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We initiate the study of statistical inference and A/B testing for two market equilibrium models: linear

Fisher market (LFM) equilibrium and first-price pacing equilibrium (FPPE). LFM arises from fair resource

allocation systems such as allocation of food to food banks and notification opportunities to different types

of notifications. For LFM, we assume that the data observed is captured by the classical finite-dimensional

Fisher market equilibrium, and its steady-state behavior is modeled by a continuous limit Fisher market.

The second type of equilibrium we study, FPPE, arises from internet advertising where advertisers are

constrained by budgets and advertising opportunities are sold via first-price auctions. For platforms that

use pacing-based methods to smooth out the spending of advertisers, FPPE provides a hindsight-optimal

configuration of the pacing method. We propose a statistical framework for the FPPE model, in which

a continuous limit FPPE models the steady-state behavior of the auction platform, and a finite FPPE

provides the data to estimate primitives of the limit FPPE. Both LFM and FPPE have an Eisenberg-Gale

convex program characterization, the pillar upon which we derive our statistical theory. We start by deriving

basic convergence results for the finite market to the limit market. We then derive asymptotic distributions,

and construct confidence intervals. Furthermore, we establish the asymptotic local minimax optimality of

estimation based on finite markets. We then show that the theory can be used for conducting statistically

valid A/B testing on auction platforms. Synthetic and semi-synthetic experiments verify the validity and

practicality of our theory.
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1. Introduction

Statistical inference is a crucial tool for measuring and improving a variety of real-world systems

with multiple agents, including large-scale systems such as internet advertising platforms and

resource allocation systems. However, statistical interference is a crucial issue in such systems.

Past work has often focus on interference such as networks effects, which may arise due to user

interactions on social media platforms. In this paper, we focus on a different type of interference:

interference effects arising from competition between agents on a platform. To be concrete, consider

the case of A/B testing for internet advertising: budgets are prevalent among advertisers on such

platforms, and these budgets mean that the actions of one advertiser can affect the actions of
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another. Often, in such systems, randomization is performed e.g. at the user level and then budget-

splitting is used to clone advertisers into the A and B treatment. However, budget interactions may

cause all users in e.g. the A or B treatment to be related to each other, and thus it is not at all clear

that one can apply standard statistical methods that treat each user as an independent sample.

Instead, a theory of equilibrium interference is needed, and we need to understand how statistical

interference can be performed when such interference is present. We study statistical inference and

A/B testing in two related equilibrium models: First, we study one of the most classical competitive

equilibrium models: the linear Fisher market (LFM) equilibrium. Second, we study the first-price

pacing equilibrium (FPPE), which is a model that captures the budget-management tools often

employed on internet advertising platforms.

In a Fisher market, there is a set of n budget-constrained buyers that are interested in buying

goods from a seller. A market equilibrium (ME) is an allocation of the goods and a corresponding

set of prices on the goods such that the market clears, meaning that demand equals supply. In

a linear Fisher market, a buyers’ utility is linear in their allocation. Beyond being a classical

model of price formation, the Fisher market equilibrium arises in resource allocation systems via

the the competitive equilibrium from equal incomes (CEEI) mechanism (Varian 1974, Budish

2011). In CEEI, each individual is given an endowment of faux currency and reports her valuation

for the goods; then, a market equilibrium is computed, and the goods are allocated accordingly.

The resulting allocation has many desirable properties such as Pareto optimality, envy-freeness

and proportionality. Below we list three examples of allocation systems where a Fisher market

equilibrium naturally arises.

Example 1 (Allocation of resources). Scarce resource allocation is prevalent in real life.

In systems that assign blood donation to hospitals and blood banks (McElfresh et al. 2023), or

donated food to charities in different sectors of community (Aleksandrov et al. 2015, Sinclair et al.

2022), scarce compute resources to users (Ghodsi et al. 2011, Parkes et al. 2015, Kash et al. 2014,

Devanur et al. 2018), course seats to students (Othman et al. 2010, Budish et al. 2016), the CEEI

mechanism is already in use or serves as a fair and efficient alternative. For systems that implement

CEEI, we may be interested in quantifying the variability of the amount of resources (blood or

food donation) received by the participants (hospitals or charities) of these systems as well as the

variability of fairness and efficiency metrics of interest in the long run. Enabling statistical inference

in such systems enables better tools for both evaluating and improving these systems.

Example 2 (Fair notification allocation). In certain social media mobile apps, users are

notified of events such as other users liking or commenting on their posts. Notifications are impor-

tant for increasing user engagement, but too many notifications can be disruptive for users. More-

over, in practice, different types of notification are managed by distinct teams, competing for the
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chances to push their notifications to users. Kroer et al. (2023a) propose to use Fisher markets to

fairly control allocation of notifications. They treat notification types as buyers, and users as items

in a Fisher market. Platforms are often interested in measuring outcome properties of such notifi-

cation systems. In Section 6.2 we will present a simulation study of our uncertainty quantification

methods applied to the notification allocation problem.

The second type of equilibrium model we study is the FPPE model, which arises in internet

advertising. First, we review how impressions are sold in internet advertising, where first or second-

price auction generalizations are used. When a user shows up on a platform, an auction is run in

order to determine which ads to show, before the page is returned to the user. Such an auction

must run extremely fast. This is typically achieved by having each advertiser specify the following

ahead of time: their target audience, their willingness-to-pay for an impression (or values per click,

which are then multiplied by platform-supplied click-through-rate estimates), and a budget. Then,

the bidding for individual impressions is managed by a proxy bidder controlled by the platform. As

a concrete example, to create an ad campaign on Meta Ads Manager, advertisers need to specify

the following parameters: (1) the conversion location (how do you want people to reach out to

you, via say website, apps, Messenger and so on), (2) optimization and delivery (target your ads

to users with specific behavior patterns, such as those who are more likely to view the ad or click

the ad link), (3) audience (age, gender, demographics, interests and behaviors), and (4) how much

money do you want to spend (budget). Given the above parameters reported by the advertiser, the

(algorithmic) proxy bidder supplied by the platform is then responsible for bidding in individual

auctions to maximize advertiser utility, while respecting the budget constraint.

An important role of these proxy bidders is to ensure smooth spending of budgets. Two preva-

lent budget management methods are throttling and pacing. Throttling tries to enforce budget

constraints by adaptively selecting which auctions the advertiser should participate in. Pacing, on

the other hand, modifies the advertiser’s bids by applying a shading factor, referred to as a (mul-

tiplicative) pacing multiplier. Tuning the pacing multiplier changes the spending rate: the larger

the pacing multiplier, the more aggressive the bids. The goal of the proxy bidder is to choose this

pacing multiplier such that the advertiser exactly exhausts their budget (or alternatively use a

multiplier of one in the case where their budget is not exhausted by using unmodified bids). In this

paper we focus on pacing-based budget management systems.

First-price pacing equilibrium (Conitzer et al. 2022a) is a market-equilibrium-like model that

captures the steady-state outcome of a system where all buyers employ a proxy bidder that uses

multiplicative pacing. Conitzer et al. (2022a) showed that an FPPE always exists and is unique.

Moreover, as a pacing configuration method, FPPE enjoys lots of nice properties such as being

revenue-maximizing among all budget-feasible pacing strategies, shill-proof (the platform does not
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benefit from adding fake bids under first-price auction mechanism) and revenue-monotone (revenue

weakly increases when adding bidders, items or budget). The FPPE model specifically captures

the setting where each auction is a first-price auction. First and second-price auctions are both

prevalent in practice, but equilibrium models for second-price auctions are much less tractable (in

fact, even finding one is computationally hard (Chen et al. 2023)). To that end, we focus on the

first-price auction setting in this paper; the second-price setting is interesting, but we expect that

it will be much harder to give satisfying statistical inference results for it.

Quantifying uncertainty in FPPE system is important for online advertising business. Basic

statistical tasks, such as the prediction of bidding behavior of advertisers and revenue of the whole

platform require a statistical theory to model the intricacies of the bidding process. A/B testing,

a method that seeks to understand the effect of rolling out a new feature, also requires a rigorous

theoretical treatment to handle the equilibrium effect. To the best of our knowledge, our results

are the first to provide a statistical theory that captures the competitive interference effects due

to budgets that one would expect on an internet advertising platform.

Although LFM and FPPE have vastly different use cases, each of them has an Eisenberg-Gale

convex program characterization (Eisenberg and Gale 1959, Eisenberg 1961). This is the unifying

theme that allows us to study these two models using similar tools. In particular, this allows

us to reduce inference about market equilibrium to inference about stochastic programs, where

many classical tools from mathematical programming (Shapiro et al. 2021) and empirical processes

theory (Vaart and Wellner 1996) can be applied.

1.1. Contributions

Statistical models for resource allocation systems and first-price pacing auction platforms. We

leverage the infinite-dimensional Fisher market model of Gao and Kroer (2022) in order to propose

a statistical model for resource allocation systems and first-price pacing auction platforms. In this

model, we observe market equilibria formed with a finite number of items that are i.i.d. draws from

some distribution, and aim to make inferences about several primitives of the limit market, such as

revenue, Nash social welfare (a fair metric of efficiency), and other quantities of interest; see Table 1.

Importantly, this lays the theoretical foundation for A/B testing in resource allocation systems and

auction markets, which is a difficult statistical problem because buyers interfere with each other

through the supply and the budget constraints. With the presence of equilibrium effects, traditional

statistical approaches which rely on the i.i.d. assumption or SUTVA (stable unit treatment value

assumption, Imbens and Rubin (2015)) fail. The key lever we use to approach this problem is a

convex program characterization of the equilibria, called the Eisenberg-Gale (EG) program. With

the EG program, the inference problem reduces to an M -estimation problem (Shapiro et al. 2021,

Van der Vaart 2000) on a constrained non-smooth convex optimization problem.
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FPPE LFM

pacing multipliers β∗

revenue REV∗

inverse bang-per-bucks β∗

utilities u∗

Nash social welfare NSW∗

Table 1 Quantities of interest in LFM and FPPE.

Convergence and inference results for LFM and FPPE. We show that the finite market, which

represents the observed data, is a good estimator for the limit market by showing a hierarchy of

results: strong consistency, convergence rates, and asymptotic normality. We also establish that the

observed market is an optimal estimator of the limit market in the asymptotic local minimax sense

(Van der Vaart 2000, Le Cam et al. 2000, Duchi and Ruan 2021). Finally, we provide consistent

variance estimators, whose consistency is proved by a uniform law-of-large-numbers over certain

function classes. A common challenge for developing statistical theory for both LFM and FPPE

is nonsmoothness. The objective function in the EG convex program is non-differentiable almost

surely as it involves the max operator (cf. Eq. 1). For FPPE, there is a more prominent issue:

the parameter-on-boundary issue, which means that the optimal population solution might be on

the boundary of the constraint set. Here we briefly discuss how we handle the two issues when

deriving asymptotic distribution results for FPPE, which is one of the more difficult results in the

paper. First, asymptotic distribution results for M estimation are known to hold under certain

regularity conditions on stochastic programs (Shapiro 1989, Theorem 3.3). One such condition is

about the differentiability of the population objective. We provide low-level sufficient conditions

for differentiability, and show they have natural interpretations from an economic perspective (Sec-

tion 3). Another important condition to verify is stochastic equicontinuity (Cond. EC.12.c), which

we establish by leveraging empirical process theory (Vaart and Wellner 1996, Kosorok 2008).

Statistically reliable A/B testing in resource allocation systems and FPPE platforms. Applying

our theory, we develop an A/B testing design for item-side randomization that resembles practical

A/B testing methodology. In the proposed design, treatment and control markets are formed inde-

pendently, and buyer’s budgets are split proportionally between them, while items are randomly

assigned to treatment or control markets. Then, based on the equilibrium outcomes, we construct

estimators and confidence intervals that enable statistical inference.

1.2. Related Works

A/B testing in two-sided markets. Empirical studies by Blake and Coey (2014), Fradkin (2019)

demonstrate bias in experiments due to marketplace interference. Basse et al. (2016) study the

bias and variance of treatment effects under two randomization schemes for auction experiments.

Bojinov and Shephard (2019) study the estimation of causal quantities in time series experiments.
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Some recent state-of-the-art designs are the multiple randomization designs (Liu et al. 2021b,

Johari et al. 2022, Bajari et al. 2021) and the switch-back designs (Sneider et al. 2018, Hu and

Wager 2022, Li et al. 2022, Bojinov et al. 2022, Glynn et al. 2020). The surveys by Kohavi and

Thomke (2017), Bojinov and Gupta (2022) contain detailed accounts of A/B testing in internet

markets. See Larsen et al. (2022) for an extensive survey on statistical challenges in A/B testing.

Compared to these papers, our paper is the first to focus on A/B testing with equilibrium effects.

Pacing equilibrium. Pacing and throttling are two prevalent budget-management methods

on ad auction platforms. Here we focus on pacing methods since that is our setting. In the first-

price setting, Borgs et al. (2007) study first price auctions with budget constraints in a perturbed

model, whose limit prices converge to those of an FPPE. Building on the work of Borgs et al.

(2007), Conitzer et al. (2022a) introduce the FPPE model and discover several properties of FPPE

such as shill-proofness and monotonicity in buyers, budgets and goods. There it is also established

that FPPE is closely related to the quasilinear Fisher market equilibrium (Chen et al. 2007, Cole

et al. 2017). Gao and Kroer (2022) propose an infinite-dimensional variant of the quasilinear Fisher

market, which lays the probability foundation of the current paper. Gao et al. (2021), Liao et al.

(2022) study online computation of the infinite-dimensional Fisher market equilibrium. In the

second-price setting, Balseiro et al. (2015) investigate budget-management in second-price auctions

through a fluid mean-field approximation; Balseiro and Gur (2019) study adaptive pacing strategy

from buyers’ perspective in a stochastic continuous setting; Balseiro et al. (2021) study several

budget smoothing methods including multiplicative pacing in a stochastic context; Conitzer et al.

(2022b) study second price pacing equilibrium, and shows that the equilibria exist under fractional

allocations.

M-estimation when the parameter is on the boundary There is a long literature on the

statistical properties ofM -estimators when the parameter is on the boundary (Geyer 1994, Shapiro

1990, 1988, 1989, 1991, 1993, 2000, Andrews 1999, 2001, Knight 1999, 2001, 2006, 2010, Dupacová

and Wets 1988, Dupačová 1991, Self and Liang 1987). Some recent works on the statistical inference

theory for constrainedM -estimation include Li (2022), Hong and Li (2020), Hsieh et al. (2022). Our

work leverages Shapiro (1989), which develops a general set of conditions for central limit theorems

(CLT) of constrained M -estimators when the objective function is nonsmooth. Working under

the specific model of FPPE, we build on and go beyond these contributions by deriving sufficient

condition for asymptotic normality in FPPE, establishing local asymptotic minimax theory and

developing valid inferential procedures.

Statistical learning and inference with equilibrium effects Wager and Xu (2021), Munro

et al. (2023), Sahoo and Wager (2022) take a mean-field game modeling approach and perform

policy learning with a gradient descent method.
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Statistical learning and inference has been investigated for other equilibrium models, such as

general exchange economy (Guo et al. 2021, Liu et al. 2022) and matching markets (Cen and Shah

2022, Dai and Jordan 2021, Liu et al. 2021a, Jagadeesan et al. 2021, Min et al. 2022). Our work

is also related to the rich literature of inference under interference (Hudgens and Halloran 2008,

Aronow and Samii 2017, Athey et al. 2018, Leung 2020, Hu et al. 2022, Li and Wager 2022). In

the FPPE model, the interference among buyers is caused by the supply and budget constraint

and the revenue-maximizing incentive of the platform. In the economic literature, researchers have

studied how to estimate auction market primitives from bid data; see Athey and Haile (2007) for

a survey.

Closely related to our work is the one by Munro et al. (2023), and we discuss it here. They

consider a potential outcome framework where the outcome of an agent depends on the treatments

of all agents, but only through the equilibrium price. The equilibrium price is attained by a market

clearance condition. Although both their work and our work consider a mean-field market equilib-

rium, there are differences. First, Munro et al. (2023) send the number of agents to infinity while

we consider the asymptotics where the number of items grows. Second, Munro et al. (2023) present

a rather general market equilibrium framework that requires abstract regularity conditions, while

we focus on equilibria arising from resource allocation systems and auction pacing systems, and

consequently we are able to present low-level conditions that facilitate statistical inference.

This paper builds upon two preliminary papers (Liao et al. 2023, Liao and Kroer 2023). This

paper gives a more unified presentation, and provides some additional results on the statistical

theory of Fisher markets and FPPE. Perhaps most importantly, this paper conducts two semisyn-

thetic experiments based on an ad auction dataset (Liao et al. 2014) and an Instagram notification

dataset (Kroer et al. 2023b), demonstrating the practicality of the proposed theory. This paper also

provides strong consistency and convergence rate for FPPE, minimax optimality results for LFM,

and a novel closed-form expression for the Hessian matrix of the population EG objective (Eq. (2))

using results from differential geometry (Kim and Pollard 1990). Building on the preliminary ver-

sions of the present paper, Liao and Kroer (2023) extends the FPPE statistical theory to the cases

where degenerate buyers are present and develops bootstrap inference methods.

1.3. Notations

Let ei be the i-th basis vector in Rn. Furthermore, we let A† be the Moore-Penrose pseudo inverse

of a matrix A.

Let dθ denote the Lebesgue measure in RD. For a measurable space (Θ,dθ), we let Lp (and Lp
+,

resp.) denote the set of (nonnegative, resp.) Lp functions on Θ w.r.t the integrating measure dθ for

any p ∈ [1,∞] (including p=∞). We treat all functions that agree on all but a measure-zero set
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Figure 1 Budgets, values and supply.

as the same. For a sequence of random variables {Xn}, we say Xn =Op(1) if for any ϵ > 0 there

exists a finite Mϵ and a finite Nϵ such that P(|Xn| >Mϵ) < ϵ for all n ≥Nϵ. We say Xn = op(1)

if Xn converges to zero in probability. We say Xn =Op(an) (resp. op(an)) if Xn/an =Op(1) (resp.

op(1)). The subscript i is for indexing buyers and superscript τ is for items.

2. Linear Fisher Market and First-Price Pacing Equilibrium

In this section we introduce the Fisher market equilibrium and the first-price pacing equilibrium,

and review their properties. We start by presenting components that are common to both models,

and then introduce each equilibrium concept. In both LFM and FPPE, we have a set of n buyers

and a set of items, and the goal is to find market-clearing prices for the items. The items are

represented by a set Θ∈RD, a compact set with
∫
1(Θ)dθ > 0. Clearly the measure sapce (Θ,dθ)

is atomless.

Both LFM and FPPE require the following elements; see Figure 1 for an illustration.

• The budget bi of buyer i. Let b= (b1, . . . , bn).

• The valuation for buyer i is a function vi ∈L1
+. Buyer i has valuation vi(θ) (per unit supply)

of item θ ∈Θ. Let v : Θ→ Rn, v(θ) = [v1(θ), . . . , vn(θ)]. We assume v̄ =maxi supθ vi(θ)<∞.

Also let νi =
∫
visdθ be the monopolistic utility of buyer i, and ν̄ =maxi νi.

• The supplies of items are given by a function s ∈ L∞
+ , i.e., item θ ∈ Θ has s(θ) units of

supply. Without loss of generality, we assume a unit total supply
∫
Θ
sdθ= 1, which makes s a

probability measure. Let P denote the probability measure induced by s, i.e., P(A) =
∫
A
sdθ for

a measurable set A. Given g : Θ→R, we let E[g] =
∫
g(θ)s(θ)dθ and Var[g] = E[g2]− (E[g])2.

Given t i.i.d. draws {θ1, . . . , θt} from s, let Ptg(·) = 1
t

∑t

τ=1g(θ
τ ). Let vτi = vi(θ

τ ).

Equilibria in both LFM and FPPE are characterized by a particular type of convex program

known as an Eisenberg-Gale (EG) convex program. For statistical inference purposes, we will focus

on the duals of these EG programs, which is a convex optimization problem over the space of

pacing multipliers β ∈ Rn
+ (these pacing multipliers turn out to represent the price-per-utility of

buyers in equilibrium). In both cases, the dual EG objective separates into per-item convex terms

F (θ,β) = f(θ,β)−
n∑

i=1

bi logβi , f(θ,β) =max
i∈[n]

βivi(θ) . (1)
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and the population and sample EG objectives are

H(β) =E[F (θ,β)] , Ht(β) = PtF (·, β) . (2)

The reason we focus on the duals is that they can be cast as sample average approximations of the

limit convex programs. This interpretation is not possible for the original primal EG programs.

2.1. Linear Fisher Markets (LFM)

The LFM model has two primary uses. Its original intent is as a model of competition, and how

prices are determined in a competitive market. An additional, and practically important, use of

LFM is as a tool for fair and efficient resource allocation (with the items being the resources).

If every individual in a resource allocation problem is given one unit of faux currency, then the

resulting LFM equilibrium allocation is known to be both Pareto efficient and satisfy the fairness

desiderata of envy-freeness and proportionality (Nisan et al. 2007). This fair allocation approach

is known as competitive equilibrium from equal incomes (CEEI) (Varian 1974).

We now describe the competitive equilibrium concept. Imagine there is a central policymaker

that sets prices p(·) for the items Θ. Upon observing the prices, buyer i maximizes their utility

subject to their budget. Their demand set is the set of bundles that are optimal under the prices:

Di(p) := argmax
xi∈L∞

+ (Θ)

{∫
vixisdθ :

∫
pxisdθ≤ bi

}
.

Of course, due to the supply constraints, if prices are too low, there will be a supply shortage. On

the other hand, if prices are too high, a surplus occurs. A competitive equilibrium is a set of prices

and bundles such that all items are sold exactly at their supply (or have price zero). We call such

an equilibrium the limit LFM equilibrium for the supply function s (Gao and Kroer 2022).

Definition 1 (Limit LFM). The limit equilibrium, denoted LFM(b, v, s,Θ), is an allocation-

price tuple (x,p(·)) such that the following holds.

1. (Supply feasibility and market clearance)
∑

i xi ≤ 1 and
∫
p(1−

∑
i xi)sdθ= 0.

2. (Buyer optimality) xi ∈Di(p) all i.

Gao and Kroer (2022) show that an equilibrium of a limit LFM must exist, and that when the

measure space (Θ,dθ) is atomless, a pure equilibrium allocation 1 must exist. Given an equilibrium

(x∗, p∗), let

u∗
i =

∫
visx

∗
i dθ , β∗

i = bi/u
∗
i , NSW∗ =

n∑
i=1

bi log(u
∗
i )

be buyer i’ utility, her inverse bang-per-buck, and the (log) Nash social welfare of the whole market.

The inverse bang-per-buck β∗
i can also be seen as the price-per-utility of buyer i in equilibrium.

1 An allocation x is pure if xi(θ)∈ {0,1}.
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In a general LFM, the equilibrium allocation may not be unique, but the equilibrium quantities

p∗, β∗, u∗ are unique. In order to facilitate statistical inference, we will impose certain differen-

tiability condition, which turn out to imply uniqueness and purity of the equilibrium allocation

x∗.

Next we introduce the finite LFM, which models the data we observe in a market. The finite

LFM equilibrium is nothing but a limit LFM equilibrium where the item set Θ is the finite set of

observed items γ. Let γ = {θ1, . . . , θt} be t i.i.d. samples from the supply distribution s, each with

supply σ ∈R+.

Definition 2 (Finite LFM, Eisenberg and Gale (1959), Eisenberg (1961)). The

finite observed LFM, denoted L̂FM(b, v, σ, γ), is a allocation-price tuple (x,p) ∈ Rt×n
+ × Rn

+ such

that the following hold:

1. (Supply feasibility and market clearance)
∑

ix
τ
i ≤ 1 and

∑
τ p

τ (1−
∑

ix
τ
i ) = 0.

2. (Buyer optimality) xi ∈Di(p) = argmaxxi
{
∑

τ x
τ
i v

τ
i : σ

∑
τ x

τ
i p

τ ≤ bi, xτ
i ≥ 0}, the demand set

given the prices.

Let (xγ , pγ) ∈ L̂FM(b, v, σ = 1/t, γ) 2, where xγ = (xτ
i )i,τ and price pγ = [p1, . . . , pt]. Buyer i’s

utility is uγ
i = σ

∑t

τ=1v
τ
i x

τ
i =

1
t

∑t

τ=1v
τ
i x

τ
i , and the inverse bang-per-buck is βγ

i = bi/u
γ
i . The (log)

Nash social welfare is NSWγ =
∑

ibi log(u
γ
i ).

We now introduce several properties of LFM: natural bounds on β, fairness and efficiency as a

resource allocation mechanism, scale-invariance, and the convex program characterization.

There exists natural bounds on β∗ in limit LFM. Recall νi =
∫
visdθ is the expected value of

buyer i. By Gao and Kroer (2022), we know that bi/νi ≤ β∗
i ≤ (

∑
i′ bi′)/(mini′ νi′). We define

CLFM =
n∏

i=1

[
bi
2νi

,
2
∑

i′ bi′

mini′ νi′

]
⊂Rn

+ (3)

to be the region whose interior β∗ must lie in.

A major use case for LFM is fair and efficient allocation of resources. Similar to the classical finite

LFM, the infinite LFM enjoys fairness and efficiency properties (Gao and Kroer 2022). Let x∗ be

an equilibrium allocation. First, this allocation is Pareto optimal, meaning there does not exist an

x̃ ∈ (L∞
+ )n,

∑
ix̃i ≤ 1, such that

∫
vix̃isdθ≥

∫
vix

∗
i sdθ for all i and one of the inequalities is strict.

The allocation x∗ is envy-free in a budget-weighted sense, meaning
∫
vix

∗
i sdθ/bi ≥

∫
vjx

∗
jsdθ/bj for

all i ̸= j. Finally, it is proportional :
∫
vix

∗
i sdθ ≥

∫
visdθ · (bi/

∑
i′ bi′), that is, each buyer gets at

least the utility of its proportional share allocation.

LFM enjoys certain scale-invariance properties. First, buyers cannot change the equilibrium by

scaling their value functions. Suppose α1, . . . , αn are positive scalars, and that (x,p) are the equilib-

rium allocations and prices in LFM(b, v, s,Θ). Then (x,p) will also be the equilibrium quantities in

2 We use ∈ since the equilibrium allocation may not be unique.
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LFM(b, (α1v1, . . . , αnvn), s,Θ). This is easily seen by the fact that valuation scaling does not change

the demand function. Second, if all buyers’ budgets are scaled by the same factor, or the supply is

scaled by the same factor, the equilibrium does not change. That is, if α1, α2 are two positive scalars,

and (x,p) = LFM(b, v, s,Θ), then (x, (α1/α2)p) = LFM(α1b, v,α2s,Θ). These scale-invariances hold

for finite LFM as well 3. Based on the invariance, we impose the normalization that
∑n

i=1bi = 1

and that all buyers’ expected values are 1, i.e.,
∫
vi(θ)s(θ)dθ = 1. Then in the limit LMF, the

budge-supply ratio is
∑n

i=1bi/
∫
sdθ = 1. With the normalization, we have CLFM =

∏n

i=1[bi/2,2].

In order for the budget-to-supply ratio to match in the sampled finite LFM and the limit LFM,

we use supplies of 1/t for each item in the finite LFM. Thus we study finite LFM of the form

L̂FM(b, v,1/t, γ).

It is well-known (Eisenberg and Gale 1959, Cole et al. 2017, Gao and Kroer 2022) that the

equilibrium inverse bang-per-buck in a limit (resp. finite) LFM uniquely solves the population

(resp. sample) dual EG program

β∗ = argmin
β∈Rn

+

H(β) , βγ = argmin
β∈Rn

+

Ht(β) . (4)

2.2. First-Price Pacing Equilibrium (FPPE)

The FPPE setting (Conitzer et al. 2022a) models an economy that typically occurs on internet

advertising platforms: the buyers (advertisers in the internet advertising setting) are subject to

budget constraints, and must participate in a set of first-price auctions, each of which sells a single

item. Each buyer is assigned a pacing multiplier βi ∈ [0,1] by the platform to scale down their

bids in the auctions, and submits bids of the form βivi(θ) for each item θ. From the platform’s

perspective, the goal of choosing βi is to ensure there is no unnecessary pacing, i.e., buyers spend

their budget exactly, or they spend less than their budget but they do not scale down their bids.

In the FPPE model, all auctions occur simultaneously, and thus the buyers choose a single βi that

determines their bid in all auctions. The utility of a buyer in FPPE is quasilinear: it is the sum

of their value received from items plus their leftover budget (this is equivalent for decision-making

purposes to the utility being the value received from items minus the payments).

Definition 3 (Limit FPPE, Gao and Kroer (2022)). A limit FPPE, denoted

FPPE(b, v, s,Θ), is the unique tuple (β,p(·)) ∈ [0,1]n×L1
+(Θ) such that there exist xi : Θ→ [0,1],

i∈ [n] satisfying

1. (First-price) Prices are determined by first-price auctions: for all items θ ∈ Θ, p(θ) =

maxi βivi(θ). Only the highest bidders win: for all i and θ, xi(θ) > 0 implies βivi(θ) =

maxk βkvk(θ)

3 That is, (xγ , pγ)∈ L̂FM(b, v, σ, γ) implies (xγ , pγ)∈ L̂FM(b, (αivi), σ, γ), and (x, (α1/α2)p)∈ L̂FM(α1b, v,α2σ,γ)
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2. (Feasibility, market clearing) Let payi =
∫
xi(θ)p(θ)s(θ)dθ be the expenditure of buyer i. Buy-

ers satisfy budgets: for all i, payi ≤ bi. There is no overselling: for all θ,
∑n

i=1xi(θ) ≤ 1. All

items are fully allocated: for all θ, p(θ)> 0 implies
∑n

i=1xi(θ) = 1.

3. (No unnecessary pacing) For all i, payi < bi implies βi = 1.

FPPE is a hindsight and static solution concept for internet ad auctions. Suppose the platform

knows all the items that are going to show up on a platform. FPPE describes how the platform could

configure the βi’s in a way that ensures that all buyers satisfy their budgets, while maintaining their

expressed valuation ratios between items. In practice, the βi’s are learned by an online algorithm

that is run by the platform (Balseiro and Gur 2019, Conitzer et al. 2022a). FPPE has many nice

properties, such as the fact that it is a competitive equilibrium, it is revenue-maximizing, revenue-

monotone, shill-proof, has a unique set of prices, and so on (Conitzer et al. 2022a). We refer readers

to Conitzer et al. (2022a), Kroer and Stier-Moses (2022) for more context about the use of FPPE

in internet ad auctions.

Gao and Kroer (2022) show that a limit FPPE always exists and is unique, and when the

item space is atomless, a pure allocation exists. Let β∗ and p∗ be the unique FPPE equilibrium

multipliers and prices. Revenue in the limit FPPE is

REV∗ =

∫
p∗(θ)s(θ)dθ . (5)

It is also easy to see that REV∗ =
∑

ipayi. Although the equilibrium allocation x∗ may not be unique

in general, for statistical inference we will impose certain differentiability assumption which imply

uniqueness of x∗. When x∗ is unique, we let δ∗i = bi− payi be the leftover budget.

In an FPPE, based on the pacing multiplier and the budget expenditure, we can categorize

buyers in terms of how they satisfy the no unnecessary pacing condition. As we will see later, the

statistical behavior of pacing multipliers varies by category.

• Paced buyers (β∗
i < 1). We use Ic = {i : β∗

i < 1} to denote them. Due to the budget constraints,

they are not able to bid their value in the auctions at equilibrium, and by the no unnecessary

pacing condition in Def. 3, their budgets are fully exhausted, i.e. δ∗i = 0.

• Unpaced buyers (β∗
i = 1). We use I = {i : β∗

i = 1} to denote them. They can be further divided

according to their budget expenditure.

—Buyers who have leftover budgets (β∗
i = 1,0 < δ∗i ≤ bi), denoted I+. Note this category

also includes buyers who dot not win any items (β∗
i = 1, δ∗i = bi).

—Degenerate buyers (β∗
i = 1, δ∗i = 0), denoted I0. They are the edge-cases in the FPPE

model. If these buyers were given more budgets, they would become I+-type buyers at

equilibrium. For the FPPE statistical theory developed in this paper, we assume absence

of such buyers (Assumption 2). In follow-up work to the conference version of the present

paper, Liao and Kroer (2024) give some results for the case where degenerate buyers exist.
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We let γ = {θ1, . . . , θt} be t i.i.d. draws from s, each with supply σ = 1/t. They represent the

items observed in an auction market. The definition of a finite FPPE is parallel to that of a limit

FPPE, except that we change the supply function to be a discrete distribution supported on γ.

Definition 4 (Finite FPPE, Conitzer et al. (2022a)). The finite observed FPPE,

F̂PPE(b, v, σ, γ), is the unique tuple (β,p)∈ [0,1]n×Rt
+ such that there exists xτ

i ∈ [0,1] satisfying:

1. (First-price) For all τ , pτ =maxi βiv
τ
i . For all i and τ , x

τ
i > 0 implies βiv

τ
i =maxk βkv

τ
k .

2. (Supply and budget feasible) For all i, σ
∑

τ x
τ
i p

τ ≤ bi. For all τ ,
∑

ix
τ
i ≤ 1.

3. (Market clearing) For all τ , pτ > 0 implies
∑

ix
τ
i = 1.

4. (No unnecessary pacing) For all i, σ
∑

τ x
τ
i p

τ < bi implies βi = 1.

Let (βγ , pγ) = F̂PPE(b, v, σ = 1/t, γ). Given the equilibrium price pγ = [p1, . . . , pt]⊤, the revenue

in a finite FPPE is REVγ = σ
∑t

τ=1p
τ = 1

t

∑t

τ=1p
τ .

FPPE has some of the same scale-invariance properties as LFM. In particular, scaling the budget

and supply at the same time does not change the market equilibrium. That is, given a positive scalar

α, if (β,p) are the equilibrium pacing multiplier and prices in the market FPPE(b, v, s,Θ), then (β,p)

are the equilibrium quantities in the market FPPE(αb, v,αs,Θ). The same scale-invariance holds for

the finite FPPE, i.e., if (β,p) = F̂PPE(b, v, σ, γ), then (β,p) = F̂PPE(αb, v,ασ,γ). Given the invari-

ance, we can see that in order for the budget-supply ratio to match the limit market FPPE(b, v, s,Θ),

the finite market should be configured as either F̂PPE(tb, v,1, γ) or F̂PPE(b, v,1/t, γ). We will study

the latter, and simply refer to it as the finite FPPE. Unlike LFM, FPPE does not enjoy invariance

to valuation scaling, because buyers have a pacing multiplier of at most one in FPPE.

It is well-known (Cole et al. 2017, Conitzer et al. 2022a, Gao and Kroer 2022) that β in a limit

(resp. finite) FPPE uniquely solves the population (resp. sample) dual EG program

β∗ = argmin
β∈(0,1]n

H(β) , βγ = argmin
β∈(0,1]n

Ht(β) , (6)

where the objectives H and Ht are the same as in Eq. (4). The difference between the LFM and

FPPE convex programs is that for FPPE we impose the constraint (0,1]n.

The EG program and certain quantities of the FPPE are related as follows.

Lemma 1. Suppose H is twice continuously differentiable at β∗, the equilibrium pacing multi-

plier. Then ∇H(β∗) =−δ∗, and ∇2H(β∗)β∗ = [b1/β
∗
1 , . . . , bn/β

∗
n]

⊤.

Proof sketch The first equality follows from the fact that leftover budgets are the Lagrange

multipliers corresponding to the constraint β ≤ 1∈Rn. The second equality follows from the first-

order homogeneity of f(θ,β) =maxi βivi(θ) in Eq. (1). See Section E for details.
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3. Differentiability of EG Objective

This section is dedicated to describing the differentiability properties of the EG objective H in

Eq. (2). The second part of H is clearly a nice function, and so we focus on its first part f̄(β) =

E[f(θ,β)]. Differentiability of the EG objective is important because the following assumption is

needed when deriving the asymptotic distribution of LFM and FPPE.

Assumption 1 (SMO). Let β∗ denote the equilibrium inverse bang-per-buck in LFM, or the

equilibrium pacing multiplier in FPPE. Assume the map β 7→ f̄(β) = Es[maxi βivi(θ)] is C
2 in a

neighborhood of β∗. We let H=∇2H(β∗).

We start with the differential structure of f(θ,β) = maxi βivi(θ). The function f(θ,β) is

a convex function of β and its subdifferential ∂βf(θ,β) is the convex hull of {viei ∈ Rn
+ :

index i such that βivi(θ) =maxk βkvk(θ)}, with ei being the base vector in Rn. When maxi βivi(θ)

is attained by a unique i∗, the function f is differentiable. In that case, the i-th entry of ∇βf(θ,β)

is vi(θ) for i= i∗ and zero otherwise.

3.1. First-order Differentiability

We introduce notation for characterizing first-order differentiability of f̄(β) = Es[f(θ,β)]. Define

the gap between the highest and the second-highest bid under pacing multiplier β by

bidgap(β, θ) =max{βivi(θ)}− secondmax{βivi(θ)} , (7)

here secondmax is the second-highest entry; e.g., secondmax([1,1,2]) = 1. When there is a tie for

an item θ, we have bidgap(β, θ) = 0. When there is no tie for an item θ, the gap bidgap(β, θ) is

strictly positive. The gap function characterizes smoothness of f : f(·, θ) is differentiable at β iff

bidgap(β, θ) is strictly positive.

Theorem 1 (First-order differentiability). The following are equivalent. (i) The dual objec-

tive H is differentiable at a point β. (ii) The function θ 7→ bidgap(β, θ) is strictly positive s-almost

surely:

P(θ : bidgap(β, θ)> 0) = 1 . (8)

(iii) The set of items that incur ties under pacing profile β is s-measure zero: P(θ ∈Θ : βivi(θ) =

βkvk(θ) for some i ̸= k) = 0.

When one and thus all of the above conditions hold for some β, the gradient ∇βf(θ,β) is well-

defined for s-almost every θ, and ∇f̄(β) = E[∇f(θ,β)]. Proof and further technical remarks given

in Section A.2.
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3.2. Second-order Differentiability

Given the neat characterization of differentiability of the dual objective via the gap function

bidgap(β, θ), it is natural to explore higher-order smoothness, which is needed for some of our

asymptotic normality results. Example EC.2 in the appendix is one where Eq. (8) holds at a point,

say β, and f̄ is differentiable in a neighborhood of β, and yet f̄ is not twice differentiable at β. We

now provide three sufficient conditions that imply twice differentiability of objective H.

Theorem 2 (Second-order differentiability, informal). If any of the following conditions

hold, then f̄ and thus H are C2 at a point β. (i) A stronger form of Eq. (8) holds: E[bidgap(β, θ)−1]<

∞. (ii) The angular component of the random vector v = (v1, . . . , vn) : Θ→ Rn
+ is smoothly dis-

tributed. (iii) Θ= [0,1], s is the Lebesgue measure, the valuations vi(·)’s are linear functions, and

β is the equilibrium inverse bang-per-buck in LFM. See Appendix A for formal statements.

We show in Appendix A.3 that when H is twice differentiable, the Hessian matrix of H has a

closed-form expression.

4. Statistical Results for Linear Fisher Markets

We now turn to investigating the statistical convergence properties of finite LFMs to the limit

LFM. Suppose we sample an LFM (L̂FM(b, v,1/t, γ)), where γ consists of t i.i.d. samples from s.

We will study how such finite LFMs are distributed around the limit LFM (LFM(b, v, s,Θ)) as t

grows. In LFM we focus on convergence of the following quantities: individual utilities, (log) Nash

social welfare (NSW), and the pacing multiplier vector β (which characterizes the equilibrium, as

shown in Eq. (4)). Section 4.1 presents strong consistency and convergence rate results. Section 4.2

presents asymptotic distributions for the quantities of interest, and a local minimax theory based

on Le Cam et al. (2000), showing that the finite LFM provides an optimal estimate for the limit

LFM in a local asymptotic sense. Section 4.3 discusses estimation of asymptotic variance of NSW.

4.1. Basic Convergence Properties

In this section we show that we can treat observed quantities in the finite LFM as consistent

estimators of their counterparts in the limit LFM. Below we state the consistency results; the formal

versions can be found in Section B.1. We say an estimator sequence {ât} is strongly consistent for

a if P(limt→∞ ât = a) = 1.

Theorem 3 (Strong Consistency). The NSW, pacing multiplier vector, and utility vectors

in the finite LFM are strongly consistent estimators of their counterparts in the limit LFM.

Next, we refine the consistency results and provide finite sample guarantees. We start by focusing

on Nash social welfare and the set of approximate market equilibria. The convergence of utilities

and pacing multipliers will then be derived from the latter result.



Liao and Kroer: Statistical Inference in Market Equilibrium
16

Theorem 4. For any failure probability 0 < η < 1, let t ≥ 2v̄2log(4n/η). Then with probability

greater than 1− η, we have |NSWγ − NSW∗| ≤ O(1)v̄
(√

n log((n+ v̄)t)+
√

log(1/η)
)
t−1/2, where

O(1) hides only constants. Proof in Appendix D.2.

Theorem 4 establishes a convergence rate |NSWγ −NSW∗|= Õp(v̄
√
nt−1/2). The proof proceeds

by first establishing a pointwise concentration inequality and then applies a discretization argu-

ment.

To state the result for the pacing multipliers β, we define approximate market equilibria (which

we define in terms of approximately optimal pacing multiplier vectors β). Let

Bγ(ϵ) = {β ∈Rn
++ :Ht(β)≤ inf

β
Ht(β)+ ϵ}, B∗(ϵ) = {β ∈Rn

++ :H(β)≤ inf
β
H(β)+ ϵ} . (9)

be the sets of ϵ-approximate solutions to the sample and the population EG programs, respectively.

The next theorem shows that the set of ϵ/2-approximate solutions to the sample EG program is

contained in the set of ϵ-approximate solutions to the population EG program with high probability.

Theorem 5 (Convergence of Approximate Market Equilibrium). Let ϵ > 0 be a toler-

ance parameter and α∈ (0,1) be a failure probability. Then for any 0≤ δ≤ ϵ/2, to ensure P
(
CLFM∩

Bγ(δ)⊂CLFM ∩B∗(ϵ)
)
≥ 1− 2α it suffices to set

t≥O(1)v̄2min

{
1

¯
bϵ
,
1

ϵ2

}(
n log

(
16(2n+v̄)

ϵ−δ

)
+ log 1

α

)
, (10)

where the set CLFM, defined in Eq. (3), is the natural region in which β∗ must lie, and O(1) hides

absolute constants. Proof in Appendix D.3.

By construction of CLFM we know β∗ ∈ CLFM holds, and so CLFM ∩ B∗(ϵ) is not empty. In the

appendix, Lemma EC.4 shows that for t sufficiently large, βγ ∈CLFM with high probability, in which

case the set CLFM∩Bγ(δ) is not empty. By simply taking δ= 0 in Theorem 5 we obtain the corollary

below.

Corollary 1. Let t satisfy Eq. (10). Then with probability ≥ 1−2α it holds H(βγ)≤H(β∗)+ϵ.

More importantly, it establishes the fast statistical rateH(βγ)−H(β∗) = Õp(t
−1) for t sufficiently

large, where we use Õp to ignore logarithmic factors. In words: the limit LFM objective value of

the finite LFM solution βγ converges to the optimal limit LFM objective value with a rate 1/t.

By the strong convexity of the dual objective, the containment result can be translated to high-

probability convergence of the pacing multipliers and the utility vector.

Corollary 2. Let t satisfy Eq. (10). Then with probability at least 1−2α we have ∥βγ−β∗∥2 ≤√
8ϵ

¯
b
and ∥uγ −u∗∥2 ≤ 4

¯
b

√
8ϵ/

¯
b.
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We compare the above corollary with Theorem 9 from Gao and Kroer (2022) which establishes

the convergence rate of the stochastic approximation estimator based on the dual averaging algo-

rithm (Xiao 2010). In particular, they show that the average of the iterates, denoted βDA, enjoys

a convergence rate of ∥βDA − β∗∥22 = Õp

(
v̄2

¯
b2

1
t

)
, where t is the number of sampled items. The rate

achieved in Corollary 2 is ∥βγ−β∗∥22 = Õp

(
nv̄2

¯
b2

1
t

)
. We see that our rate is worse off by a factor of n.

We conjecture that it can be removed by using the more involved localization arguments (Bartlett

et al. 2005). And yet our estimates are produced by the strategic behavior of the agents without

any extra computation at all. Moreover, in the computation of the dual averaging estimator the

knowledge of the values vi(θ) is required, while again βγ can be just observed naturally.

4.2. Asymptotics of Linear Fisher Market

In this section we derive asymptotic normality results for Nash social welfare, utilities and pacing

multipliers. As we will see, a central limit theorem for Nash social welfare holds under basically

no additional assumptions. However, the CLTs of pacing multipliers and utilities will require twice

continuous differentiability of the population dual objective H at optimality, with a nonsingular

Hessian matrix. We present CLT results under such a premise; Theorem 2 gave three quite general

settings under which these conditions hold.

Theorem 6 (Asymptotic Normality of Nash Social Welfare). It holds that

√
t(NSWγ −NSW∗)

d→N (0, σ2
NSW) , (11)

where σ2
NSW =Var(p∗) =

∫
(p∗)2sdθ− (

∫
p∗sdθ)2. Proof in Appendix D.4.

As stated previously, our asymptotic results for β and u require that H is twice-continuously

differentiable at β∗. When this differentiability holds, by Theorem 1, the set of items that incur

ties is s-measure zero, and thus the equilibrium allocation x∗ in the limit LFM is unique and must

be pure. Now we define a map µ∗ : Θ→Rn
+, which represents the utility all buyers obtain from the

item θ at equilibrium. Formally,

µ∗(θ) = [x∗
1(θ)v1(θ), . . . , x

∗
n(θ)vn(θ)]

⊤. (12)

Since x∗ is pure, only one entry of µ∗(θ) is nonzero. Clearly
∫
µ∗sdθ= [u∗

1, . . . , u
∗
n]

⊤.

Theorem 7 (Asymptotic Normality of Pacing Multipliers and Utilities). Let

Assumption 1 hold with non-singular Hessian matrix H=∇2H(β∗). Then

√
t(βγ −β∗)

d→N
(
0,Σβ

)
,
√
t(uγ −u∗)

d→N
(
0,Σu

)
, (13)

where Σβ =H−1Cov(µ∗)H−1 and Σu = diag(−bi/(β∗
i )

2)H−1Cov(µ∗)H−1diag(−bi/(β∗
i )

2). Proof in

Appendix D.4.
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Theorem 6 can also be derived from Theorem 7 using the delta method, since NSW∗ =∑n

i=1bi log(u
∗
i ) =

∑
ibi log(bi/β

∗
i ) is a smooth function of β∗.

We will show that the asymptotic variances in Theorem 7 are the best achievable, in an asymp-

totic local minimax sense. To make this precise, we need to introduce “supply neighborhoods”

obtained through perturbing the original supply s.

4.2.1. Perturbed Supply First we introduce notation to parametrize neighborhoods of the

supply s. Let g ∈Gd = {g : Θ→Rd : E[g] = 0,E[∥g∥2]<∞} be a direction along which we wish to

perturb the supply s. Given a vector α∈Rd signifying the magnitude of perturbation, we want to

scale the original supply of item θ by exp(α⊤g(θ)) and then obtain a perturbed supply distribution

by appropriate normalization. To do this we define the perturbed supply by 4

sα,g(θ) =C−1[1+α⊤g(θ)]s(θ) (14)

with a normalizing constant C = 1+
∫
α⊤g(θ)s(θ)dθ. As α→ 0, the perturbed supply sα,g effectively

approximates sα,g(θ)∝ exp(α⊤g(θ))s(θ).

We let β∗
α,g, u

∗
α,g and NSW∗

α,g be the limit inverse bang-per-buck, price and revenue in

LFM(b, v, sα,g,Θ). Clearly β∗ = β∗
0,g for any g and similarly for u∗

0,g and NSW0,g.

4.2.2. Asymptotic Local Minimax Optimality Given the asymptotic normality of

observed LFM, it is desirable to understand the best possible statistical procedure for estimating

the limit LFM. One way to discuss the optimality is to measure the difficulty of estimating the limit

LFM when the supply distribution varies over small neighborhoods of the true supply s, asymp-

totically. When an estimator achieves the best worst-case risk over these small neighborhoods, we

say it is asymptotically locally minimax optimal. For general references, see Vaart and Wellner

(1996), Le Cam et al. (2000). More recently Duchi and Ruan (2021, Sec. 3.2) develop asymptotic

local minimax theory for constrained convex optimization, and we rely on their results.

Let L : Rn→ R be any symmetric quasi-convex loss 5. In asymptotic local minimax theory we

are interested in the local asymptotic risk: given a sequence of estimators {β̂t : Θ
t→Rn}t,

LARβ({β̂t}t) = sup
g∈Gd,d∈N

lim
c→∞

lim inf
t→∞

sup
∥α∥2≤ c√

t

Es⊗t
α,g

[L(
√
t(β̂t−β∗

α,g))] .

If we ignore the limits and consider a fixed t, then LARβ roughly measures the worst-case risk for

the estimators {β̂t}. Note that α is a d-vector, and thus the shrinking norm-balls depend on d, and

the expectation is taken w.r.t. the t-fold product of the perturbed supply.

4 In Duchi and Ruan (2021) they allow more general classes of perturbations, we specialize their results for our
purposes.

5 A function is quasi-convex if its sublevel sets are convex.
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Similarly, define the risk for utility u (resp. Nash social welfare NSW) given an estimator sequence

{ût} (resp. {N̂SWt}):

LARu({ût}t) = sup
g∈Gd,d∈N

lim
c→∞

lim inf
t→∞

sup
∥α∥2≤ c√

t

Es⊗t
α,g

[L(
√
t(ût−u∗

α,g))] ,

LARNSW({N̂SWt}t) = sup
g∈Gd,d∈N

lim
c→∞

lim inf
t→∞

sup
∥α∥2≤ c√

t

Es⊗t
α,g

[L(
√
t(N̂SWt−NSW∗

α,g))] .

Theorem 8. Let Assumption 1 hold. Then

inf
β̂t

LARβ({β̂t})≥E[L(N (0,Σβ))] ,

inf
ût

LARu({ût})≥E[L(N (0,Σu))] ,

inf
N̂SWt

LARNSW({N̂SWt})≥E[L(N (0, σ2
NSW))] ,

where σ2
NSW is defined in Theorem 6, and Σβ,Σu in Theorem 7. Proof in Section D.5

4.3. Variance Estimation and Inference

In this section we show how to construct confidence intervals for Nash social welfare. We will show

how to construct confidence intervals for pacing multipliers and utilities in the FPPE section. The

procedure is similar for LFM, and thus we omit it here.

First, regarding inference, it is interesting to note that the observed NSW (NSWγ) is a negatively-

biased estimate of the limit NSW (NSW∗), i.e., E[NSWγ ]−NSW∗ ≤ 0.6 Moreover, it can be shown

that, when the items are i.i.d. E[minHt]≤E[minHt+1] by a simple argument from Proposition 16

from Shapiro (2003). Monotonicity tells us that increasing the market size produces, on average,

less biased estimates of the limit NSW.

To construct confidence intervals for Nash social welfare, one needs to estimate the asymptotic

variance. Let pτ be the price of item θτ in the finite market, and p̄ = 1
t

∑t

τ=1p
τ . The variance

estimator is then

σ̂2
NSW =

1

t

t∑
τ=1

(
pτ − p̄

)2
. (15)

We emphasize that in the computation of the variance estimator σ̂2
NSW one does not need knowledge

of the valuations {vi(θτ )}i,τ . All that is needed is the equilibrium prices pγ = (p1, . . . , pt) for the

items. Given the variance estimator, we construct the confidence interval
[
NSWγ±zα/2 σ̂NSW√

t

]
, where

zα is the α-th quantile of a standard normal. The next theorem establishes validity of the variance

estimator.

Theorem 9. It holds that σ̂2
NSW

p→σ2
NSW. Given 0 < α < 1, it holds that limt→∞ P

(
NSW∗ ∈

[NSWγ ± zα/2σ̂NSW/
√
t ]
)
= 1−α. Proof in Appendix D.6.

6 Note E[NSWγ ]−NSW∗ =E[minβ Ht(β)]−H(β∗)≤minβ E[Ht(β)]−H(β∗) = 0.
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5. Statistical Results for FPPE

Next we study statistical inference questions for the FPPE model. Since FPPE is characterized by

an EG-style program similar to that of LFM, many of the results for FPPE are similar to those

for LFM. However, an important difference is that the FPPE model has constraints on the pacing

multipliers, which makes the asymptotic theory more involved. As for LFM, we assume that we

observe a finite auction market F̂PPE(b, v,1/t, γ) with γ being t i.i.d. draws from s(·), and we use

it to estimate quantities from the limit market FPPE(b, v, s,Θ). In FPPE we mainly focus on the

revenue of the limit market, and for the same reason as in LFM, since FPPE is characterized by

EG program with optimizing variable being the pacing multiplier, we also present results for β.

Similarly to the LFM case, one could use results for β to derive estimators for buyer utilities.

5.1. Basic Convergence Properties

Since FPPE has a similar convex program characterization as LFM, strong consistency and con-

vergence rate results can be derived using similar ideas.

Theorem 10. We have βγ a.s.−→β∗, and REVγ a.s.−→REV∗. Proof in Appendix F.1.

We complement the strong consistency result with the following rate results. They are derived

using a discretization argument.

Theorem 11. It holds that ∥βγ − β∗∥2 = Õp(
√
n(v̄+2ν̄n+1)

¯
b
√
t

) and |REVγ − REV∗| =

Õp(
v̄
√
n(v̄+2ν̄n+1)

¯
b

1√
t
). Proof in Appendix F.2.

The above bounds hold for a broad class of limit FPPE models and may be loose for a particular

model. In Section 5.2, we show that for buyers i∈ {i : β∗
i = 1}, their pacing multipliers converge at

a rate faster than Õp(1/
√
t).

5.2. Asymptotics of FPPE

As in LFM, our statistical inference results require the limit market to behave smoothly around

the optimal pacing multipliers β∗. To that end, we will assume Assumption 1 as in LFM. Similar

to LFM, under Assumption 1, the equilibrium allocation x∗ is unique and must be pure. Again we

can define

µ∗(θ) = [x∗
1(θ)v1(θ), . . . , x

∗
n(θ)vn(θ)]

⊤ . (16)

Under Assumption 1, the equilibrium allocation x∗ is unique, so µ∗(·) is also unique. Moreover,

µ∗(θ) =∇f(θ,β∗), and (β∗)⊤µ∗(θ) = p∗(θ) (the set of nondifferentiable points has measure zero,

and thus we can ignore such points). Also let

µ̄∗ =

∫
µ∗sdθ ∈Rn

+ (17)



Liao and Kroer: Statistical Inference in Market Equilibrium
21

to denote the utility from items. Note that in the FPPE model, buyers’ utility consists of two

parts: utility from items and leftover budgets. In FPPE, the pacing multipliers relate budgets and

utilities via (Conitzer et al. 2022a)

µ̄∗
i + δ∗i = bi/β

∗
i . (18)

In the unconstrained case, classical M -estimation theory says that, under regularity conditions,

an M -estimator is asymptotically normal with covariance matrix H−1Var(gradient)H−1 (Van der

Vaart 2000, Chap. 5). However, in the case of FPPE which is characterized by a constrained

convex problem, the Hessian matrix needs to be adjusted to take into account the geometry of the

constraint set B = (0,1]n at the optimum β∗. We let P =diag(1(β∗
i < 1)) be an “indicator matrix”

of buyers whose β∗
i < 1, and define the projected Hessian

HB =PHP . (19)

It will be shown that the asymptotic variance of βγ is H†
BVar(gradient)H

†
B and the “gradient” is

exactly µ∗.

Assumption 2 (SCS). Strict complementary slackness holds: β∗
i = 1 implies δ∗i > 0.

Assumption 2 can be viewed as a non-degeneracy condition from a convex programming per-

spective, since δi corresponds to a Lagrange multiplier on βi ≤ 1. From a market perpective,

Assumption 2 requires that if a buyer’s bids are not paced (β∗
i = 1), then their leftover budget δ∗i

must be strictly positive. This can again be seen as a market-based non-degeneracy condition: if

δ∗i = 0 then the budget constraint of buyer i is binding, yet β∗
i = 1 would imply that they have no

use for additional budget. If Assumption 2 fails, one could slightly increase the budgets of buyers

for which Assumption 2 fails, i.e., those who do not pace yet have exactly zero leftover budget, and

obtain a market instance with the same equilibrium, but where Assumption 2 holds.

From a technical viewpoint, Assumption 2 is a stronger form of first-order optimality. Note

∇H(β∗) =−δ∗ (cf. Lemma 1). The usual first-order optimality condition is

−∇H(β∗)∈NB(β
∗) , (20)

where NB(β) =
∏n

i=1 Ji(β) is the normal cone with Ji(β) = [0,∞) if βi = 1 and Ji(β) = {0} if βi < 1

for β ∈ Rn
++. Then Eq. (20) translates to the condition that β∗

i = 1 implies δ∗i ≥ 0. On the other

hand, when written in terms of the normal cone, Assumption 2 is equivalent to

−∇H(β∗)∈ relint(NB(β
∗)) .7

7 The relative interior of a set is relint(S) = {x ∈ S : there exists ϵ > 0 such that Nϵ(x)∩ aff(S)⊆ S} where aff(S) is
the affine hull of S, and Nϵ(x) is a ball of radius ϵ centered on x.
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Given that relint(NB(β
∗)) ⊂ NB(β

∗), Assumption 2 is obviously a stronger form of first-order

condition. The Assumption 2 condition is commonly seen in the study of statistical properties of

constrained M -estimators (Duchi and Ruan 2021, Assumption B and Shapiro 1989). In the proof

of Theorem 12, Assumption 2 forces the critical cone to reduce to a hyperplane and thus ensures

asymptotic normality of the estimates. Without Assumption 2, the asymptotic distribution of βγ

could be non-normal.

5.2.1. Central Limit Theorems We now show that the observed pacing multipliers βγ and

the observed revenue REVγ are asymptotically normal. Define the influence functions

Dβ(θ) =−(HB)
†(µ∗(θ)− µ̄∗),

DREV(θ) = p∗(θ)−REV∗ +(µ̄∗)⊤Dβ(θ).
(21)

Recall µ∗ is defined in Eq. (16), µ̄∗ in Eq. (17),HB in Eq. (19). And note E[Dβ] = 0 and E[DREV] = 0.

Theorem 12. If Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, then

√
t(βγ −β∗) =

1√
t

t∑
τ=1

Dβ(θ
τ )+ op(1) ,

√
t(REVγ −REV∗) =

1√
t

t∑
τ=1

DREV(θ
τ )+ op(1) .

Consequently,
√
t(βγ − β∗) and

√
t(REVγ −REV∗) are asymptotically normal with means zero and

variances Σβ =E[DβD
⊤
β ] = (HB)

†Var(µ∗)(HB)
† and σ2

REV =E[DREV(θ)
2]. Proof in Appendix F.3.

The functions Dβ and DREV are called the influence functions of the estimates βγ and REVγ

because they measure the change in the estimates caused by adding a new item to the market

(asymptotically).

Theorem 12 implies fast convergence rate of βγ
i for i ∈ {β∗

i = 1}. To see this, we suppose wlog.

that I = [k], i.e. the first k buyers are the ones with βi = 1. Then the pseudo-inverse of the projected

Hessian (HB)
† =diag(0k×k, (HIcIc)

−1) where HIcIc is the lower right (n− k)× (n− k) block of H.

Consequently, the upper k diagonal entries of Σβ are zeros. This result shows that the constraint

set B “improves” the covariance by zeroing out the entries corresponding to the active constraints

I. Consequently,
√
t(βγ

i −β∗
i ) and

√
t(uγ

i −u∗
i ) are of order op(1) for i∈ I, and thus converging faster

than the usual Op(1) rate. The fast rate phenomenon is empirically investigated in Section 6.1.2.

The practical implication is the following. By Assumption 2 we have I = {i : β∗
i = 1}= {i : δ∗i > 0},

i.e., I is the set of buyers who are not budget constrained, and Ic = {i : β∗
i < 1} = {i : δ∗i = 0},

i.e., Ic is the set of buyers who exhaust their budgets. 8 In the context of first-price auctions, the

8 Without Assumption 2, it only holds {i : β∗
i < 1} ⊂ {i : δ∗i = 0} and {i : δ∗i > 0} ⊂ {i : β∗

i = 1} by complementary
slackness.
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fast rate op(t
−1/2) implies that the platform can identify which buyers are budget constrained even

when the finite market is small.

The proof of Theorem 12 proceeds by showing that FPPE satisfy a set of regularity conditions

that are sufficient for asymptotic normality (Shapiro 1989, Theorem 3.3); the conditions are stated

in Lemma EC.12 in the appendix. Maybe the hardest condition to verify is the so called stochastic

equicontinuity condition (Cond. EC.12.c), which we establish with tools from the empirical process

literature. In particular, we show that the class of functions, parameterized by a pacing multiplier

vector β, that map each item to its corresponding first-price auction allocation under the given

β, is a VC-subgraph class. This in turn implies stochastic equicontinuity. Assumption 2 is used to

ensure normality of the limit distribution.

Finally, we remark that the CLT result for revenue holds true even if I = ∅, i.e., β∗
i < 1 for all

i. If βγ
i < 1 for all i, then all buyers’ budgets are exhausted in the observed FPPE, and so we

have REVγ = REV∗ =
∑n

i=1bi. By the convergence βγ p→β∗, we know that REVγ = REV∗ with high

probability for all large t if I = ∅. In that case, it must be that the asymptotic variance of revenue

equals zero. Our result covers this case because one can show σ2
REV = 0 using Hβ∗ = µ̄∗ if I = ∅

(Lemma 1), and (β∗)⊤µ∗(θ) = p∗(θ).

In an FPPE individual utilities and Nash social welfare can be similarly defined. By applying the

delta method and the results in Theorem 12, we can derive asymptotic distributions for individual

utilities uγ , leftover budget δγ and Nash social welfare, since they are smooth functions of β. See

Section F.4 for more details.

5.2.2. Asymptotic Local Minimax Optimality Given the asymptotic distributions for

β,u,NSW and REV, we will show that the observed FPPE estimates are optimal in an asymptotic

local minimax sense. Recall in Section 4.2.1 we have defined the perturbed supply family Gd of

dimension d with perturbation (α,g).

Asymptotic local minimax optimality for β. We first focus on estimation of pacing multipliers.

For a given perturbation (α,g), we let β∗
α,g, p

∗
α,g and REV∗

α,g be the limit FPPE pacing multiplier,

price and revenue under supply distribution sα,g. Clearly β
∗ = β∗

0,g for any g and similarly for p∗α,g

and REVα,g. Let L : Rn→ R be any symmetric quasi-convex loss. 9 In asymptotic local minimax

theory we are interested in the local asymptotic risk: given a sequence of estimators {β̂t : Θ
t→Rn}t,

LARβ({β̂t}t) = sup
g∈Gd,d∈N

lim
c→∞

lim inf
t→∞

sup
∥α∥2≤ c√

t

Es⊗t
α,g

[L(
√
t(β̂t−β∗

α,g))] .

9 A function is quasi-convex if its sublevel sets are convex.
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As an immediate application of Theorem 1 from Duchi and Ruan (2021), it holds that

inf
{β̂t}t

LARβ({β̂t}t)≥E[L(N (0, (HB)
†Var(µ∗)(HB)

†))] .

where the expectation is taken w.r.t. a normal specified above. Moreover, the lower bound is

achieved by the observed FPPE pacing multipliers βγ according to the CLT result in Theorem 12.

Asymptotic local minimax optimality for revenue estimation. For pacing multipliers, the result is

a direct application of the perturbation result from Duchi and Ruan (2021). The result for revenue

estimation is more involved. Given a symmetric quasi-convex loss L : R→ R, we define the local

asymptotic risk for any procedure {r̂t : Θt→R} that aims to estimate the revenue:

LARREV({r̂t}) = sup
g∈Gd,d∈N

lim
c→∞

lim inf
t→∞

sup
∥α∥2≤ c√

t

Es⊗t
α,g

[L(
√
t(r̂t−REV∗

α,g))] .

Theorem 13 (Asymptotic local minimaxity for revenue). If Assumptions 1 and 2 hold,

then

inf
{r̂t}

LARREV({r̂t})≥E[L(N (0, σ2
REV))] .

Proof in Appendix F.5. In the proof we calculate the derivative of revenue w.r.t. α, which in turn

uses a perturbation result for constrained convex programs from Duchi and Ruan (2021), Shapiro

(1989). Again, the lower bound is achieved by the observed FPPE revenue REVγ according to the

CLT result in Theorem 12. Similar optimality statements can be made for u and NSW by finding

the corresponding derivative expressions.

5.3. Variance Estimation and Inference

In order to perform inference, we need to construct estimators for the influence functions Eq. (21).

In turn, this requires estimators for the projected Hessian HB (Eq. (19)) and the variance of the

utility map µ∗ (Eq. (16)).

The Hessian. Given a sequence of smoothing parameters εt = o(1), we estimate the projection

matrix P by P̂ =diag(1(βγ
i < 1−εt)) . For the same sequence εt, we introduce a numerical difference

estimator Ĥ for the Hessian matrix H, whose (i, j)-th entry is

Ĥij = [Ht(β
γ
++)−Ht(β

γ
+−)−Ht(β

γ
−+)+Ht(β

γ
−−)]/4ε

2
t (22)

with βγ
±± = βγ ± eiεt ± ejεt, and Ht is defined in Eq. (2). Finally, ĤB = P̂ĤP̂ is the estimator of

HB.
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The term Cov(µ∗). Let xγ = (xτ
i )i,τ and price pγ = [p1, . . . , pt]⊤ be the allocation and prices in

the finite FPPE. Mimicking Eqs. (16) and (17), define the finite sample analogues

µτ = [xτ
1v

τ
1 , . . . , x

τ
nv

τ
n]

⊤, µ̄=
1

t

t∑
τ=1

µτ . (23)

Recall REVγ = 1
t

∑t

τ=1p
τ . Then we define the following influence function estimators

D̂τ
β =−(ĤB)

†(µτ − µ̄) , D̂τ
REV = pτ −REVγ +(µ̄)⊤D̂τ

β .

Given that the asymptotic variance of βγ (resp. REVγ) is E[DβD
⊤
β ] (resp. E[D2

REV]), plug-in esti-

mators for the (co)variance are naturally

Σ̂β =
1

t

t∑
τ=1

D̂τ
β(D̂

τ
β)

⊤ , σ̂2
REV =

1

t

t∑
τ=1

(D̂τ
REV)

2 . (24)

For any α∈ (0,1), the (1−α)-confidence regions for β∗ and REV∗ are

CRβ = βγ +(χn,α/
√
t)Σ̂

1/2
β B , (25)

CIREV =
[
REVγ ± zα/2σ̂REV/

√
t
]
. (26)

where χn,α is the (1−α)-th quantile of a chi-square distribution with degree n, B is the unit ball

in Rn, and zα/2 is the (1− α
2
)-th quantile of a standard normal distribution. The coverage rate of

CIREV is empirically verified in Section 6.3.1.

Theorem 14. Under the conditions of Theorem 12, let εt
√
t→∞ and εt = o(1). Then Σ̂β

p→Σβ

and σ̂2
REV

p→σ2
REV. Consequently, for any α ∈ (0,1), P(β∗ ∈ CRβ)→ 1− α and P(REV∗ ∈ CIREV)→

1−α. Proof in Appendix F.6.

The theorem suggests choosing smoothing parameter εt = t−d for 0< d < 1
2
. Section 6.1.1 studies

how the choice of d affects the Hessian estimation numerically.

5.4. Application: A/B Testing in First-Price Auction Platforms

Consider an auction market with n buyers with a continuum of items Θ with supply function

s. Now suppose that we are interested in the effect of deploying some new technology (e.g. new

machine learning models for estimating click-through rates in the ad auction setting). To model

treatment application we introduce the potential value functions

v(0) = (v1(0, ·), . . . , vn(0, ·)), v(1) = (v1(1, ·), . . . , vn(1, ·)).

If item θ is exposed to treatment w ∈ {0,1}, then its value to buyer i will be vi(w,θ).
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Suppose we are interested in estimating the change in the auction market when treatment 1

is deployed to the entire item set Θ. In this section we describe how to do this using A/B test-

ing, specifically for estimating the treatment effect on revenue. Formally, we wish to look at the

difference in revenues between the markets

FPPE(b, v(0), s) and FPPE(b, v(1), s),

where FPPE(b, v(0), s) is the market with treatment 1, and FPPE(b, v(1), s) is the one with treat-

ment 0. The treatment effects on revenue is defined as

τREV =REV∗(1)−REV∗(0) ,

where REV∗(w) is revenue in the equilibrium FPPE(b, v(w), s).

We will refer to the experiment design as budget splitting with item randomization. The design

works in two steps, and closely mirrors how A/B testing is conducted at large tech companies.

Step 1. Budget splitting.We create two markets, and every buyer is replicated in each market.

For each buyer i we allocate πbi of their budget to the market with treatment w = 1, and the

remaining budget, (1−π)bi, to the market with treatment w= 0. Each buyer’s budget is managed

separately in each market.

Step 2. Item randomization. Let (θ1, θ2, . . . ) be i.i.d. draws from the supply distribution s. For

each sampled item, it is applied treatment 1 with probability π and treatment 0 with probability

1− π. The total A/B testing horizon is t. When the end of the horizon is reached, two observed

FPPEs are formed. Each item has a supply of π/t1 in the 1-treated market and (1− π)/t0 in the

0-treated market. The 1/t1 is the scaling required for our CLTs and the π factor ensures the budget-

supply ratio agrees with the limit market; due to FPPE scale-invariance, we could equivalently

rescale budgets.

Let t0 be the number of 0-treated items, and t1 be the number of 1-treated items. Conditional

on the total number of items t= t1+ t0, the random variable t1 is a binomial random variable with

mean πt. Let γ(0) = (θ1,1, . . . , θ1,t1) be the set of 0-treated items, and similarly γ(1) = (θ0,1, . . . , θ0,t0).

The total item set γ = γ(0)∪ γ(1). The observables in the described A/B testing experiment are

F̂PPE
(
πb, v(1), π

t1
, γ(1)

)
, F̂PPE

(
(1−π)b, v(0), 1−π

t0
, γ(0)

)
,

both defined in Def. 4. Let REVγ(w) denote the observed revenue in the w-treated market. The

estimator of the treatment effect on revenue is

τ̂REV =REVγ(1)−REVγ(0).

For fixed (b, s), the variance σ2
REV in Theorem 12 is a functional of the value functions. We will

use σ2
REV(w) to represent the revenue variance in the equilibrium FPPE(b, v(w), s). Each variance

can be estimated using Eq. (24).
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Theorem 15 (Revenue treatment effects CLT). Suppose Assumption 1 and Assumption 2

hold in the limit markets FPPE(b, v(1), s) and FPPE(b, v(0), s). Then
√
t(τ̂REV− τREV)

d→N
(
0,

σ2
REV(1)

π

+
σ2
REV(0)

(1−π)

)
. Proof in Appendix F.7.

Based on the theorem, an A/B testing procedure is the following. Compute the revenue variance

as Eq. (24) for each market, obtaining σ̂2
REV(1) and σ̂

2
REV(0), and form the confidence interval

τ̂REV± zα/2
(
σ̂2
REV(1)

π
+
σ̂2
REV(0)

(1−π)

)
. (27)

If zero is on the left (resp. right) of the CI, we conclude that the new feature increases (resp.

decreases) revenue with (1−α)×100% confidence. If zero is in the interval, the effect is undecided.

See Section 6.3.2 for a semi-synthetic study verifying the validity of this procedure.

6. Experiment
6.1. Synthetic Experiment

6.1.1. Hessian Estimation Recall that a key component in the variance estimator is the

Hessian matrix, which we estimate by the finite-difference method in Eq. (22). Finite difference

estimation requires the smoothing parameter εt. The smoothing εt is used to (1) estimate the

active constraints and (2) construct the numerical difference estimator Ĥ. Theorem 14 suggests a

choice of εt = t−d for some 0 < d < 1
2
. In Section G.1, we investigate the effect of d numerically.

Here we give high-level take-aways. We find that d represents a bias-variance trade-off. For small

d, the variance of the estimated value Ĥii is small and yet bias is large. For a large d variance is

large and yet the bias is small (the estimates are stationary around some point). Our experiments

suggest using d∈ (0.32,0.47).

6.1.2. Visualization of the FPPE Distribution Next we look at how the FPPE distribu-

tion behaves in a simple setting. We choose the FPPE instances as follows. Consider a finite FPPE

with n= 25 buyers and t= 1000 items. Let Ui be i.i.d. uniform random variables on [0,1]. Buyers’

budgets are generated by bi =Ui+1 for i= 1, . . . ,5 and bi =Ui for i= 6, . . . ,25. The extra budgets

are to ensure we observe β∗
i = 1 for the first few buyers. The valuations {v1, · · · , vn} i.i.d. uniform,

exponential, or truncated standard normal distributions. Under each configuration we form 100

observed FPPEs, and plot the histogram of each
√
t(βγ

i − β∗
i ). The population EG Eq. (6) is a

constrained stochastic program and can be solved with stochastic gradient based methods. The

true value β∗ is computed by the dual averaging algorithm (Xiao 2010). The mean square error

decays as E[∥βda,t − β∗∥2] = O(t−1) with t being the number of iterations, and so if we choose t

large enough, we should still observe asymptotic normality for the quantities
√
t(βda,t−βγ).

Results. Figure 2 shows five out of 25 distributions for pacing multipliers. Full plots for all three

distributions are given in Figures EC.6 to EC.8. We see that (i) if β∗
i < 1 then the finite sample
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Figure 2 Finite sample distributions of
√
t(βγ

i −β∗
i ) of 5 buyers in an FPPE. We see that for buyer 25, its

finite-sample pacing multiplier is exactly 1 for most of the time. For buyer 21, its limit pacing multiplier is very

close to 1 and so its distribution is not normal for small samples. For buyers 22 – 24, their finite sample

distribution is close to normal distributions. The full figure is in Figure EC.6.

distribution is close to a normal distribution, and (ii) if β∗
i = 1 (or very close to 1, such as β14,21

in the uniform value plots, β20,23 in exponential), the finite sample distribution puts most of the

probability mass at 1. For cases where β∗
i is close, but not very close, to 1, we need to further

increase the number of items to observe normality.

6.2. Semi-real Experiment: Nash Social Welfare Estimation in Instagram
Notification System

Notifications are important in enhancing the user experience and user engagement in mobile apps.

Nevertheless, an excessive barrage of notifications can be disruptive for users. Typically, a mobile

application has various notification types, overseen by separate teams, each with potentially con-

flicting objectives. And so it is necessary to regulate notifications and send only those of most value

to users. Kroer et al. (2023b) propose to use Fisher market equilibrium-based methods to efficiently

send notifications, where they treat the opportunity to send a user a notification as an item, and

different types of notifications as buyers. In this section, we use the inference method developed in

Section 4.3 to quantify uncertainty in equilibrium-based notification allocation methods.

The data. The dataset released by Kroer et al. (2023b) contains about 400,000 generated noti-

fications of four types for a subset of about 60,000 Instagram users from September 14–23, 2022.

The four types of notifications (buyers) are likes, daily digest of stories, feed suite organic campaign

(notification about new posts on the user’s feed), and comments subscribed. The value vi(θ) of a

notification type i to a user θ at a specific time is predicted by the platform’s algorithm and avail-

able in the dataset as a numerical value in [0,1]. The budgets of notification types are also given.

For a user-notification type pair, we average over the whole time window and use the average to

represent vi(θ), resulting in a user-notification type matrix. However, even after aggregation over

time, there are lots of missing values, i.e., many users do not have every notification type generate

a potential notification.

Value imputation and simulation by the Gaussian copula.We assume the values in the notification

system admit the following representation. There exists unique monotone functions fi :R→ [0,1],
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Figure 3 The fair notification allocation data. Left: original data with missing values. Right: simulated data.

such that (v1, . . . , v4) = (f1(Z1), . . . , f4(Z4)), where Z = [Z1, . . . ,Z4] follows a multivariate Gaussian

distribution with standard normal marginals. Such an assumption is equivalent to assuming the

value distribution possesses a Gaussian copula (Zhao and Udell 2020, Lemma 1 and Liu et al.

2009, Lemma 1). Given this representation, we propose a two-step simulation method. In the first

step, we learn the monotone functions by matching the quantiles of values with the quantiles of

a standard normal. We use isotonic regression to learn the monotone functions. Second, given the

learned functions f̂i and inverses f̂−1
i : [0,1]→ R, we transform vi to f̂−1

i (vi), and compute the

covariance matrix of f̂−1
i (vi), denoted Σ̂. Even though some values are missing, the covariance Σ

can still be estimated by Σ̂ if values are missing at random. Now to simulate a new item for buyers,

we draw Z ∼N(0, Σ̂), and return [f̂1(Z1), . . . , f̂4(Z4)]
⊤ as the value. There are multiple advantages

to this method. First, the dependence structure of the available dataset is preserved. Second, the

generated values are within the range [0,1] as the original data are. Third, the marginal distribution

of values are also preserved in the simulated data.

As a final step to mimic realistic data, since some users may turn off notifications of certain

types, the values of those notifications will be zero. We simulate this by setting certain values

to zero according to the sparsity pattern in the original dataset. See Figure 3 for a comparison

between original dataset and simulated data.

Setup and results. We apply the confidence interval in Theorem 9 and study the coverage prop-

erties. The nominal coverage rate is set to 95%. First, we do see that even for a small sample size of

100, the nominal coverage rate is achieved. And as we increase the size of markets t, the coverage

maintains at around 95% and the width of the CI shrinks roughly at the rate 1/
√
t.

6.3. Semi-real Experiment: A/B Testing of Revenue in First-Price Auction
Platforms

In this section we apply our revenue estimation method to a real-world dataset, the iPinYou

dataset (Liao et al. 2014). The iPinYou dataset (Liao et al. 2014) contains raw log data of the bid,
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items (coverage rate, width of CI)

100 (0.94, 0.88)
200 (0.95, 0.63)
400 (0.93, 0.43)
600 (0.97, 0.35)

Table 2 Coverage rate of log Nash social welfare in fair notification allocation. To help interpret the CI width,

the log Nash social welfare in the limit market is around -16.

impression, click, and conversion history on the iPinYou platform in the weeks of March 11–17,

June 8–15 and October 19–27. We use the impression and click data of 5 advertisers on June 8, 2013,

containing a total of 1.8 million impressions and 1,200 clicks. As in the main text, let i∈ {1,2,3,4,5}

index advertisers (buyers) and let τ index impressions/users (items in FPPE terminology). The five

advertiser are labeled by number and their categories are given: 1459 (Chinese e-commerce), 3358

(software), 3386 (international e-commerce) and 3476 (tire). From the raw log data, the following

dataset can be extracted. The response variable is a binary variable clickτ
i ∈ {0,1} that indicates

whether the user clicked the ad or not. The relevant predictors include a categorical variable

Adexchange of three levels that records from which ad-exchange the impression was generated,

a categorical variable Region of 35 levels indicating provinces of user IPs, and finally 44 boolean

variables, each a Usertag, indicating whether a user belongs to certain user groups defined based

on demographic, geographic and other information. We select the top-10 most frequent user tags

and denote them by Usertag1, . . . ,Usertag10 ∈ {0,1}. Both Adexchange and Usertag are masked,

and we do not know their real-world meaning.

Simulate advertisers with logistic regression. The raw data contains only five advertisers. In order

to simulate new realistic advertiser, we logistic regression and then perturb the fitted coefficients to

generate more advertisers. We posit the following logistic regression model for click-through rates

(CTRs). For a user τ that saw the ad of advertiser i, the click process is governed by

CTRτ
i = P(clickτ

i = 1 |θτ ) = 1

1+ exp(w⊤
i θ

τ )
,

θτ = [1,Adexchange2,Adexchange3,Region2, . . . ,Region35,Usertag1, . . . ,Usertag10]∈ {1}×{0,1}46

where the weight vectors wi ∈ R47 are the coefficients to be estimated from the data. Note that

Adexchange1 and Region1 are absorbed in the intercept. By running 5 logistic regressions, we

obtain regression coefficients w1,w2, . . . ,w5. To visualize the fitted regression, in Figure 4 we show

the estimated click-through rate distributions of the five advertisers. The diagonal plots are the

histogram of CTRs, and the off-diagonal panels are the pair-wise scatter plots of CTRs. To generate

more advertisers, we take a convex combination of the coefficients wi’s, add uniform noise, and

obtain a new parameter, say w′. Given an item, the CTR of the newly generated advertisers will
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be 1
1+exp(θ⊤w′) . The value distribution is the historical distribution of the simulated advertisers’

predicted CTRs of the 1.8 million impressions.

6.3.1. Revenue Coverage Setup. In this section we aim to produce confidence interval of

the revenue with the CI constructed from Eq. (26). Firstly, the sum equals n times the average

price-per-utility of advertisers, a measure of efficiency of the system. Secondly, since most quantities

in FPPE, such as revenue and social welfare, are smooth functions of pacing multipliers , being

able to perform inference about a linear combination of β’s indicates the ability to infer first-order

estimates of those quantities.

An experiment has parameters (t, n, d,α). Here t ∈ {100,300,500} is the number of items and

n ∈ {10,20,30,50} the number of advertisers. Parameter d is the exponent of the finite-difference

stepsize εt in Eq. (22), i.e, εt = t−d. We try d over the grid {0.4,0.3,0.2,0.1,0.05}. Finally, α ∈

{0.1,0.3,0.5} is the proportion of advertisers that are not budget-constrained (i.e., β = 1). To

control α in the experiments, we select budgets as follows. Give infinite budgets to the first ⌊αn⌋

advertisers. Initialize the rest of the advertisers’ budgets randomly, and keep decreasing their

budgets until their pacing multipliers are strictly less than 1. In the experiment (t, n, d,α), we first

compute the pacing multiplier in the limit market using dual averaging (Xiao 2010, Gao et al.

2021, Liao et al. 2022). Then we sample one FPPE by drawing values from the synthetic value

distribution obtained previously. Now given one FPPE, apply the formula in Eq. (26) to construct

CI and record coverage. The reported coverage rate for an experiment with parameters (t, n, d,α)

is averaged over 100 FPPEs.

Results. Representative results are presented in Table 3; we present the full table in Table EC.2.

As the number of item increases, we observe the empirical coverage rate achieving the nominal

90% coverage rate, while the width of confidence interval is narrowing. We also observe that the

confidence interval is robust against the Hessian estimation and the proportion of unpaced buyers;

for different choices of exponent in the differencing stepsize (εt in Eq. (22)) and proportion of

unpaced buyers (α), the coverage performance remains similar.

6.3.2. Treatment Effect Coverage Setup. In this experiment, we fix the differencing stepsize

in Hessian estimation to be εt = t−0.4 and the proportion of unpaced buyers to be 30%, which is a

realistic number for real-world auction platforms.

An experiment has parameters (t, n,π), where t is the number of items, n the number of users,

and π the treatment probability (see Section 5.4). To model treatment application, we use the shift

of value distribution. Choose two sets of logistic regression parameters, {wi(0)}i and {wi(1)}. Then

if a user θ is applied treatment ω ∈ {0,1}, then its value to buyer i will be 1/(1+ exp(wi(ω)
⊤θ)),

i ∈ [n]. In an experiment, the limit revenues in the two limit markets FPPE(b, v(0), s,Θ) and
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Figure 4 Click-through rate (in basis points, i.e. 0.01%) distributions from logistic regression.

Table 3 Coverage of revenue CI. α = proportion of βi = 1, d is the exponent in finite difference stepsize

ϵt = t−d.

buyers 20 50 80
α 0.05 0.10 0.20 0.30 0.05 0.10 0.20 0.30 0.05 0.10 0.20 0.30

d items

0.40

100
0.79
(1.72)

0.79
(1.82)

0.93
(1.87)

0.9
(1.81)

0.87
(1.84)

0.81
(1.91)

0.89
(1.82)

0.88
(2.00)

0.81
(1.89)

0.89
(1.89)

0.97
(1.97)

0.9
(1.95)

200
0.88
(1.33)

0.88
(1.36)

0.87
(1.35)

0.9
(1.34)

0.88
(1.32)

0.93
(1.36)

0.89
(1.37)

0.94
(1.40)

0.87
(1.37)

0.93
(1.37)

0.88
(1.42)

0.86
(1.42)

400
0.84
(0.93)

0.88
(0.99)

0.93
(0.99)

0.91
(0.98)

0.9
(0.95)

0.94
(0.98)

0.92
(0.98)

0.84
(1.00)

0.88
(0.97)

0.85
(0.98)

0.86
(1.01)

0.85
(1.01)

600
0.89
(0.76)

0.88
(0.79)

0.9
(0.81)

0.89
(0.80)

0.8
(0.77)

0.87
(0.80)

0.81
(0.80)

0.92
(0.83)

0.86
(0.80)

0.83
(0.80)

0.97
(0.83)

0.89
(0.83)

FPPE(b, v(1), s,Θ), and the limit treatment effect will be calculated first. Then we perform the a/b

test experiments 100 times, and construct 100 CIs for the treatment effect. We report coverage

rates and widths of CIs.

Results. Representative results are presented in Table 4; in Table EC.1 we present the full results.

First, the overall coverage rates across different market setups and treatment probabilities π are

around the nominal 90%, and the width of confidence interval shrinks as sample size grows. Second,

when the number of items is sufficiently large (say over 400), we observe a U -shape relationship

between the width of CI and treatment probability π; the CI widths are wider when π is close
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to the extreme points (say 0.1 and 0.9) than when π stays away from the extreme points. This

is explained by the treatment effect variance formula in Theorem 15. Holding the two variances

fixed, the treatment effect variance tends to infinity if we send π→ 0 or 1.

Table 4 Coverage of treatment effect. π = treatment probability, the finite difference stepsize ϵt = t−0.4,

proportion of unpaced buyers βi = 1 is 30%

items 100 200 400 600

buyers π

50

0.1
0.88
(8.45)

0.88
(4.75)

0.92
(1.87)

0.88
(1.54)

0.3
0.95
(3.49)

0.96
(2.37)

0.86
(1.28)

0.93
(1.03)

0.5
0.92
(3.76)

0.95
(5.05)

0.9
(1.26)

0.94
(0.98)

0.7
0.85
(3.10)

0.95
(2.27)

0.98
(1.85)

0.95
(1.28)

0.9
0.76
(3.36)

0.87
(2.87)

0.92
(2.78)

0.96
(9.33)

7. Conclusion

We introduced a theory of statistical inference for Fisher markets, resource allocation systems

that deploy the CEEI mechanism, and first-price auction platforms. We showed that quantities

observed in the finite market equilibrium observed from these systems are good estimators of their

corresponding limit market values. We presented convergence rate results, asymptotic distribu-

tion characterizations, local minimax optimality results, and constructed confidence interval tools.

Finally, we showed how to use these tools to develop a theory of statistical inference in A/B testing

under competition effects.

A few open questions remain. In practice, the item arrival process exhibits nonstationarity and

seasonality. A set of statistical theory for LFM and FPPE that incorporates temporal dependence

is desirable. It would also be desirable to design a notion of online confidence intervals for the

limit market, since, in practice, items arrive on the system sequentially. For FPPE we assumed the

absence of degenerate buyers in Assumption 2. A fully general asymptotic and inferential theory for

FPPE is also interesting. Finally, we restricted our attention to the first-price setting. In practice,

second-price auctions are also widespread. A theory of statistical inference for second-price auctions

is also desirable, though we expect it to be significantly weaker, due to computational complexity

barriers, as well as non-uniqueness issues.
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Proofs for Analytical Properties of the Dual Objective

Appendix A: Analytical Properties of the Dual Objective

A.1. Formal Statements

We provide three sufficient conditions in Theorem 2. Based on the differentiability characterization, it is

natural to search for a stronger form of Eq. (8) and hope that such a refinement could lead to second-

order differentiability. Condition (i) gives two such refinements. Condition (ii) is motivated by the idea that

expectation operator tends to produce smooth functions. The exact smoothness requirement is presented

in the appendix, which we show is easy to verify for several common distributions. Finally, Condition (iii)

considers the linear-valuations setting of Gao and Kroer (2022), where the authors provide tractable convex

programs for computing the infinite-dimensional equilibrium. Here we give another interesting properties of

this setup by showing that the dual objective is C2. Piecewise linear value functions are discussed in the

appendix.

The tied buyers for an item will be useful for later discussions. Let I(β, θ) = argmaxi βivi(θ) be the set of

maximizing indices, which could be non-unique. We say there is no tie for item θ at β if I(β, θ) is single-

valued, in which case we use i(β, θ) to denote the unique maximizing index. Moreover, by Theorem 3.50

from Beck (2017), the subgradient ∂βf(θ,β) is the convex hull of the set {viei, i ∈ I(β, θ)}. When I(β, θ) is

single-valued, the subgradient set is a singleton, and thus f is differentiable.

Markets with sufficient bid gap A natural idea is to search for a stronger form of Eq. (8) and hope

that such a refinement could lead to second-order differentiability. In particular, this section is concerned

with statement (i) of Theorem 2. First we show the condition based on the expectation.

Theorem EC.1. Suppose H is differentiable in a neighborhood of β∗ and

E
[

1

bidgap(β∗, θ)

]
=

∫
Θ

1

bidgap(β∗, θ)
s(θ)dθ <∞ , (INT)

then H is twice differentiable at β∗. Furthermore, it holds ∇2f̄(β∗) = 0 and ∇2H(β∗) = diag(bi/(β
∗
i )

2).

Proof in Section A.2.

We compare the integrability condition in the above theorem with Eq. (8). Both Eq. (INT) and Eq. (8)

can be interpreted as a form of robustness of the market equilibrium. The quantity bidgap(β, θ) measures the

advantage the winner of item θ has over other losing bidders. The larger bidgap(β, θ) is, the more slack there

is in terms of perturbing the pacing multiplier before affecting the allocation at θ. In contrast to Eq. (8)

which only imposes an item-wise requirement on the winning margin, the above assumption requires the

margin exists in a stronger sense. Concretely, such a moment condition on the margin function ϵ represents

a balance between how small the margin could be and the size of item sets for which there is a small winning

margin.

Second we consider the condition based on the essential supremum. For any buyer i and her winning set

Θ∗
i , there exists a positive constant ϵi > 0 such that

β∗
i vi(θ)≥max

k ̸=i
β∗
kvk(θ)+ ϵi ,∀θ ∈Θ∗

i ⇔ ess sup
θ∈Θ

1/bidgap(β, θ)<K <∞ (GAP)
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It requires that the buyer wins the items without tying bids uniformly over the winning item set. The

existence of a constantK <∞ such that 1/bidgap(β, θ)<K for almost all items makes a stronger requirement

than Eq. (INT). From a practical perspective, it is also evidently a very strong assumption: for example, it

won’t occur with many natural continuous valuation functions. Instead, the condition requires the valuation

functions to be discontinuous at the points in Θ where the allocation changes. Empirically, since βγ is a

good approximation of β∗ for a market of sufficiently large size, Eq. (GAP) can be approximately verified

by replacing β∗ with βγ . As a trade-off, Eq. (INT) is a weaker condition than Eq. (GAP) but is harder to

verify in practical application.

Below we present two examples where Eq. (INT) holds.

Example EC.1 (Discrete Values). Suppose the values are supported on a discrete set, i.e.,

[v1, . . . , vn] ∈ {V1, . . . , VK} ⊂Rn a.s. Suppose there is no tie for each item at β∗. Then Eq. (GAP) and thus

Eq. (INT) hold.

Example EC.2 (Continuous Values). Here we give a numeric example of market with two buyers

where Eq. (INT) holds. Suppose the values are uniformly distributed over the sets {v≥ 0 : v2 ≤ 1, v2 ≥ 2v1}

and {v ≥ 0 : v1 ≤ 1, v2 ≤ 1
2
v1}. See Figure EC.1 for an illustration. By calculus, we can show the map

f̄(β) =E[max{v1β1, v2β2}] is

f̄(β) =


(

5
12
− 1

3
β1

β2

)
β1 +

2β2

3β1
β2 if β2 ≥ 2β1

1
3
(β1 +β2) if 1

2
β1 <β2 < 2β1(

5
12
− 1

3
β2

β1

)
β2 +

2β1

3β2
β1 if β2 ≤ 1

2
β1

.

Next, we derive the Hessian of f̄ . On { 1
2
β1 < β2 < 2β1} we have ∇2f̄ = 0. In the region {β2 > 2β1}, the

Hessian is

∇2f̄(β) =

[
2β2

2

3β1
3 − 2β2

3β1
2

− 2β2

3β1
2

2
3β1

]
.

The Hessian on the region {β2 < 1
2
β1} has a completely symmetric expression by switching β1 and β2. The

Hessian can also be derived using formulas in Section A.3. From here we can see the function f̄ is C2 except

on the lines β2 = 2β1 and β2 = β1/2.

Consider β on B = {β > 0 : 1
2
β1 < β2 < 2β1}. Eq. (INT) holds. And that ∇2f̄(β) = 0 on B, which agrees

with Theorem EC.1.

Consider β in the interior of region {β > 0 : β2 > 2β1}. The function f̄ is twice continuously differentiable

but Eq. (INT) does not hold.

Consider β on the ray {β > 0 : β2 = 2β1}. For these β’s the set {θ : bidgap(β, θ) = 0} is measure zero and

yet ∇2f̄(β) is not twice differentiable at these β’s. This implies Eq. (8) does not necessarily imply twice

differentiability.

Markets with linear values Now we consider the condition (iii) of Theorem 2: linear valuations. We

adopt the setup in Section 4 from Gao and Kroer (2022) where we impose an extra normalization on the

values; the reasoning extends to the cases where at any point there are at most two lines intersecting at that

point. Suppose the item space is Θ= [0,1] with supply s(θ) = 1. The valuation of each buyer i is linear and
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𝑣!

𝑣"

Figure EC.1 Value distribution in Example EC.2

nonnegative: vi(θ) = ciθ+ di ≥ 0. Moreover, assume the valuations are normalized so that
∫
[0,1]

vi dθ = 1⇔

ci/2+ di = 1. Assume the intercepts of vi are ordered such that 2≥ d1 > · · ·>dn ≥ 0.

We briefly review the structure of equilibrium allocation in this setting. By Lemma 5 from Gao and Kroer

(2022), there is a unique partition 0 = a∗0 < a∗1 < · · ·< a∗n = 1 such that buyer i receives Θi =
[
a∗i−1, a

∗
i

]
. In

words, the item set [0,1] will be partitioned into n segments and assigned to buyers 1 to n one by one starting

from the leftmost segments. Intuitively, buyer 1 values items on the left of the interval more than those on

the right, which explains the allocation structure. Moreover, the equilibrium prices p∗(·) are convex piecewise

linear with exactly n linear pieces, corresponding to intervals that are the pure equilibrium allocations to

the buyers.

Theorem EC.2. In the market set up as above, the dual objective H is C2 at β∗.

Proof in Section A.2.

The above result also extends to most cases of piecewise linear (PWL) valuations discussed in Section 4.3

of Gao and Kroer (2022)). In the PWL setup there is a partition of [0,1], A0 = 0≤A1 ≤ · · · ≤AK−1 ≤AK = 1,

such that all vi(θ)’s are linear on [Ak−1,Ak]. At the equilibrium of a market with PWL valuations, we call an

item θ an allocation breakpoint if there is a tie, i.e., I(β∗, θ) = argmaxi βivi(θ) is multivalued. Now suppose

the following two conditions hold: (i) none of the allocation breakpoints coincide with any of the valuation

breakpoints {Ak}, and (ii) at any allocation breakpoint there are exactly two buyers in a tie. Under these

two conditions, one can show that in a small enough neighborhood of the optimal pacing multiplier β∗,

the allocation breakpoints are differentiable functions of the pacing multiplier. This in turn implies twice

differentiability of the dual objective by repeating the argument in the proof of Theorem EC.2. However, if

either condition (i) or (ii) mentioned above breaks, the dual objective is not twice differentiable.

Markets with angularly smooth values We first use a change of variable, and let z = v/∥v∥2 be the

projection of v onto the unit sphere. It represents the angular component of the vector v. Let f(v,β) =

maxi βivi(θ). Using a change of variable z = v/∥v∥2 and r = ∥v∥2 and homogeneity of f , the integral∫
f(v,β)fv dv can be written as∫

Sn

∫ ∞

0

f(rz,β)rn−1fv(rz)drdz =

∫
Sn

f(z,β)

(∫ ∞

0

rnfv(rz)dr

)
dz (EC.1)
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where dz is the surface measure on the unit ball Sn in Rn. From this representation, it is

not unreasonable to say that if
∫∞
0
rnfv(rz)dr is a smooth function of the angular compo-

nent z, then f̄(β) will also be a smooth function of β. Taking vi = rzi, vk = zk/zi, and so∫∞
0
rnfv(rz)dr =

∫∞
0
vni fv(viv1, viv2, . . . , vi, . . . , vivn)dvi/(zi)

n. So equivalently we require smoothness of

v−i 7→
∫∞
0
vni fv(viv1, viv2, . . . , vi, . . . , vivn)dvi.

Now we make this precise. First we introduce some extra notations. For each i ∈ [n], define the map

σi :Rn
+→Rn

+,

σi(v) = [v1vi, . . . , vi−1vi, vi, vi+1vi, . . . , vnvi]
⊤

for i∈ [n], which multiplies all except the i-th entry of v by vi.

Definition EC.1 (Angular regularity). Let f :Rn
+→R+ be the probability density function (w.r.t.

the Lebesgue measure) of a positive-valued random vector with finite first moment. We say the density f

is angularly regular if for all hi(v−i) =
∫∞
0
f
(
σi(v)

)
vni dvi , i ∈ [n], it holds (i) hi is continuous on Rn−1

++ , and

(ii) all lower dimensional density functions of hi are continuous (treating hi as a scaled probability density

function).

Theorem EC.3. Assume the random vector [v1, . . . , vn] : Θ→Rn
+ has a distribution absolutely continuous

w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure on Rn with density function fv. If fv is angularly regular, then H is twice

continuously differentiable on Rn
++.

Proof in Section A.2.

The above regularity conditions are easy to verify when the values are i.i.d. draws from a distribution. In

that case, many smooth distributions supported on the positive reals fall under the umbrella of the described

regularity. Below we examine three cases: the truncated Gaussian distribution, the exponential distribution

and the uniform distribution.

When values are i.i.d. truncated standard Gaussians, the joint density f(v) = c1
∏n

i=1 exp(−v2i /2) and

hi(v−i) = c1
∫
R+
vni exp(− 1

2
v2i (1+

∑
k ̸=i v

2
k))dvi = c2(

∑
k ̸=i v

2
k)

−n/2, which are regular. Here ci, i = 1,2, are

appropriate constants. Similarly, for the i.i.d. exponential case with the rate parameter equal to one, the

density f(v) =
∏n

i=1 exp(−vi) and hi(v−i) = (
∑

k ̸=i
vk)

−n satisfy the required continuity conditions. Finally,

suppose the values are i.i.d. uniforms on [0,1]. The joint density is f(v) =
∏n

i=1 1{0< vi < 1} and for example,

if i= 1, h1(v−1) = (min{1, v−1
2 , . . . , v−1

n })n+1/(n+1), which also satisfies the required continuity conditions.

A.2. Proofs

Proof of Theorem 1 Recall f(θ,β) =maxi βivi(θ). Note f is differentiable at β if and only if bidgap(β, θ)>

0. Let Θdiff(β) = {θ : f(θ,β) is continuously differentiable at β}. Then

Θdiff(β) =

{
θ :

1

bidgap(β, θ)
<∞

}
= {θ : I(β, θ) is single-valued} .

By Proposition 2.3 from Bertsekas (1973) we know f̄(β) =E[f(θ,β)] =
∫
Θ
f(θ,β)s(θ)dθ is differentiable at

β if and only if
∫
1(Θdiff(β))s(θ)dθ= 1. From here we obtain Theorem 1.

Q.E.D.
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Remark EC.1. Suppose Eq. (8) holds in a neighborhood N of β∗, i.e., 1
bidgap(β,θ)

is finite a.s. for each

β ∈ N , then by Theorem 1 we know H is differentiable on N . In fact, a stronger statement holds: H is

continuously differentiable on N . See Proposition 2.1 from Shapiro (1989).

Remark EC.2 (Comment on Theorem 1). We briefly discuss why differentiability is related to the

gap in buyers’ bids. Recall f̄(β) = E[maxi βivi(θ)]. Let δ ∈ Rn
+ be a direction with positive entries, and let

I(β, θ) = argmaxi βivi(θ) be the set of winners of item θ which could be multivalued. Consider the directional

derivative of f̄ at β along the direction δ:

lim
t↓0

E
[
maxi(βi + tδi)vi(θ)−maxi βivi(θ)

t

]
=E

[
lim
t↓0

maxi(βi + tδi)vi(θ)−maxi βivi(θ)

t

]
=E

[
max

i∈I(β,θ)
vi(θ)δi

]
,

where the exchange of limit and expectation is justified by the dominated convergence theorem. Similarly,

the left limit is

lim
t↑0

E
[
maxi(βi + tδi)vi(θ)−maxi βivi(θ)

t

]
=E

[
min

i∈I(β,θ)
vi(θ)δi

]
.

If there is a tie at β with positive probability, i.e., the set I(β, θ) is multivalued for a non-zero measure set of

items, then the left and right directional derivatives along the direction δ do not agree. Since differentiability

at a point β implies existence of directional derivatives, we conclude differentiability implies Eq. (8).

Proof of Theorem EC.1 By assumption, there is a neighborhood of β∗, say N , on which H is differen-

tiable. By Theorem 1, for β ∈N , f is differentiable at β almost surely. Define G :N ×Θ→ Rn
+, G(β, θ) =

∇f(θ,β). To compute the Hessian w.r.t. the first term f̄ , we look at the limit

lim
h→0

E
[
G(β∗ +h, θ)−G(β∗, θ)

∥h∥

]
. (EC.2)

Suppose we could exchange expectation and limit in Eq. (EC.2), then the above expression would become

zero: for a fixed θ, since Eq. (8) holds at β∗, i.e, bidgap(β∗, θ) > 0, we apply Lemma EC.1 and obtain

limh→0 (G(β
∗ +h, θ)−G(β∗, θ))/∥h∥ = 0. This implies that H is twice differentiable at β∗ with Hessian

∇2H(β∗) =∇2Ψ(β∗). It is then natural to ask for sufficient conditions for exchanging limit and expectation.

Lemma EC.1 (bidgap(β, θ) as Lipschitz parameter of G). Let β,β′ ∈N .

• If ∥β−β′∥∞ ≤ bidgap(β, θ)/v̄ then G(β′, θ) =G(β, θ).

• It holds ∥G(β′, θ)−G(β, θ)∥2 ≤ 6v̄2 · 1
bidgap(β,θ)

∥β′−β∥2.

By Lemma EC.1, we know the ratio (G(β∗ +h, θ)−G(β∗, θ))/∥h∥ is dominated by 6v̄bidgap(β∗, θ)−1, which

by Eq. (INT) is integrable. By dominated convergence theorem, we can exchange limit and expectation, and

the claim follows. Q.E.D.

Proof of Lemma EC.1 Note that for any β and θ with bidgap(β, θ)> 0, and any β′ = β+h,

∥G(β+h, θ)−G(β, θ)∥2
∥h∥2

≤ 6v̄2 · 1

bidgap(β, θ)
. (EC.3)
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To see this, we notice that on one hand, if ∥h∥∞ ≤ ϵ/(3v̄) where ϵ= bidgap(β, θ), then for i= i(β, θ) and all

θ ∈Θi(β),

β′
ivi(θ) = (βi +hi)vi(θ)

≥ βivi(θ)− ϵ/3 (A)

≥ βkvk(θ)+ ϵ− ϵ/3 (B)

≥ β′
kvk(θ)− ϵ/3+ ϵ− ϵ/3 , (C)

where (A) and (C) use the fact ∥h∥∞ ≤ ϵ/(3v̄), and (B) uses the definition of ϵ. This implies argmaxi β
′
ivi(θ) =

argmaxi βivi(θ) and thus G(β+h, θ)−G(β, θ) = 0. On the other hand, if ∥h∥∞ > ϵ/(3v̄), then ∥h∥2 ≥ ∥h∥∞ >

ϵ/(3v̄). Using the bound ∥G∥2 ≤ v̄, we obtain Eq. (EC.3). This completes proof of Lemma EC.1. Q.E.D.

Proof of Theorem EC.2 Recall the normalization on values ci/2 + di = 1. By Lemma 5 from Gao and

Kroer (2022), we know that at the LFM equilibrium the there exists unique breakpoints 0 = a∗0 <a
∗
1 < · · ·<

a∗n = 1, a∗i = (−β∗
i di + β∗

i+1di+1)/(β
∗
i ci − β∗

i+1ci+1), such that buyer i receives the item set [a∗i−1, a
∗
i ]⊂Θ=

[0,1]. Moreover, it holds

β∗
1d1 >β

∗
2d2 > · · ·>β∗

ndn ,

β∗
1c1 <β

∗
2c2 < · · ·<β∗

ncn .

Now we consider a small enough neighborhood N of β∗. For each β ∈N , we define the breakpoint a∗i (β) =

(−βidi +βi+1di+1)/(βici−βi+1ci+1) by solving for θ through βi(ciθ+di) = βi+1(ci+1θ+di+1) for i∈ [n− 1],

a∗0(β) = 0, and a∗n(β) = 1. Let Θi(β) = {θ ∈Θ : vi(θ)βi ≥ vk(θ)βk,∀k ̸= i}.

Lemma EC.2. There is a neighborhood N of β∗, so that Θi(β) = [a∗i−1(β), a
∗
i (β)] for β ∈N .

When exists, the gradient is always ∇f̄(β) =
∑n

i=1ei
∫
1(Θi(β))vi(θ)s(θ)dθ. For β ∈N , it further simplifies

to

∇f̄(β) =
n∑

i=1

ei

∫
1([a∗i−1(β), a

∗
i (β)])(ciθ+ di)dθ

=

n∑
i=1

ei

(
ci
2

(
[a∗i (β)]

2− [a∗i−1(β)]
2
)
+ di

(
a∗i (β)− a∗i−1(β)

))
.

From this we see that continuous differentiability of the breakpoints a∗i (β) implies continuous differentiability

of ∇2f̄ . This finishes the proof of Theorem EC.2. Q.E.D.

Proof of Lemma EC.2 We construct such a neighborhood N . Define

δ=min

{
1

2 ¯
∆βd/∆̄d,

1

2 ¯
∆βc/∆̄c,

1

4 ¯
∆a

¯
∆βc/v̄

}
,

where
¯
∆a = min |ai − ai−1|,

¯
∆βc = min{β∗

i−1ci−1 − β∗
i ci} > 0, ∆̄c = maxi{ci−1 − ci} > 0, and

¯
∆βd > 0 and

∆̄d > 0 are similarly defined. Let N = {β : ∥β − β∗∥∞ < δ}. The neighborhood N is constructed so that on

N it holds

β1d1 >β2d2 > · · ·>βndn ,

β1c1 <β2c2 < · · ·<βncn ,

0 = a∗0(β)<a
∗
1(β)< · · ·<a∗n(β) = 1 ,
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where the first inequality follows from δ≤ 1
2 ¯
∆βd/∆̄d, the second inequality from δ≤ 1

2 ¯
∆βc/∆̄c, and the third

inequality follows from δ≤
¯
∆a

¯
∆βc/(4v̄), where v̄=maxi supθ∈[0,1] ciθ+di. For θ ∈ [0, a∗1(β)], maxi βi(ciθ+di)

is achieved by i= 1. Similarly for i= 2, . . . , n. So we have shown Θi(β) = [a∗i−1(β), a
∗
i (β)] for β ∈N . Q.E.D.

Proof of Theorem EC.3 We need the following technical lemma on the continuous differentiability of

integral functions.

Lemma EC.3 (Adapted from Lemma 2.5 from Wang (1985)). Let u= [u1, . . . , un]∈Rn
++, and

I(u) =

∫ u1

0

dt1· · ·
∫ un

0

h(t1, t2, . . . , tn)dtn ,

where h is a continuous density function of a probabilistic distribution function on Rn
+ and such that all lower

dimensional density functions are also continuous. Then the integral I(u) is continuously differentiable.

Remark EC.3. The difference between the above lemma and the original statement is that the original

theorem works with density h and integral function I(u) both defined on Rn, while the adapted version

works with density h and integral I(u) defined only on Rn
++.

The gradient expression is

∇f̄(β) =
n∑

i=1

ei

∫
vi1(Vi(β))fv(v)dv ,

where the set Vi(β) = {v ∈Rn
+ : viβi ≥ vkβk, k ̸= i}, i ∈ [n], is the values for which buyer i wins. For now, we

focus on the first entry of the gradient, i.e.,
∫
v11(V1(β))fv(v)dv. We write the integral more explicitly as

follows. By Fubini’s theorem,∫
v11(V1(β))fv(v)dv (EC.4)

=

∫ ∞

0

dv1

∫ β1v1
β2

0

dv2

∫ β1v1
β3

0

dv3· · ·
∫ β1v1

βn

0

(v1fv(v1, . . . , vn))︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:A1(v)

dvn . (EC.5)

To apply the lemma we use a change of variable. Let t = T (v) = [v1,
v2
v1
, . . . , vn

v1
] and v = T−1(t) =

[t1, t2t1, . . . , tnt1]. Then Eq. (EC.5) is equal to∫ ∞

0

dt1

∫ β1
β2

0

dt2

∫ β1
β3

0

dt3· · ·
∫ β1

βn

0

(
tn1fv(t1, t2t1, . . . , tnt1)

)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:A2(t)

dtn . (EC.6)

Note E[v1(θ)] =
∫
Rn
++
A1(v)dv=

∫
Rn
++
A2(t)dt= 1. We use Fubini’s theorem and obtain

Eq. (EC.6) =

∫ β1
β2

0

dt2

∫ β1
β3

0

dt3· · ·
∫ β1

βn

0

h(t−1)dtn ,

where we have defined h(t−1) =
∫
R+
tn1fv(t1, t2t1, . . . , tnt1)dt1. By the smoothness assumption on h and

Lemma EC.3, we know that the map u−1 7→
∫ u2

0
dt2· · ·

∫ un

0
h(t−1)dtn is C1 for all u−1 ∈ Rn−1

++ . Moreover,

the map β 7→ [β1

β2
, . . . , β1

βn
] is C1. We conclude the first entry of ∇f̄(β) is C1 in the parameter β. A similar

argument applies to other entries of the gradient. We complete the proof of Theorem EC.3. Q.E.D.
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A.3. Closed-form Expression for Hessian

In this section we derive closed form expression for ∇2f̄(β) for some β ∈ Rn
+ using tools from differential

geometry. Let fv(v) be the density of values w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure on Rn. Let K = ∇2f̄(β). Then

∇2H(β) = K+ diag(bi/(βi)
2). Fix a buyer k. Now we derive Kk,h for h ∈ [n]. We need to introduce a few

sets. Let

V = {v ∈Rn
+ : βivi ≤ βkvk, i∈ [n]} ,

Sh = {v ∈Rn
+ : βkvk = βhvh, βivi ≤ βkvk, i ̸= k,h}= V ∩{v : βkvk = βhvh} ,

Πh = {v−k ∈Rn−1
+ : βivi ≤ βhvh, i ̸= k,h} .

The cone V , which we call the winning cone of buyer k, is the set of valuation vectors such that buyer k

𝑣!

𝑣"

𝑣#

𝑆"

Π"

𝑉

Figure EC.2 Illustration of V , Sh and Πh.

wins under the pacing profile β. The set Sh is a face of V , which represents the values for which there is a

tie between buyers k and h. It is clear Πh is the projection of Sh onto {v ∈Rn : vk = 0}. In Figure EC.2 we

present an illustration of these sets.

We will show that the Hessian K can be characterized as

Kk,h =−
βh

β2
k

∫
Πh

v2hfv(v1, . . . , vk−1,
βhvh
βk

, vk+1, . . . , vn)dv−k for h ̸= k , (EC.7)

Kk,k =
∑
h ̸=k

β2
h

β3
k

∫
Πh

v2hfv(v1, . . . , vk−1,
βhvh
βk

, vk+1, . . . , vn)dv−k . (EC.8)

The formulae indicate that only the value of fv on the faces Sh, h ̸= k matters for the Hessian.

Let ∆= βkek−βheh and ∆u = βkek−ueh for a scalar u. The k-th entry of ∇f̄(β) is
∫
1(V (β))vkfv dv and

so the second-order derivative of f̄ can be written as

Kk,h =
∂

∂βh

∫
1(V (β))vkfv dv .

Define the rotation matrix

Tu =

(
In−

∆u∆
⊤
u

∥∆u∥22

)(
In−

∆∆⊤

∥∆∥22

)
+

1

∥∆∥2∥∆u∥2
∆u∆

⊤ .
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The map Tu is a diffeomorphism that maps {v : ∆⊤v ≥ 0} to the region {v : ∆⊤
u v ≥ 0}. It can be seen that

Tu(∆/∥∆∥2) = ∆u/∥∆u∥2 and Tβh
= In. Notice that if we increase βh, h ̸= k, the face Sh rotates inward in

V , pivoting at the origin. By a result from Section 5 in Kim and Pollard (1990), the derivative of the volume

of a parametrized region can be written as a surface integral on the boundary of the region. Concretely, in

our case, we have that

∂

∂βh

∫
1(V (β))vkfv dv=

∫
1(Sh)vkfvn(v)

⊤
( ∂
∂u
Tuv

∣∣∣
u=βh

)
dσh ,

where n(v) is the normal vector of Sh pointing inside the winning cone V , and dσh is the surface measure

on Sh. Now plug in

∂

∂u
Tuv

∣∣∣
u=βh

=− vh
∥∆∥22

∆ for v ∈ Sh ,

n(v) =
∆

∥∆∥2
, dσh =

√
1+ (βh/βk)2 dv−k ,

and obtain ∫
1(Sh)vkfvn(v)

⊤
( ∂
∂u
Tuv

∣∣∣
u=βh

)
dσh

=−
∫
Sh

vkvhfv∥∆∥−1
2 dσh

=−βh

β2
k

∫
Πh

v2hfv(v1, . . . , vk−1,
βhvh
βk

, vk+1, . . . , vn)dv−k .

Now we investigate Kk,k. Notice that if we increase βk, all n − 1 faces, {Sh}h ̸=k, of the winning cone

V rotate outward, pivoting at the origin. And so we could again use the results from Kim and Pollard

(1990). However, we show a simpler approach to deriving Kk,k using first-order homogeneity of the func-

tion f̄(β) = E[maxi βivi(θ)]. By Euler’s homogenous function theorem, we have f̄(β) =
∑n

i=1βi(∂/∂βi)f̄(β).

Taking (∂/∂βk) on both sides we obtain

∂

∂βk

f̄(β) =
∂

∂βk

f̄(β)+βkKk,k +
∑
h ̸=k

βhKk,h ,

and thus Kk,k =−
∑

h̸=k
βhKk,h/βk.
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Proofs of Fisher Market Results

Appendix B: Appendix to Linear Fisher Market

B.1. Consistency

Theorem EC.4 (Consistency). It holds that

EC.4.1 NSW and individual utilities in the finite LFM are strongly consistent estimators of their limit LFM

counterparts, i.e.,
∑n

i=1bi log(u
γ
i )

a.s.−→
∑n

i=1bi log(u
∗
i ) and u

γ
i

a.s.−→u∗
i .

EC.4.2 The pacing multiplier in the finite LFM is a strongly consistent estimator of its limit LFM counterpart,

i.e., βγ
i

a.s.−→β∗
i .

EC.4.3 Convergence of approximate market equilibrium: limsuptBγ(ϵ) ⊂ B∗(ϵ) for all ϵ ≥ 0 and

limsuptBγ(ϵt) ⊂ B∗(0) = {β∗} for all ϵt ↓ 0. Recall the approximate solutions set, Bγ and B∗, are

defined in Eq. (9).

Proof in Section D.

We briefly comment on Part EC.4.3. The set limit result can be interpreted from a set distance point

of view. We define the inclusion distance from a set A to a set B by d⊂(A,B) = infϵ{ϵ ≥ 0 : A ⊂ {y :

dist(y,B)≤ ϵ}} where dist(y,B) = inf{∥y− b∥ : b∈B}. Intuitively, d⊂(A,B) measures how much one should

enlarge B such that it covers A. Then for any sequence ϵn ↓ 0, by the second claim in Part EC.4.3, we know

d⊂(Bγ(ϵt),{β∗})→ 0. This shows that the set of approximate solutions of Ht with increasing accuracy centers

around β∗ as market size grows.

Appendix C: Technical Lemmas for LFM

We abbriviate CLFM to C, and recall that under the normalization that
∑n

i=1bi = 1 and νi =
∫
visdθ= 1, the

set C =
∏n

i=1[bi/2,2]⊂Rn.

Lemma EC.4. Define the event At = {βγ ∈ C} . (i) If t ≥ 2v̄2log(2n/η), then P(At) ≥ P( 1
2
≤

1
t

∑t

τ=1vi(θ
τ )≤ 2,∀i)≥ 1− η. (ii) It holds P(At eventually) = 1. Proof in Section C.

Proof of Lemma EC.4 Recall the event At = {βγ ∈C}. Define v̄ti =
1
t

∑t

τ=1vi(θ
τ ).

First we notice concentration of values implies membership of βγ to C, i.e., {1/2≤ v̄ti ≤ 2,∀i} ⊂ {βγ ∈C}.

To see this, note that uγ
i ≤ 1

t

∑t

τ=1vi(θ
τ ) and uγ

i ≥ 1
t

bi∑n
i=1bi

∑t

τ=1vi(θ
τ ), and through the equation βγ

i =

bi/u
γ
i the inclusion follows. Note 0≤ vi(θτ )≤ v̄ is a bounded random variable with mean E[vi(θτ )] = 1. By

Hoeffding’s inequality we have P(|v̄ti − 1| ≥ δ)≤ 2exp(− 2δ2t
v̄2 ). Next we use a union bound and obtain

P(βγ /∈C)≤ P
( n⋃

i=1

{
|v̄ti − 1| ≥ δ

})
≤ 2n exp

(
− 2δ2t

v̄2

)
. (EC.9)

By setting 2n exp(− 2δ2t
v̄2 ) = η and δ= 1/2 and solving for t we obtain item (i) in claim.

To show item (ii), we use the Borel-Cantelli lemma. By choosing δ = 1/2 in the Eq. (EC.9) we know

P(Ac
t) ≤ P({1/2 ≤ v̄ti ≤ 2,∀i}c) ≤ 2n exp(−t/(2v̄2)). Then we have

∑∞
t=1 P(Ac

t) <∞ . By the Borel-Cantelli

lemma it follows that P({Ac
t infinitely often}) = 0, or equivalently P(At eventually) = 1. Q.E.D.
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Lemma EC.5 (Smoothness and Curvature). It holds that both H and Ht are L-Lipschitz and λ-

strongly convex w.r.t the ℓ∞-norm on C with L= 2n+ v̄ and λ=
¯
b/4. Moreover, Ht and H are (v̄+2

√
n)-

Lipschitz w.r.t. ℓ2-norm.

Proof of Lemma EC.5 Now we verify that Ht and H are (v̄+2n)-Lipschitz on the compact set C w.r.t.

the ℓ∞-norm. For β,β′ ∈C,

|Ht(β)−Ht(β
′)|

≤ 1

t

t∑
τ=1

∣∣max
i
{vi(θτ )βi}−max

i
{vi(θτ )β′

i}
∣∣+ n∑

i=1

bi
∣∣ logβi− logβ′

i

∣∣
≤ v̄∥β−β′∥∞ +

n∑
i=1

bi ·
1

¯
βi/2

|βi−β′
i|

= (v̄+2n)∥β−β′∥∞ .

This concludes the (v̄ + 2n)-Lipschitzness of Ht on C. Similar argument goes through for H. From the

above reasoning we can also conclude |Ht(β)−Ht(β
′)| ≤ v̄∥β−β′∥2+2∥β−β′∥1 ≤ (v̄+2

√
n)∥β−β′∥2. This

concludes (v̄+2
√
n)-Lipschitzness of Ht w.r.t. ℓ2-norm.

Recall H = f̄ +Ψ where f̄(β) = E[maxi{vi(θ)βi}] and Ψ(β) =−
∑n

i=1bi logβi. The function Ψ is smooth

with the first two derivatives

∇Ψ(β) =−[b1/β1, . . . , bn/βn]
⊤, ∇2Ψ(β) = diag({bi/(βi)

2}) .

It is clear that for all β ∈C it holds βi ≤ 2. So ∇2Ψ(β)≻mini{bi/4}I = λI. To verify the strong-convexity

w.r.t ∥ · ∥∞ norm, we note for all β′, β ∈C.

H(β′)−H(β)−⟨z+∇Ψ(β), β′−β⟩ ≥ (λ/2)∥β′−β∥22 ≥ (λ/2)∥β′−β∥2∞ ,

where z ∈ ∂f̄(β) and z+∇Ψ(β)∈ ∂H(β). This completes the proof. Q.E.D.

Lemma EC.6 (Estimation of Cov(µ∗)). Let β∗ be the pacing multiplier in the limit LFM, and βγ be

that in the finite LFM. Suppose H be differentiable on a neighborhood of β∗. Let µτ = [xτ
1v

τ
1 , . . . , x

τ
nv

τ
n]

⊤,

where {xτ
i }i,τ is the equilibrium allocation. Then

1

t

t∑
τ=1

µτ −E[∇f(θ,β∗)] = op(1), (EC.10)

1

t

t∑
τ=1

µτ (µτ )⊤−E[∇f(θ,β∗)∇f(θ,β∗)⊤] = op(1) (EC.11)

Proof of Lemma EC.6 By the differentiability condition, there exists a neighborhood N of β∗ so

that for all β ∈ N it holds P(θ : f is differentiable at β) = 1. Define Df : Rn
+ × Θ → Rn, Df,i(β, θ) =

vi(θ)
∏n

k=1 1(βivi(θ) ≥ βkvk(θ)). Then Df = ∇f if f is differentiable at β. Moreover, for β ∈ N , it holds

P(θ :Df (θ,β) not continuous at β) = 0. By Theorem 7.53 of Shapiro et al. (2021) (a uniform law of large

number result for continuous random functions), it holds

sup
β∈N

∥∥1
t

t∑
τ=1

Df (θ
τ , β)−E[∇f(θ,β)]

∥∥= op(1), (EC.12)

sup
β∈N

∥1
t

t∑
τ=1

Df (θ
τ , β)Df (θ

τ , β)⊤−E[∇f(θ,β)∇f(θ,β)⊤]∥2 = op(1) (EC.13)
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By βγ p→β∗, we know P(βγ ∈ N)→ 1. And under event {βγ ∈ N}, it must be that µτ =Df (θ
τ , βγ , ). The

desired claim is proved. Q.E.D.

Definition EC.2 (Definition 7.29 in Shapiro et al. (2021)). A sequence fk :Rn→ R̄, k= 1, . . . , of

extended real valued functions epi-converge to a function f : Rn→ R̄, if for any point x ∈ Rn the following

conditions hold

(1) For any sequence xk→ x, it holds lim infk→∞ fk (xk)≥ f(x),

(2) There exists a sequence xk→ x such that limsupk→∞ fk (xk)≤ f(x).

Definition EC.3. A function f : Rn→ R̄ is level-coercive if lim inf∥x∥→∞ f(x)/∥x∥> 0. It is equivalent

to lim∥x∥→+∞ f(x) =+∞. This is Definition 3.25, Rockafellar and Wets (2009), see also Definition 11.11 and

Proposition 14.16 from Bauschke et al. (2011)

Lemma EC.7 (Corollary 11.13, Rockafellar and Wets (2009)). For any proper, lsc function f on

Rn, level coercivity implies level boundedness. When f is convex the two properties are equivalent.

Lemma EC.8 (Theorem 7.17, Rockafellar and Wets (2009)). Let hn :Rd→ R̄, h :Rd→ R̄ be closed

convex and proper. Then hn

epi−→h is equivalent to either of the following conditions.

(1) There exists a dense set A⊂Rd such that hn(v)→ h(v) for all v ∈A.

(2) For all compact C ⊂Domh not containing a boundary point of Domh, it holds

lim
n→∞

sup
v∈C

|hn(v)−h(v)|= 0 .

Lemma EC.9 (Proposition 7.33, Rockafellar and Wets (2009)). Let hn : Rd → R̄, h : Rd → R̄ be

closed and proper. If hn has bounded sublevel sets and hn

epi−→h, then infv hn(v)→ infv h(v).

Lemma EC.10 (Theorem 7.31, Rockafellar and Wets (2009)). Let hn :Rd→ R̄, h :Rd→ R̄ satisfy

hn

epi−→ and −∞ < inf h < ∞. Let Sn(ε) = {θ | hn(θ)≤ inf hn + ε} and S(ε) = {θ | h(θ)≤ inf h+ ε}. Then

limsupn Sn(ε)⊂ S(ε) for all ε≥ 0, and limsupn Sn(εn)⊂ S(0) whenever εn ↓ 0.

Lemma EC.11 (Theorem 5.7, Shapiro et al. (2021), Asymptotics of SAA Optimal Value).

Consider the problem

min
x∈X

f(x) =E[F (x, ξ)]

where X is a nonempty closed subset of Rn, ξ is a random vector with probability distribution P on a set Ξ

and F :X ×Ξ→R. Assume the expectation is well-defined, i.e., f(x)<∞ for all x ∈X. Define the sample

average approxiamtion (SAA) problem

min
x∈X

fN(x) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

F (x, ξi)

where ξi are i.i.d. copies of the random vector ξ. Let vN (resp., v∗) be the optimal value of the SAA problem

(resp., the original problem). Assume the following.

EC.11.a The set X is compact.

EC.11.b For some point x∈X the expectation E[F (x, ξ)2] is finite.
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EC.11.c There is a measurable function C : Ξ→R+ such that E[C(ξ)2]<∞ and |F (x, ξ)−F (x′, ξ)| ≤C(ξ)||x−
x′∥ for all x,x′ ∈X and almost every ξ ∈Ξ.

EC.11.d The function f has a unique minimizer x∗ on X.

Then

vN = fN(x
∗)+ op(N

−1/2) ,
√
N(vN − v∗)

d→N
(
0,Var

(
F (x∗, ξ)

))
.

Appendix D: Proofs of Main Theorems of LFM

D.1. Proof of Theorem EC.4

Proof of Theorem EC.4 We show epi-convergence (see Def. EC.2) of Ht to H. Epi-convergence is closely

related to the question of whether we have convergence of the set of minimizers. In particular, epi-convergence

is a suitable notion of convergence under which one can guarantee that the set of minimizers of the sequence

of approximate optimization problems converges to the minimizers of the original problem.

To work under the framework of epi-convergence, we extend the definition of Ht and H to the entire

Euclidean space as follows. We extend log to the entire real by defining log(x) =−∞ if x< 0. Let

F̃ (θ,β) =

{
F (θ,β) =maxi vi(θ)βi−

∑n

i=1bi logβi if β ∈Rn
++

+∞ else
,

and

H̃(β) :Rn→ R̄, β 7→

{
H(β) if β ∈Rn

++

+∞ else
, H̃t(β) :Rn→ R̄, β 7→

{
Ht(β) if β ∈Rn

++

+∞ else
.

It is clear that for β ∈ Rn it holds H̃(β) = E[F̃ (θ,β)] and H̃t(β) =
1
t

∑t

τ=1F̃ (θ
τ , β). In order to prove the

result, we will invoke Lemmas EC.8, EC.9, and EC.10. To invoke those lemmas, we will need the following

four properties that we each prove immediately after stating them.

1. Check that H̃ is closed, proper and convex, and H̃t is closed, proper and convex almost surely. Convexity

and properness of the functions H̃t and H̃ is obvious. Recall for a proper convex function, closedness is

equivalent to lower semicontinuity (Rockafellar 1970, Page 52). It is obvious that H̃t is continuous and

thus closed almost surely.

It remains to verify lower semicontinuity of H̃, i.e., for all β ∈ Rn, lim infβ′→β H̃(β′)≥ H̃(β). For any

β ∈Rn, we have that f̃(θ,β) =maxi vi(θ)βi+δRn
+
(β)≥ 0, where δA(β) =∞ if β /∈A and 0 if β ∈A. With

this definition of f̃ we have F̃ (θ,β) = f̃(θ,β)−
∑n

i=1bi logβi. Applying Fatou’s lemma (for extended

real-valued random variables), we get lim infβ′→β E[f̃(θ,β′)]≥ E[lim infβ′→β f̃(θ,β
′)]≥ E[f̃(θ,β)] where

in the last step we used lower semicontinuity of β 7→ f̃(θ,β). And thus

lim inf
β′→β

H̃(β′)

= lim inf
β′→β

E
[
f̃(θ,β′)−

n∑
i=1

bi logβ
′
i

]
≥ lim inf

β′→β
E[f̃(θ,β′)]−

n∑
i=1

bi logβi

≥E
[
f̃(θ,β)−

n∑
i=1

bi logβi

]
= H̃(β)

This shows H̃ is lower semicontinuous.
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2. Check H̃t pointwise converges to H̃ on Qn. Let Qn be the set of n-dimensional vectors with rational

entries. For a fixed β ∈ Rn, define the event Eβ = {limt→∞ H̃t(β) = H̃(β)}. Since vi(θτ ) ≤ v̄ almost

surely by assumption, the strong law of large numbers implies that P(Eβ) = 1. Define

E =
{
lim
t→∞

H̃t(β) = H̃(β), for all β ∈Qn
}
=
⋂

β∈Qn

Eβ.

Then by a union bound we obtain P(Ec) = P(
⋃

β∈Qn Ec
β)≤

∑
β∈Qn P(Ec

β) = 0, implying E has measure

one.

3. Check −∞< infβ H̃ <∞. This is obviously true since valuations are bounded.

4. Check that for almost every sample path ω, H̃t has bounded sublevel sets (eventually). By Lemma EC.7,

this property is equivalent to eventual coerciveness of H̃t, i.e., there is a (random) N such that for all

t≥N , it holds lim∥β∥→∞ H̃t(β) = +∞. By Lemma EC.4, we know for almost every ω, there is a finite

constant Nω such that for all t ≥ Nω it holds v̄ti ≥ 1/2. Then it holds for this ω, all t ≥ Nω, and all

β ∈Rn,

H̃t(β) =
1

t

t∑
τ=1

max
i
vi(θ

τ )βi−
n∑

i=1

bi logβi

≥max
i

(v̄tiβi)−
n∑

i=1

bi logβi

≥ 1

2
∥β∥∞−

n∑
i=1

bi logβi→+∞ as ∥β∥→∞ .

This implies H̃t has bounded sublevel sets.

With the above item 1 and item 2 we invoke Lemma EC.8 and obtain that

P
(
H̃t(β)

epi−→ H̃(β)
)
= 1 , (EC.14)

and that the convergence is uniform on any compact set.

The epi-convergence result Eq. (EC.14) along with item 4 allows us to invoke Lemma EC.9 and obtain

inf
β∈Rn

H̃t(β)→ inf
β∈Rn

H̃(β) a.s. (EC.15)

which also implies infRn
++
Ht→ infRn

++
H a.s.

With the epi-convergence result Eq. (EC.14) along with item 3 we invoke Lemma EC.10 and obtain

limsup
t

Bγ(ϵ)⊂B∗(ϵ) for all ϵ≥ 0 ,

limsup
t

Bγ(ϵt)⊂B∗(0) for all ϵt ↓ 0 .
(EC.16)

Putting together. At this stage all statements in the theorem are direct implications of the above results.

Proof of Part EC.4.1

Convergence of Nash social welfare follows from Eq. (EC.15) and strong duality, i.e., NSWγ =

infβ∈Rn
++
Ht(β)+

∑n

i=1(bi log bi− bi) and NSW∗ = infβ∈Rn
++
H(β)+

∑n

i=1(bi log bi− bi).
Proof of Part EC.4.2

Now we show consistency of the pacing multiplier via Lemma EC.8 and Lemma EC.9. Recall the compact

set C =
∏n

i=1[
¯
βi/2,2β̄] =

∏n

i=1[bi/2,2]⊂Rn. By construction, β∗ ∈C. First note that for almost every sample
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path ω, 1/2 ≤ v̄ti ≤ 2 eventually, and thus βγ
i = bi/u

γ
i ≤ bi/(biv̄ti) ≤ 2 and βγ

i ≥ bi/2 eventually. So βγ ∈ C
eventually. Now we can invoke Lemma EC.8 Item (2) to get

lim
t→∞

sup
β∈C

|Ht(β)−H(β)| → 1 a.s. (EC.17)

Now we can show that the value of H on the sequence βγ converges to the value at β∗:

0≤ lim
t→∞

H(βγ)−H(β∗) = lim
t→∞

[H(βγ)−Ht(β
γ)] + lim

t→∞
[Ht(β

γ)−H(β∗)] = 0 .

Here the first term tends to zero due to (EC.17), and the second term by Eq. (EC.15). For any limit point

of the sequence {βγ}t, β∞, by lower semicontinuity of H,

0≤H(β∞)−H(β∗)≤ lim inf
t→∞

H(βγ)−H(β∗) = 0 .

So it holds that H(β∞) =H(β∗) for all limit points β∞. By uniqueness of the optimal solution β∗, we have

βγ→ β∗ a.s.

Proof of Part EC.4.3

Convergence of approximate equilibrium follows from Eq. (EC.16). Q.E.D.

D.2. Proof of Theorem 4

Proof of Theorem 4 We abbriviate CLFM to C, and recall its definition C =
∏n

i=1[bi/2,2] ⊂ Rn and the

normalization
∑n

i=1bi = 1 and νi = 1 for all i. Recall the event At = {βγ ∈ C}. By Lemma EC.4 we know

that if t≥ 2v̄2log(4n/η) then event At happens with probability ≥ 1− η/2. Now the proof proceeds in two

steps.

Step 1. A covering number argument. Let Bo be an ϵ-covering of the compact set C, i.e, for all β ∈C
there is a βo(β) ∈ Bo such that ∥β − βo(β)∥∞ ≤ ϵ. It is easy to see that such a set can be chosen with

cardinality bounded by |Bo| ≤ (2/ϵ)n.

Recall Ht and H are L-Lipschitz w.r.t. ℓ∞-norm on C. Using this fact we get the following uniform

concentration bound over the compact set C.

sup
β∈C

|Ht(β)−H(β)|

≤ sup
β∈C

{
|Ht(β)−Ht(β

o(β))|+ |H(β)−H(βo(β))|+ |Ht(β
o(β))−H(βo(β))|

}
≤ 2(v̄+2n)ϵ+ sup

βo∈Bo
|Ht(β

o)−H(βo)| .

Next we bound the second term in the last expression. For some fixed β ∈C, let Xτ =maxi vi(θ
τ )βi and

let its mean be µ. Note 0 ≤ Xτ ≤ v̄∥β∥∞ ≤ 2v̄ due to β ∈ C. So Xτ ’s are bounded random variables. By

Hoeffding’s inequality we have

P
(
|Ht(β)−H(β)| ≥ δ

)
= P

(∣∣∣1
t

t∑
τ=1

Xτ −µ
∣∣∣≥ δ)≤ 2exp

(
− δ2t

2v̄2

)
.

By a union bound we get

P
(

sup
βo∈Bo

|Ht(β
o)−H(βo)| ≥ δ

)
≤ 2|Bo| exp

(
− δ2t

2v̄2

)
≤ 2exp

(
− δ2t

2v̄2
+n log(2/ϵ)

)
.

Define the event

Et =
{

sup
βo∈Bo

|Ht(β
o)−H(βo)| ≤ 2v̄√

t

√
log(4/η)+n log(2/ϵ) =: ι

}
. (EC.18)

By setting 2exp(−δ2t/(2v̄2)+n log(2/ϵ)) = η/2 and solving for η, we have that P(Et)≥ 1− η/2.
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Step 2. Putting together. Recall the event At = {βγ ∈C}. Now let events At and Et hold. Note P(At ∩
Et)≥ 1− η if t≥ 2v̄2log(4n/η). Then ∣∣∣ sup

β∈Rn
++

Ht(β)− sup
β∈Rn

++

H(β)
∣∣∣

=
∣∣∣ sup
β∈C

Ht(β)− sup
β∈C

H(β)
∣∣∣

≤ sup
β∈C

|Ht(β)−H(β)|

≤ 2(v̄+2n)ϵ+ ι , (EC.19)

where the first equality is due to event At and the last inequality is due to event Et defined in Eq. (EC.18).

Now we choose the discretization error as ϵ= 1√
t(v̄+2n)

. Then, the expression in Eq. (EC.19) can be upper

bounded as follows.

2(v̄+2n)ϵ+ ι

=
2√
t
+

2v̄√
t

√
log(4/η)+nlog(2

√
t(v̄+2n)) .

This completes the proof. Q.E.D.

D.3. Proof of Theorem 5

Proof of Theorem 5 The proof idea of this theorem closely follows Section 5.3 of Shapiro et al. (2021).

We first need some additional notations. Define the approximate solutions sets of surrogate problems as

follows: For a closed set A⊂Rn
++, let

B∗
A(ϵ) = {β ∈A :H(β)≤min

A
H + ϵ} ,

Bγ
A(ϵ) = {β ∈A :Ht(β)≤min

A
Ht + ϵ} .

In words, they solve the surrogate optimization problems which are defined with a new constraint set A.

Note that if β∗ ∈ A then B∗
A(ϵ) = A∩B∗(ϵ). Recall on the compact set C, both Ht and H are L-Lipschitz

and λ-strongly convex w.r.t the ℓ∞-norm, where L= (v̄+2n) and λ=
¯
b/4.

Let r = sup{H(β)−H∗ : β ∈ C}. Then if ϵ≥ r then C ⊂ B∗(ϵ) and the claim is trivial. Now we assume

ϵ < r.

Define a=min{2ϵ, (r+ϵ)/2}. Note ϵ < a< r. Define S =C∩B∗(a). The role of S will be evident as follows.

We will show that, with high probability, the following chain of inclusions holds

Bγ
C(δ)

(1)

⊂ Bγ
S(δ)

(2)

⊂ B∗
S(ϵ)

(3)

⊂ B∗
C(ϵ) .

Step 1. Reduction to discretized problems. We let S′ be a ν-cover of the set S = B∗(a) ∩ C. Let
X = S′ ∪{β∗}. In this part the goal is to show

P
(
Bγ

C(δ)⊂B∗
C(ϵ)

)
≥ P

(
Bγ

X(δ
′)⊂B∗

X(ϵ
′)
)

where

ν = (ϵ′− δ′)/4> 0 , δ′ = δ+Lν > 0 , ϵ′ = ϵ−Lν > 0 .

First, we claim
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Claim EC.1. It holds Bγ
X(δ

′)⊂B∗
X(ϵ

′) =⇒ Bγ
S(δ)⊂B∗

S(ϵ) (Inclusion (2)).

Next, we show

Claim EC.2. Inclusion (2) implies Inclusion (1): Bγ
S(δ)⊂B∗

S(ϵ) =⇒ Bγ
C(δ)⊂B

γ
S(δ) .

Proofs of Claim EC.1 and Claim EC.2 are deferred after the proof of Theorem 5. At a high level, Claim EC.1

uses the covering property of the set X. Claim EC.2 exploits convexity of the problem.

Finally, we show Inclusion (3) B∗
S(ϵ)⊂ B∗

C(ϵ). Note that β∗ belongs to both C and S. And thus for any

β ∈B∗
S(ϵ), it holds H(β)≤minXH + ϵ=H∗ + ϵ=minSH + ϵ . We obtain β ∈B∗

C(ϵ).

To summarize, Claim EC.1 shows that Bγ
X(δ

′)⊂B∗
X(ϵ

′) implies Inclusion (2). Inclusion (3) holds automat-

ically. By Claim EC.2 we know Inclusion (2) implies Inclusion (1). So it holds deterministically that

{Bγ
X(δ

′)⊂B∗
X(ϵ

′)} ⊂ {Bγ
C(δ)⊂B∗

C(ϵ)} .

Step 2. Probability of inclusion for discretized problems. Now we bound the probability P(Bγ
X(δ

′)⊂

B∗
X(ϵ

′)).

For now, we forget the construction X = S′ + {β∗} where S′ is a ν-cover of S. Let X ⊂C be any discrete

set with cardinality |X|.

Let β∗
X ∈ argminXH be a minimizer of H over the set X. For β ∈X define the random variable Y τ

β =

F (θτ , β∗
X) − F (θτ , β). Also let µβ = E[Y τ

β ], which is well-defined by the i.i.d. item assumption. Let D =

supβ∈X ∥β−β∗
X∥∞.

Consider any 0 ≤ δ′ < ϵ′. If X −B∗
X(ϵ

′) is empty, then all elements in X are ϵ′-optimal for the problem

minXH. Next assume X−B∗
X(ϵ

′) is not empty. We upper bound the probability of the event Bγ
X(δ

′) ̸⊂ B∗
X(ϵ

′).

P
(
Bγ

X(δ
′) ̸⊂ B∗

X(ϵ
′)
)

= P
(
there exists β ∈X −B∗

X(ϵ
′), Ht(β)≤Ht(β

∗
X)+ δ′

)
≤

∑
β∈X−B∗

X
(ϵ′)

P
(
Ht(β)≤Ht(β

∗
X)+ δ′

)
=

∑
β∈X−B∗

X
(ϵ′)

P
(
1

t

t∑
τ=1

Y τ
β ≥−δ′

)

≤
∑

β∈X−B∗
X
(ϵ′)

P
(
1

t

t∑
τ=1

Y τ
β −µβ ≥ ϵ′− δ′

)
(A)

≤
∑

β∈X−B∗
X
(ϵ′)

exp
(
− 2t(ϵ′− δ′)2

L2
f∥β−β∗∥2∞

)
(B)

≤ |X| exp
(
− 2t(ϵ′− δ′)2

L2
f∥β−β∗

X∥2∞

)
. (EC.20)

Here in (A) we use the fact that µβ =H(β∗
X)−H(β)>−ϵ′ for β ∈X−B∗

X(ϵ
′). In (B), using Lf -Lipschitzness

of f on the set C, we obtain |Y τ
β −µβ| ≤ 2Lf∥β− β∗

X∥∞ and then apply Hoeffding’s inequality for bounded

random variables. Setting Eq. (EC.20) equal to α and solving for t, we have that if

t≥ c′ ·
L2

fD
2

(ϵ′− δ′)2
(
log |X|+ log

1

α

)
, (EC.21)
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then P
(
Bγ

X(δ
′) ̸⊂ B∗

X(ϵ
′)
)
≤ α. Note the above derivation applies to any finite set X ⊂ S.

Now we use the construction X = S′ + {β∗}. Then the cardinality of X can be upper bounded by (4/ν)n.

Note since β∗ ∈X it holds β∗ = β∗
X . We apply the result in Eq. (EC.21) with the following parameters

ν = (ϵ′− δ′)/(4L) , δ′ = δ+Lν , ϵ′ = ϵ−Lν , ϵ′− δ′ = 1

2
(ϵ− δ) ,

D=min{
√
2a/λ,2} , |X| ≤

( 16L

ϵ− δ

)n

.

We justify the choice of D. First, S ⊂ C implies D ≤ 2. By the λ-strong convexity of H on C: for all

β ∈X ⊂ S ⊂B∗(a), it holds

(1/2)λ∥β−β∗
X∥2∞ = (1/2)λ∥β−β∗∥2∞ ≤H(β)−H∗ ≤ a

=⇒D= sup
β∈X

∥X −β∗
X∥∞ ≤

√
2a/λ .

Substituting these quantities into the bound Eq. (EC.21) the expression becomes

t≥ c′ ·
L2

f

(ϵ− δ)2
·min

{
2a

λ
,4

}
·
(
n log

( 16L

ϵ− δ

)
+ log

1

α

)
.

Here c′ is an absolute constant that changes from line to line. Moreover, noting that a ≤ 2ϵ and δ ≤ ϵ/2

implies a/(ϵ− δ)2 ≤ 8/ϵ, we know that if

t≥ c′ ·L2
f min

{
1

λϵ
,
1

ϵ2

}
·
(
n log

( 16L

ϵ− δ

)
+ log

1

α

)
, (EC.22)

then P
(
Bγ

X(δ
′) ⊂ B∗

X(ϵ
′)
)
≥ 1− α. By plugging in Lf = v̄, L = (2n+ v̄) and λ =

¯
b/4, we know P

(
Bγ

S(δ) ⊂

B∗
S(ϵ)

)
≥ 1−α as long as

t≥ c′ · v̄2min

{
1

¯
bϵ
,
1

ϵ2

}
·
(
n log

(16(2n+ v̄)

ϵ− δ

)
+ log

1

α

)
.

Step 3. Putting together. By Lemma EC.4, if t≥ 2v̄2log(2n/α) then βγ ∈C with probability ≥ 1−α.

Under the event βγ ∈C, it holds Bγ
C(δ) =C ∩Bγ(δ). Since β∗ ∈C it holds that B∗

C(ϵ) =C ∩B∗(ϵ). Moreover,

if t satisfies the bound in Eq. (EC.22), we know Inclusion (2) holds with probability ≥ 1− α, which then

implies Inclusion (1). So if t satisfies the two requirements, t ≥ 2v̄2log(2n/α) and Eq. (EC.22), then with

probability ≥ 1− 2α,

C ∩Bγ(δ) =Bγ
C(δ)⊂B∗

C(ϵ) =C ∩B∗(ϵ) .

Q.E.D.

Proof of Claim EC.1 To see this, for β ∈ Bγ
S(δ) let β

′ ∈X be such that ∥β− β′∥∞ ≤ ν. By Lipschitzness

of Ht on C, we know

Ht(β
′)≤Ht(β)+Lν (Lipschitzness of Ht)

≤min
S
Ht + δ+Lν (β ∈Bγ

S(δ))

≤min
X
Ht + δ+Lν (X ⊂ S)

=min
X
Ht + δ′ .
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This implies the membership β′ ∈Bγ
X(δ

′). Furthermore, we have

Bγ
X(δ

′)⊂B∗
X(ϵ

′)⊂B∗
C(ϵ

′) .

Here the first inclusion is simply the assumption that Bγ
X(δ

′)⊂B∗
X(ϵ

′). The second inclusion follows by the

construction of X; since β∗ ∈X, we know B∗
X(ϵ

′)⊂B∗
C(ϵ

′) and thus minXH =minXH =H∗. We now obtain

β′ ∈B∗
C(ϵ

′) .

Using the Lipschitzness of H on C, we have for all β ∈Bγ
S(δ)

H(β)≤H(β′)+Lν (Lipschitzness of H)

≤min
C
H + ϵ′ +Lν (β′ ∈B∗

C(ϵ
′))

=min
C
H + ϵ .

So we conclude β ∈B∗
C(ϵ), implying Bγ

S(δ)⊂B∗
C(ϵ). This completes the proof of Claim EC.1. Q.E.D.

Proof of Claim EC.2 This claim relies on convexity of the problem.

Assume, for the sake of contradiction, there exists β⋄ ∈Bγ
C(δ) but β

⋄ ̸∈ Bγ
S(δ). The only possibility this can

happen is β⋄ ∈C but β⋄ ̸∈ S =C ∩B∗(a). So β⋄ ̸∈ B∗(a) (note a< r implies the set C−B∗(a) is not empty),

which by definition means

H(β⋄)−H∗ >a. (EC.23)

Now define

β̄ = argmin
β∈S

Ht(β)∈Bγ
S(δ) .

By the assumption Bγ
S(δ)⊂B∗

S(ϵ), we know β̄ ∈B∗
S(ϵ) and so

H(β̄)−H∗ ≤ ϵ . (EC.24)

Next, let βc = cβ̄ + (1− c)β⋄ with c ∈ [0,1], which is a point lying on the line segment joining the two

points β̄ and β⋄. By the optimality of β⋄ ∈ Bγ
C(δ) and β̄ ∈C, we know Ht(β

⋄)≤H(β̄) + δ. By convexity of

Ht, we have for all c∈ [0,1],

Ht(β
c)≤max{Ht(β̄),Ht(β

⋄)} ≤Ht(β̄)+ δ . (EC.25)

Now consider the map K : [0,1]→ R+, c 7→H(βc)−H∗. Since any convex function is continuous on its

effective domain (Rockafellar 1970, Corollary 10.1.1), we know H is continuous. Continuity of H implies

continuity of K. Note K(0) =H(β⋄)−H∗ >a by Eq. (EC.23) and K(1) =H(β̄)−H∗ ≤ ϵ by Eq. (EC.24). By

intermediate value theorem, there is c∗ ∈ [0,1] such that ϵ <H(βc∗)−H∗ <a. Moreover, by H(βc∗)−H∗ <a

and βc∗ ∈ C we obtain βc∗ ∈ S = B∗(a) ∩ C. In addition, recalling Ht(β
c∗) ≤Ht(β̄) + δ (Eq. (EC.25)), we

conclude by definition βc∗ ∈Bγ
S(δ).

At this point we have shown the existence of a point βc∗ such that

βc∗ ∈Bγ
S(δ) , βc∗ ̸∈ B∗(ϵ) .

This clearly contradicts the assumption Bγ
S(δ)⊂B∗

S(ϵ) =B∗(ϵ)∩S. This completes the proof of Claim EC.2.

Q.E.D.
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Proof of Corollary 1 Under the event {βγ ∈ C}, the set C ∩ Bγ(0) = {βγ}. Moreover, βγ ∈ C ∩ B∗(ϵ)

implies H(βγ)≤H(β∗)+ ϵ. This completes the proof. Q.E.D.

Proof of Corollary 2 Under the event {βγ ∈C}, we use strong convexity of H over C w.r.t. ℓ2-norm and

obtain λ
2
∥βγ −β∗∥22 ≤H(βγ)−H(β∗) where λ=

¯
b/4 is the strong-convexity parameter.

For the second claim we use the equality βγ
i = bi/u

γ
i and β∗

i = bi/u
∗
i . For β,β

′ ∈ C, it holds | 1
βi
− 1

β′
i
| ≤

4
bi2
|βi − β′

i|. And so ∥uγ − u∗∥2 =
∑

i
(bi)

2( 1
β
γ
i
− 1

β∗
i
)2 ≤

∑
i

16
(bi)2
|βγ

i − β∗
i |2 ≤ 16

(
¯
b)2
∥βγ − β∗∥22. So we obtain

∥uγ −u∗∥2 ≤ 4

¯
b
∥βγ −β∗∥2. We complete the proof. Q.E.D.

D.4. Proof of Theorems 6 and 7

Proof of Theorem 6 By strong duality of EG programs, NSWγ − NSW∗ = Ht(β
γ) − H∗(β∗). Denote

Ht(β
γ) by Hγ and H(β∗) by H∗. We aim to apply Lemma EC.11 to our problem. To do this we first introduce

surrogate problems

Hγ
C =min

β∈C
Ht(β) , H∗

C =min
β∈C

H(β) .

Since β∗ ∈C we know H∗
C =H∗. We write down the decomposition

√
t(Hγ −H∗) =

√
t(Hγ −Hγ

C)+
√
t(Hγ

C −H∗
C) .

For the first term we show that
√
t(Hγ−Hγ

C)
p→0. Choose any ϵ > 0, define the event Aϵ

t = {
√
t|Hγ−Hγ

C | ≥
ϵ}. By Lemma EC.4 we know that with probability 1, βγ ∈ C eventually and so Hγ −Hγ

C = 0 eventually.

This implies P((Aϵ
t)

c eventually) = 1⇔ P(Aϵ
t infinitely often) = 0. By Fatou’s lemma, limsupt→∞ P(Aϵ

t) ≤
P(limsupt→∞Aϵ

t) = 0. We conclude for all ϵ > 0, limt→∞ P(
√
t|Hγ −Hγ

C |> ϵ) = 0.

For the second term, we invoke Lemma EC.11 and obtain
√
t(Hγ

C −H∗
C)

d→N (0,Var[F (θ,β∗)]), where we

recall F (θ,β) =maxi βivi(θ)−
∑n

i=1bi logβi. To do this we verify all hypotheses in Lemma EC.11.

• The set C is compact and therefore Cond. EC.11.a is satisfied.

• The function F is finite for all β ∈Rn
++ and thus Cond. EC.11.b holds.

• The function F (·, θ) is (2n+ v̄)-Lipschitz on C for all θ, and thus Cond. EC.11.c holds.

• Cond. EC.11.d holds because the function H has a unique minimizer over C.

Now we calculate the variance term.

Var(F (θ,β∗)) =Var(f(θ,β∗)) =Var(max
i
vi(θ)β

∗
i ) =Var(p∗(θ))

By Slutsky’s theorem, we obtain the claimed result.

Q.E.D.

Proof of Theorem 7 We verify all the conditions in Theorem 2.1 from Hjort and Pollard (2011). This

theorem is handy since it uses convexity and avoids verifying stochastic equicontinuity of certain processes.

Because H is C2 at β∗, there exists a neighborhood N of β∗ such that H is continuously differentiable on

N . By Theorem 1 this implies that the random variable bidgap(β, ·)−1 is finite almost surely for each β ∈N .

This implies I(β, θ) is single valued a.s. for β ∈N .

Define

D(θ) =∇F (θ,β∗) =∇f(θ,β∗)−∇Ψ(β∗)
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where we recall the subgradient ∇f(θ,β∗) = ei(β∗,θ)vi(β∗,θ) and i(β∗, θ) = argmaxi β
∗
i vi(θ) is the winner of

item θ when the pacing multiplier of buyers is β∗. By optimality of β∗ we know ∇H(β∗) = E[D(θ)] = 0.

Moreover, by twice differentiability of H at β∗, the following expansion holds:

H(β∗ +h)−H(β∗) =
1

2
h⊤(∇2H(β∗)

)
h+ o(∥h∥22) .

For any h→ 0, define

R(θ) = (F (θ,β∗ +h)−F (θ,β∗)−D(θ)⊤h)/∥h∥2

measure the first-order approximation error. To invoke Theorem 2.1 from Hjort and Pollard (2011), we check

the following stochastic version of differentiability condition holds

E[R(θ,h)2] = o(1) as h→ 0 . (EC.26)

By H being differentiable at β∗, we know R(θ,h)
a.s.−→0. Since we assume maxi ess supvi(θ) <∞, we know

the sequence of random variables R(θ,h) is bounded. We conclude Eq. (EC.26).

At this stage we have verified all the conditions in Theorem 2.1 from Hjort and Pollard (2011). Invoking

the theorem we obtain

√
t(βγ −β∗) =−[∇2H(β∗)]−1

(
1√
t

t∑
τ=1

D(θτ )

)
+ op(1) .

In particular,
√
t(βγ −β∗)

d→N (0, [∇2H(β∗)]−1Cov(D)[∇2H(β∗)]−1). Finally, note Cov(D) =Cov(µ∗).

Proof of Asymptotic Distribution for β. This follows from the discussion above.

Proof of Asymptotic Distribution for u. We use the delta method. Take g(β) = [b1/β1, . . . , bn/βn]. Then

the asymptotic variance of
√
t(g(βγ) − g(β∗)) is ∇g(β∗)⊤Σβ∇g(β∗). Note ∇g(β∗) is the diagonal matrix

diag({−bi/β∗
i
2}). From here we obtain the expression for Σu.

Q.E.D.

D.5. Proof of Theorem 8

Proof of Theorem 8 Pacing multiplier β. The lower bound result for β is an immediate application of

Theorem 1 from Duchi and Ruan (2021).

NSW and utility. Based on Le Cam’s local asymptotic normality theory (Le Cam et al. 2000), to establish

the local asymptotic minimax optimality of a statistical procedure, one needs to verify two things. First, the

class of perturbed distributions (the class {sα,g}α,g in our case) satisfies the locally asymptotically normal

(LAN) condition (Vaart and Wellner 1996, Le Cam et al. 2000). This part is completed by Lemma 8.3 from

Duchi and Ruan (2021) since our construction of perturbed supply distributions follows theirs. Second, one

should verify the asymptotic variance of the statistical procedure equals to the minimax optimal variance.

For a given perturbation (α,g), we let p∗α,g and REV∗
α,g be the limit FPPE price and revenue under supply

distribution sα,g. Let Sα,g(θ) =∇α log sα,g(θ) be the score function. So∇αsα,g = sα,gSα,g and
∫
Sα,gsα,g dθ= 0.

Obviously with our parametrization of sα,g we have S0,g(θ) = g(θ) by Eq. (14).

Let NSWα,g be the Nash social welfare under supply sα,g. Then NSWα,g =
∫
F (θ,β∗

α,g)sα,g dθ +

constant that does not depend on α. So

∇αNSWα,g =

∫
[∇βF (θ,β

∗
α,g)∇αβ

∗
α,g +F (θ,β∗

α,g)Sα,g(θ)]sα,g(θ)dθ= 0+

∫
F (θ,β∗

α,g)g(θ)sα,g dθ,
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and ∇αNSWα,g|α=0 =
∫
F (θ,β∗)gsdθ. Following the argument in Duchi and Ruan (2021, Sec. 8.3) it holds

that the asymptotic local mimimax risk ≥E[L(N (0,Cov(F (θ,β∗))))] =E[L(N (0, σ2
NSW))].

Let u∗
α,g be the utility under supply sα,g. Note u∗

α,g = [b1/β
∗
α,g,1, . . . , bn/β

∗
α,g,n]. By a pertur-

bation result by Lemma 8.1 and Prop. 1 from Duchi and Ruan (2021), under twice differ-

entiability, ∇αβ
∗
α,g|α=0 = −H−1E[∇F (θ,β∗)g(θ)⊤]. Then ∇αu

∗
α,g|α=0 = diag(−bi/(β∗

i )
2)(∇αβ

∗
α,g|α=0) =

−diag(−bi/(β∗
i )

2)H−1E[∇F (θ,β∗)g(θ)⊤]. We conclude the asymptotic local mimimax risk is lower bounded

by E[L(N (0,Σu))] where Σu =diag(−bi/(β∗
i )

2)H−1E[∇F (θ,β∗)∇F (θ,β∗)⊤]H−1diag(−bi/(β∗
i )

2). Q.E.D.

D.6. Proof of Theorem 9

Proof of Theorem 9 Define the functions σ̂2(β) = 1
t

∑t

τ=1(F (θ
τ , β)−Ht(β))

2 and σ2(β) =Var(F (θ,β)) =

E[(F (θ,β)−H(β))2]. We will show uniform convergence of σ̂2 to σ2 on C, i.e., supβ∈C |σ̂2 − σ2| a.s.−→0. We

first rewrite σ̂2 as follows σ̂2(β) = 1
t

∑t

τ=1

(
F (θτ , β)−H(β)

)2− (Ht(β)−H(β))2 := I(β)− II(β). By Theorem

7.53 of Shapiro et al. (2021) (a uniform law of large number result for convex random functions), the

following uniform convergence results hold supβ∈C |I(β)− σ2(β)| a.s.−→0 and supβ∈C |II(β)|
a.s.−→0. The above

two inequalities imply supβ∈C |σ̂2−σ2| a.s.−→0. Note the variance estimator σ̂2
NSW = σ̂2(βγ) and the asymptotic

variance σ2
NSW = σ2(β∗). By βγ a.s.−→β∗ we know, |σ̂2

NSW − σ2
NSW| = |σ̂2(βγ) − σ2(β∗)| ≤ |σ̂2(βγ) − σ2(βγ)| +

|σ2(βγ)− σ2(β∗)| → 0 a.s. where the first term vanishes by the uniform convergence just established, the

second term by continuity of σ2(·) at β∗. Now we have shown σ̂2
NSW is a consistent variance estimator for

the asymptotic variance. Then by Slutsky’s theorem we know
√
t(σ̂NSW)

−1(NSWγ −NSW∗)
d→N (0,1). This

completes the proof of Theorem 9. Q.E.D.
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Proofs of FPPE Results

Appendix E: Technical Lemmas for FPPE

Proof of Lemma 1 To show the first equality, note

∇H(β∗) =E[∇β max
i
βivi(θ)]− [b1/(β

∗
1), . . . , bn/(β

∗
n)]

⊤

= µ̄∗− [b1/(β
∗
1), . . . , bn/(β

∗
n)]

⊤ =−δ∗i .

To show the second equality, note for any twice differentiable first-order homogenous function f̄ :Rn 7→R, it

must hold ∇2f̄(β)β = 0. And we have ∇2H(β∗)β∗ =diag(bi/(β
∗
i )

2)β∗ = [b1/β
∗
1 , . . . , bn/β

∗
n]

⊤. Q.E.D.

E.1. A CLT for constrained M-estimator

We introduce a CLT result from Shapiro (1989) that handles M -estimation when the true parameter is on

the boundary of the constraint set. Throughout this section, when we refer to assumptions A1, A2, B2, etc,

we mean those assumptions in Shapiro (1989).

Let (Θ, P ) be a probability space. Consider f : Θ×Rn→R and a set B ⊂Rn. Let θ1, . . . , θt be a sample of

independent random variables with values in Θ having the common probability distribution P . Let ϕ(β) =

Pf(·, β) = E[f(θ,β)], and ψt(β) = Ptf(·, β) = 1
t

∑t

i=1 f(θi, β). Let β0 be the unique minimizer of ϕ over B

(Assumption A4 in Shapiro (1989)). Let ϑt = infB ψt and β̂ be an optimal solution.

We begin with some blanket assumptions. Suppose the geometry of B at β0 is given by functions gi(β)

(Assumption B1), i.e., there exists a neighborhood N such that

B ∩N = {β ∈N : gi(β) = 0, i∈K;gi(β)≤ 0, i∈ J} ,

where K and J are finite index sets and the constraints in J are active at β0, meaning gi (β0) = 0 for all

i ∈ J . Assume the functions gi, i ∈ K ∪ J , are twice continuously differentiable in a neighborhood of β0

(Assumption B2). Define the Lagrangian function by l(β,λ) = ϕ(β) +
∑

i∈K∪J
λigi(β). Let Λ0 be the set of

optimal Lagrange multipliers, i.e., λ∈Λ0 iff ∇l (β0, λ) = 0 (assuming differentiability) and λi ≥ 0, i∈ J .

Lemma EC.12 (Theorems 3.1 and 3.2 from Shapiro (1989)). Assume there exists a neighborhood

N of β0 such that the following holds.

EC.12.a Conditions on the objective function f and the distribution P .

• (Assumption A1 in the original paper) For almost every θ, f(θ,β) is a continuous function of β,

and for all β ∈B, f(θ,β) is a measurable function of θ.

• (Assumption A2) The family {f(θ,β)}, β ∈B, is uniformly integrable.

• (Assumption A4) For all θ, there exist a positive constant K(θ) such that |f(θ,w) − f(θ,β)| ≤

K(θ)∥w−β∥ for all β,w ∈N .

• (Assumption A5) For each fixed β ∈N,f(θ, ·) is continuously differentiable at β for almost every

θ.

• (Assumption A6) The family {∇f(θ,β)}β∈N , is uniformly integrable.

• (Assumption D) The expectation E[∥∇f (θ,β0)∥2] is finite.

• (Assumption B4) The function ϕ is twice continuously differentiable in a neighborhood of β0.
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EC.12.b Conditions on the optimal solution.

• (Assumption B3) A constraint qualification, the Mangasarian-Fromovitz condition: The gradient

vectors ∇gi (β0) , i∈K, are linearly independent, and there exists a vector w such that w⊤∇gi (β0) =

0, i∈K and w⊤∇gi (β0)< 0, i∈ J.

• (Assumption B5) Second-order sufficient conditions: Let C be the cone of critical directions

C =
{
w :w⊤∇gi (β0) = 0, i∈K;w⊤∇gi (β0)≤ 0, i∈ J ;w⊤∇ϕ (β0)≤ 0

}
. (EC.27)

The assumption requires that for all nonzero w ∈C, maxλ∈Λ0
w⊤∇2l (β0, λ)w> 0,

EC.12.c Stochastic equicontinuity, a modified version of Assumption C1 in the original paper. For any sequence

δt = o(1), the variable

sup
β:∥β−β0∥≤δt

∥(∇ψt−∇ϕ)(β)− (∇ψt−∇ϕ)(β0)∥
t−1/2 + ∥β−β0∥

= op(1) (EC.28)

as t→∞. Here the supremum is taken over β such that ∇ψt(β) exists.

Then it holds that β̂
p→β0. Let

ζt =∇ψt (β0)−∇ϕ (β0) , (EC.29)

and

q(w) =max
λ∈Λ0

{w⊤∇2l (β0, λ)w}. (EC.30)

Then

ϑt = inf
B
ψt =ψt (β0)+min

w∈C
{w⊤ζt +

1

2
q(w)}+ op(t

−1).

Furthermore, suppose for all ζ the function w 7→w⊤ζ + 1
2
q(w) has a unique minimizer ω̄(ζ) over C. Then

∥β̂−β0− ω̄(ζt)∥= op(t
−1/2).

Remark EC.4 (The stochastic equicontinuity condition). By inspecting the proof, the origi-

nal Assumption C1, supβ∈B∩N ∥∇ψt(β)−∇ϕ(β)−∇ψt (β0)+∇ϕ (β0)∥/[t−1/2 + ∥β−β0∥] = op(1), which

requires uniform convergence over a fixed neighborhood N , can be relaxed to the uniform convergence in a

shrinking neighborhood of β0. The shrinking neighborhood condition is in fact standard, see, e.g., Pakes and

Pollard (1989), Newey and McFadden (1994).

Remark EC.5. The limit distribution of the minimizer is characterized by three objects: the limit distri-

bution of ζt defined in Eq. (EC.29), the critical cone C defined in Eq. (EC.27) and the piecewise quadratic

function q defined in Eq. (EC.30).

Hessian matrix estimation at the optimum β0 can be done via the numerical difference method.

Lemma EC.13 (Hessian estimation via numerical difference). This lemma is adapted from Theo-

rem 7.4 from Newey and McFadden (1994) Recall ϕ(β) = Pf(·, β), ψt(β) = Ptf(·, β) and ζt = ∇ψt(β0) −

∇ϕ(β0). We are interested in the Hessian matrix H =∇2ϕ(β0). Let β0 be any point and let β̂ be an estimate

of β0. Assume

EC.13.a β̂−β0 =Op(t
−1/2);
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EC.13.b ϕ is twice differentiable at β0 with non-singular Hessian matrix H;

EC.13.c
√
tζt

d→N(0,Ω) for some matrix Ω;

EC.13.d for any positive sequence δt = o(1), the stochastic equicontinuity condition Eq. (EC.28) holds.

Suppose εt→ 0 and εt
√
t→∞. Then Ĥ

p→H, where Ĥ is the numerical difference estimator whose (i, j)-th

entry is

Ĥij =[ψt(β̂+ eiεt + ejεt)−ψt(β̂− eiεt + ejεt)−ψt(β̂+ eiεt− ejεt).

+ψt(β̂− eiεt− ejεt)]/4ε2t .

Proof of Lemma EC.13 We provide a proof sketch following Theorem 7.4 from Newey and McFadden

(1994) and Lemma 3.3 in Shapiro (1989). By Cond. EC.13.a and t−1/2 = o(εt) we know for any vector a∈Rn,

it holds ∥β̂+εta−β0∥=Op(εt). Let β = β̂+aεt. By a mean value theorem for locally Lipschitz functions (see

Clarke (1990); the lemma is also used in the proof of Lemma 3.3 in Shapiro (1989)), there is a (sample-path

dependent) β′ on the segment joining β and β0 such that

(ψt−ϕ)(β)− (ψt−ϕ)(β0) = (ζ∗t )
⊤(β−β0).

for some ζ∗t ∈ ∂ψt(β
′)−∇ϕ(β′). Then

|(ψt−ϕ)(β)− (ψt−ϕ)(β0)| ≤ ∥ζt∥∥β−β0∥+ ∥ζ∗t − ζt∥∥β−β0∥

= ∥ζt∥∥β−β0∥+ op(t
−1/2 + ∥β′−β0∥)∥β−β0∥ (by Cond. EC.13.d)

=Op(t
−1/2)Op(εt)+ op(t

−1/2 +Op(εt))Op(εt) (by Cond. EC.13.c)

= op(ε
2
t ) (EC.31)

Next by Cond. EC.13.b we have a quadratic expansion

ϕ(β)−ϕ(β0)−∇ϕ(β0)⊤(β−β0)−
1

2
(β−β0)⊤H(β−β0) = op(ε

2
t ). (EC.32)

Let a±± = ±eiεt ± ejεt, β̂±± = β̂ + a±± and d±± = β̂±± − β0. Then d±± = Op(εt) and d±± = a±± + op(εt).

Applying the above bounds with β← β̂±±, recalling the definition of Ĥij , we have

Ĥij = [ψt(β̂++)−ψt(β̂−+)−ψt(β̂+−)+ψt(β̂−−)]/(4ε
2
t )

= [ϕ(β̂++)−ϕ(β̂−+)−ϕ(β̂+−)+ϕ(β̂−−)+ op(ε
2
t )]/(4ε

2
t ) (by Eq. (EC.31))

= [∇ϕ(β0)⊤(d++− d−+− d+− + d−−)

+
1

2
(d⊤++Hd++− d⊤+−Hd+−− d⊤−+Hd−+ + d⊤−−Hd−−)+ op(ε

2
t )]/(4ε

2
t ) (by Eq. (EC.32))

= [0+
1

2
(a⊤++Ha++− a⊤−+Ha−+− a⊤+−Ha+− + a⊤−−Ha−−)+ op(ε

2
t )]/(4ε

2
t )

= [4ε2tHij + op(ε
2
t )]/(4ε

2
t )

=Hij +
op(ε

2
t )

ε2t
=Hij + op(1).

In the above we use d⊤++Hd++ = (d++ − a++)
⊤Hd++ + (d++ − a++)

⊤Ha++ + a⊤++Ha++ = op(ε
2
t ) +

a⊤++Ha++, and similarly for other terms. This completes the proof of Lemma EC.13. Q.E.D.

The original conditions for Lemma EC.13 in Newey and McFadden (1994) require the true parameter β0

to lie in the interior of B. However, this condition is only used to derive the bound β̂−β0 =Op(t
−1/2), which

is assumed in our adapted version.
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E.2. Stochastic equicontinuity and VC-subgraph function classes

Next we review classical results from the empirical process literature (Vaart and Wellner 1996, Giné and

Nickl 2021).

We begin with the notions of Donsker function class and stochastic equicontinuity.

Let (Θ, P ) be a probability space. Let F be a class of measurable functions of finite second moment.

The class F is called P -Donsker if a certain central limit theorem holds for the class of random variables

{
√
t(Pt−P )f : f ∈F}, where Ptf = 1

t

∑t

i=1 f(Xi) where Xi’s are i.i.d. draws from P . Because Donskerness

will be used as an intermediate step that we will not actually need to show directly or utilize directly, we

refer the reader to Definition 3.7.29 from Giné and Nickl (2021) for a precise definition.

Lemma EC.14 (Donskerness ⇔ stochastic equicontinuity). Let d2P (f, g) = P (f − g)2 − (P (f − g))2

and consider the pseudo-metric space (F , dP ). Assume F satisfies the condition supf∈F |f(x)−Pf |<∞ for

all x∈Θ. Then the following are equivalent

• F is P -Donsker.

• (F , dP ) is totally bounded, and stochastic equicontinuity under the L2 function norm holds, i.e., for any

δt = o(1),

sup
(f,g)∈[δt]L2

|
√
t (Pt−P ) (f − g)|= op(1)

as t→∞, where [δt]L2 = {(f, g) : f, g ∈F , dP (f, g)≤ δt}.

See Theorem 3.7.31 from Giné and Nickl (2021).

Lemma EC.14 reduces the problem of showing stochastic equicontinuity under the L2 function norm to

showing Donskerness. In order to show Donskerness, we will show that our function class is VC-subgraph,

which implies Donskerness. At the end, we will connect stochastic equicontinuity under the L2 function norm

to the stochastic equicontinuity that we need (see Lemma EC.20).

Let C be a class of subsets of a set Θ. Let A ⊆ Θ be a finite set. We say that C shatters A if every

subset of A is the intersection of A with some set C ∈ C. The subgraph of a real function f on Θ is the set

Gf = {(s, t) : s∈Θ, t∈R, t≤ f(s)}.

Definition EC.4 (VC-subgraph function classes). A collection of sets C is a Vapnik-Červonenkis

class (C is V C) if there exists k <∞ such that C does not shatter any subsets of Θ of cardinality k. A class

of functions F is V C-subgraph if the class of sets C = {Gf : f ∈F} is V C. See Definition 3.6.1 and 3.6.8 from

Giné and Nickl (2021)

Lemma EC.15 (VC subgraph + envelop square integrability =⇒ Donskerness). If F is VC-

subgraph, and there exists a measurable F such that f ≤ F for all f ∈F with PF 2 <∞, then F is P -Donsker.

See Theorem 3.7.37 from Giné and Nickl (2021)

Since VC-subgraph implies Donskerness which is equivalent to stochastic equicontinuity, our problem

reduces to showing the VC-subgraph property. The following lemmas show how to construct complex VC-

subgraph function classes from simpler ones, and will be used in our proof.
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Lemma EC.16 (Preservation of VC class of sets, Lemma 2.6.17 from Vaart and Wellner (1996)).

If C and D are VC classes of sets. Then C ∩D= {C ∩D :C ∈ C,D ∈D} is VC.

Lemma EC.17 (Preservation of VC-subgraph function classes). Let F and G be V C-subgraph

classes of functions on a set Θ and g : Θ 7→ R be a fixed function. Then F ∨ G = {f ∨ g : f ∈ F , g ∈ G},

F + g = {f + g : f ∈F}, F ◦ϕ= {f ◦ϕ : f ∈F} is VC-subgraph for fixed ϕ :X →Θ, and F · g = {fg : f ∈F}

are VC-subgraph. See Lemma 2.6.18 from Vaart and Wellner (1996)

Lemma EC.18 (Problem 9 Section 2.6 from Vaart and Wellner (1996)). If a collection of sets C

is a VC-class, then the collection of indicators of sets in C is a VC-subgraph class of the same index.

In general, the VC-subgraph property is not preserved by multiplication, whereas Donskerness is. Thus, our

proof will use the VC-subgraph property up until a final step where we need to invoke multiplication, which

will instead be applied on the Donskerness property.

Lemma EC.19 (Corollary 9.32 from Kosorok (2008)). Let F and G be Donsker, then F · G is

Donsker if both F and G are uniformly bounded.

For parametric function classes, if the parametrization is continuous in a certain sense, then stochastic

equicontinuity holds w.r.t. the norm in the parameter space.

Lemma EC.20 (From L2-norm to parameter norm). Suppose the function class F = {f(·, β), β ∈

B}, B ⊂ Rn, is P -Donsker, with an envelope F such that PF 2 <∞. Suppose
∫
[f(·, β)− f (·, β0)]2 dP → 0

as β→ β0. Then for any positive sequence δt = o(1), it holds

sup
β:∥β−β0∥<δt

|
√
t (Pt−P ) (f(·, β)− f (·, β0))|= op(1). (EC.33)

See Lemma 2.17 from Pakes and Pollard (1989); see also Lemma 1 from Chen et al. (2003)

Lemma EC.21 (Andrews (1994)). If for any δt = o(1) Eq. (EC.33) holds, then for any random elements

βt such that ∥βt−β0∥2 = op(1), it holds
√
t(Pt−P )(f(·, βt)− f(·, β0)) = op(1).

Lemma EC.22. Given any n fixed functions vi : Θ→R, i∈ [n], the following two function classes

F1 = {θ 7→max
i
{β1v1(θ), . . . , βnvn(θ)} : β ∈B}

F2 = {θ 7→ [Df,1, . . . ,Df,n](θ,β) : β ∈B}

are VC-subgraph and Donsker. Here Df,i(θ,β) = vi(θ)
∏n

k=1 1(βivi(θ)≥ βkvk(θ)) and B = [0,1]n

Proof of Lemma EC.22 We show F1 is VC-subgraph. For each i, the class {θ 7→ vi(θ)βi : βi ∈ [0,1]} is

VC-subgraph (Proposition 4.20 from Wainwright (2019), and Example 19.17 from Van der Vaart (2000)).

By the fact the VC-subgraph function classes are preserved by pairwise maximum (Lemma EC.17), we know

F1 is VC-subgraph. Moreover, the required envelope condition holds since ess supθ f ≤ v̄ for all f ∈F1, so F1

is Donsker by Lemma EC.15.

We now show F2 is VC-subgraph. For a vector-valued function class, we say it is VC-subgraph if each

coordinate is VC-subgraph. First, the class of sets {{v ∈ Rn : βivi ≥ βkvk} ⊂ Rn : β ∈ B} is VC, for all
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k ̸= i. By Lemma EC.16, we know the class of sets {{v ∈ Rn : βivi ≥ βkvk,∀k ̸= i} ⊂ Rn : β ∈B} is VC. By

Lemma EC.18, we obtain that the class {θ 7→
∏n

k=1 1(βivi(θ) ≥ βkvk(θ)) : β ∈ B} is VC-subgraph. Finally,

multiplying all functions by a fixed function preserves VC-subgraph classes (Lemma EC.17), and so {θ 7→
vi(θ)

∏n

k=1 1(βivi(θ)≥ βkvk(θ)) : β ∈B} is VC-subgraph. Repeat the argument for each coordinate, and we

obtain that F2 is VC-subgraph. Moreover, the required envelope condition holds since ess supθ ∥Df (θ,β)∥2 ≤
nv̄ for all Df ∈F2, and so F2 is Donsker by Lemma EC.15. We conclude the proof of Lemma EC.22. Q.E.D.

Appendix F: Proofs for Main Theorems in FPPE

F.1. Proof of Theorem 10

The convergence βγ a.s.−→β∗ follows the same proof as Theorem EC.4 and is ommitted. To show almost sure

convergence of revenue, we note∣∣∣1
t

t∑
τ=1

pτ −
∫
Θ

p∗(θ)s(θ)dθ
∣∣∣

≤ 1

t

t∑
τ=1

|max
i
{vi(θτ )βγ

i }−max
i
{vi(θτ )β∗

i }|+
∣∣∣1
t

t∑
τ=1

max
i
{vi(θτ )β∗

i }−
∫
Θ

p∗(θ)s(θ)dθ
∣∣∣

≤ v̄∥βγ −β∗∥∞ +
∣∣∣1
t

t∑
τ=1

max
i
{vi(θτ )β∗

i }−
∫
Θ

p∗(θ)s(θ)dθ
∣∣∣ a.s.−→0 .

Here the first term converges to zero a.s. by βγ a.s.−→β∗, and the second term converges to 0 a.s. by strong law

of large numbers and noting E[maxi{vi(θ)β∗
i }] =E[p∗(θ)] = REV∗.

F.2. Proof of Theorem 11

Proof of Theorem 11 First, by Gao and Kroer (2022), there is a natural lower bound for the equilibrium

pacing multipliers. To lower bound β∗
i , note β

∗
i = bi/u

∗
i = bi/(δ

∗
i +µ

∗
i )≥ bi/(bi+

∫
visdθ) = bi/(bi+ νi). Then

bi/(bi + νi)≤ β∗
i ≤ 1. Define the set

CFPPE =

n∏
i=1

[
bi

2νi + bi
,1

]
.

Clearly we have β∗ ∈CFPPE. Furthermore, for t large enough βγ ∈CFPPE with high probability. To see this, if

t satisfies t≥ 2(v̄/mini νi)
2 log(2n/η), then 1

t

∑t

τ=1vi(θ
τ )≤ 2E[vi(θ)] for all i with probability ≥ 1− η. By a

bound on βγ in the QME βγ
i ≥ bi

bi+
1
t

∑t
τ=1vi(θ

τ )
(see Section 6 in Gao and Kroer (2022)), we obtain βγ

i ≥ bi
bi+2νi

(recall νi =E[vi(θ)]).

Let LFPPE and λFPPE be the Lipschitz constant and strong convexity constants of H and Ht w.r.t ℓ∞-norm

on CFPPE. We estimate LFPPE and λFPPE. On CFPPE, the minimum eigenvalue of ∇2Ψ(β) = diag{ bi
(βi)2
} can be

lower bounded by
¯
b. So we conclude λFPPE =

¯
b. And the Lipschitzness constant can be seen by the following.

For β,β′ ∈CFPPE,

|Ht(β)−Ht(β
′)|

≤ 1

t

t∑
τ=1

∣∣max
i
{vi(θτ )βi}−max

i
{vi(θτ )β′

i}
∣∣+ n∑

i=1

bi
∣∣ logβi− logβ′

i

∣∣
≤ v̄∥β−β′∥∞ +

n∑
i=1

bi ·
1

bi/(2νi + bi)
|βi−β′

i|

≤
(
v̄+2ν̄n+1

)
∥β−β′∥∞ ,
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where we used
∑

i
bi = 1. Similar argument shows that H is also (v̄+2ν̄n+1)-Lipschitz on CFPPE. We conclude

LFPPE = (v̄+2ν̄n+1).

To obtain the convergence rate, we simply repeat the proof of Theorem 5. We obtain from Eq. (EC.22)

that with probability ≥ 1− 2α, there exists a constant c′ such that as long as

t≥ c′ ·L2
FPPEmin

{
1

λFPPEϵ
,
1

ϵ2

}
·
(
n log

(16LFPPE

ϵ− δ

)
+ log

1

α

)
, (EC.34)

it holds |H(βγ)−H(β∗)|< ϵ and that βγ ∈ CFPPE (see Corollary 1). Now Eq. (EC.34) shows that for ϵ <
¯
b

(so that the 1/(λFPPEϵ) term in the min becomes dominant) we have

|H(βγ)−H(β∗)|= Õp

(
n
(
v̄+2ν̄n+1

)2
¯
bt

)
,

where we use Õp to ignore logarithmic factors of t. Moreover,

∥βγ −β∗∥∞ ≤ ∥βγ −β∗∥2 ≤
√
2|H(βγ)−H(β∗)|/λFPPE = Õp

(√
n
(
v̄+2ν̄n+1

)
¯
b
√
t

)
.

From here we obtain

|REVγ −REV∗|

≤ v̄∥βγ −β∗∥∞ +
∣∣∣1
t

t∑
τ=1

max
i
{vi(θτ )β∗

i }−
∫
Θ

p∗(θ)s(θ)dθ
∣∣∣

= Õp

(
v̄
√
n
(
v̄+2ν̄n+1

)
¯
b
√
t

)
+Op

(
v̄√
t

)
= Õp

(
v̄
√
n
(
v̄+2ν̄n+1

)
¯
b
√
t

)
.

We conclude |REVγ −REV∗|= Õp

(
v̄
√
n(v̄+2ν̄n+1)

¯
b
√
t

)
. This completes the proof of Theorem 11. Q.E.D.

F.3. Proof of Theorem 12

Proof of Theorem 12 We verify all the conditions in Lemma EC.12. Recall I = {i : β∗
i = 1} is the set of

active constraints. The local geometry of B at β∗ is described by the |I| constraint functions gi(β) = e⊤i β−1,

i∈ I.

First, we verify the conditions on the probability distribution and the objective function. A1 holds

obviously for the map β 7→ maxi βivi(θ). A2 holds by f ≤ v̄. A4 holds with Lipschitz constant v̄. A5

holds since by Assumption 1 there is a neighborhood Ndiff of β∗ such that for all β ∈ Ndiff, the set {θ :

f(θ, ·) not differentiable at β} is measure zero. A6 holds by ∥∇f(θ,β)∥2 ≤ nv̄. B4 holds by Assumption 1.

Second, we verify the conditions on the optimality. B3 holds since the constraint functions are gi(β) =

e⊤i β− 1, i ∈ I, whose gradient vectors are obviously linear independent. Moreover, the set {β : βi > 0, i ∈ I}

is nonempty. B5 holds by ∇2H(β∗) =∇2f̄(β∗)+diag(bi/β
∗
i
2)≽ diag(bi/β

∗
i
2) being positive definite.

Finally, we verify the stochastic equicontinuity condition. Recall the definitions of the following two function

classes from Lemma EC.22

F1 = {θ 7→max
i
{β1v1(θ), . . . , βnvn(θ)} : β ∈B},

F2 = {θ 7→Df (θ,β) : β ∈B}.
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Here B = [0,1]n. For any β ∈Ndiff we have ∇f(·, β) =Df (·, β) ∈ F2. In Lemma EC.22 we show that F2 is

VC-subgraph and Donsker. By Lemma EC.15 we know that a stochastic equicontinuity condition w.r.t. the

L2 norm holds, i.e.,

sup
β∈[δt]L2

νt(Df (·, β)−Df (·, β∗)) = op(1) (EC.35)

where [δt]L2 = {β : β ∈ Ndiff,
∫
∥Df (·, β) − Df (·, β∗)∥22sdθ ≤ δt}, νtDf = t−1/2(Pt − P )Df =

t−1/2
∑t

τ=1(Df (θ
τ )−

∫
Dfsdθ). Next, we note for (almost every) fixed θ, limβ→β∗ ∥Df (θ,β)−Df (θ,β

∗)∥2 = 0

by Θtie(β
∗) is measure zero (a condition implied by Assumption 1). Moreover, note

lim
β→β∗

E[∥Df (θ,β)−Df (θ,β
∗)∥22] =E

[
lim

β→β∗
∥Df (θ,β)−Df (θ,β

∗)∥22
]
= 0

where the exchange of limit and expectation is justified by bounded convergence theorem, and by

Lemma EC.20, we can replace [δt]L2 with [δt] = {β : β ∈Ndiff,∥β − β∗∥2 ≤ δt} in Eq. (EC.35). Finally, note

∇f̄(β∗) =E[Df (θ,β
∗)], and if Ht is differentiable at β ∈Ndiff, then ∇f(θτ , β) =Df (θ

τ , β) for all τ ∈ [t]. Then

sup
[δt]∩{∇Ht(β) exists}

∥(∇Ht−∇H)(β)− (∇Ht−∇H)(β∗)∥2
t−1/2 + ∥β−β∗∥2

= sup
[δt]∩{∇Ht(β) exists}

∥(Pt−P )Df (·, β)− (Pt−P )Df (·, β∗)∥2
t−1/2 + ∥β−β∗∥2

(EC.36)

≤ sup
[δt]

√
t∥(Pt−P )Df (·, β)− (Pt−P )Df (·, β∗)∥2 = op(1) (by Eq. (EC.35))

and thus the required stochastic equicontinuity condition holds.

Now we are ready to invoke Lemma EC.12. We need to find the three objects, C,q, ζt as in the lemma

that characterize the limit distribution. The critical cone C is

C = {w ∈Rn :w⊤ei = 0 if i∈ I and δ∗i > 0, w⊤ei ≤ 0 if i∈ I and δ∗i = 0}

= {w :Aw= 0} (Assumption 2)

where A∈R|I|×n whose rows are {e⊤i , i∈ I}. From here we can see the role of Assumption 2 is to ensure the

critical cone is a hyperplane, which ensures asymptotic normality of βγ .

If |I|= 0, i.e., β∗ lies in the interior of B, then P is identity matrix, and the limit distribution is ture.

Now assume |I| ≥ 1. Note AA⊤ is an identity matrix of size |I| and A⊤A=diag(1(i∈ I)) = diag(1(β∗
i = 1)).

The optimal Lagrangian multiplier is unique and so the piecewise quadratic function q is q(w) = w⊤Hw.
Finally, the gradient error term is

ζt =
1

t

t∑
τ=1

(
x∗(θτ )⊙ v(θτ )− µ̄∗). (EC.37)

The unique minimizer of w 7→ 1
2
w⊤Hw+ ζw over {w :Aw= 0} is −(PHP)†ζ where

P = In−A⊤(AA⊤)†A=diag(1(i∈ Ic)) = diag(1(β∗
i < 1)).

For completeness, we provide details for solving this quadratic problem. By writing down the KKT conditions,

the optimality condition is[
H A⊤

A 0

][
w
λ

]
=

[
−ζ
0

]
=⇒

[
w
λ

]
=

[
−(H−1−H−1A⊤(AH−1A⊤)−1AH−1)ζ

−((AH−1A⊤)−1AH−1)ζ

]
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where λ ∈R|I| is the Lagrangian multiplier. By a matrix equality, for any symmetric positive definite H of

size n and A∈R|I|×n of rank |I|, it holds

H−1−H−1A⊤(AH−1A⊤)−1AH−1 = PA(PAHPA)
†PA = (PAHPA)

† (EC.38)

with PA = In−A⊤(AA⊤)†A. We conclude that the asymptotic expansion

√
t(βγ −β∗) =

1√
t

t∑
τ=1

Dβ(θ
τ )+ op(1) (EC.39)

holds, where

Dβ(θ) =−(PHP)†(x∗(θ)⊙ v(θ)− µ̄∗),

and that the asymptotic distribution of
√
t(βγ −β∗) is N (0,Σβ) with Σβ =E[DβD

⊤
β ]. Note E[Dβ] = 0.

Proof of βγ p→β∗. This follows from Lemma EC.12.

Proof of Asymptotic Distribution for pacing multiplier β. This follows from the above discussion.

Proof of Asymptotic Distribution for revenue REV. We use a stochastic equicontinuity argument. Given

the item sequence γ = (θ1, θ2 . . . ), define the (random) operator

νtg=
√
t(Pt−P )g=

1√
t

t∑
τ=1

(g(θτ )−E[g]) .

where g : Θ→ R, E[g] =
∫
gsdθ. Note p∗(θ) = maxi β

∗
i vi(θ) = f(θ,β∗), REV∗ = Pf(·, β∗), pγ(θτ ) = f(θτ , βγ)

and REVγ = Ptf(·, βγ) we obtain the decomposition

√
t(REVγ −REV∗) =

1√
t

t∑
τ=1

(
f(θτ , β∗)− f̄(β∗)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:It

+νt(f(·, βγ)− f(·, β∗))︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:IIt

+
√
t(f̄(βγ)− f̄(β∗))︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:IIIt

For the term It, it can be written as It = νt(p
∗(·)− REV∗). By the linear representation for βγ − β∗ in

Eq. (EC.39), applying the delta method, we get the linear representation result

IIIt =
1√
t

t∑
τ=1

∇f̄(β∗)⊤Dβ(θ
τ )+ op(1) =

1√
t

t∑
τ=1

(µ̄∗)⊤Dβ(θ
τ )+ op(1)

We will show IIt = op(1). The difficulty lies in that the operator νt and the pacing multiplier βγ depend

on the same batch of items. This can be handled with the stochastic equicontinuity argument. The desired

claim IIt = op(1) follows by verifying that the function class F1 = {θ 7→ f(·, β) : β ∈B} (same as that defined

in Lemma EC.22) is VC-subgraph and Donsker. This is true by Lemma EC.22. By Lemma EC.14 we know

for any δt ↓ 0,

sup
w∈[δt]L2

νt(f(·,w)− f(·, β∗)) = op(1) (EC.40)

where [δt]L2 = {β : β ∈ B,
∫
(f(·, β) − f(·, β∗))2sdθ ≤ δt}. Noting that for all β,w, θ, it holds |f(θ,β) −

f(θ,w)| ≤ v̄∥β − w∥∞, we know that
∫
[f(·, β)− f (·, β∗)]

2
sdθ→ 0 as β→ β∗. Then by Lemma EC.20, we

know Eq. (EC.40) holds with [δt]L2 replaced with [δt] = {β : β ∈B,∥β− β∗∥2 ≤ δt}. Combined with the fact

that βγ p→β∗, by Lemma EC.21 we know IIt = op(1).
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To summarize, we obtain the linear expansion

√
t(REVγ −REV∗) =

1√
t

t∑
τ=1

(p∗(θτ )−REV∗ +(µ̄∗)⊤Dβ(θ
τ ))+ op(1). (EC.41)

We complete the proof of Theorem 12.

Q.E.D.

F.4. Proof of Normality of NSW, u, and δ in FPPE

We define NSW and utility in limit FPPE. We use (.)∗ to denote limit FPPE quantities. Given an FPPE

(β∗, p∗), we define by

δ∗i = bi−
∫
p∗sx∗

idθ , µ̄∗
i =

∫
visx

∗
idθ ,

u∗
i = µ̄∗

i + δ∗i . (EC.42)

the leftover budget, the item utility and the total utility of buyer i. Let δ∗, µ̄∗, u∗ be the vectors that collect

these quantities for all buyers. In FPPE it holds that

u∗
i = bi/β

∗
i .

We next define these quantities in finite FPPE. To emphasize dependence on the item sequence γ, we

use (.)γ to denote equilibrium quantities in F̂PPE(b, v,1/t, γ). We let (βγ , pγ) be an observed FPPE with

xγ = (xγ
1, . . . ). The leftover budget δγi = bi − σ

∑
τ
pτxγ,τ

i , item utility µ̄γ
i = σ

∑t

τ=1v
τ
i x

γ,τ
i and total utility

uγ
i = δγi + µ̄γ

i are defined similarly. Let δγ , µ̄γ , uγ be the vectors that collect these quantities for all buyers.

The observed revenue is REVγ = σ
∑t

τ=1p
γ(θτ ), and NSW is NSWγ =

∑n

i=1bi logu
γ
i .

Corollary EC.1. Under the same conditions as Theorem 12,
√
t(uγ−u∗),

√
t(δγ− δ∗) and

√
t(NSWγ−

NSW∗) are asymptotically normal with (co)variances Σu = diag(bi/(β
∗
i )

2)Σβdiag(bi/(β
∗
i )

2), Σδ = (In −
H(HB)

†)Ω(In−H(HB)
†)⊤, and σ2

NSW =Vec(bi/β
∗
i )

⊤ΣβVec(bi/β
∗
i ), respectively.

Proof of Corollary EC.1 Proof of Asymptotic Distribution for individual utility u. We use the delta

method; see Theorem 3.1 from Van der Vaart (2000). Note u∗ = g(β∗) with g : Rn → Rn, g(β) =

[b1/β1, . . . , bn/βn]
⊤. By Eq. (EC.39), it holds

√
t(uγ −u∗) =

1√
t

t∑
τ=1

∇g(β∗)Dβ(θ
τ )+ op(1). (EC.43)

Finally, noting ∇g(β∗) = diag(−bi/(β∗
i )

2) we complete the proof.

Proof of Asymptotic Distribution for Nash social welfare NSW. We use the delta method. Note NSW∗ =

g(β∗) with g :Rn→R, g(β) =
∑n

i=1bi log(bi/βi). By Eq. (EC.39) it holds

√
t(NSWγ −NSW∗) =

1√
t

t∑
τ=1

∇g(β∗)⊤Dβ(θ
τ )+ op(1). (EC.44)

Finally, noting ∇g(β∗) =Vec(bi/β
∗
i ).

Proof of Asymptotic Distribution for leftover budget δ. This is a direct consequence of Theorem 4.1 in

Shapiro (1989). By that theorem, it holds that

√
t

[
βγ −β∗

δγI − δ∗I

]
d→N (0,Σjoint)
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with

Σjoint =

[
H A⊤

A 0

]−1 [
Ω 0
0 0

][
H A⊤

A 0

]−1

=

[
(HB)

†Ω(HB)
† [QΩ(HB)

†]⊤

QΩ(HB)
† QΩQ⊤

]
where Q= (AH−1A⊤)−1AH−1 ∈R|I|×n and Ω=Cov(µ∗). By a matrix equality, noting matrix A’s rows are

distinct basis vectors, it holds

(AH−1A⊤)−1AH−1 =A(In−H(HB)
†)

Moreover, for other entries of δγ , i.e., δγIc , their asymptotic variance will be zero. The matrix (In −

H(HB)
†)Ω(In−H(HB)

†)⊤ is zero at the (i, j)-th entry if i or j ∈ Ic. Summarizing, the asymptotic variance

of
√
t(δγ − δ∗) is (In−H(HB)

†)Ω(In−H(HB)
†)⊤.

An alternative proof is by the delta method and a stochastic equicontinuity argument. It holds
√
t(δγ − δ∗) d→N (0, (In−H(HB)

†)Ω(In−H(HB)
†)⊤) and the linear expansion

√
t(δγ − δ∗) = t−1/2

t∑
τ=1

(In−H(HB)
†)(µ∗(θτ )− µ̄∗)+ op(1) (EC.45)

holds. In the case where I = ∅, i.e., δ∗i = 0 for all i, we have HB =H and so In−H(HB)
† = 0.

We complete the proof of Corollary EC.1 Q.E.D.

F.5. Proof of Theorem 13

Proof of Theorem 13 According to the discussion in Section D.5, we calculate the derivative of the map

α 7→ REV∗
α,g at α= 0.

For a given perturbation (α,g), we let p∗α,g and REV∗
α,g be the limit FPPE price and revenue under supply

distribution sα,g. Let Sα,g(θ) =∇α log sα,g(θ) be the score function. So∇αsα,g = sα,gSα,g and
∫
Sα,gsα,g dθ= 0.

Obviously with our parametrization of sα,g we have S0,g(θ) = g(θ) by Eq. (14). We next find the derivative

of α 7→ REV∗
α,g at α= 0. Recall f is defined as f(θ,β) =maxi vi(θ)βi and the price is produced by the highest

bid, i.e., p∗α,g(θ) =maxi β
∗
α,gvi(θ) = f(θ,β∗

α,g).

∇αREV
∗
α,g =∇α

∫
f(θ,β∗

α,g)sα,g(θ)dθ

=

∫
[∇βf(θ,β

∗
α,g)∇αβ

∗
α,g + f(θ,β∗

α,g)Sα,g(θ)]sα,g(θ)dθ .

Above we exchange the gradient and the expectation and then apply the chain rule. By a perturbation result

by Lemma 8.1 and Prop. 1 from Duchi and Ruan (2021), under Assumption 1 and Assumption 2,

∇αβ
∗
α,g|α=0 =−(HB)

†Σµ∗,g

with Σµ∗,g = Es[(µ
∗(θ) − µ̄∗)g(θ)⊤]. Plugging in Es[∇βf(θ,β

∗
0,g)] = µ̄∗, f(θ,β∗

0,g) = p∗(θ) and S0,g = g, we

obtain

∇αREV
∗
α,g|α=0 =−(µ̄∗)⊤(HB)

†Σµ∗,g +Es[(p
∗(θ)−REV∗)g(θ)]

=E
[(
− (µ̄∗)⊤(HB)

†(µ∗(θ)− µ̄∗)+ (p∗(θ)−REV∗)
)
g(θ)

]
=E[DREV(θ)g(θ)].
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Now we have the two components required to invoke the local minimax result. Given a symmetric quasi-

convex loss L : R→ R, we recall the local asymptotic risk for any procedure {r̂t : Θt → R} that aims to

estimate the revenue:

LARREV({r̂t}) =

sup
g∈Gd,d∈N

lim
c→∞

lim inf
t→∞

sup
∥α∥2≤ c√

t

Es⊗t
α,g

[L(
√
t(r̂t−REV∗

α,g))] .

Following the argument in Duchi and Ruan (2021, Sec. 8.3) it holds

inf
{r̂t}

LARREV({r̂t})≥E[L(N (0,E[D2
REV(θ)]))] .

We complete the proof of Theorem 13.

Q.E.D.

F.6. Proof of Theorem 14

Proof of Theorem 14 We first show Ĥ p→H by verifying conditions in Lemma EC.13. All conditions are

easy to verify except the stochastic equicontinuity condition. By Lemma EC.22 we know the SE condition

holds. We conclude Ĥ p→H.
Next we show P(P̂ = P)→ 1. Recall P = diag(1(β∗

i < 1)) indicates the set of inactive constraints. For i

such that β∗
i = 1, we know βγ

i − 1 =Op(
1√
t
) by the central limit theorem results Theorem 12 (actually the

strong result βγ
i − 1 = op(

1√
t
) holds). Then

P(βγ
i < 1− εt) = P(Op(1)>

√
tεt)→ 0, (by εt

√
t→∞)

using the smoothing rate condition
√
tεt→∞. For i such that β∗

i < 1, we know βγ−β∗
i = op(1) by consistency

of βγ . Then

P(βγ
i < 1− εt) = P(op(1)< (1−β∗

i )− εt)→ 1. (by εt = o(1) and 1−β∗
i > 0)

We conclude P(P̂ =P)→ 1.

We now show (P̂ĤP̂)† p→ (PHP)†. For any ϵ > 0,

P(∥(P̂ĤP̂)†− (PHP)†∥F > ϵ)

≤ P(∥(P̂ĤP̂)†− (PHP)†∥F > ϵ, P̂ =P)+P(P̂ ≠P)

= P(∥[ĤIcIc ]
−1− [HIcIc ]

−1∥F > ϵ)+P(P̂ ≠P)→ 0 (by Ĥ p→H)

Next we show Ω = E[(x∗ ⊙ v − µ̄∗)⊗2] = Cov(∇f(θ,β∗)) can be consistently estimated by 1
t

∑t

τ=1(µ
τ −

µ̄γ)(µτ− µ̄γ)⊤, µτ = [xγ,τ
1 vτ1 , . . . , x

γ,τ
n vτn]

⊤, and µ̄= 1
t

∑t

τ=1µ
τ . This can be shown following the same argument

in the proof of Lemma EC.6.

Proof of Σ̂β
p→Σβ. We rewrite Σ̂β as

Σ̂β = (P̂ĤP̂)†
(
1

t

t∑
τ=1

(xγ(θτ )⊙ v(θτ )− µ̄γ)⊗2

)
(P̂ĤP̂)†

= (P̂ĤP̂)†Ω̂(P̂ĤP̂)†

p→ (PHP)†Ω(PHP)† =Σβ
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Proof of σ̂2
REV

p→σ2
REV. In Lemma EC.22 we have shown both F1 and F2 are VC-subgraph, and thus a

uniform law of large number holds. We rewrite

σ2
REV =E[(p∗−REV∗)2]︸ ︷︷ ︸

It

+(µ̄∗)⊤(PHP)†Ω(PHP)†µ̄∗︸ ︷︷ ︸
IIt

+2E[(p∗−REV∗)(x∗⊙ v− µ̄∗)]⊤(PHP)†µ̄∗︸ ︷︷ ︸
IIIt

and

σ̂2
REV =

1

t

t∑
τ=1

(pγ(θτ )−REVγ)2︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ît

+(µ̄γ)⊤(P̂ĤP̂)†Ω̂(P̂ĤP̂)†µ̄γ︸ ︷︷ ︸
ÎIt

+2

(
1

t

t∑
τ=1

(pγ(θτ )−REVγ)(xγ(θτ )⊙ v(θτ )− µ̄γ)

)⊤

(P̂ĤP̂)†µ̄γ

︸ ︷︷ ︸
ˆIIIt

We have Ît
p→ It by invoking Lemma EC.22, applying a uniform LLN and using the fact that βγ p→β∗. And

ÎIt
p→ II holds by µ̄γ p→ µ̄∗, (P̂ĤP̂)† p→ (PHP)† and Ω̂

p→Ω, and applying Slutsky’s theorem. Finally, ˆIIIt
p→ III

by F1 · F2 is Donsker by Lemma EC.19 and thus a uniform law of large number holds, and that βγ p→β∗.

We complete the proof of Theorem 14. Q.E.D.

F.7. Proof of Theorem 15

Proof of Theorem 15 By the EG characterization of FPPE, we know that βγ(1), the pacing multiplier

of the observed FPPE F̂PPE
(
πb, v(1), π

t1
, γ(1)

)
, solves the following dual EG program

min
B

1

t1

t1∑
τ=1

max
i
vi(θ

τ )βi−
n∑

i=1

bi log(βi) (EC.46)

The major technical challenge is that the number of summands in the first summation is also random.

Given a fixed integer k and a sequence of items (θ1,1, . . . , θ1,k), define

βlin,k(1) = β∗(1)+
1

k

k∑
τ=1

Dβ(1, θ
1,τ ),

βk(1) = the unique pacing multiplier in F̂PPE(b, v(1), k−1, (θ1,1, . . . , θ1,k))

Here Dβ(1, ·) = −(HB(1))
†(µ∗(1, ·) − µ̄∗(1)) where HB(1), µ

∗(1, ·) and µ̄∗(1) are the projected Hessian in

Eq. (19), item utility function in Eq. (16), and total item utility vector in Eq. (17) in the limit market

FPPE(b, v(1), s). Note E[Dβ(1, ·)] = 0. Note βγ(1) = βt1 since scaling the supply and the budget at the same

time does not change the equilibrium pacing multiplier. We introduce the following asymptotic equivalence

results:

Lemma EC.23. Recall t1 ∼ Bin(π, t). If Assumption 2 and Assumption 1 hold for the limit market

FPPE(b, v(1), s), then

•
√
t(βγ(1)−βlin,t1) = op(1) as t→∞.

•
√
t(βlin,t1 −βlin,⌊πt⌋) = op(1) as t→∞.
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Here ⌊a⌋ is the greatest integer less than or equal to a ∈ R. A similar result holds for the market limit

FPPE(b, v(0), s) and the influence function Dβ(0, ·) is defined similarly.

With Lemma EC.23, we write
√
t(τ̂β − τβ)

=
√
t(βγ(1)−β∗(1))−

√
t(βγ(0)−β∗(0))

=
√
t

(
1√
⌊πt⌋

⌊πt⌋∑
τ=1

Dβ(1, θ
1,τ )− 1√

⌊(1−π)t⌋

⌊(1−π)t⌋∑
τ=1

Dβ(0, θ
0,τ )

)
+ op(1) (Lemma EC.23)

d→N
(
0,

1

π
Var[Dβ(1, ·)] +

1

(1−π)
Var[Dβ(0, ·)]

)
. (independence between {θ1,τ}τ and {θ0,τ}τ )

Proof of CLT for τβ. It follows from the above discussion.

Proof of CLT for τu. We begin with the linear expansion Eq. (EC.43) and repeat the same argument.

Proof of CLT for τREV. We begin with the linear expansion Eq. (EC.41) and repeat the same argument.

Proof of CLT for τNSW. We begin with the linear expansion Eq. (EC.44) and repeat the same argument.

We complete the proof of Theorem 15. Q.E.D.

In order to prove Lemma EC.23, we will need the following lemma.

Lemma EC.24. If Xt = op(1) and T ∼Bin(π, t) and T and the sequence are independent, then XT = op(1).

Proof of Lemma EC.24 By Xt = op(1) we know for all ϵ > 0 it holds P(|Xt| > ϵ)→ 0, or equivalently

supk≥t P(|Xk|> ϵ)→ 0 as t→∞. By a concentration for binomial distribution, we know for all δ > 0, it holds

P(|T −πt|> δπt)≤ 2exp(−δ2πt/3). Now write

P(|XT |> ϵ)≤ P(|XT |> ϵ,T ∈ (1± δ)πt)+P(T /∈ (1± δ)πt)

≤
∑

k∈(1±δ)πt

P(|Xk|> ϵ)P(T = k)+ 2exp(−δ2πt/3)

≤ sup
k≥(1−δ)πt

P(|Xk|> ϵ)+ 2exp(−δ2πt/3)→ 0 as t→∞

where in the second inequality we use the independence between T and the sequence. We concludeXT = op(1),

completing proof of Lemma EC.24. Q.E.D.

Proof of Lemma EC.23 The first statement uses the independence between t1 and the items

(θ1,1, θ1,2, . . . ). Define R(k) =
√
t(βk(1)− βlin,k(1)). By Eq. (EC.39), we have R(k) = op(1) as k→∞. With

this notation, the first statement is equivalent to R(t1) = op(1) where t1 ∼ Bin(π, t), which holds true by

Lemma EC.24.

The second statement is equivalent to
√
⌊πt⌋

(
βlin,t1(1) − βlin,⌊πt⌋(1)

)
= op(1). To prove this we use a

Komogorov’s inequality. By Theorem 2.5.5 from Durrett (2019), for any ϵ > 0, (let σDβ
=E[∥Dβ(1, θ)∥22]1/2)

P
(√
⌊πt⌋ sup

(1−ϵ)⌊πt⌋≤m≤(1+ϵ)⌊πt⌋
∥βlin,m(1)−βlin,(1−ϵ)⌊πt⌋(1)∥2 ≥ δσDβ

)
≤ 2ϵ

δ2
.

Then

P
(√
⌊πt⌋

∥∥βlin,t1(1)−βlin,⌊πt⌋(1)
∥∥
2
≥ δ
)

≤ P
(√
⌊πt⌋

∥∥βlin,t1(1)−βlin,⌊πt⌋(1)
∥∥
2
≥ δ, (1− ϵ)⌊πt⌋ ≤ t1 ≤ (1+ ϵ)⌊πt⌋

)
+P
(
t1 /∈

[
(1− ϵ)⌊πt⌋, (1+ ϵ)⌊πt⌋

])
≤

2ϵσ2
Dβ

δ2
+P
(
t1 /∈

[
(1− ϵ)⌊πt⌋, (1+ ϵ)⌊πt⌋

])
→

2ϵσ2
Dβ

δ2
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Finally, since the above holds for all ϵ > 0, we obtain
√
⌊πt⌋(βlin,t1−βlin,⌊πt⌋) = op(1). We complete the proof

of Lemma EC.23. Q.E.D.

Appendix G: Experiments

G.1. Hessian Estimation

Setup. We look at the following configuration of markets and the smoothing parameter d. Note we will be

evaluating Hessian at a prespecified point and do not need to form any market equilibria in this experiment.

We consider n= 9 buyers. The item size t ranges from 200 to 5000, at a log scale. Budget does not need to be

specified. Buyers’ values are drawn from uniform, exponential, or truncated standard normal distributions.

The smoothing parameter d is chosen from the grid [0.10, 0.17, 0.25, 0.32, 0.40, 0.47, 0.55, 0.62, 0.70]. We

evaluate the Hessian ∇2H at a pre-specified point β = [0.200,0.333,0.467,0.600,0.733,0.867,1.000], and plot

the estimated diagonal values, Ĥii for i ∈ [7], against the number of items t. Under each configuration we

repeat for 10 trials.

Results. See Figures EC.3 to EC.5. We see that d represents a bias-variance trade-off. For a small d (0.10,

0.17, 0.25), the variance of the estimated value Ĥii is small and yet bias is large (since the plots seem to be

trending to some point as number of item increases). For a large d (0.55, 0.62, 0.70) variance is large and

yet the bias is small (the estimates are stationary around some point). It is suggested to use d∈ (0.32,0.47).

G.2. Visualization of FPPE Distribution

G.3. Full Version of Table 4

G.4. Full Version of Table 3
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Figure EC.3 Effect of smoothing parameter on numerical difference estimation of Hessian. Each curve

represents the estimated value of Hii. Uniform values.
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Figure EC.4 Effect of smoothing parameter on numerical difference estimation of Hessian. Each curve

represents the estimated value of Hii. Exponential values.
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Figure EC.5 Effect of smoothing parameter on numerical difference estimation of Hessian. Each curve

represents the estimated value of Hii. Truncated normal values.
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Figure EC.6 Distribution of
√
t(βγ

i −β∗
i ) for all i∈ [n]. Non-normality and fast convergence for buyers with

β∗
i = 1. Uniform values.
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Figure EC.7 Distribution of
√
t(βγ

i −β∗
i ) for all i∈ [n]. Non-normality and fast convergence for buyers with

β∗
i = 1. Exponential values.
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Figure EC.8 Distribution of
√
t(βγ

i −β∗
i ) for all i∈ [n]. Non-normality and fast convergence for buyers with

β∗
i = 1. Truncated normal values.
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Table EC.1 Coverage of treatment effect. π = treatment probability, the finite difference stepsize ϵt = t−0.4,

proportion of unpaced buyers βi = 1 is 30%

items 100 200 400 600

buyers π

20

0.1
0.8

(5.09)
0.89
(4.96)

0.89
(2.71)

0.92
(1.60)

0.3
0.91
(3.43)

0.91
(1.74)

0.93
(1.12)

0.92
(0.94)

0.5
0.91
(3.53)

0.92
(1.47)

0.92
(1.07)

0.92
(0.86)

0.7
0.92
(3.76)

0.88
(1.96)

0.89
(1.16)

0.9
(0.96)

0.9
0.79
(3.50)

0.89
(3.57)

0.96
(2.75)

0.91
(2.10)

30

0.1
0.85
(4.20)

0.91
(3.07)

0.9
(25.55)

0.92
(2.98)

0.3
0.95
(4.26)

0.93
(4.42)

0.94
(1.38)

0.93
(1.03)

0.5
0.92
(2.80)

0.93
(1.86)

0.92
(1.89)

0.84
(0.97)

0.7
0.92
(3.91)

0.94
(3.47)

0.91
(1.40)

0.89
(1.09)

0.9
0.86
(5.09)

0.89
(4.70)

0.92
(2.58)

0.88
(3.15)

40

0.1
0.86
(4.09)

0.91
(3.52)

0.92
(2.00)

0.87
(2.08)

0.3
0.93
(6.37)

0.94
(4.67)

0.93
(1.26)

0.93
(1.11)

0.5
0.94
(9.78)

0.9
(2.17)

0.87
(1.21)

0.96
(1.31)

0.7
0.91
(9.30)

0.96
(6.72)

0.94
(1.73)

0.89
(1.17)

0.9
0.85
(5.00)

0.85
(5.87)

0.9
(6.01)

0.97
(6.13)

50

0.1
0.88
(8.45)

0.88
(4.75)

0.92
(1.87)

0.88
(1.54)

0.3
0.95
(3.49)

0.96
(2.37)

0.86
(1.28)

0.93
(1.03)

0.5
0.92
(3.76)

0.95
(5.05)

0.9
(1.26)

0.94
(0.98)

0.7
0.85
(3.10)

0.95
(2.27)

0.98
(1.85)

0.95
(1.28)

0.9
0.76
(3.36)

0.87
(2.87)

0.92
(2.78)

0.96
(9.33)
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Table EC.2 Coverage of revenue CI. α = proportion of βi = 1, d is the exponent in finite difference stepsize

ϵt = t−d.

buyers 20 50 80
α 0.05 0.10 0.20 0.30 0.05 0.10 0.20 0.30 0.05 0.10 0.20 0.30

d items

0.40

100
0.79
(1.72)

0.79
(1.82)

0.93
(1.87)

0.9
(1.81)

0.87
(1.84)

0.81
(1.91)

0.89
(1.82)

0.88
(2.00)

0.81
(1.89)

0.89
(1.89)

0.97
(1.97)

0.9
(1.95)

200
0.88
(1.33)

0.88
(1.36)

0.87
(1.35)

0.9
(1.34)

0.88
(1.32)

0.93
(1.36)

0.89
(1.37)

0.94
(1.40)

0.87
(1.37)

0.93
(1.37)

0.88
(1.42)

0.86
(1.42)

400
0.84
(0.93)

0.88
(0.99)

0.93
(0.99)

0.91
(0.98)

0.9
(0.95)

0.94
(0.98)

0.92
(0.98)

0.84
(1.00)

0.88
(0.97)

0.85
(0.98)

0.86
(1.01)

0.85
(1.01)

600
0.89
(0.76)

0.88
(0.79)

0.9
(0.81)

0.89
(0.80)

0.8
(0.77)

0.87
(0.80)

0.81
(0.80)

0.92
(0.83)

0.86
(0.80)

0.83
(0.80)

0.97
(0.83)

0.89
(0.83)

0.33

100
0.8

(1.75)
0.8

(1.88)
0.9

(1.89)
0.87
(1.87)

0.9
(1.82)

0.88
(1.93)

0.87
(1.84)

0.86
(1.96)

0.88
(1.88)

0.88
(1.90)

0.87
(1.97)

0.93
(1.99)

200
0.85
(1.29)

0.84
(1.37)

0.91
(1.38)

0.84
(1.38)

0.88
(1.31)

0.93
(1.38)

0.89
(1.38)

0.87
(1.43)

0.89
(1.38)

0.96
(1.37)

0.89
(1.42)

0.9
(1.42)

400
0.87
(0.93)

0.92
(0.97)

0.91
(0.99)

0.84
(0.98)

0.88
(0.95)

0.93
(0.98)

0.88
(0.97)

0.85
(1.00)

0.95
(0.98)

0.86
(0.96)

0.86
(1.01)

0.86
(1.01)

600
0.9

(0.76)
0.89
(0.80)

0.84
(0.80)

0.83
(0.80)

0.87
(0.78)

0.87
(0.80)

0.88
(0.81)

0.85
(0.83)

0.9
(0.80)

0.9
(0.80)

0.84
(0.83)

0.89
(0.83)

0.17

100
0.81
(1.80)

0.86
(1.85)

0.89
(1.85)

0.9
(1.87)

0.81
(1.86)

0.84
(1.87)

0.92
(1.91)

0.9
(1.96)

0.93
(1.87)

0.87
(1.85)

0.89
(1.97)

0.92
(1.95)

200
0.91
(1.30)

0.9
(1.37)

0.88
(1.38)

0.86
(1.37)

0.85
(1.32)

0.87
(1.38)

0.9
(1.36)

0.86
(1.41)

0.9
(1.37)

0.94
(1.38)

0.85
(1.41)

0.9
(1.43)

400
0.89
(0.93)

0.89
(0.97)

0.89
(0.97)

0.91
(0.98)

0.89
(0.95)

0.88
(0.99)

0.91
(0.97)

0.89
(1.01)

0.96
(0.98)

0.88
(0.97)

0.87
(1.02)

0.9
(1.02)

600
0.89
(0.76)

0.89
(0.80)

0.84
(0.80)

0.84
(0.80)

0.9
(0.78)

0.89
(0.81)

0.82
(0.80)

0.91
(0.83)

0.89
(0.80)

0.9
(0.81)

0.91
(0.83)

0.89
(0.83)

0.08

100
0.87
(1.80)

0.85
(1.80)

0.87
(1.91)

0.83
(1.87)

0.86
(1.80)

0.95
(1.90)

0.86
(1.89)

0.87
(1.95)

0.89
(1.88)

0.87
(1.86)

0.88
(1.94)

0.89
(1.94)

200
0.92
(1.30)

0.87
(1.34)

0.9
(1.36)

0.92
(1.35)

0.85
(1.35)

0.88
(1.37)

0.93
(1.36)

0.92
(1.42)

0.87
(1.39)

0.83
(1.36)

0.92
(1.40)

0.91
(1.47)

400
0.9

(0.93)
0.91
(0.97)

0.93
(0.99)

0.88
(0.97)

0.86
(0.95)

0.91
(0.99)

0.89
(0.98)

0.91
(1.01)

0.9
(0.97)

0.89
(0.97)

0.86
(1.01)

0.89
(1.02)

600
0.9

(0.76)
0.82
(0.80)

0.93
(0.80)

0.95
(0.81)

0.91
(0.78)

0.88
(0.81)

0.93
(0.81)

0.93
(0.83)

0.92
(0.81)

0.93
(0.80)

0.9
(0.84)

0.88
(0.83)

0.06

100
0.84
(1.79)

0.87
(1.89)

0.85
(1.88)

0.89
(1.81)

0.88
(1.84)

0.93
(1.91)

0.91
(1.88)

0.91
(1.94)

0.91
(1.89)

0.94
(1.91)

0.91
(1.96)

0.87
(2.00)

200
0.93
(1.30)

0.8
(1.35)

0.92
(1.40)

0.92
(1.35)

0.81
(1.34)

0.89
(1.38)

0.91
(1.34)

0.86
(1.41)

0.91
(1.38)

0.93
(1.39)

0.89
(1.41)

0.91
(1.42)

400
0.94
(0.93)

0.87
(0.96)

0.8
(0.97)

0.91
(0.97)

0.8
(0.94)

0.93
(1.00)

0.82
(0.97)

0.96
(1.02)

0.9
(0.98)

0.91
(0.99)

0.85
(1.01)

0.91
(1.03)

600
0.92
(0.76)

0.9
(0.80)

0.88
(0.80)

0.9
(0.80)

0.86
(0.78)

0.92
(0.81)

0.88
(0.80)

0.93
(0.84)

0.88
(0.81)

0.88
(0.80)

0.93
(0.83)

0.93
(0.83)
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