
Information Disclosure Makes Simple Mechanisms Competitive

Yang Cai∗

Department of Computer Science
Yale University

yang.cai@yale.edu

Yingkai Li
Department of Economics

National University of Singapore
yk.li@nus.edu.sg

Jinzhao Wu†

Department of Computer Science
Yale University

jinzhao.wu@yale.edu

Abstract

In classical mechanism design, the prevailing assumption is that the information structure about
agents’ types is exogenous. This assumption introduces complexity, especially with multi-dimensional
agent types, leading to mechanisms that, while optimal, may appear complex and unnatural. Further-
more, Hart and Nisan (2019) show that the gap between the performance of any simple mechanism and
the optimal solution could be potentially unbounded. We challenge this conventional view by showing
that simple mechanisms can be highly competitive if the information structure is endogenous and can be
influenced by the designer.

We study a multi-dimensional generalization of a single-dimensional model proposed by Berge-
mann and Pesendorfer (2007), where the designer can shape the information structure via informa-
tion disclosure. Specifically, we consider a fundamental multi-dimensional mechanism design problem,
where a seller is selling m items to a single unit-demand buyer to maximize her revenue. The buyer’s
values can be arbitrarily correlated across the items. Our main result shows that, following an ap-
propriately chosen information disclosure scheme, item pricing, i.e., set a take-it-or-leave-it price on
each item is highly competitive and guarantees to attain at least 50.1% of the optimal revenue. To our
knowledge, this is the first result demonstrating the (approximate) optimality of simple mechanisms in
this extensively studied multi-dimensional setting, without making any assumptions about the buyer’s
value distribution. We believe our result not only demonstrates the power of information disclosure in
enhancing the performance of simple mechanisms but also suggests a new framework for reevaluating
their efficacy in multi-dimensional settings.
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1 Introduction

Mechanism design for multi-item auctions is one of the most challenging problems in economic theory.
There are extensive studies on the approximations of simple mechanisms in environments with indepen-
dent private values (e.g., Chawla et al., 2010a; Babaioff et al., 2020; Yao, 2014; Cai et al., 2016) but little
is known for environments with correlated values.1 However, correlation plays a crucial role in many
multi-item auctions. For example, for hotel pricing in online platforms, each consumer’s values for differ-
ent hotels are correlated through their locations, their brands, their policies regarding smoking, and etc.
As shown in Hart and Nisan (2019), even if the principal only hopes to approximate the optimal revenue,
in auction environments with correlated values, the approximately optimal mechanism still requires un-
bounded menu size and may not admit simple representations. Our paper addresses this issue by providing
theoretical justifications for simple mechanisms, such as item pricing, in auction environments where the
buyer has unit-demand for items with correlated values. This framework applies to scenarios like hotel
pricing, where a consumer selects only one hotel for their travel dates.

We first observe that in many practical applications, the design of optimal mechanisms is not an iso-
lated task. It often is part of a larger market where the principal can also influence the primitives in auction
environments, such as the buyer’s value distribution for the items. In particular, our paper focuses on a
joint design problem where the principal can design both the information disclosure policy to affect the
buyer’s posterior value of the items and the mechanisms for selling these items. For example, online mar-
kets such as Priceline and Hotwire adopt opaque pricing strategies, offering discounts on hotel bookings
while revealing only partial information—such as star ratings, a sample of reviews from previous con-
sumers, or a general location—before purchase. Similarly, in housing or used car markets, dealers can offer
private inspections to disclose quality information to potential buyers.

Formally, we study a multi-dimensional extension of the model introduced by Bergemann and Pe-
sendorfer (2007) for the joint design problem. In this model, a seller offers m items for sale to a unit-

demand buyer with correlated valuations for the items. While the prior distribution is initially common
knowledge between the seller and the buyer, the buyer’s actual valuation profile remains unknown to both
parties. Instead, the seller can design Blackwell experiments that allow the buyer to privately learn their
own values. These Blackwell experiments, or equivalently signal structures, map true valuation profiles
to distributions over signals. It’s important to note that although the seller designs these experiments,
the signals generated are privately observed by the buyers. This aligns with applications such as private
inspections, where the seller controls the inspection method but the outcomes are observed only by the
buyers.

Following the signals, the seller commits to a mechanism for selling the items. This mechanism must
satisfy two key constraints: it must be incentive compatible, meaning it incentivizes the buyer to truthfully
report their posterior valuation profile based on the signal, and individually rational, ensuring the buyer
has non-negative expected utility when participating. The seller’s objective is to jointly design the signal

1Several exceptions include Carroll (2017) and Haghpanah and Hartline (2021) for additive valuations where Carroll (2017)
shows selling separately is robustly optimal when the seller does not know the correlation structure, and Haghpanah and Hartline
(2021) provide sufficient conditions on the correlation structure such that pure bundling is optimal.
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structures and the subsequent mechanism to maximize the expected payments collected from the buyer,
subject to these constraints. Our paper focuses on the following question:

Are simple mechanisms competitive in the joint design problem? (*)

1.1 Our Contributions

We show that in the aforementioned joint design problem, item pricing, when paired with an appropri-
ately chosen signal structure, is competitive,2 extracting strictly more than 1

2 of the optimal revenue. This
result stands in stark contrast to the findings of Hart and Nisan (2019), where the information structure is
exogenous.

Specifically, Hart and Nisan (2019) demonstrate that without information disclosure, item pricing can
be arbitrarily worse than the optimal mechanism, which employs complex lotteries. In contrast, our result
shows that with an appropriately chosen information disclosure policy, simple mechanisms such as item
pricing are already competitive. To provide intuition, we present three examples to highlight both the
strengths and limitations of item pricing in this setting, as well as the complex landscape of the optimal
solution.

Example 1: Strength of information disclosure + item pricing. In this example, there are two items
for sale, and the buyer has three possible valuation profiles:

(v1, v2) =


(10, 0) with probability 0.3

(6, 7) with probability 0.3

(0, 10) with probability 0.4

(1)

If the principal cannot design the information structure, they benefit from using lotteries, as these pro-
vide additional instruments for price discrimination. Specifically, the optimal mechanism involves offering
item 1 at a price of 10 to buyers with the valuation profile (10, 0), item 2 at a price of 10 to those with the
profile (0, 10), and a lottery (13 ,

2
3) at a price of 20

3 to buyers with the profile (6, 7). The expected revenue
under this lottery mechanism is 9.

Notably, offering a lottery to buyers with the valuation profile (6, 7) is particularly effective, as these
buyers value both items similarly. Using a lottery helps reduce the information rent for buyers with the
valuation profile (0, 10). However, if the principal can jointly design the information structure, they can
disclose information by revealing only whether the buyer’s valuation profile is (10, 0) or within the set
(6, 7), (0, 10). Under this information structure, the buyer is informed about their most preferred item but
cannot distinguish between the profiles (6, 7) and (0, 10) when they prefer the second item.

After pooling these profiles, the principal offers item 2 at a price of 61
7 and item 1 at a price of 10.

From the buyer’s perspective, if they know their valuation profile is (10, 0), they will purchase item 1. If
they learn their valuation profile lies within (6, 7), (0, 10), they will purchase item 2. Hence, this item-

2We say a mechanism is competitive, if it extracts at least a constant fraction of the optimal revenue.
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pricing mechanism sells item 1with probability 0.3 and item 2with probability 0.7, generating an expected
revenue of 9.1, which exceeds the 9 achieved by the lottery mechanism. By pooling these types together,
the need for lotteries to reduce information rent is eliminated while maintaining high allocation welfare.

In the above example, when the principal can jointly design the information structures, they can extract
the full surplus through horizontal disclosure—i.e., by informing the buyer which item they prefer the most
(see Definition 3.1)—followed by item pricing. In Section 3.1, we identify that a particular form of weakly
negative correlation across item values suffices to guarantee that horizontal disclosure combined with item
pricing extracts the full surplus and, therefore, constitutes the optimal mechanism.

A special case satisfying this condition is when the values are independently distributed. Intuitively,
when the values are negatively correlated, horizontal disclosure ensures that the buyer’s posterior value
for item i is highest when they receive a signal indicating that item i is the highest value item. By offering
prices equal to these posterior values for each item i, the principal extracts the full surplus.

However, full surplus extraction and the optimality of horizontal disclosure do not hold in general. In
particular, when values are correlated across items, disclosing which item the buyer values the most may
inadvertently reveal additional information, resulting in high information rent for the buyer and leading
to suboptimal outcomes. We illustrate this in our second example.

Example 2: No Full Surplus Extraction. In this example, there are two items for sale, and the buyer
has two possible valuation profiles:

(v1, v2) =

 (5, 4) with probability 1
2

(9, 10) with probability 1
2

(2)

If the principal uses horizontal disclosure, the buyer learns exactly which valuation profile they have.
Under this information structure, the optimal mechanism is to post a price of 5 for item 1 and 6 for item
2, yielding an expected revenue of 5.5.

In contrast, by withholding all information and posting a price of 7 for item 2 and an infinite price
for item 1, item 2 is sold with probability 1, generating an expected revenue of 7, which exceeds 5.5.
Moreover, while this mechanism is optimal for the principal, the expected revenue remains strictly less
than the optimal welfare of 7.5.

From the first two examples, it may seem that item pricing is always the optimal mechanism as long
as the principal chooses an appropriate information structure. Unfortunately, this is not the case. We
show that, when there are three or more items, item-pricing mechanisms may not be optimal for revenue
maximization.

Example 3: Item Pricing is Suboptimal. In this example, there are three items for sale, and the buyer
has two possible valuation profiles:

(v1, v2, v3) =

 (0, 20, 9) with probability 1
2

(4, 0, 5) with probability 1
2

(3)
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We show that the principal strictly benefits from using lotteries to sell the items in the above example,
even when they can jointly design the information structures. The suboptimality is established through
a connection to a Bayesian persuasion problem (Kamenica and Gentzkow, 2011), which we illustrate in
details in Section 3.3. This final example offers a glimpse into the complex nature of the optimal solution
to our problem. Interestingly, we have neither been able to prove nor disprove the optimality of item
pricing for selling two items. We conjecture that item pricing is indeed optimal when only two items are
for sale and leave this as an open problem.

Nevertheless, we show that item pricing remains competitive regardless of the number of items. Specif-
ically, mechanisms employing coarse horizontal disclosure—a generalization of horizontal disclosure—and
item pricing achieve at least 50.17% of the optimal revenue. Additionally, the principal can still guarantee
half of the optimal revenue even when restricted to uniform pricing. We also show that this bound is tight
for uniform pricing. Naturally, the approximation weakly improves if the principal can use multiple prices,
and our results show that it strictly improves even when the principal uses only two prices.

1.2 Related Work

The papers that are closest to us are the ones on information design in auctions. For selling a single item,
Bergemann and Pesendorfer (2007) show that the revenue optimal information structure is partitional.
However, Cai et al. (2024) show that computing the optimal partition is NP-hard, and they provide a PTAS
for computing the optimal partition. The design of optimal information structures in mechanisms has
also been considered for second-price auctions (Bergemann et al., 2022b), bilateral trade (Schottmüller,
2023) and non-linear pricing (Bergemann et al., 2022a). We consider the design of optimal information
structures in multi-dimensional environments and show that the ability to design information structures
makes simple mechanisms competitive.

There is an extensive study for providing approximation guarantee of simple mechanisms in auctions
environments for selling a single-item (e.g., Bulow and Roberts, 1989; Hartline and Roughgarden, 2009;
Yan, 2011; Alaei et al., 2019; Jin et al., 2019; Feng et al., 2019; Beyhaghi et al., 2021; Feng et al., 2023) or
multiple items with combinatorial values (e.g., Chawla et al., 2010a,b; Babaioff et al., 2020; Hart and Nisan,
2017; Cai et al., 2016; Cai and Zhao, 2017; Cai et al., 2022, 2023; Daskalakis et al., 2022; Babaioff et al., 2017).
For combinatorial auctions, these papers focus exclusively on settings with independent item values. In
contrast, Hart and Nisan (2019) show that when item values are correlated, even in the case of selling just
two items to a single buyer, the revenue gap between the optimal mechanism and simple mechanisms,
such as item pricing, can be unbounded. Recently, Chawla et al. (2019) consider the buy-many model
for selling multiple items with correlated valuations to a unit-demand buyer, where the buyer can make
multiple purchases from the menu offered from the seller. The authors show that item pricing achieves an
O(logm)-approximation to the optimal revenue.

The simplicity notion we adopted in our paper is the simplicity in the auction format, such as item
pricing for selling multiple items (Carroll, 2017) or linear contracts in contracting environments (Carroll,
2015). This is different from the requirement for strategic simplicity such as dominant strategy-proof
(Chung and Ely, 2007), strategy-proof based on first order reasoning (Börgers and Li, 2019) or obviously
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strategy-proof (Li, 2017).
The idea that endogenous information makes simple mechanism competitive has also been observed

in other auction environments where the endogeneity arises since the buyers are acquiring information
optimally. For example, with optimal buyer learning, Deb and Roesler (2021) show that bundling is optimal
for selling multiple items with additive valuations under the exchangeable prior assumption, and Li (2022)
shows that selling full information using posted pricing is a 2-approximation to the optimal.

2 Model

We consider the problem of selling m heterogeneous item to a buyer. The buyer has private value v =

(v1, . . . , vm) drawn from potentially correlated distribution F , where vi ∈ R+ is the buyer’s value for item
i for any i ∈ [m]. Let V ⊆ Rm

+ be the support of distribution F . To simplify the exposition, we assume that
F is a discrete distribution with finite support size |V |.3 Let f be the probability mass function. For any
item i, let Fi be the marginal distribution over values for item i and let Vi be the support of distribution Fi.

Information Structures In contrast to classic auction settings where the buyer is privately informed
about his values for the items, the buyer in our model is initially uninformed and relies on the information
structure designed by the seller for learning his values. Specifically, the seller can commit to a information
structure (S, σ) where S is a measurable signal space and σ : V → ∆(S) is a mapping from values to
signals. The buyer privately observes the realized signal s ∈ S and updates his belief according to the
Bayes’ rule.

For any signal s ∈ S, let r(s) denote the ex-ante probability of receiving a specific signal s, and ν(s)

represent the buyer’s posterior mean values upon receiving signal s. Furthermore, νi(s) specifies the i-th
coordinate in ν(s). That is,

r(s) = Ev∼F

[
Prs′∼σ(v)

[
s = s′

]]
and νi(s) = Ev∼F

[
Es′∼σ(v)

[
vi | s = s′

]]
for all i ∈ [m].

Agent’s Utilities In this paper, we assume that the agent has unit demand for the item. Moreover, after
receiving the signal from the mechanism, the agent must make a consumption choice before the realization
of the values to enjoy the utility.4 That is, for any realized allocation x ∈ {0, 1}m, the utility of the agent
with posterior value ν for receiving allocation x while paying price p is

u(x, p; ν) = max
i∈[m]

νixi − p.

3All results in our paper extend for continuous distributions as well.
4For instance, when the agent books hotel rooms for their travel destination, the values are realized only after staying at a

single hotel room for each night.
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Given such unit-demand utility of the agent, we focus on mechanisms with allocation x ∈ [0, 1]m such
that

∑
i xi ≤ 1. Moreover, for any (random) allocation x ∈ [0, 1]m, the expected utility of the agent is

u(x, p; ν) =
∑
i∈[m]

νixi − p = Ev∼ν

∑
i∈[m]

vixi

− p.

Finally, we omit ν in the notation when the value of the agent is clear from context.

Mechanisms A mechanism M = ((S, σ), x, p) is a tuple containing an information structure (S, σ), an
allocation rule x : S → [0, 1]m and a payment rule p : S → R. Mechanism M is incentive compatible (IC)
if

Ev∼F,s∼σ(v)[u(x(s), p(s); ν(s)) | s] ≥ Ev∼F,s∼σ(v)

[
u(x(s′), p(s′); ν(s)) | s

]
for all s, s′ ∈ S. Moreover, this mechanism is individually rational (IR) if

Ev∼F,s∼σ(v)[u(x(s), p(s); ν(s)) | s] ≥ 0

for all s ∈ S. To simplify the notation, we use EF,σ[·] to denote Ev∼F,s∼σ(v)[·], and we also omit F in
EF,σ[·] when it is clear from context.

For any IC-IR mechanism M , we denote its expected revenue as

Rev(M) = EF,σ[p(s)]

and its expected welfare as

Wel(M) = EF,σ

∑
i∈[m]

vi · xi(s)

 .

The optimal revenue and optimal welfare are denoted as

OPT-Rev = max
M is IC-IR

Rev(M) and OPT-Wel = max
M is IC-IR

Wel(M).

By the revelation principle, it is without loss to focus on IC-IR mechanisms. The objective of the seller
is to maximize the expected revenue.

In the following, we introduce an alternative representation of an IC-IR mechanism, referred to as its
menu representation.

Definition 2.1 (Menu Representation of Mechanism M ). Given any IC-IR mechanismM = ((S, σ), x, p),

we define its menu as the set of possible outcomes:

MENU(M) := {(x(s), p(s)) | s ∈ S} ∪ {((0, 0, · · · , 0) , 0)} ⊆ [0, 1]m × R+.

For any menu, denoted as Φ, and for any menu entry ϕ ∈ Φ, we use ϕx ∈ [0, 1]m and ϕp ∈ R+ to
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respectively represent the allocation and the payment of the i-th entry in the menu. Note that for the
allocation to be feasible, we have

m∑
i=1

ϕx
i ≤ 1, ∀ϕ ∈ Φ.

Observe that the menu representation of a mechanism is independent of the information structure. How-
ever, for any given menu Φ, a corresponding mechanism M can be constructed with respect to an infor-
mation structure (S, σ). Based on the buyer’s signal s, the mechanism M selects an entry from menu Φ

that optimizes the buyer’s utility:

(x(s), p(s)) ∈ argmax
ϕ∈Φ

(ν · ϕx − ϕp).

In this paper, we break tie deterministically according to the payment. When there are multiple entries
that maximizes the expected utility, the mechanism M always chooses the one with the highest payment.

Item Pricing Among all possible IC-IR mechanisms, an interesting class that is easy to implement in
practical applications is item pricing mechanisms. Specifically, for any i ∈ [m], let δi be the point mass
distribution on selling item i.

Definition 2.2 (Item Pricing). A mechanism M = ((S, σ), x, p) is implemented by item pricing if for

any s ∈ S, there exists i ∈ [m] such that x(s) = δi. Moreover, mechanism M is a uniform item pricing
mechanism if in addition there exists p∗ such that p(s) ∈ {0, p∗} for all s ∈ S.

2.1 Timeline

In this section, we outline the timeline of our model, accompanied by a specific example for better under-
standing. The model proceeds as follows:

1. The prior distribution of the buyer, F ∈ ∆(V ), is known to both the buyer and the seller.

2. The seller selects an information structure (S, σ) based on distribution F , where σ : V → ∆(S)

maps values to signals. The seller then designs a mechanism M = (x, p) on top of the information
structure, where x : S → [0, 1]m is the allocation rule, and p : S → R is the payment rule.

3. The value profile v is drawn from F and is unknown to both parties. A signal s ∼ σ(v) is generated
according to the seller’s chosen information structure and is privately revealed to the buyer.

4. The buyer reports a signal s′. The final allocation is determined by x(s′), and the buyer must make
the corresponding payment p(s′).

We now revisit Example 1 from Section 1 as an illustrative example. Suppose there are two items, and
their values are distributed as follows:
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(v1, v2) =


(10, 0) with probability 0.3,

(6, 7) with probability 0.3,

(0, 10) with probability 0.4.

Now, suppose the seller designs the following information structure: when the value profile is (10, 0),
signal s1 is generated. Otherwise, if the value of item 2 is higher—i.e., when the value profile is either (6, 7)
or (0, 10)— signal s2 is revealed. Furthermore, the seller implements a posted-price mechanism, setting
the price of the first item at 10 and the price of the second item at 61

7 .
When the buyer receives signal s1, he infers that his value profile must be (10, 0) and thus purchases

the first item. Upon receiving signal s2, his belief updates according to Bayes’ rule:

3

7
(6, 7) +

4

7
(0, 10) =

(
18

7
,
61

7

)
.

In this case, the buyer purchases the second item. Consequently, the seller’s total revenue is:

3

10
· 10 + 7

10
· 61
7

= 9.1.

3 Optimality of Horizontal Disclosure and Item Pricing

In general, fixing the information structures, the optimal mechanism for a unit demand agent is compli-
cated and may involve lotteries. Moreover, the menu complexity of any approximately optimal mechanism
can be unbounded even with just two items when values are correlated (Hart and Nisan, 2019). In this sec-
tion, we provide sufficient conditions on the correlation structures of the value distributions such that
when the principal has joint design power over information structures and selling mechanisms, item pric-
ing mechanisms are revenue optimal for the principal. Moreover, we show that the optimal information
structures in this case can be captured by horizontal disclosure.

Definition 3.1 (Horizontal Disclosure). An information structure (S, σ) is a horizontal disclosure if S =

[m] and i∗ ∈ Supp(σ(v)) only if i∗ ∈ argmaxi∈[m] vi.

Intuitively, under horizontal disclosure, the principal informs the buyer which item he prefers the
most while keeping the agent ignorant about the magnitude of preference. The main idea behind horizontal
disclosure is to allow the agent to discern the relative qualities among different items to improve allocation
efficiency, while keeping vertical information to a minimum to reduce information rent.

3.1 Full Surplus Extraction

In this section, we provide general sufficient conditions such that the principal can extract the full surplus
for selling any number of items. This immediately implies that the constructed mechanism is revenue
optimal. Our general condition assumes a form of weakly negative correlation that satisfies the well-
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known Fortuin–Kasteleyn–Ginibre (FKG) lattice condition (Fortuin et al., 1971) and includes independent
values as special cases.

Definition 3.2 (Pairwise Conditional Log-Submodularity). A distribution F satisfies pairwise conditional
log-submodularity if for any pair of items i ̸= i′, any value profile v−(i,i′), and any pairs of values (vi, vi′), (v′i, v

′
i′),

we have

f(max
{
vi, v

′
i

}
,min

{
vi′ , v

′
i′
}
| v−(i,i′)) · f(min

{
vi, v

′
i

}
,max

{
vi′ , v

′
i′
}
| v−(i,i′) | v−(i,i′))

≥ f(vi, vi′ | v−(i,i′)) · f(v′i, v′i′ | v−(i,i′)).

Note that pairwise conditional log-submodularity implies pairwise conditional weakly negative cor-
relation, and is satisfied if distribution F is a product distribution. In the special case of selling two item,
the definition of pairwise conditional log-submodularity reduces to the log-submodularity defined in Ap-
pendix A.

Proposition 3.1 (Full Surplus Extraction). For any number of items and for any distribution F that satisfies

pairwise conditional log-submodularity, there exists an item pricing mechanismM with horizontal disclosure

that extracts the full surplus, i.e., Rev(M) = OPT-Wel.

Proposition 3.1 holds by directly combining the following two lemmas.

Lemma 3.1. For any number of items and for any distribution F , there exists an item pricing mechanism

M with horizontal disclosure that extracts the full surplus, i.e., Rev(M) = OPT-Wel if and only if for any

i ̸= i′, we have

EF [vi | i∗(v) = i] ≥ EF

[
vi | i∗(v) = i′

]
.

Proof. We first prove the “if” direction. Consider item pricing mechanism M with horizontal disclosure
such that the price pi for item i is

pi = EF [vi | i∗(v) = i] .

Note that given mechanism M , when the agent receives signal i, the posterior value for item i′ is µi′,i ≜

EF [vi′ | i∗(v) = i]. It is easy to verify that by construction, µi,i = pi andµi′,i ≤ pi′ for any i′ ̸= i. Therefore,
given mechanism M , the agent has incentive to purchase item i at price pi upon receiving signal i, and
the expected revenue of mechanism M equals the optimal welfare.

Next we prove the “only if” direction. Suppose item pricing mechanism M with horizontal disclosure
extracts full surplus. This implies that the price pi for selling item i given mechanism M must satisfy
pi = EF [vi | i∗(v) = i]. The incentive constraints of the agents immediately imply that

EF [vi | i∗(v) = i] ≥ EF

[
vi | i∗(v) = i′

]
for any i ̸= i′.
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Lemma 3.2. For any number of items and for any distribution F that satisfies pairwise conditional log-

submodularity, for any i ̸= i′, we have

EF [vi | i∗(v) = i] ≥ EF

[
vi | i∗(v) = i′

]
.

Proof. For any pair of items i ̸= i′, let F
v−(i,i′)
−(i,i′) be the joint distribution over values (vi, vi′) conditional

on the value profile v−(i,i′) for other items and the event that max{vi, vi′} ≥ maxj ̸=i,i′ vj . Since F sat-
isfies pairwise conditional log-submodularity, distribution F

v−(i,i′)
−(i,i′) satisfies log-submodularity. By Corol-

lary A.1, an application of the FKG inequality to our setting, it follows easily that

E
F

v−(i,i′)
−(i,i′)

[vi |1 [vi ≥ vi′ ]] ≥ E
F

v−(i,i′)
−(i,i′)

[vi] ≥ E
F

v−(i,i′)
−(i,i′)

[vi |1 [vi < vi′ ]] .

Finally, Lemma 3.2 holds by taking the summation over v−(i,i′).

3.2 Suboptimality of Horizontal Disclosure

If the weakly negative correlation condition in Definition 3.2 is violated, mechanisms with horizontal dis-
closure can be far from revenue optimal even if the principal is not restricted to item pricing mechanisms.
The main intuition is that when the values are positively correlated, simply revealing which item has the
highest value for the agent may disclose too much vertical information, allowing the agent to perfectly
infer the realized values of each item. This excessive information disclosure creates significant information
rents for the agent, making such a construction suboptimal.

Specifically, consider an instance with n items and n value profiles. Fixing a sufficiently small param-
eter ϵ > 0. For each i ∈ [n], the probability of value profile v(i) is 1

2i(1−2−n)
, v(i)j = 2i for any j ̸= i, and

v
(i)
i = 2i + ϵ.

In this instance, if the mechanism discloses which item has the highest value, the agent can infer the
value profile from the highest value item. That is, horizontal disclosure is equivalent to fully revealing
information structures in this example. Moreover, by fully revealing the values, it is easy to verify that the
optimal revenue in this case is at most 1

1−2−n + ϵ. However, if the principal reveals no information to the
agent, the principal can extract the expected value of each marginal distribution, which is at least n

1−2−n .
The multiplicative gap in expected revenue is n when ϵ → 0.

3.3 Suboptimality of Item Pricing

In this section, we show that when the weakly negative correlation condition in Definition 3.2 is violated,
item pricing mechanisms are not revenue optimal even if the principal can adopt arbitrary information
structures. Intuitively, without the negative correlation assumption, when the principal can use lotteries,
the principal can sell the items more efficiently to the value profile with lower values without creating
additional information rent for the value profile with higher values. Our construction of counterexample
for illustrating this intuition relies on the fact that there are at least three items. In the special case with two
items, we conjecture that item pricing mechanisms are always revenue optimal without any distributional
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assumptions.
Consider an instance with three items. The agent has two different types of values. Specifically,

with probability half each, the agent has value either v(1) = (0, 20, 9) or v(2) = (4, 0, 5). A feasible
mechanism is to fully reveal the values to the agent, and consider allocation and payment rule such that
x(v(1)) = (0, 1, 0), x(v(2)) = (0.5, 0, 0.5) and p(v(1)) = 20, p(v(2)) = 4.5. The expected revenue from
this mechanism is 12.25.

Next, we restrict attention to item pricing mechanisms and show that the optimal revenue for these
mechanisms is at most 12. Note that our joint design problem can be viewed as first fixing an item pric-
ing mechanism, and then finding the information structure that maximizes the expected revenue within
the given mechanism. The latter problem of finding the optimal information structure can be framed as a
Bayesian persuasion problem, where the sender’s utility function is determined by the item pricing mech-
anism. By Kamenica and Gentzkow (2011), since the state is binary, it is without loss of optimality to
consider only information structures with binary signals. This further implies that in the example of sell-
ing three items, it is without loss of optimality to restrict attention to item pricing mechanisms that offer
only two items for sale. If item 1 and 3 are offered, the optimal welfare under such mechanism is at most
7, and if item 1 and 2 are offered, the optimal welfare under such mechanism is at most 12. In both cases,
due to the individual rationality constraint, the revenue of the seller is at most the welfare, which is at
most 12. Similarly, the revenue from selling only one item is at most 10.

Now we focus on mechanisms which offers only item 2 and 3. Let S = {s2, s3} and let p2, p3 be
the price on items 2 and 3 respectively. Without loss of generality we assume that the agent will prefer
purchasing item i upon receiving signal si for i ∈ {2, 3}. Let α1, α2 be the probabilities such that the
agent receives signal s2 conditional on value being v(1) and v(2) respectively. To ensure that the expected
welfare is at least 12, we must have α1 ≥ 10

11 and α2 ≤ 1
5 . In this case, the posterior value for item 3

conditional on signal s2 is higher than signal s3. Therefore, in the optimal mechanism, it must be the case
that

p3 =
9
2(1− α1) +

5
2(1− α2)

1
2(2− α1 − α2)

and
p2 =

10α1
1
2(α1 + α2)

−
9
2α1 +

5
2α2

1
2(α1 + α2)

+ p3.

The expected revenue of the seller is

R =
1

2
(α1 + α2)p2 +

1

2
(2− α1 − α2)p3 =

11

2
α1 −

5

2
α2 +

9(1− α1) + 5(1− α2)

(2− α1 − α2)
.

First note that

∂R

∂α1
= 1 +

(7− 2α2)(2− α1 − α2) + (α1 + α2)(
9
2(1− α1) +

5
2(1− α2))

(2− α1 − α2)2
> 0.
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Therefore, the optimal revenue is maximized when α1 = 1, which simplifies to

R =
21

2
− 5

2
α2 ≤

21

2
< 12.

Combining all cases, we show that the optimal revenue from item pricing is at most 12, which is strictly
less than the optimal revenue from lottery pricing.

4 Approximate Optimality

In this section, we show that although item pricing may not be optimal in general with three or more
items, it is approximately optimal given any prior distribution over values. In particular, we show constant
approximations can be achieved by mechanisms that use coarse horizontal disclosure and item pricing.

Definition 4.1 (Coarse Horizontal Disclosure). An information structure (S, σ) is a coarse horizontal dis-
closure if for any v, v′ such that i∗(v) = i∗(v′), we have σ(v) = σ(v′).

Coarse horizontal disclosure is a generalization of horizontal disclosure, where the item with highest
value is not necessarily disclosed to the agent. Instead, the signal space consists of sets of items, and the
principal can disclose a set such that the agent’s highest value is promised to be in the set.

Theorem 4.1 (Approximate Optimality of Item Pricing and Coarse Horizontal Disclosure). For any number

of items and any distribution F over values, there exists a mechanism M with coarse horizontal disclosure

and item pricing that achieves at least 50.17% of the optimal revenue, i.e., Rev(M) ≥ 0.5017 ·OPT-Rev.

In this section, we will first provide a weaker approximation result by showing that half of the optimal
revenue can be attained by using uniform item-pricing. That is, the prices posted on all items are the same.
After that, we show that the improved approximation in Theorem 4.1 can be attained using at most two
different prices.

Proposition 4.1. For any number of items and any distribution F over values, there exists a uniform item

pricing mechanismM with coarse horizontal disclosure that achieves at least half of the optimal revenue, i.e.,

Rev(M) ≥ 1
2OPT-Rev. Moreover, there exist instances where the revenue loss of half is necessary when the

seller restrict attention to uniform item-pricing mechanisms.

To prove Proposition 4.1, instead of directly comparing to the optimal revenue, we are going to compare
to a relaxed benchmark of optimal welfare.

Proof of Proposition 4.1. For any uniform price p > 0, let

I+(p) = {i ∈ [m] : EF [vi | i = i∗(v)] ≥ p} .

That is, by only disclosing to the agent on which item he values the most, I+(p) is the set of items such that
the posterior value of the agent on the highest value item is at least p. Let I−(p) = [m]\I+(p). Moreover,

12



let

Wel+(p) = EF

[
max

i
vi · 1 [i∗(v) ∈ I+(p)]

]
and Wel−(p) = EF

[
max

i
vi · 1 [i∗(v) ∈ I−(p)]

]
.

For any uniform price p > 0, consider a coarse horizontal disclosure information structure (Sp, σp)

induced by a mapping τ : I−(p) → ∆([m]) such that Sp = [m] and

1. for any value v such that i∗(v) ∈ I+(p), signal i∗(v) is sent;

2. for any value v such that i∗(v) ∈ I−(p), signal is sent according to τ(i∗(v));

3. for any item i ∈ I+(p), the posterior value on item i for receiving signal i is at least p, i.e.,

Eσp,F [vi | s = i] ≥ p.

Essentially, the above constructed information structure randomly pools types with different highest value
items subject to the constraints that after pooling, the agent receiving a signal i ∈ I+(p) is still willing to
purchase item i from the seller given uniform price p.

Let p∗ be the maximum price such that there exists a coarse horizontal disclosure information structure
(Sp∗ , σp∗) defined above under which an item is sold to the agent with probability one. For any ϵ > 0, we
first show that for (Sp∗+ϵ, σp∗+ϵ) that maximizes the selling probability, which is strictly less than 1 by the
definition of p∗, we have

Wel+(p
∗ + ϵ) = EF

 ∑
i∈I+(p∗+ϵ)

vi · 1 [i∗(v) = i]


≤ Eσp∗+ϵ,F

 ∑
i∈I+(p∗+ϵ)

(p∗ + ϵ) · 1 [s = i]

 ≤ p∗ + ϵ.

The first inequality holds since for any item i ∈ I+(p
∗ + ϵ), the posterior value on item i for receiving

signal i is exactly p∗ + ϵ. This is because otherwise we can further pool types with highest value item in
I−(p

∗ + ϵ) with those with highest value item in I+(p
∗ + ϵ) to strictly increase the selling probability.

Moreover, it is easy to show that

Wel−(p
∗ + ϵ) = EF

[
max

i
vi · 1 [i∗(v) ∈ I−(p

∗ + ϵ)]

]
≤ p∗ + ϵ.

Let M be the uniform item pricing mechanism that sells the item using uniform price p∗ in which
the information structure (Sp∗ , σp∗) is chosen as a coarse horizontal disclosure information structure such
that an item is sold with probability one. For any ϵ > 0, we have

OPT-Wel = Wel+(p
∗ + ϵ) +Wel−(p

∗ + ϵ) ≤ 2(p∗ + ϵ) = 2(Rev(M) + ϵ).
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Since the above inequality holds for any ϵ > 0, we have

Rev(M) ≥ 1

2
OPT-Wel ≥ 1

2
OPT-Rev.

For the worst-case example, consider an instance with two items. For any parameter ϵ > 0, with
probability ϵ, the buyer has value 1

ϵ for the first item and value 0 for the second item. With probability
1− ϵ, the buyer has value 0 for the first item and value 1 for the second item. In this example, the optimal
mechanism is to fully disclose the value to the agent, and charge price 1

ϵ for the first item, and price 1 for
the second item. The seller extracts the full surplus in this mechanism, with expected revenue equals 2− ϵ.

Now suppose the seller is restricted to uniform item pricing mechanisms. In this case, if the price is
at most 1, then the expected revenue given any information structure is at most 1. If the price is strictly
larger than 1, given any information structure, only the first item can be sold to the buyer regardless of
the valuation of the buyer. In this case, the expected welfare from selling the item to the buyer is at most
1, which implies that the expected revenue is at most 1. Therefore, the optimal revenue from uniform item
pricing is at most 1, and the approximation ratio of uniform item pricing in this example is 2−ϵ. By taking
ϵ to 0, the worst case gap is 2.

Finally, we show that the approximation factor of 2 can be strictly improved by using only two prices.
Note that the approximation of 0.5017 is not tight for the item pricing mechanisms. In our paper, we did
not optimize the approximation factors for item pricing mechanisms. Our improved approximation ratio in
Theorem 4.1 only serves the purpose of showing that the principal can strictly improve its approximation
guarantee by using multiple prices compared to uniform pricing.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. We analyze the approximation ratio in two different cases. Let p∗ be the maximum
price such that there exists a coarse horizontal disclosure information structure (Sp∗ , σp∗) under which an
item is sold to the agent with probability one. Recall that I+(p∗) is the set of items such that the posterior
value of the agent on the highest value item is at least p∗ when the seller only disclose to the agent on
which item he values the most. Let I−(p∗) = [m]\I+(p∗). Moreover, let

Wel+(p
∗) = EF

[
max

i
vi · 1 [i∗(v) ∈ I+(p

∗)]

]
and Wel−(p

∗) = EF

[
max

i
vi · 1 [i∗(v) ∈ I−(p

∗)]

]
.

Low social welfare: In the first case, there exists ϵ > 0 such that Wel−(p
∗ + ϵ) ≤ (1− δ)p∗. Note that

this implies that the same inequality holds for all ϵ′ ≤ ϵ. Therefore, in this case, by using a uniform price
p∗, the expected revenue is p∗ and the approximation ratio is (2− δ) since the optimal welfare is at most
(2− δ)p∗.

High social welfare: In the second case, Wel−(p
∗+ϵ) > (1−δ)p∗ for all ϵ > 0. By Markov’s inequality,

with probability at least 1−δ−δ̂
1−δ̂

, the highest value of a type v ∈ Wel−(p
∗) is at least δ̂p∗. This further implies

that the probability that the highest value of a type v ∈ Wel+(p
∗) is at most δ. We first pool the types such

that the highest posterior value is at most kp∗. Note that the expected welfare from I+ given µi,i ≥ kp∗ is
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at least (1− (k + 1)δ)p∗ and at most p∗. Therefore, the probability a type in I− that is not pooled in this
process is at least 1− 1

k .
Recall that µi′,i ≜ EF [vi′ | i∗(v) = i] represents the expected value of item i′ given that item i has the

highest value. Let Ik+ be the set of items such that conditional on i is the highest value item, there exists
i′ ∈ I− such that kp∗ ≤ µi,i ≤ 2µi′,i. Consider a bipartite graph between Ik+ and I− where i ∈ Ik+ is
connected with i′ ∈ I− if µi′,i′ ≥ δ̂p∗ and µi′,i ≥ 1

2µi,i. In this bipartite graph, the out flow for any i ∈ Ik+

is at most the probability of signal i and the in flow for any i′ ∈ I− is at most the probability of signal
i′ times c ≜

k
2
− 2

2−δ
2

2−δ
−δ̂

. Now consider a maximum flow for the given bipartite graph, and let w be the total

amount of flow. Moreover, let Ik− be the set of items such that in the maximum flow, the in flow of the item
reaches its maximum capacity. Let

w ≜
2

2−δ (1 +
1−(k+1)δ

k )− 1 + (k + 1)δ

c+ 1− k
.

We divide the analysis into two sub-cases.

1. In the maximum flow, we have w ≥ w. In this case, it is easy to verify that there exists a signal
structure which first pooling types according to the maximum flow, such that with probability 1, the
posterior value of maximum value item given any signal is at least 2p∗

2−δ . Therefore, given uniform
price 2p∗

2−δ , an item is sold with probability 1, and hence the approximation ratio is at most 2− δ.

2. In the maximum flow, we have w < w. In this case, consider the mechanism that set price kp∗

2 for
items in I+ ∪ Ik− and price δ̂p∗ for the rest of the items. Note that given this mechanism, types with
signals in I+ that are not in the maximum flow always weakly prefer purchasing an item with price
kp∗

2 with posterior value kp∗ rather than purchasing an item with price δ̂p∗ with value at most kp∗

2 .
Therefore, the expected revenue is at least(

1

2
(1− (k + 1)δ − wk) +

(
1− 2

k
− cw

)
δ̂

)
p∗

By setting δ = 0.0068, δ̂ = 0.925 and k = 11, we have(
1

2
(1− (k + 1)δ − qk) +

(
1− 2

k
+ q

)
δ̂

)
p∗ > 1.007 >

2

2− δ
.

Therefore, the approximation ratios in all cases are at most 2− δ = 1.9932.

5 Discussions and Extensions

In this paper, we show that, unlike in classic multi-dimensional Bayesian mechanism design—where sim-
ple mechanisms fail to provide any approximation guarantees for correlated distributions—the additional
power of information design enables simple mechanisms, such as item pricing, to achieve a constant-factor
approximation to the optimal revenue. The high-level intuition is that the worst-case distributions, which
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make item pricing a poor approximation, do not arise endogenously under the optimal information design.
Our paper also leaves several important open questions that warrant further investigation. First, our paper
provides an example showing that lotteries are necessary when there are at least three items. However,
in the important special case of two items, we conjecture that item pricing mechanisms are exactly opti-
mal. Resolving this open question may require novel techniques for characterizing the optimal revenue
under information disclosure. Moreover, our analysis has focused on single-buyer settings. An interest-
ing direction for future research is extending our results to multi-buyer settings and examining whether
item pricing or its natural generalizations maintain a constant-factor approximation to the optimal rev-
enue with multiple buyers. Finally, it would be interesting to extend our results to other combinatorial
environments, such as settings where buyers have more complex valuation functions.
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A Missing Proofs

For convenience, we present the proof based on log-supermodularity instead of log-submodularity in this
section. See Remark 1 for how to apply our results from this section to Section 3.1. Let Z be a finite
distributive lattice, and let µ be a non-negative function on it. Function µ satisfies log-supermodularity if
for any z, z′ ∈ Z ,

µ(z ∧ z′) · µ(z ∨ z′) ≥ µ(z) · µ(z).

Proposition A.1 (FKG Inequality (Fortuin et al., 1971)). For any finite distributive lattice and any non-

negative function µ that satisfies log-supermodularity, for any non-decreasing functions g, ĝ defined on Z , it

holds that (∑
z∈Z

g(z)ĝ(z)µ(z)

)(∑
z∈Z

µ(z)

)
≥

(∑
z∈Z

g(z)µ(z)

)(∑
z∈Z

ĝ(z)µ(z)

)
.

Corollary A.1. Consider a finite distributive lattice V ⊆ R2, where for any v, v′ ∈ V , the meet and join

operations are given by

v ∧ v′ = (min{v1, v′1},max{v2, v′2}) and v ∨ v′ = (max{v1, v′1},min{v2, v′2}).

Let f be a probability mass function suppported on V and satisfies log-supermodularity, i.e.,

f(min{v1, v′1},max{v2, v′2}) · f(max{v1, v′1},min{v2, v′2}) ≥ f(v) · f(v′) (4)

Then, the following inequality holds:

∑
v∈V

v1 · 1 [v1 ≥ v2] · f(v) ≥

(∑
v∈V

v1 · f(v)

)(∑
v∈V

1 [v1 ≥ v2] · f(v)

)
,

which implies that

(i) E[v1 | v1 ≥ v2] ≥ E[v1] and (ii) E[v1 | v1 ≥ v2] ≥ E[v1 | v1 < v2] .

Proof. We choose g(v) = v1 and ĝ(v) = 1 [v1 ≥ v2]. Using the partial order induced by V , if v ≥ v′, i.e.,
v ∧ v′ = v′, then: (i) v1 ≥ v′1 and (ii) v2 ≤ v′2. Thus, both g and ĝ are non-decreasing on V . Applying
Proposition A.1 to our chosen functions g and ĝ, we conclude that Corollary A.1 holds.

Remark 1. It is not hard to verify if F satisfies the Pairwise Conditional Log-Submodularity in Definition 3.2,

then the probability mass function of F
v−(i,i′)
−(i,i′) for any i, i′ and v−(i,i′) satisfies inequality (4). Hence, Corol-

lary A.1 applies to these pariwise conditional distributions.

20


	Introduction
	Our Contributions
	Related Work

	Model
	Timeline

	Optimality of Horizontal Disclosure and Item Pricing
	Full Surplus Extraction
	Suboptimality of Horizontal Disclosure
	Suboptimality of Item Pricing

	Approximate Optimality
	Discussions and Extensions
	Missing Proofs

