(i−1)
with probability

xi = K−3(i−1)
, and zero otherwise. There are m = 2n items: for i ∈ [n], both item 2i− 1 and item

2i are distributed according to Fi (so F = ×m
i=1(Fi × Fi)). Observe that for clarity of exposition

the construction uses integer values instead of values in [0, 1] (the construction can of course be
rescaled to [0, 1]).

In Section 5.1 we will construct a menu for the principal with revenue Ω(m); this will be
a partition menu that sets a price on each pair of items Ti. Then in Section 5.2 we will show
that every grand bundle menu for the principal generates revenue O(1), competing the proof of
Theorem 5.1.
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5.1 Principal Revenue from Partition Bundles.

Consider a principal pricing strategy that bundle items in each set Ti together at price Hi + ε =
K2·3(i−1)

+ε. We will prove that in any item seller equilibrium, the revenue of the principal is Θ(m).
Intuitively, for each set Ti, the principal seller is selling the bundle with probability at most x2i .
Hence the item sellers cannot improve their probability of sale by too much by reducing their price
from Hi (which is the unique Myerson price for item i). Consequently, each item seller’s price in
equilibrium will price at exactly Hi. This ensures that when the principal is pricing at Hi + ε, the
buyer would purchase the bundle Ti from the principal if they have a high value for both items in
Ti. By our construction of the example, the principal gets revenue at least Hi · x2i = 1 for each set
Ti. Adding the revenue over all n sets, the principal gets revenue at least n = m/2. We formalize
this in the next claims.

Claim 5.2. Fix x < 1
2 . Let D be the following binary distribution supported on {0, H = 1

x2 }: the
value is H with probability x, and 0 otherwise. Consider a market with buyer value sampled from
F = D × D. Then when the principal sells the bundle of the two items at p = H + ε for some
sufficiently small ε, there is a unique NE (in which each item seller prices at H), and the revenue
of the principal in this NE is at least 1.

Claim 5.3. Consider a market with buyer value distribution F = ×m
i=1(Fi × Fi). Assume the

principal seller is using a partition bundle pricing p over item set M, where the partitioned disjoint
sets are T1, · · · , Tn. Then (s1, · · · , sm) is an equilibrium in Gp,F if and only if for each i ∈ [n],
{sj}j∈Ti is an equilibrium for the sub-game Gp(Ti),Fi×Fi

over item set Ti, where the principal is
posting a bundle price p(Ti).

We note that the claim above holds more generally: every partition menu essentially breaks the
game between the items sellers to sub-games, one for each part of the partition, with correspondence
between NE in the large game and in the sub-games. Combining the two claims we conclude:

Lemma 5.4. There exists a principal pricing strategy p that sells partitioned bundles T1, · · · , Tn,
such that when each pair Tj is priced at Hj + ε there is a unique NE in the game Gp,F and the
principal’s revenue of this NE is Θ(m).

5.2 Principal Revenue from Selling the Grand Bundle.

We saw that the principal can obtain revenue of Θ(m) by a partition menu. We next show that the
revenue by selling the grand bundle is much lower. Specifically, for any menu of the principal in
which the only set offered is the grand bundle at price p, it holds that the revenue of the principal
is O(1) in every equilibrium of Gp,F . We separate the price range of the principal seller into three
categories: when p < 3 · H1, when p ≥ 3 · Hn, and when there exists some i ∈ [n − 1], where
3 ·Hi ≤ p < 3 ·Hi+1. We will show that in the first case, the principal is selling at a constant price,
resulting in O(1) revenue. In the second case, the principal’s price is too high and will never sell.
The third case (where the grand bundle price p falls between the high support of set Ti and Ti+1

for index i) is the most interesting. Observe that simple arguing that the revenue is bounded by p
times the probability that the value is at least p is not enough (e.g., for p = Hj that product is at

least Hj · Vj = K2·3(j−1) ·K−3(j−1)
= K3(j−1)

, which might be much larger than m for large j). We
will show that in this case, the higher value item sellers are incentivized to reduce their price to a
point where the buyer purchases the grand bundle only if they have positive value for at least two
items in

⋃n
j=i+1 Tj . Thus the principal is in a similar situation as if they are merely selling the set

Ti+1, and obtains only O(1) revenue.
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We will start by considering the expected revenue of a particular item seller j ∈
⋃n

k=i+1 Tk.

Proposition 5.5. Assume that 3·Hi ≤ p < 3·Hi+1 for some i ∈ [n−1]. For any item j in
⋃n

k=i+1 Tk

and any qj in the support of sj, it holds that P[p− qj ≥
∑

k ̸=i Vk(sk)] >
(
1− 3

(
xi+1 +

1
p·x2

i

))
.

The above claim can be viewed as saying conditioned on sj = qj and vj ≥ qj , the probability

of the buyer not purchasing from the principal must be at least 1 − 3(xi+1 +
3x2

i
p ). Notice that

given p ≥ 3 ·Hi, in order for the buyer to be interested in the bundle, their value for some item in⋃n
k=i+1 Tk must be high. We can now apply a union bound to bound the probability of the buyer

purchasing the grand bundle, and as a result, the principal seller’s revenue.

Lemma 5.6. For any grand-bundle menu p such that 3 · Hn > p ≥ 3 · K2, the revenue of the
principal in any NE of the game Gp,F is at most 36.

Using the above two claims we bound the revenue of any grand-bundle pricing in any equilibrium
by a constant.

Lemma 5.7. For any grand-bundle menu p, the revenue of the principal in any Nash equilibrium
of the game Gp,F is O(1).

6 Conclusion and Future Work

Our work explores revenue guarantee of the principal seller in a oligopoly setting, particularly when
facing agile item competitors who set the prices of their items in response to the principal seller’s
pricing strategy. We study the ability of the principal to extract revenue by using her unique power
to price bundles of items.

Our work is by no means comprehensive in this space and we hope we can inspire future work
on auction pricing with competitors. First, on a technical level, we expect there is ample room to
generalize or extend our approximation result. This could involve establishing other approximation
results under different sufficient conditions on the value distributions, developing additional upper
bounds on the principal seller’s revenue, and/or exploring the power of more complex bundling
strategies.

Another direction for follow-up work is to expand the set of allowable buyer and/or seller
preferences. For example, one could investigate the impact of non-additive buyer valuations, such
as submodular or subadditive valuations. One could also introduce production costs for the sellers,
which might impact pricing and/or entry decisions by the potential competitors.

Yet another direction is to relax our assumptions on the nature of the competition faced by the
principal seller. For example, in our model the item sellers set prices independently at equilibrium.
However, it is also natural to consider item sellers who collude with each other in the way they
set prices, either explicitly or via algorithmic collusion due to using similar off-the-shelf pricing
algorithms. One could consider separately the cases where colluding sellers can transfer utility
between each other or not. Taking this one step further, one could also consider competitors who
own multiple items and can offer bundles for the items available to them; this can be thought of as
a form of advanced collusion with both transfers and the ability to bundle goods.

Finally, our work focuses on revenue maximization from the principal seller’s perspective. An-
other related angle of inspection is the buyer’s surplus: namely, how much does the buyer’s surplus
improve, relative to the monopolist case, if the principal seller has item competitors for some or
all items? This could have implications for policy considerations such as antitrust concerns, where
one might seek to understand the extent to which item sellers serve as effective competition for a
dominant principal seller.
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A Illustration for Price Sensitivity.

Figure 1: (λ,C)-Price Sensitive Revenue Curve. For distribution Fi, the revenue function Rev(qi) =
qi · (1−Fi(qi)), must be below the line with slope λ that passes through (ri,Rev(ri)) for every price
below C · ri, where ri is the maximal Myerson price for Fi.

B Omitted Proofs in Section 3

Claim 3.1. Fix any p and any q⃗. Suppose that v⃗ and v⃗′ differ only on a subset S ⊆M of items, and
let T and T ′ denote the items purchased from the principal under valuations v⃗ and v⃗′ respectively.
Then if T ∩ S = T ′ ∩ S then T = T ′.
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Proof. The set T maximizes diff v⃗(T, p, q⃗) and the set T ′ maximizes diff v⃗′(T
′, p, q⃗). If T ̸= T ′ then

we must have diff v⃗(T, p, q⃗) ≥ diff v⃗(T
′, p, q⃗) and diff v⃗′(T

′, p, q⃗) ≥ diff v⃗′(T, p, q⃗), with at least one of
them strict (since we break ties consistently). So in particular we must have

diff v⃗(T, p, q⃗) + diff v⃗′(T
′, p, q⃗) > diff v⃗(T

′, p, q⃗) + diff v⃗′(T, p, q⃗). (7)

On the other hand, for any T and T ′ with T ∩ S = T ′ ∩ S, we must have diff v⃗(T, p, q⃗) −
diff v⃗′(T, p, q⃗) =

∑
i∈T∩S(vi − v′i) =

∑
i∈T ′∩S(vi − v′i) = diff v⃗(T

′, p, q⃗) − diff v⃗′(T
′, p, q⃗). As this is

inconsistent with (7), we conclude that T = T ′ as required.

Claim 3.2. Fix some principal menu p, item seller i, the prices of the other item sellers q−i, and
the realized buyer valuation v⃗. Then there exist sets Ti ∋ i and T¬i ̸∋ i and a threshold θi ≥ 0 such
that, if qi is the price chosen by agent i, then the set that the buyer purchases from the principal is
Ti if qi ≤ θi, and is T¬i if qi > θi.

Proof. Fix q−i, given qi < q′i, then for any Ti such that i ∈ Ti, the utility difference for the buyer
for purchasing from the item seller side items in Ti is just the difference of utility for the particular
item. That is,8

ubI,v⃗(Ti, (qi, q−i))− ubI,v⃗(Ti, (q
′
i, q−i)) = (vi − qi)+ − (vi − q′i)+ = (min(vi, q

′
i)− qi)+.

On the other hand, for any T¬i such that i ̸∈ T¬i, there is no utility difference, namely

ubI,v⃗(T¬i, (qi, q−i))− ubI,v⃗(T¬i, (q
′
i, q−i)) = 0.

As diff v⃗(T, p, q⃗) = ubP,v⃗(T, p)−ubI,v⃗(T, q⃗) and diff v⃗(T, p, (q
′
i, q−i)) = ubP,v⃗(T, p)−ubI,v⃗(T, (q

′
i, q−i)),

we conclude that

diff v⃗(T, p, (q
′
i, q−i)) = diff v⃗(T, p, (qi, q−i)) + (min(vi, q

′
i)− qi)+ for any T ∋ i (8)

and

diff v⃗(T¬i, p, (qi, q−i)) = diff v⃗(T¬i, p, (q
′
i, q−i)) for any T¬i ̸∋ i. (9)

Write T (qi) for the set that the buyer purchases from the principal given qi. Note that T (qi) ∈
argmaxT {diff v⃗(T, p, (qi, q−i))}, with ties broken as per our tie-breaking rule for the buyer. Note
also that, due to our tie-breaking in favor of purchasing more items from item sellers, we must
have i ∈ T (0) (since if qi = 0 it is never utility-decreasing for the buyer to acquire item i from
item seller i, regardless of what was purchased from the principal). Define Ti = T (0), so that
diff v⃗(S, p, (0, q−i)) ≤ diff v⃗(Ti, p, (0, q−i)) for all sets S. Then for any S ∋ i and any qi, equation (8)
implies

diff v⃗(S, p, (qi, q−i)) = diff v⃗(S, p, (0, q−i)) + vi − qi

≤ diff v⃗(Ti, p, (0, q−i)) + vi − qi

= diff v⃗(Ti, p, (qi, q−i))

and hence (by consistent tie-breaking) if S = T (qi) then we must have S = Ti. By the same
argument, if there exists some qi > q′i > 0 and sets S, T ̸∋ i such that T = T (qi) and S = T (q′i),
then we must have S = T . We can therefore write T¬i for the unique set T¬i ̸∋ i purchased at any
choice of qi. Finally, since diff v⃗(T¬i, p, (qi, q−i)) is independent of qi whereas diff v⃗(Ti, p, (qi, q−i)) is
decreasing, there exists a threshold θi such that Ti is chosen for qi ≤ θi and T¬i is chosen for qi > θi.

8Here and elsewhere, we will use (x)+ to mean max{x, 0}.
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Proposition 3.3. Fix any item seller i and prices q′i > qi for seller i. Then for any principal menu
p, other item sellers’ prices q−i, and buyer values v⃗, it holds that 1i,v⃗(p, (qi, q−i)) ≥ 1i,v⃗(p, (q

′
i, q−i)).

Proof. By Claim 3.2 there exist sets Ti ∋ i and T¬i ̸∋ i and a threshold θi ≥ 0 such that the
set that the buyer purchases from the principal is Ti if qi ≤ θi, and is T¬i if qi > θi. For any
qi > 0, it is utility-maximizing for the buyer to purchase item i from item seller i precisely if (a)
item i is not purchased from the principal and (b) vi ≥ qi. We conclude that 1i,v⃗(p, q⃗) = 0 for
all qi > max{vi, θi}, and 1i,v⃗(p, q⃗) = 1 for all 0 < qi < max{vi, θi}. For the remaining case that
qi = 0, we note that the buyer will always purchase from the item seller regardless of what was
purchased from the principal. We conclude that 1i,v⃗(p, (qi, q−i)) is monotone non-decreasing in qi,
as claimed.

Claim 3.9. Consider a market with value distribution F ′ = ×iF
′
i and a partition of the items to

sets Y, Z ⊂ M (Y ∪̇ Z = M). For any menu p of the principal seller, and for any mixed Nash
equilibrium s⃗ in the game Gp,F , the expected revenue of principal seller under (p, s⃗) is at most
Rev(Y ) +Wel(Z).

Proof. Write Rev(p) for the expected revenue under (p, s⃗). What we will show is that Rev(Y ) ≥
Rev(p) −Wel(Z). Indeed, consider the following (direct revelation) mechanism for the principal
to sell the items in Y only. The principal solicits reported values vi ∼ Fi for i ∈ Y , then draws
ṽi ∼ F ′

i for i ∈ Z, then executes the mechanism for M described by price menu p. If any item
i ∈ Z is to be allocated under this mechanism, we instead transfer the simulated value ṽi to the
buyer. This randomized mechanism has expected revenue at least Rev(p) −Wel(Z), as Wel(Z)
is the maximum expected transfer to the buyer. Furthermore, as the only randomization is in the
simulation of ṽi, we can derandomize by choosing the revenue-maximizing choice of ṽ (since the
mechanism is dominant strategy incentive compatible, as there is only a single buyer). The resulting
deterministic mechanism can be described as a deterministic menu, so its expected revenue must
be at most Rev(Y ). We conclude that Rev(Y ) ≥ Rev(p)−Wel(Z), as claimed.

C Omitted Proofs in Section 4

C.1 Omitted Proofs in Section 4.1

Lemma 4.3 (One Item Distribution, price sensitivity). Consider some value distribution G, and

assume it has a highest Myerson price rG. Then G is (λ,C)-price sensitive for C = 1− G(rG)4

9 and

λ = λ(G) = min
C′≤C

RevG(rG)− RevG(C
′ · rG)

(1− C ′) · rG
.

Proof. By the definition of (λ,C)-price sensitivity, G is (λ,C)-price sensitive if and only if for C it

holds that ∀C ′ ∈ [0, C], λ ≤ RevG(rG)−RevG(C′·rG)
(1−C′)·rG . Clearly λ = minC′≤C

RevG(rG)−RevG(C′·rG)
(1−C′)·rG satisfies

this condition.

Lemma 4.4 (Independent and Identical Items, variance). Consider markets with m i.i.d items,
each with value distribution Fi = G that is (λ,C)-price sensitive and has a highest Myerson price

rG. If m ≥ 144
λ3(1−C)3

·
(

rG
σG(rG)

)2
then σ(V (r⃗)) ≥ 12

(λ(1−C))3/2
· rG.

Proof. Since the items are i.i.d, we know that the standard deviation of the buyer’s truncated value
for m items is

√
m times the standard deviation of the buyer’s truncated value for one item. Hence

σ(V (r⃗)) =
√
m · σG(rG). When m ≥ 144

λ3(1−C)3
·
(

rG
σG(rG)

)2
,
√
m ≥ 12

(λ(1−C))3/2
· rG
σG(rG) , and hence

σ(V (r⃗)) =
√
m · σG(rG) ≥ 12

(λ(1−C))3/2
· rG.
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Corollary 4.5 (Independent and Identical Items, revenue). Let G be a distribution that has a
unique Myerson price rG > inf(G). Then for all sufficiently large m (polynomial in parameters
of G) and valuation distribution F = ×m

i=1G = Gm, the principal can find a price for the grand
bundle such that she obtains revenue at least a 1

3 fraction of the expected truncated social welfare∑
i E[min(vi, ri)] in every equilibrium of Gp,F .

Proof. Since rG is a unique Myerson price, by Lemma 4.3, G is (λ,C)-price sensitive for C =

1 − G(rG)4

9 and some λ(G) > 0 (otherwise by the definition of λ(G), there must exists a point on
the revenue curve which has the same value as RevG(rG), violating the uniqueness assumption).

Since rG > inf(G), then 1 − C = G(rG)4

9 > 0. Additionally, rG > inf(G) ensures that σG(rG) > 0,
since there is some variation in the values. By Lemma 4.4, for m that is polynomial in 1/G(rG),
1/λ(G) and σG(rG), the standard deviation requirement in Theorem 4.2 is satisfied, and hence the
theorem result applies.

Lemma 4.8 (Revenue Concave Distributions, price sensitivity). Consider some value distribution
G that for some δ > 0 is δ-revenue-concave. Let rG be the unique Myerson price of G. Then G is
(λ,C)-price sensitive for λ ≤ δ

2 · (1− C).

Proof. Since G is δ-revenue-concave, we know that for the revenue function h(x) = x · (1−G(x)),
h′′(x) ≤ −δ/rG by definition. By the definition of rG, h

′(rG) = 0. Hence for any q < rG,

h′(q) ≥ h′(q)− h′(rG) = −
∫ rG

q
h′′(x) dx ≥ (rG − q) · δ

rG
,

and thus

h(rG)− h(C · rG) =
∫ rG

C·rG
h′(x) ≥

∫ rG

C·rG
(rG − x) · δ

rG
dx =

δ

rG
·
(
rG · x− 1

2
x2
)∣∣∣∣rG

C·rG
=

1

2
δ(1− C)2rG.

Now, by Lemma 4.3, λ = minC′≤C
RevG(rG)−RevG(C′·rG)

(1−C′)·rG . SinceG is δ-revenue-concave, RevG(rG)−RevG(C′·rG)
(1−C′)·rG

is minimized when C ′ = C. Hence

λ =
RevG(rG)− RevG(C · rG)

(1− C) · rG
=

1
2δ(1− C)2rG

(1− C) · rG
=
δ

2
· (1− C).

Lemma 4.9 (Smooth Distributions, variance). Consider some value distribution G supported on
[0, 1] that is δ-smooth with a highest Myerson price rG. Then the variance of min(v, rG), where
v ∼ G, is Ω(δ) · (rG)2. Moreover, rG − Ev∼G[min(v, rG)] = Ω(δ) · rG.

Proof. Since G is δ-smooth, for any x ∈ (0, 1), G′(x) ≥ δ
rG

. Hence for any x ∈ (0, 1), G(x) =∫ x
0 G

′(x) dx ≥ x · δ
rG

, hence

rG − E
v∈G

[min(v, rG)] = rG − µG(rG) =

∫ rG

0
G(x) dx ≥

∫ rG

0
x · δ

rG
dx ≥ δ · rG

2
.

26



Now, we will bound the variance of VG(rG) = min(v, rG).

var(VG(rG)) = E[(VG(rG)− µG(rG))
2] ≥

∫ rG

0
G′(x) · (x− µG(rG))

2 dx

≥
∫ rG

0

δ

rG
· (x− µG(rG))

2 dx =
δ

rG
· 1
3
(x− µG(rG))

3

∣∣∣∣rG
0

=
δ

3rG

(
·(rG − µG(rG))

3 + µG(rG)
3
)

≥ δ

3rG
· (rG)

3

4
=
δ · (rG)2

12
.

The first to second line is by the bound on G′(x), the second to third line is just by evaluating the
integral, and the third to forth line is by minimizing the convex function (rG − x)3 + x3.

Corollary 4.10 (Revenue Concave Smooth Distributions, revenue). Fix any rmax, rmin > 0.
Consider a market with m items, where each item i has a value distribution Fi that is δ-smooth and
δ-revenue-concave, with highest Myerson price ri ∈ [rmin, rmax]. When m = Ω(poly(1δ ,

rmax
rmin

)), the

principal can sell the grand bundle and obtain revenue at least a 1
3 fraction of the expected truncated

social welfare
∑

i E[min(vi, ri)] in every equilibrium of Gp,F .

Proof. Observe that rG − Ev∼G[min(v, rG)] = Ω(δ) · rG and that rmax ≥ rG ≥ rmin. This imply
that for any δ-smooth distributions F1, F2, . . . , Fm, for all i, it holds that K = K(F1, F2, . . . , Fm) ≤

rmax
Ω(δ)·rmin

. Note that by δ-smoothness, Fi(ri) ≥ δ. Thus for the choice of C in Theorem 4.2,

1 − C = mini∈M
F 4
i (ri)

8K+1 = Ω(δ5 · rmin
rmax

). Hence by Lemma 4.8, every distribution Fi is (λ,C)-price

sensitive for λ = δ
2(1− C) = Ω(δ6 · rmin

rmax
).

By Lemma 4.9, the variance of each distribution Fi is Ω(δ ·r2min). In order to satisfy the standard
deviation requirement in Theorem 4.2, the variance for m items must be at least

144 · r2max

λ3(1− C)3
=

144 · r2max

Ω(δ6 · rmin
rmax

)3 · Ω(δ5 · rmin
rmax

)
= O

((
1

δ

)23

·
(
rmax

rmin

)4

· r2max

)
.

Hence for some m = Ω

((
1
δ

)24 · ( rmax
rmin

)6)
= poly

(
1
δ ,

rmax
rmin

)
, the variance of m items satisfy the

requirements in Theorem 4.2. We can now apply Theorem 4.2 to get the bound on principal
revenue.

C.2 Omitted Proofs in Section 4.2

For the reader’s convenience, we reiterate the notations used in this section.
For vi ∼ Fi we use Vi(ri) to denote the random variable min(vi, ri): the value of item i trun-

cated at ri. Note that the truncated social welfare is the random variable V (r⃗) =
∑

i Vi(ri) =∑
imin(vi, ri) where vi ∼ Fi for every i and r⃗ = (r1, ..., rm). The expected truncated social welfare

is simple the mean on V (r⃗), and we write σ(V (r⃗)) to denote the standard deviation of the truncated
social welfare V (r⃗). We use µi(ri) = µ(Vi(ri)) to denote the mean of Vi(ri), and σi(ri) = σ(Vi(ri))
to denote the standard deviation of Vi(ri).

Expanding on the notation of Vi(ri) that we defined earlier in the section, we will use Vi(si) to
denote the random variable min(vi, qi), where qi is a random pricing strategy that is drawn from
the item seller i’s mixed strategy si. We will denote µi(si) = µ(Vi(si)) and σi(si) = σ(Vi(si)) as
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the mean and standard deviation of Vi(si), respectively. Similarly, we will use µ(s⃗) and σ(s⃗). to
represent the mean and standard deviation of

∑
j∈M Vj(sj), respectively. We also use µ−i(s−i) and

σ−i(s−i) to represent the mean and standard deviation of
∑

j ̸=i Vj(sj), respectively. For the sake
of simplicity in notation, when item seller i’s strategy si is pure and pricing at qi, we would just
use qi to represent si. For example, Vi(C · ri) denote the random variable of min(vi, C · ri) when
vi ∼ Fi.

For distributions F1, . . . , Fm we define K(F1, . . . , Fm) = maxi∈M{ri−µi(ri)}
mini∈M{ri−µi(ri)} to be the ratio be-

tween the largest and smallest value of {ri − µi(ri)}. Also, for notational convenience, we will
sometimes use p to denote the principal’s price of the grand bundle, instead of p(M).

Claim C.1. For any 1 ≥ C > 0 and item seller i’s strategy si such that inf(si) ≥ C · ri, it holds
that σ2i (si) ≥

(
1− 2(1−C)

C·Fi(ri)4

)
· σ2i (ri).

Proof. By the definition of variance, σi(ri)
2 = E[Vi(ri)2]−µi(ri)2 and σi(si)

2 = E[Vi(si)2]−µi(si)2.
We can assume WLOG that si is supported on [0, ri], because if it is support on values that are
larger than ri, then truncating these values at ri will only make the variance the Vi(si) smaller.

Since all support of si is at most ri, E[Vi(si)] ≤ E[Vi(ri)] and thus E[Vi(si)]2 ≤ E[Vi(ri)]2.
Therefore

σ2i (ri)− σ2i (si) = (E[Vi(ri)2]− E[Vi(ri)]2)− (E[Vi(si)2]− E[Vi(si)]2)
≤ E[Vi(ri)2]− E[Vi(si)2] ≤ (P[qi ≤ vi < ri] + P[ri ≤ vi]) · (r2i − q2i ).

The rest of our proof will bound E[Vi(ri)2] − E[Vi(si)2] from above, as well as σ2i (ri) from below.
This will help us establish a relationship between σ2i (si) and σ

2
i (ri).

Let qi = inf(si). We can write out E[Vi(ri)2] as the weighted sum over conditional probabilities
using the law of total probability over events 0 ≤ Vi(ri) ≤ qi, qi ≤ Vi(ri) ≤ ri and ri ≤ Vi(ri). Note
that when Vi(ri) < ri, Vi(ri) = min(vi, ri) is really just equal to vi. Meanwhile, when Vi(ri) ≥ ri,
Vi(ri) = ri. Hence we have

E[Vi(ri)2] = P[0 ≤ vi < qi] · E[v2i |vi ≤ qi] + P[qi ≤ vi < ri] · E[v2i |qi ≤ vi ≤ ri] + P[ri ≤ vi] · r2i
≤ P[0 ≤ vi < qi] · E[v2i |vi ≤ qi] + P[qi ≤ vi] · r2i (10)

Since qi = inf(si), we know that E[Vi(si)2] ≥ E[Vi(qi)2]. Using the law of total probability again,
we get

E[Vi(si)2] ≥ E[Vi(qi)2] = P[0 ≤ vi < qi] · E[v2i |vi ≤ qi] + P[qi ≤ vi] · q2i (11)

By subtracting Equation (11) from Equation (10), we get:

⇒ E[Vi(ri)2]− E[Vi(si)2] ≤ P[qi ≤ vi] · (r2i − q2i ).

Since ri is a Myerson price, it maximizes the function x · P[x ≤ vi]. Hence for any w, P[vi ≥
w] ≤ ri·P[ri≤vi]

w . Since qi ≥ C · ri, it must be the case that

P[qi ≤ vi] ≤
ri · P[ri ≤ vi]

C · ri
=

1

C
· P[ri ≤ vi].

Therefore

σ2i (ri)− σ2i (si) ≤
1

C
· P[ri ≤ vi] · (r2i − q2i ) ≤

1

C
· P[ri ≤ vi] · (r2i − (C · ri)2)

=
1

C
· P[ri ≤ vi] · (1− C) · (1 + C) · r2i ≤ 1

C
· P[ri ≤ vi] · 2(1− C) · r2i .
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The last line is by C ≤ 1.
Finally, we also bound σ2i (ri). The variance σ

2
i (ri) can be written as the expectation of (Vi(ri)−

µi(ri))
2. By the law of total expectation,

σ2i (ri) ≥ P[ri ≤ vi] · (ri − µi(ri))
2,

where

µi(ri) =

∫ ri

0
P[vi ≥ v] dv

≤
∫ ri

0
min

(
P[ri ≤ vi] · ri

v
, 1

)
dv

≤
∫ P[ri≤vi]·ri

0
1 · dv +

∫ ri

P[ri≤vi]·ri

P[ri ≤ vi] · ri
v

dv

≤ P[ri ≤ vi] · ri ·
(
1 + log

(
1

P[ri ≤ vi]

))
.

For the above equation, the first to second line is by the fact that ri is the myerson price, a
monopolist pricing at v will get P[v ≤ vi] · v ≤ P[ri ≤ vi] · ri, the second to fourth line are by
expanding the terms and calculating the integral. Thus

ri − µi(ri) ≥ ri − P[ri ≤ vi] · ri ·
(
1 + log

(
1

P[ri ≤ vi]

))
≥
(
1− P[ri ≤ vi] ·

(
1 + log

(
1

P[ri ≤ vi]

)))
· ri.

By examining the Taylor expansion of 1− P[ri ≤ vi] ·
(
1 + log

(
1

P[ri≤vi]

))
at P[ri ≤ vi] = 1, we get

that for any P[ri ≤ vi] ∈ (0, 1],

1− P[ri ≤ vi] ·
(
1 + log

(
1

P[ri ≤ vi]

))
≥ (1− P[ri ≤ vi])

2/2. (12)

Thus

σ2i (ri) ≥ P[ri ≤ vi] · (ri − µi(ri))
2 ≥ P[ri ≤ vi] · r2i · (1− P[ri ≤ vi])

4/4 = P[ri ≤ vi] · r2i · Fi(ri)
4/4.

From both bounds on σ2i (ri)− σ2i (si) and σ
2
i itself, we conclude that

σi(ri)
2 − σ2i (si)

σi(ri)2
≤

P[ri ≤ vi] · r2i ·
2(1−C)

C

P[ri ≤ vi] · r2i · Fi(ri)4
=

2(1− C)

C · Fi(ri)4
,

and thus σ2i (si) ≥
(
1− 2(1−C)

C·Fi(ri)4

)
· σ2i (ri).

Lemma 4.12. For any K ≥ 1 and C such that C ≥ 1 − Fi(ri)
4

2K+1 , it holds that σ2i (C · ri) ≥(
1− 1

K

)
· σ2i (ri).

Proof. Since C ≥ 1− Fi(ri)
4

2K+1 , then 2(1− C) ≤ 2 · Fi(ri)
4

2K+1 . Meanwhile, C ≥ 1− Fi(ri)
4

2K+1 ≥ 1− 1
2K+1 =

2K
2K+1 . Hence

2(1− C)

C · (1− P[ri ≤ vi])4
≤

2 · Fi(ri)
4

2K+1
2K

2K+1 · Fi(ri)4
=

1

K
,

and thus 1− 2(1−C)
C·Fi(ri)4

≥ 1− 1
K . Plugging above inequality into Claim C.1 yields our corollary.
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Lemma C.2. Let inf(si) be the infinum of the support of si, then

Eqi∼si [σ
2
i (ri)− σ2i (qi)]

2(inf(si)− µi(inf(si))
≥ µi(ri)− µi(si) ≥

σ2i (ri)− σ2i (si)

2(ri − µi(ri))

Proof. Firstly, consider the case where si is a pure strategy at qi. Then,

µi(qi) = E[Vi(qi)] =
∫ qi

0
1− Fi(x) dx

and

σ2i (qi) = E[V 2
i (qi)]− µ2i (qi) =

∫ q2i

0
1− Fi(

√
x)dx− µ2i (qi)

=

∫ qi

0
(1− Fi(x)) · 2x dx− µ2i (qi).

Note that although the action space of the item sellers are confined to multiples of ε, for the
purpose of this lemma we will consider the derivative of µi(qi) and σ2(qi) over the domain [0, 1].
Our derivative computation is purely a technical tool for our proof.

Now, we can compute the derivatives of both µi(qi) and σ
2(qi) to see the rate of change of these

quantities when a price reduction at qi occurs.

dµi(qi)

dqi
= 1− Fi(qi)

and

dσ2i (qi)

dqi
= (1− Fi(qi)) · 2qi − 2µi(qi) · (1− Fi(qi))

= (1− Fi(qi)) · (2qi − 2µi(qi)).

Let rem(qi) = qi − ui(qi), then

rem(qi) =

∫ qi

0
1 dx−

∫ qi

0
1− Fi(x) dx =

∫ qi

0
Fi(x) dx.

Clearly, rem(qi) is monotonically non-decreasing in qi. Moreover, from our computation,
dσ2

i (qi)
dqi

=

rem(qi) · dµi(qi)
dqi

. Now we can use this formula to rewrite the difference between variance of Vi(qi)
and Vi(ri), and bound this difference using the difference in mean.

σ2(ri)− σ2(qi) =

∫ ri

qi

dσ2i (x)

dqi
dx =

∫ ri

qi

2 · rem(x) · dµi(x)
dx

dx.

By the fact that rem(x) is monotonically non-decreasing, rem(x) is at most rem(ri) and at least
rem(qi). Hence∫ ri

qi

2 · rem(x) · dµi(x)
dx

dx ≥ 2rem(ri)

∫ ri

qi

dµi(x)

dx
dx = 2rem(ri) · (µ(ri)− µ(qi)).

Similarly, ∫ ri

qi

2 · rem(x) · dµi(x)
dx

dx ≤ rem(qi) · (µ(ri)− µ(qi))
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Hence for a pure strategy qi, our theorem statement holds

σ2(ri)− σ2(qi)

rem(qi)
≥ µ(ri)− µ(qi) ≥

σ2(ri)− σ2(qi)

rem(ri)
.

For randomized strategy si, the left part of the equation holds by taking expectation over qi ∼ si:

µi(ri)− µi(si) = E
qi∼si

[µi(ri)− µi(si)] ≤
Eqi∼si [σ

2
i (ri)− σ2i (qi)]

2(inf(si)− µi(inf(si))
.

For the right part of the equation, we simply use the fact that

σ2i (si) = E[V 2
i (si)]− µ2i (si) = E

qi∼si
[E[V 2

i (qi)]]− ( E
qi∼si

[µi(qi)])
2

≥ E
qi∼si

[E[V 2
i (qi)]]− E

qi∼si

[
µi(qi)

2
]
= E

qi∼si
[σ2i (qi)].

Hence

µi(ri)− µi(si) ≥
Eqi∼si [σ

2(ri)− σ2(qi)]

rem(ri)
≥ σ2(ri)− σ2i (si)

ri − µi(ri)
.

Claim C.3. For any C ≥ 1− Fi(ri)
4

8K+1 where K ≥ 1, it holds that C · ri−µi(C · ri) ≥ 4
5 · (ri−µi(ri)).

Proof. Again, let rem(C ·ri) = C ·ri−µi(C ·ri) and rem(ri) = ri−µi(ri). Let Revi(ri) = ri·(1−Fi(ri)).

Since ri is the Myerson price, for any x ∈ [0, 1], x(1− Fi(x)) ≤ Revi(ri), hence Fi(x) ≥ 1− Revi(ri)
x .

As we have discussed in Lemma C.2

rem(C · ri) =
∫ C·ri

0
Fi(x) dx ≥

∫ C·ri

0
max

(
0, 1− Revi(ri)

x

)
dx

≥
∫ C·ri

Revi(ri)
1− Revi(ri)

x
dx

When x ≥ ri · (1− Fi(ri)
4),

1− Revi(ri)

x
≥ 1− ri · (1− Fi(ri))

ri · (1− Fi(ri)4)
≥ 1− 1

1 + Fi(ri)
≥ Fi(ri)

2
.

Given that C ≥ 1− Fi(ri)
4

2K+1 ,∫ C·ri

Revi(ri)
1− Revi(ri)

x
≥
∫ C·ri

ri·(1−Fi(ri)4)

Fi(ri)

2
≥
(
ri ·
(
1− Fi(ri)

4

2K + 1

)
− ri ·

(
1− Fi(ri)

4
))

· Fi(ri)

2

= ri ·
(
1− 1

2K + 1

)
· Fi(ri)

5

2
.

Meanwhile, rem(ri)− rem(C · ri) =
∫ ri
C·ri Fi(x) dx. Since it’s always true that Fi(x) ≤ Fi(ri),

rem(ri)− rem(C · ri) ≤ (1− C)ri · Fi(ri) ≤
Fi(ri)

5

2K + 1
.
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Since K ≥ 4, we conclude that

rem(ri)

rem(C · ri)
= 1 +

rem(ri)− rem(C · ri)
rem(C · ri)

≤ 1 +

Fi(ri)
5

2K+1(
1− 1

2K+1

)
· Fi(ri)5

2

≤ 1 +
1/9

(1− 1/9) · 1/2
= 1 + 1/4 = 5/4.

This yields our claim.

Lemma 4.13. For any C ≥ 1 − mini∈M Fi(ri)
4

8K+1 , where K = K(F1, . . . , Fm) and any item seller

strategy profile such that µ(s⃗) =
∑

i µi(si) ≥
∑

i µi(C · ri), it holds that σ2(s⃗) =
∑

i σ
2
i (si) ≥

1
2

∑
i σ

2
i (ri) = σ2(r⃗).

Proof. By Lemma C.2, we know that

σ2(r⃗)− σ2(s⃗) =
∑
i∈M

(
σ2i (ri)− σ2i (si)

)
≤
∑
i∈M

2(ri − µi(ri)) · (µi(ri)− µi(si))

≤ 2max
i∈M

{ri − µi(ri)} ·

(∑
i∈M

µi(ri)−
∑
i∈M

µi(si)

)
.

By our assumption in the lemma,
∑

i∈M µi(si) ≥
∑

i µi(C · ri). Hence∑
i∈M

µi(ri)−
∑
i∈M

µi(si) ≤
∑
i∈M

µi(ri)−
∑
i∈M

µi(C · ri) =
∑
i∈M

(µi(ri)− µi(C · ri)).

Now, again by Lemma C.2,∑
i∈M

(µi(ri)− µi(C · ri)) ≤
∑
i∈M

σ2i (ri)− σ2i (C · ri)
2(C · ri − µi(C · ri))

≤ 1

2(mini∈M{C · ri − µi(C · ri)})
·

(∑
i∈M

σ2i (ri)−
∑
i∈M

σ2i (C · ri)

)
.

Note that our choice of C satisfies the conditions in Claim C.3, hence for all i ∈ M, C ·ri−µi(C ·ri) ≥
4
5 · (ri − µi(ri)), and hence

∑
i∈M

(µi(ri)− µi(C · ri)) ≤
5

8(mini∈M{ri − µi(ri)})
·

(∑
i∈M

σ2i (ri)−
∑
i∈M

σ2i (C · ri)

)
.

Plugging our choice of C into Lemma 4.12, we get∑
i∈M

σ2i (C · ri) ≥
(
1− 1

K

)
· σ2i (ri),

hence ∑
i∈M

σ2i (ri)−
∑
i∈M

σ2i (C · ri) ≤
1

K
· σ2i (ri). (13)
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We conclude that∑
i∈M

σ2i (ri)−
∑
i∈M

σ2i (si) ≤
2maxi∈M{ri − µi(ri)}

8/5 ·mini∈M{ri − µi(ri)}
· 1

K
· σ2i (ri)

≤ 2maxi∈M{ri − µi(ri)}
8/5 ·mini∈M{ri − µi(ri)}

· 1

4 · maxi∈M{ri−µi(ri)}
mini∈M{ri−µi(ri)}

·
∑
i∈M

σ2i (ri) ≤
1

2
·
∑
i∈M

σ2i (ri),

and hence

σ2(s⃗) =
∑
i∈M

σ2i (si) ≥
∑
i∈M

σ2i (ri)−
1

2
·
∑
i∈M

σ2i (ri) =
1

2
·
∑
i∈M

σ2i (ri) = σ2(r⃗).

Lemma 4.14. Consider a market with value distribution F = ×iFi. Assume that there exists

constant λ > 0 such that for C = 1 − mini∈M Fi(ri)
4

8K+1 where K = K(F1, . . . , Fm), all items i ∈ M
have value distributions that are (λ,C)-price sensitive. In addition, assume the variance of the
buyer’s value for the bundle σ(V (r⃗)) ≥ 12

(λ(1−C))3/2
· maxj∈M{rj}. Given principal grand bundle

price p =
∑

i E[min(vi, C ·ri)]+ σ(V (r⃗))
4 and item seller equilibrium (s1, · · · , sn) in Gp,F , if the buyer

not purchases the grand bundle with probability ≥ 1/2, then the support of each si is contained in
[C · ri, ri].

Proof. Recall from our discussion in Section 3 (in particular, Equation (4)), given the principal is
selling the grand bundle at price p and other item sellers j are using strategies sj , item seller j gets
the following expected revenue for pricing at qi:

usi(p, (qi, s−i)) = qi · P[Vi(ri) ≥ qi] · P[p− qi ≥
∑
j ̸=i

Vj(sj)] = Revi(qi) · P[p− qi ≥
∑
j ̸=i

Vj(sj)].

Assume the buyer chooses to buy the grand bundle with probability < 1/2 when item seller i uses
strategy si. Then

P[p ≥
∑
j ̸=i

Vj(sj)] ≥ P[p ≥
∑
j

Vj(sj)] ≥ 1/2.

We will show that in this case, pricing below C · ri is a strictly dominated strategy for item seller
i. In particular, we will prove that for any α ∈ [0, C),

usi(p, (α · ri, s−i)) < usi(p, (ri, s−i)). (14)

Pluggin in the formula for usi(·), Equation (14) is equivalent to

P[p− ri ≥
∑

j ̸=i Vj(sj)]

P[p− α · ri ≥
∑

j ̸=i Vj(sj)]
≥ Revi(α · ri)

Revi(ri)

We know by all value distribution being (λ,C)-price sensitive that for any α < C, Revi(ri)−Revi(α ·
ri) ≥ λ(1−α) · ri, and hence Revi(α·ri)

Revi(ri)
≤ 1− λ(1−α). Thus for our lemma, it is sufficient to prove

that

P[p− ri ≥
∑

j ̸=i Vj(sj)]

P[p− α · ri ≥
∑

j ̸=i Vj(sj)]
≥ 1− λ(1− α). (15)
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When P[p − ri ≥
∑

j ̸=i Vj(sj)] ≥ 1 − λ(1 − α), above equation is automatically satisfied. Now
we will mainly focus on the case where P[p − ri ≥

∑
j ̸=i Vj(sj)] < 1 − λ(1 − α). In this case, we

will prove that the standard deviation of the random variables
∑

j ̸=i Vj(sj)s are large, specifically,

σ−i(s−i) =
√∑

j ̸=i σ
2
j (sj) ≥ 2 · ( 1

λ(1−c) + 2) · maxi ri. We will soon see that this large standard

deviation enables us to argue that item seller i’s ability to affect the probability that the buyer
purchases the grand bundle from the principal is limited.

Let A = 2·( 1
λ(1−c)+2). Assume for contradiction that σ−i(s−i) < A·maxi ri. We are considering

the case that P[p− ri ≥
∑

j ̸=i Vj(sj)] < 1−λ(1−α), hence P[p− ri <
∑

j ̸=i Vj(sj)] ≥ λ(1−α). Let
∆i = p− ri − E[

∑
j ̸=i Vj(sj)]. By chebyshev’s inequality, when ∆i ≥ 0,

λ(1− α) ≤ P

∑
j ̸=i

Vj(sj) > p− ri


= P

∑
j ̸=i

Vj(sj) ≥ E[
∑
j ̸=i

Vj(sj)] +
(p− ri − E[

∑
j ̸=i Vj(sj)])

σ−i(s−i)
· σ−i(s−i)


≤
σ2−i(s−i)

∆2
i

.

Hence

∆i ≤
σ−i(si)√
λ(1− α)

<
A ·maxj∈M{rj}√

λ(1− α)
.

This means that the difference between the mean of
∑

j ̸=i Vj(sj) and p− ri is small. Specifically,

E

∑
j ̸=i

Vj(sj)

 ≥ p− ri −
A ·maxj∈M{rj}√

λ(1− α)
≥ p−

(
1 +

A√
λ(1− α)

)
·max
j∈M

{rj}

≥
∑
i∈M

E[min(vi, C · ri)] +
12

(λ(1−C))3/2
·maxj∈M{rj}
4

−

(
1 +

A√
λ(1− α)

)
·max
j∈M

{rj}

≥
∑
i∈M

E[min(vi, C · ri)].

Now, this means that E
[∑

j∈M Vj(sj)
]
= E[

∑
j ̸=i Vj(sj)] + Vi(si) ≥

∑
i∈M E[min(vi, C · ri)]. By

Lemma 4.13, we can bound the variance of random variable
∑

j ̸=i Vj(sj):

σ2−i(s−i) =
∑
j ̸=i

σ2j (sj) =
∑
j∈M

σ2j (sj)− σ2i (si) ≥
1

2

∑
j∈M

σ2j (rj)− r2i

≥ 36

(λ(1− C))3
· (max

j∈M
{rj})2 − r2i ≥ 35

(λ(1− C))3
· (max

j∈M
{rj})2

Hence σ−i(s−i) ≥ 5
(λ(1−C))3/2

· maxj∈M{rj}, which is a contradiction to our assumption that

σ−i(s−i) < A ·maxj∈M{rj}.
Now that we have proven σ−i(s−i) > A ·maxj∈M{rj}, we will proceed to prove that this implies

Equation (15).
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Let δi = 0.5606· 1
σ−i(s−i)

·maxj ̸=i
E[|Vj(sj)−E[Vj(sj)]|3]
E[|Vj(sj)−E[Vj(sj)]|2] . Since Vj(sj) is always at most rj ,

E[|Vj(sj)−E[Vj(sj)]|3]
E[|Vj(sj)−E[Vj(sj)]|2] ≤

rj . Hence δi ≤ 0.5606· maxj∈M{rj}
A·maxj∈M{rj} ≤ 0.5606

A . Recall that Φ denotes the CDF of the standard normal

distribution N (0, 1). By the two bounds on normal distribution from the Berry-Esseen Theorem
(Theorem 4.11), we know that for

P

p− α · ri ≥
∑
j ̸=i

Vj(sj)

 = P

∑
j ̸=i

Vj(sj) ≤ µ−i(s−i) +

(
p− α · ri − µ−i(s−i)

σ−i(s−i)

)
· σ−i(s−i)


≤ Φ

(
p− α · ri − µ−i(s−i)

σ−i(s−i)

)
+ δi

and

P

p− ri ≥
∑
j ̸=i

Vj(sj)

 = P

∑
j ̸=i

Vj(sj) ≤ µ−i(s−i) +

(
p− ri − µ−i(s−i)

σ−i(s−i)

)
· σ−i(s−i)


≥ Φ

(
p− ri − µ−i(s−i)

σ−i(s−i)

)
− δi.

Note that the probability density of N (0, 1) is at most 1√
2π

at any point. Therefore

Φ

(
p− α · ri − µ−i(s−i)

σ−i(s−i)

)
− Φ

(
p− ri − µ−i(s−i)

σ−i(s−i)

)
≤ 1√

2π
· (1− α) · ri

σ−i(s−i)
≤ 1− α√

2π ·A
.

We conclude that

P[p− α · ri ≥
∑
j ̸=i

Vj(sj)]− P[p− ri ≥
∑
j ̸=i

Vj(sj)] ≤
1− α√
2π ·A

+ 2δi ≤
(
1− α√

2π
+ 1.1212

)
· 1
A
.

Similarly, we know that

P[p ≥
∑
j ̸=i

Vj(sj)]− P[p− α · ri ≥
∑
j ̸=i

Vj(sj)] ≤
α√

2π ·A
+ 2δi ≤

(
α√
2π

+ 1.1212

)
· 1
A
.

Since we know from our assumption in the lemma that P[p ≥
∑

j ̸=i Vj(sj)] ≥ 1/2, then P[p−α ·ri ≥∑
j ̸=i Vj(sj)] ≥ 1/2−

(
α√
2π

+ 1.1212
)
· 1
A . Note that proving Equation (15) is equivalent to proving

P[p− α · ri ≥
∑

j ̸=i Vj(sj)]− P[p− ri ≥
∑

j ̸=i Vj(sj)]

(1− α) · P[p− α · ri ≥
∑

j ̸=i Vj(sj)]
≤ λ.

We can now plug in the quantities in the left hand side of the above equation:

P[p− α · ri ≥
∑

j ̸=i Vj(sj)]− P[p− ri ≥
∑

j ̸=i Vj(sj)]

(1− α) · P[p− α · ri ≥
∑

j ̸=i Vj(sj)]
≤

(
1−α√
2π

+ 1.1212
)
· 1
A

(1− α) ·
(
1/2−

(
α√
2π

+ 1.1212
)
· 1
A

)
≤

(
1√
2π

+ 1.1212
1−α

)
A/2−

(
α√
2π

+ 1.1212
)
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Since α ≤ C, and the above ratio is monotonically increasing in α,(
1√
2π

+ 1.1212
1−α

)
A/2−

(
α√
2π

+ 1.1212
) ≤

(
1√
2π

+ 1.1212
1−C

)
A/2−

(
C√
2π

+ 1.1212
) .

For A ≥ 2 · ( 1
λ(1−c) + 2), one can verify that the above quantity is at most λ. This proves our

lemma.

Theorem 4.2. Consider a market with value distribution F = ×iFi. Assume that there exists con-

stant λ > 0 and C = 1− mini∈M Fi(ri)
4

8K+1 where K = K(F1, . . . , Fm) such that the value distribution of

every item i ∈ M is (λ,C)-price sensitive. In addition, assume σ(V (r⃗)) ≥ 12
(λ(1−C))3/2

·maxj∈M{rj}.

When the principal offers the grand bundle at price p =
∑

i E[min(vi, C · ri)] + σ(V (r⃗))
4 , the revenue

of the principal in every Nash equilibrium of the game Gp,F is at least 1
3 of the expected truncated

social welfare
∑

i E[min(vi, ri)].

Proof. (of Theorem 4.2) Consider an arbitrary equilibrium (s1, · · · , sn) inGp,F , where p =
∑

j E[Vj(C·
rj)] +

σ(V (r⃗))
2 . Note that as discussed in Section 3.1, when the buyer’s value for the items is v⃗, the

buyer’s utility for the principal seller selling the grand bundle is ubP,v⃗(T, p) =
∑

i∈M vi − p. Mean-
while, the buyer’s maximum utility from purchasing any subset of items from item sellers who are
pricing at q⃗ is ubI,v⃗(M, q⃗) = maxS⊆M

∑
i∈S(vi − qi) =

∑
i∈M(vi − qi)+. Hence the buyer only

purchases from the principal when their utility from the principal is larger than that of item sellers,
i.e.

∑
i∈M vi − p >

∑
i∈M(vi − qi)+. Equivalently, p <

∑
i∈Mmin(vi, qi). This happens with

probability P[p <
∑

j Vj(sj)].
If P[p <

∑
j Vj(sj)] ≥ 1/2, then the principal’s revenue is at least P[p <

∑
j Vj(sj)] ·p. We know

that

p ≥
∑
j

E[Vj(C · rj)] =
∑
j

E[min(vj , C · rj)] ≥
∑
j

E[min(C · vj , C · rj)]

= C ·
∑
j

E[min(vj , rj)] = C ·
∑
j

E[Vj(rj)].

Since C ≥ 1 − 1
9 = 8

9 ,
1
2 · C ≥ 1

2 · 8
9 = 4

9 > 1
3 . Hence the principal’s revenue is at least

1
2 · (C ·

∑
j E[Vj(rj)]) >

1
3 ·
∑

j E[Vj(rj)].
Now, if P[p <

∑
j Vj(sj)] < 1/2, then by Lemma 4.14, each item seller i’s strategy si is supported

on [C · ri, ri]. By Lemma 4.12,

σ2(s⃗) =
∑
i∈M

σ2i (si) ≥
∑
i∈M

E
qi∼si

[σ2i (qi)] ≥
(
1− 1

K

)
·
∑
i∈M

σ2i (ri) =

(
1− 1

K

)
σ2(r⃗) ≥ 3

4
· σ2(r⃗).

Moreover, it is clear that µ(s⃗) = E[
∑

i Vi(si)] ≥ E[
∑

i Vi(C · ri)] = p−σ(V (r⃗))/4 ≥ p−
√

4
3 ·σ(s⃗)/4.

Now, the error term in the Berry-Esseen Theorem (Theorem 4.11):

δ = 0.5606 · 1

σ(s⃗)
·max
j∈M

E[|Vj(sj)− E[Vj(sj)]|3]
E[|Vj(sj)− E[Vj(sj)]|2]

≤ 0.5606 · 1√
3/4 · 12

(λ(1−C))3/2
·maxj∈M{rj}

·max
j∈M

{rj} ≤ (λ(1− C))3/2

10
.
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Hence by the Berry-Esseen Theorem (Theorem 4.11),

P

p < ∑
j∈M

Vj(sj)

 = P

∑
j∈M

Vj(sj) ≥ µ(s⃗) +

(
p− µ(s⃗)

σ(s⃗)

)
· σ(s⃗)


≥ Φ

(
µ(s⃗)− p

σ(s⃗)

)
− δ ≥ Φ

(
− 1

2
√
3

)
− (λ(1− C))3/2

10
≥ 0.38,

Where Φ denotes the CDF of the standard normal distribution N (0, 1).
Consequently, the principal seller’s revenue is at least 0.38 ·C ·E[

∑
i∈M Vi(ri)]. By construction,

C is at least 1− 1
9 = 8

9 , hence 0.38 · C ≥ 0.38 · 8
9 >

1
3 .

D Omitted Proofs in Section 5

Claim 5.2. Fix x < 1
2 . Let D be the following binary distribution supported on {0, H = 1

x2 }: the
value is H with probability x, and 0 otherwise. Consider a market with buyer value sampled from
F = D × D. Then when the principal sells the bundle of the two items at p = H + ε for some
sufficiently small ε, there is a unique NE (in which each item seller prices at H), and the revenue
of the principal in this NE is at least 1.

Proof. We first claim that in any equilibrium (s1, s2) of Gp,F , the probability that q1 + q2 > p for
q1, q2 sampled from s1, s2 must be 1. Consider any item seller equilibrium (s1, s2) in Gp,F . Assume
that there exists q1, q2 in the support of s1, s2 such that q1 + q2 ≤ p. Since p = H + ε,

min{q1, q2} ≤ q1 + q2
2

≤ p

2
=
H

2
+
ε

2
.

Let’s assume without loss of generality that item seller one has a lower price for the item (q1 =
min{q1, q2}). Then, consider item seller one’s revenue when pricing at H. Since this price is lower
than the principal’s price p, when the buyer has value H for item one but value 0 for item two, the
buyer will always purchase from item seller one. This event happens with probability x · (1 − x)
Hence

us1(p, {H, s2}) ≥ H · x · (1− x) =
1

x2
· x · (1− x) =

1− x

x
.

On the other hand, when seller one price at q1, their probability of sale is at most the probability
that the buyer has a non zero value for the item, which is x. Hence

us1(p, {q1, s2}) ≤ q1 · x ≤
(
H

2
+
ε

2

)
· x ≤ 1

2x
+
ε · x
2

Since x < 1
2 , for sufficiently small ε, 1

2x + ε·x
2 < 1−x

x . Thus, if q1 + q2 ≤ p with positive probability
(over sampling q1 ∼ s1 and q2 ∼ s2) then item seller one strictly prefers deviating and pricing at
H over pricing at q1, so (s1, s2) cannot be an equilibrium.

We conclude that for any q1 ∼ s1, q2 ∼ s2, it must be the case that q1+q2 > p with probability 1.
Hence when the buyer has high value for both items (happens with probability x2), the buyer would
purchase from the principal. As a result, the principal revenue is at least p · x2 ≥ 1. Additionally,
each seller is getting positive revenue only in the case that her item is the unique item realized to
H. In such a case, the revenue is maximized at the Myerson price H, as p > H (the buyer never
buys from the principal in that case). We thus conclude there is a unique NE: one in which each
item seller is pricing at H.
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Claim 5.3. Consider a market with buyer value distribution F = ×m
i=1(Fi × Fi). Assume the

principal seller is using a partition bundle pricing p over item set M, where the partitioned disjoint
sets are T1, · · · , Tn. Then (s1, · · · , sm) is an equilibrium in Gp,F if and only if for each i ∈ [n],
{sj}j∈Ti is an equilibrium for the sub-game Gp(Ti),Fi×Fi

over item set Ti, where the principal is
posting a bundle price p(Ti).

Proof. Notice that when the principal seller is using partition bundling menu with the partition
T1, · · · , Tn, the buyer’s decision of purchase for items in each set Ta is independent of information
(either the buyer’s value, the principal price, or item seller price) of set Tb where b ̸= a. We can
use this to show that when the item sellers in Ti are using identical strategies, the utility of the
item sellers in Ti are exactly the same between games Gp,F over M and Gp(Ti),Fi×Fi

over Ti.
Formally, observe that the only set T which contains item j and where p(T ) <∞ is Ti. Thus

usj(p, {sj , s−j}) = E
qj∼sj

qj · Pvj∼Fj [vj ≥ qj ] · Pq−j∼s−j ,v−j∼F−j

∀T ∋ j, p(T )− qj ≥
∑

l∈T,l ̸=j

min(vl, ql)]


= E

qj∼sj

qj · Pvj∼Fj [vj ≥ qj ] · Pq−j∼s−j ,v−j∼F−j

p(Ti)− qj ≥
∑

l∈Ti,l ̸=j

min(vl, ql)]


= E

qj∼sj

qj · Pvj∼Fj [vj ≥ qj ] · Pql∼sl,vl∼Fl:l∈Ti,l ̸=j

p(Ti)− qj ≥
∑

l∈T,l ̸=i

min(vl, ql)]


= usj(p(Ti), {sl}l∈Ti

).

Since the game Gp,F and Gp(Ti),Fi×Fi
are exactly the same for item sellers in Ti, they share the

same equilibrium.

Lemma 5.4. There exists a principal pricing strategy p that sells partitioned bundles T1, · · · , Tn,
such that when each pair Tj is priced at Hj + ε there is a unique NE in the game Gp,F and the
principal’s revenue of this NE is Θ(m).

Proof. Let the principal’s pricing strategy be selling the bundle of each set Ti at price p(Ti) =

Hi + ε = K2·3(i−1)
+ ε for some small enough ε. Consider an equilibrium (s1, · · · , sn) in Gp,F . By

Claim 5.3, for each i ∈ [n], {sj}j∈Ti are in equilibrium in the game gp(Ti). Since Hi = 1
x2
i
and

each xi <
1
2 , by Claim 5.2, the principal’s revenue from gp(Ti) is at least 1. The principal’s total

revenue is then the sum over the revenue the principal gains over each set Ti, which must be at
least n = m/2.

Proposition 5.5. Assume that 3·Hi ≤ p < 3·Hi+1 for some i ∈ [n−1]. For any item j in
⋃n

k=i+1 Tk

and any qj in the support of sj, it holds that P[p− qj ≥
∑

k ̸=i Vk(sk)] >
(
1− 3

(
xi+1 +

1
p·x2

i

))
.

Proof. As we have discussed in Section 4, when the principal is selling the grand bundle at price p,
and when other item sellers are using pricing strategies s−j , item seller j’s expected revenue when
pricing at qj is equal to:

usi(p, (qj , s−j)) = P

p− qj ≥
∑
k ̸=j

Vk(sk)

 · qj · P[vj ≥ qj ].
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Consider the case where the item seller price at qj = p− 2 ·
∑

l≤iHl. Thus the item seller obtains
expected revenue:

usi(p, (p− 2 ·
∑
l≤i

Hl, s−j)) = P

p− (p− 2 ·
∑
l≤i

Hl) ≥
∑
k ̸=j

Vk(sk)

 ·

p− 2 ·
∑
l≤i

Hl

 · P[vj ≥ qj ]

≥ P

2 ·∑
l≤i

Hl ≥
∑
k ̸=j

vk

 ·

p− 2 ·
∑
l≤i

Hl

 · P[vj ≥ qj ].

(First line to second line is due to Vk(sk) = min(vk, sk), and is dominated by vk. )
In our construction, for any qj > 0, P[vj ≥ qj ] has the same value (since the buyer either has

value 0, or the high value for the item). Since p ≥ 3 ·Hi, and each Hl where l < i is a vanishing
fraction of Hi, qj = p− (2 + o(1)) ·Hi > 0. As a result, P[vj ≥ qj ] = P[vj > 0].

When all items in set
⋃n

k=i+1 Ti other than item j have value 0, then the value of
∑

k ̸=j vk is at

most 2 ·
∑

l≤i vl (the inequality is tight when the buyer’s value for all items in set
⋃i

k=1 Ti is high).
Hence

P

2 ·∑
l≤i

Hl ≥
∑
k ̸=j

vk

 ≥
n∏

l=i+1

(1− xl)
2,

and

usi

p,
p− 2 ·

∑
l≤i

Hl, s−j

 ≥
n∏

l=i+1

(1− xl)
2 ·

p− 2 ·
∑
l≤i

Hl

 · P[vj ≥ 0] > 0.

Since item seller j clearly can make a positive profit by setting their price at p− 2 ·
∑

l≤iHl, their
strategy si would not include either pricing at 0 or pricing at ≥ p, either would guarantee that item
seller j gets 0 revenue. Moreover, for any qj in the support of sj , the item seller j must get at least
as much expected revenue from qj , compared to pricing at p− 2 ·

∑
l≤iHl, namely,

usi(p, (qj , s−j)) = P

p− qj ≥
∑
k ̸=j

Vk(sk)

 · qj · P[vj ≥ qj ] ≥
n∏

l=i+1

(1− xl)
2 ·

p− 2 ·
∑
l≤i

Hl

 · P[vj ≥ 0].

Since we have reasoned that qj > 0, P[vj ≥ qj ] = P[vj > 0], and the above inequality, dividing
P[vj > 0] on both sides, is equivalent to

P

p− qj ≥
∑
k ̸=j

Vk(sk)

 · qj ≥
n∏

l=i+1

(1− xl)
2 ·

p− 2 ·
∑
l≤i

Hl

.
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Since qj ≤ p as we have reasoned, then

P

p− qj ≥
∑
k ̸=j

Vk(sk)

 ≥
n∏

l=i+1

(1− xl)
2 ·
p− 2 ·

∑
l≤iHl

p

≥

(
1−

n∑
l=i+1

xl

)
·
(
1−

∑
l≤i 2Hl

p

)
≥ 1− 3xi+1 −

3Hi

p

= 1− 3

(
xi+1 +

3

p · x2i

)
.

The first line to second line is due to union bound, the second to third line is due to Hi and xi being
the dominant term in a geometric series, and the third to fourth line is because by our construction
of the example, Hi = x2i . This proofs our claim.

Lemma 5.6. For any grand-bundle menu p such that 3 · Hn > p ≥ 3 · K2, the revenue of the
principal in any NE of the game Gp,F is at most 36.

Proof. Fix i ∈ [n− 1] such that 3 ·K2·3(i−1)
= 3 ·Hi ≤ p < 3 ·Hi+1 = 3 ·K2·3i .

The probability that the buyer purchases the grand bundle from the principal is P
[
p <

∑
k∈∪n

l=1Tl
Vk(sk)

]
We know that when the buyer’s value for all items in sets

⋃n
l=i+1 Tl are 0, then∑

k∈∪n
l=1Tl

Vk(sk) =
∑

k∈∪i
l=1Tl

Vk(sk) ≤
∑

k∈∪i
l=1Tl

vk = 2 ·
i∑

l=1

Hi < 3 ·Hi ≤ p,

and hence the buyer would never purchase the grand bundle from the principal in this case. This
means that

P

p < ∑
k∈∪n

l=1Tl

Vk(sk)

 = P

p < ∑
j∈∪n

l=1Tl

Vk(sk)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

k∈∪n
l=i+1Tl

vj > 0


≤

∑
j∈∪n

l=i+1Tl

P

p < ∑
k∈∪n

l=1Tl

Vk(sk)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ vj > 0

 · P[vj > 0]

=
∑

j∈∪n
l=i+1Tl

Pqj∼sj

p− qj <
∑

k∈∪n
l=1Tl,k ̸=j

Vk(sk)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ vj > 0

 · P[vj > 0]

≤
∑

j∈∪n
l=i+1Tl

3

(
xi+1 +

1

p · x2i

)
· P[vj > 0]

=

 ∑
j∈∪n

l=i+1Tl

P[vj > 0]

 · 3
(
xi+1 +

1

p · x2i

)

=

(
2 ·

n∑
l=i+1

xl

)
· 3
(
xi+1 +

1

p · x2i

)
≤ 3 · xi+1 · 3

(
xi+1 +

1

p · x2i

)
= 9 · xi+1 ·

(
xi+1 +

1

p · x2i

)
.
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The first to second line is due to union bound; the second to third line is due to Vj(sj) =
min(vj , qj), qj ∼ sj is equal to qj when vj ≥ qj ; the third line to fourth line is by Proposition 5.5.
The subsequent lines are simply due to exchange of terms and that the value of xl exponentially
decreases with l.

Now, from our assumption in the lemma, we know that p < 3 ·Hi+1 = 3 · 1
x2
i+1

. Moreover, by

our construction, xi+1 = x3i . We now conclude that the principal seller’s revenue is at most

p · P

p < ∑
k∈∪n

l=1Tl

Vk(sk)

 ≤ p · 9 · xi+1 ·
(
xi+1 +

1

p · x2i

)

≤ 3 · 1

x2i+1

· 9 · x2i+1 +
9xi+1

x2i
≤ 27 + 9xi ≤ 36.

Lemma 5.7. For any grand-bundle menu p, the revenue of the principal in any Nash equilibrium
of the game Gp,F is O(1).

Proof. When p < 3 · H1 < 3 · K2 the revenue of the principal is bounded by 3 · K2 and thus is
O(1). When the principal is pricing at or above three times the highest value the buyer can have
for an item, namely, p ≥ 3 ·Hn, then the principal is pricing above the highest value of the buyer
for the grand bundle, since even if the buyer has a high value for every item, their value for the
grand bundle is 2

∑
iHi = 2

∑
iK

2·3(i−1) ≤ 2
∑

iHn/4
i−1 < 3 ·Hn. As a result, the principal sells

with probability 0 and obtains 0 revenue.
In the remaining cases, there must be some i ∈ [n − 1] such that 3 · K2·3(i−1)

= 3 · Hi ≤ p <
3 ·Hi+1 = 3 ·K2·3i . We can then apply Lemma 5.6 which shows that the revenue of the principal
is at most 36. This completes our proof.
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