arXiv:2502.12306v1 [cs.GT] 17 Feb 2025

The Effectiveness of Golden Tickets and Wooden Spoons for Budget-Feasible Mechanisms

Bart de Keijzer^1, Guido Schäfer^{2,3}, Artem Tsikiridis^2, and Carmine Ventre^1

1Department of Informatics, King’s College London, UK. 2Centrum Wiskunde & Informatica (CWI), The Netherlands.

3Institute for Logic, Language and Computation, University of Amsterdam, The Netherlands.

Abstract

One of the main challenges in mechanism design is to carefully engineer incentives ensuring truthfulness while maintaining strong social welfare approximation guarantees. But these objectives are often in conflict, making it impossible to design effective mechanisms. An important class of mechanism design problems that belong to this category are budget-feasible mechanisms, introduced by Singer (2010). Here, the designer needs to procure services of maximum value from a set of agents while being on a budget, i.e., having a limited budget to enforce truthfulness. It is known that no deterministic (or, randomized) budget-feasible (BF) mechanism satisfying dominant-strategy incentive compatibility (DSIC) can surpass an approximation ratio of 1 + √ 2 (respectively, 2). However, as empirical studies suggest, factors like limited information and bounded rationality question the idealized assumption that the agents behave perfectly rationally. Motivated by this, Troyan and Morill (2022) introduced non-obvious manipulability (NOM) as a more lenient incentive compatibility notion, which only guards against “obvious” misreports.

In this paper, we investigate whether resorting to NOM enables us to derive improved mechanisms in budget-feasible domains. We establish a tight bound of 2 on the approximation guarantee of BF mechanisms satisfying NOM for the general class of monotone subadditive valuation functions. In terms of computational restrictions, the actual approximation ratio depends on the oracle model used to solve the respective allocation problem, but NOM imposes an impossibility barrier of 2 only for deterministic mechanisms. Our result thus establishes a clear separation between the achievable guarantees for DSIC (perfectly rational agents) and NOM (imperfectly rational agents). En route, we fully characterize BNOM and WNOM (constituting NOM) and derive matching upper and lower bounds, respectively. Conceptually, our characterization results suggest Golden Tickets and Wooden Spoons as natural means to realize BNOM and WNOM, respectively. Equipped with these insights, we extend our results to more complex feasibility constraints and show that, basically, the same design template can be used to guarantee NOM. Additionally, we show that randomized BF mechanisms satisfying NOM can achieve an expected approximation ratio of 1 + ε for any ε > 0.

1 Introduction

Consider the problem of hiring a set N = {1, . . . , n} of service provider agents, each with a provision cost c_i ≥ 0 and a value v_i ≥ 0 for being hired. Assume for simplicity that values are publicly known whilst costs are private knowledge of the agents. The tension between costs and values gives rise to the interesting problem of hiring a subset of agents of maximum total value (which can be thought of as the sum of the values of the hired agents) subject to feasibility constraints on the costs. More specifically, the designer needs to pay providers according to “value for money” whilst covering the agents’ costs. Without further guarantees, however, it would be beneficial for the maximum-value agents, amongst potentially others, to over-report their costs in order to increase their profits. This is where mechanism design principles may help out: incentive compatibility of the mechanism used guarantees that the agents will not attempt to misguide the auctioneer, who can then get as good an approximation as possible for the underlying knapsack procurement auction problem.

But can the auctioneer afford to enforce incentive compatibility? If the latter is too expensive a goal, then its guarantee is only theoretical and not realistic in practice. To address this issue, Singer [36] introduced the concept of budget feasibility. Not only do we want the mechanism to ensure that agents do not misbehave, but we also want the payments from the designer to the agents to be bounded by a given budget B. How effective can a solution be if we impose both desiderata? Research on this question has led to a series of works studying the design of budget-feasible mechanisms for various settings. In the most basic setting with additive valuation functions, Gravin et al. [21] provide the current best 3-approximate deterministic budget-feasible and incentive compatible mechanism for this problem. Chen et al. [14] proved that the best possible approximation guarantee for deterministic budget-feasible mechanisms that are incentive compatible is 1 + √ 2. It is known that randomized mechanisms can perform strictly better: Gravin et al.

[21] derive a randomized budget-feasible and incentive compatible mechanism that achieves an approximation ratio of 2 (in expectation), which, as they show, is the best possible approximation for incentive compatible randomized mechanisms. It is worth mentioning that both of the aforementioned lower bounds hold independently of any computational constraints; the primary challenge is the requirement of incentive compatibility.

But are agents perfectly rational in practice? Empirical research shows that, on one end of the spectrum, people may misreport even when it is not beneficial to them [25], whilst on the other, people may fail to strategize even when it would lead to a higher payoff [39]. These two observations have led to the alternative incentive compatibility notions of obvious strategyproofness (OSP) [30] and non-obvious manipulability (NOM) [39], respectively. OSP makes sure that incentive compatibility is preserved even when imperfectly rational agents tend to strategize needlessly, and is a strengthening of the notion of incentive compatibility considered in earlier work. Adopting this pessimistic viewpoint can thus only worsen the achievable approximation guarantee of budget-feasible mechanisms. Whilst in general OSP comes at a cost in terms of approximation guarantee, see, e.g., [9, 19, 17], budget feasibility represents an unexpected exception in that there is no separation between classic incentive compatibility and OSP, see e.g., [12, 22]. NOM takes a more optimistic perspective and guarantees incentive compatibility when agents only decide to engage with misreports that are “obviously beneficial” to them, defined in a certain precise sense. This notion enlarges the class of incentive compatible mechanisms, and is backed by empirical evidence of behavioral biases. How much better can the approximation guarantee of budget-feasible NOM mechanisms be? The algorithmic power of this more permissive notion of incentive compatibility is the unique driving force behind our investigations presented in this paper. Importantly, we neither endorse nor reject the idea that NOM is the ‘right’ notion of incentive compatibility for imperfectly rational agents. We refer the interested reader to [38] for its rationale and extensive motivational applications. Our focus is purely algorithmic here: What is the difference between the algorithms of NOM mechanisms as opposed to (O)SP?

Our Contributions and Technical Merits. We initiate the study of budget-feasible mechanism design under the solution concept non-obvious manipulability (NOM). In a nutshell, we give an algorithmic recipe for NOM mechanisms and show its flexibility, providing strong guarantees in terms of approximation ratios and applicability to general mechanism design problem with feasibility constraints. More specifically, we identify three main contributions.

Main Result 1: We provide a full understanding of the algorithmic power of budget-feasible NOM mechanisms, covering both deterministic and randomized approaches.

Technically, NOM requires to compare certain extremes of the utility that agents can experience. Specifically, the minimum (maximum, respectively) utility of each agent i over the reports of all other agents for truth-telling must be no lower than the minimum (maximum, respectively) utility for lying; this property is called worst-case NOM (WNOM) (or, best-case NOM (BNOM), respectively). A budget-feasible mechanism is NOM if it satisfies both BNOM and WNOM. Recent work by Archbold et al. [8] introduces a convenient technique for the design of NOM mechanisms, which are captured by a class of mechanisms that the authors dub Willy Wonka mechanisms, to guarantee either property. In a Willy Wonka mechanism, BNOM is guaranteed by the definition of a golden ticket as part of the mechanism, whereas WNOM is satisfied via a wooden spoon. In our context, golden tickets (and wooden spoons, respectively) mean that for each agent i and each cost declaration c_i, there exists a cost profile of the other agents for which i is hired and paid the whole budget B (and not hired, respectively).

As our first technical contribution, we demonstrate how to leverage this framework to design a deterministic, budget-feasible mechanism that is NOM and 2-approximate when the value of the hired set S is determined by a monotone, subadditive function. This class of valuation functions is significantly more expressive than additive or submodular functions. The incentive properties of our mechanism come from the definitions of golden tickets and wooden spoons for cost profiles wherein either overpaying hired agents or forcibly not hiring agents does not impose too large a loss in terms of approximation. No budget-feasible deterministic strategyproof mechanism can achieve an approximation ratio better than (1 + √ 2) (even for additive valuation functions). For context, the state of the art is 4.75 for monotone submodular valuations with clock (OSP) auctions [22]. For the relaxed incentive compatibility notion of NOM, we achieve a strictly better approximation guarantee of 2, albeit for a significantly larger class of valuation functions. As a side result, we also demonstrate that our mechanism can handle more complex combinatorial domains. The respective approximation guarantee depends on what we coin the agent-enforcing gap (see below for details). The algorithmic power of NOM becomes even more striking when we are allowed to randomize over a set of deterministic NOM mechanisms. We present a simple randomized, budget-feasible mechanism that is universally NOM and achieves an approximation guarantee of 1 + ε for any ε > 0 when valuation functions are monotone and subadditive. If computational constraints are a concern, the approximation ratio degrades to that of the best achievable guarantee for the underlying knapsack problem with monotone subadditive valuations. For monotone submodular valuations, randomized clock auctions can get a 4.3 approximation [22] whilst no randomized strategyproof mechanism can do better than 2 [14]. The significant gain that can be made with randomization sheds light on the algorithmic flexibility of the golden ticket and wooden spoon recipe. Strategyproofness requires a threshold for each agent i and each c_{−i}. This rigid structure constrains the approximation guarantee of algorithms forced to produce suboptimal solutions and severely limits the benefits of randomization. On the contrary, the Willy Wonka framework is much more forgiving defining one BNOM and one WNOM threshold for each i. With a large enough support, these thresholds can be drawn in a way that the loss in approximation occurs with negligible probability leading to a much better upper bound.

Our second main contribution shows that Willy Wonka is the only design template for NOM, thus showing that the gain provided by our mechanisms is tight.

Main Result 2: We fully characterize the class of budget-feasible mechanisms that satisfy NOM. We derive a characterization both for WNOM and BNOM independently.

We fully characterize (direct revelation) NOM and individually rational (IR for short, guaranteeing that honest agents will never incur into a loss) mechanisms for binary allocation problems and singledimensional agents. By ‘fully’ here we mean that we characterize both the allocation/selection function and payment function of any NOM mechanism in our procurement setting. Our characterization refines the characterization given in [6] for NOM mechanisms and general outcome spaces in that we not only explicitly describe the selection behaviour of NOM for binary allocation problems but also characterize the space of admissible payments. An instructive way to look at our characterization is in terms of the aforementioned thresholds. As noted above, strategyproofness requires the existence of a threshold; the agent is hired (not hired, respectively) for each cost lower (higher, respectively) than the threshold; a hired agent is paid the threshold for the particular c_{−i}. The way in which NOM relaxes strategyproofness is as follows. BNOM requires the existence of a threshold for each i such that i is never hired for each (c_i, c_{−i}) for c_i bigger than the threshold, and hired in at least one (c^′_i, c_{−i}) for each c^′_i lower than the threshold. When hired, the payment received by i can never be higher than the threshold. WNOM instead requires a threshold that is in a sense the dual of BNOM’s threshold: for agent i bidding below it, i is always hired in each (c_i, c_{−i}) and for agent i bidding above it, i is not hired in at least one (c^′_i, c_{−i}). When hired, the agent receives a payment which is at least the value of the threshold.

Armed with the characterization of WNOM and BNOM for our setting, we derive lower bounds on the achievable approximation guarantees of deterministic budget-feasible mechanisms, separately for BNOM and WNOM, for additive valuation functions.

Main Result 3: We identify the optimal approximation factors of 2 and φ (the golden ratio), that can be achieved by an individually rational and budget feasible mechanism under BNOM and WNOM respectively. Additionally, we present a distinct mechanism for WNOM that achieves the optimal φ-approximation guarantee, demonstrating a non-trivial approach to this problem.

Consequently, no deterministic budget-feasible mechanisms satisfying NOM can achieve an approximation guarantee strictly better than 2. It is BNOM (rather than WNOM) the barrier to improving further the approximation factor of our main NOM mechanism. In particular, this shows that our mechanism is optimal for all classes of valuation functions ranging from additive to monotone subadditive. We find that WNOM is in fact less demanding, drawing an interesting parallel with past findings about the bilateral trade problem [6].

Related Work. The NOM solution concept was introduced by Troyan and Morrill [39] to model scenarios where agents, due to limited contingent reasoning abilities, might not fully exploit strategic behavior to their advantage. In their work, Troyan and Morrill [39] characterize NOM mechanisms in both settings without monetary transfers (such as bipartite matching) and with monetary transfers (such as auctions and bilateral trade). Interestingly, for the bilateral trade setting, Archbold et al. [7] showed in a follow-up work a separation between WNOM and BNOM, which, in some sense, aligns with the results of our present work. Specifically, they demonstrate that while there exist bilateral trade mechanisms that are individually rational, efficient, weakly budget-balanced, and WNOM, the same cannot be achieved when substituting WNOM with BNOM under any relaxation of weak budget-balance. Finally, NOM has also been studied in various other domains, including voting rules [10, 16], fair division [35, 34], assignment mechanisms [38], hedonic games [20], and settings beyond direct-revelation mechanisms [6].

The concepts of “golden ticket” and “wooden spoon” were introduced by Archbold et al. [8], who focus on designing prior-free mechanisms for single-parameter domains with the objective of attaining revenue guarantees. Additionally, Archbold et al. [8] characterize NOM mechanisms for the settings they study in terms of their allocation functions^1. In particular, they show that all NOM mechanisms belong to a class which they call Willy Wonka Mechanisms.

As noted above, OSP takes the opposite perspective to bounded rationality asking for truthtelling to be an “obviously” dominant strategy. OSP mechanisms have been considered in various contexts; many results indicate that OSP is a demanding restriction of the classical notion of strategyproofness. For example, there is no OSP mechanism that returns a stable matching [9]. Moreover, for single-dimensional

1Note that our characterization of NOM budget-feasible mechanisms in Section 4 is in terms of both the allocation function and payment function.

agent domains, there is a link between greedy algorithms and OSP [18, 17] essentially indicating that the approximation quality achievable with these mechanisms is as good as that of a greedy algorithm.

The study of strategy-proof budget-feasible procurement auctions was initiated by Singer [36]. Beyond the canonical setting with additive valuations Singer [36] (see also [21, 14]), several other budget-feasible mechanism design settings have been explored in the literature. These include settings with more general valuation functions such as monotone submodular valuation functions [14, 24, 12, 22], non-monotone submodular valuation functions [3, 23, 22], and XOS and subadditive valuation functions [13, 2, 15, 12, 33]. Additionally, different feasibility restrictions have been considered [1, 23, 29]. Finally, the model has been studied under a large-market assumption [5] and for divisible agents [27, 4]. For further details, we refer the reader to the recent survey of Liu et al. [31].

2 Model and Preliminaries

We consider a procurement auction involving a set of agents N = {1, . . . , n} and an auctioneer who has some budget B ∈ R_{>0} available. Each agent i ∈ N offers a service and has a private cost parameter t_i ∈ R_{≥0} , representing their true cost for providing this service. The auctioneer has access to a set function V : 2^N → R_{≥0} , which determines their value of hiring any subset S ⊆ N of agents. Throughout the paper, we assume that V is monotone, i.e., for every S ⊆ T ⊆ N, it holds that V (S) ≤ V (T ), and normalized, i.e., V (∅) = 0.

A deterministic mechanism M consists of an allocation rule x : R^n_{≥0} → {0, 1}^n and a payment rule p : R^n_{≥0} → R^n_{≥0} . To begin with, the auctioneer collects a profile c = (c_i)_{i∈N} ∈ R^n_{≥0} of declared costs from the agents. Here, c_i ∈ R_{≥0} denotes the cost declared by agent i ∈ N and may differ from their true cost t_i. Given the declarations c, the auctioneer determines an allocation x(c) = (x_1(c), . . . , x_n(c)), where x_i(c) ∈ {0, 1} is the allocation decision for agent i, i.e., whether agent i is hired or not. Given an allocation x(c), we use X(c) = {i ∈ N | x_i(c) = 1} to refer to the set of agents who are selected under x(c); we use x(c) and X(c) interchangeably. The auctioneer also determines a vector of payments p(c) = (p_1(c), . . . , p_n(c)), where p_i(c) ∈ R_{≥0} is the payment that agent i receives for their service. Overall, we denote an instance of our procurement auction environment by the tuple I = (N, c, V, B). When part of the input is clear from the context, we often refer to an instance by its declared cost profile c simply.

Imperfect Rationality and Non-Obvious Manipulability. We consider the setting where each agent i ∈ N wants to maximize their utility function which is quasi-linear, i.e., the utility of agent i with true (private) cost t_i ≥ 0 for a profile c is u^{ti}_i (c) = p_i(c) − t_i · x_i(c).

Mechanisms that are individual rational and strategyproof for single parameter domains (as considered here) are generally well understood. Myerson [32] gives a complete characterization of the properties that an allocation rule must satisfy and provides a formula to derive the corresponding payments. In this work, we focus on a less stringent notion of incentive compatibility, called not obviously manipulable (NOM), which is more suitable if the agents are imperfectly rational (see [39]).

Definition 2.1 ([39]). A mechanism M = (x, p) is not obviously manipulable (NOM) if it satisfies the following two properties:

• Best-Case Not Obviously Manipulable (BNOM): for every agent i ∈ N, and all t_i ∈ [0, B] it holds that

sup_{c−i} u^{ti}_i (t_i, c_{−i}) ≥ sup_{c−i} u^{ti}_i (c_i, c_{−i}) ∀c_i ≥ 0. (1)

• Worst-Case Not Obviously Manipulable (WNOM): for every agent i ∈ N, and all t_i ∈ [0, B] it holds that inf_{c−i} u^{ti}_i (t_i, c_{−i}) ≥ inf_{c−i} u^{ti}_i (c_i, c_{−i}) ∀c_i ≥ 0. (2)

Additional Design Objectives. In our procurement auction environment, we are interested in designing a not obviously manipulable mechanism M = (x, p) that additionally satisfies the following properties for every given cost profile c:

• Individual Rationality (IR): An agent that is selected receives at least their declared cost as payment, and the payments are non-negative always, i.e., for every i ∈ N, p_i(c) ≥ c_i · x_i(c).

• Normalized Payments (NP): An agent that is not selected receives no payment, i.e., for every i /∈ X(c), p_i(c) = 0.

• Budget-Feasibility (BF): The auctioneer’s total amount of payments made to the agents does not exceed their budget B, i.e., ∑ i∈N p_i(c) ≤ B. Note that a mechanism M satisfying both IR and BF cannot hire any agent i ∈ N whose declared cost is larger than the budget B, i.e., c_i > B. Throughout the paper, we assume without loss of generality that c ∈ [0, B]^n and t_i ∈ [0, B] for all agents i ∈ N.^2

Valuation Functions and Approximation Guarantees. In budget-feasible mechanism design, the quality of the outcome computed by a mechanism M = (x, p) is assessed with respect to an optimal solution of the underlying packing problem (see, e.g., Singer [36]). Basically, the intuition here is that we measure the relative loss incurred by the mechanism in comparison to the best possible allocation in the non-strategic setting.

More formally, given an instance I = (N, c, V, B), we measure the performance of a mechanism M = (x, p) by comparing V (X(c)) with the optimal solution of the following packing problem:

max V (X) s.t. ∑ i∈X c_ix_i ≤ B, X ⊆ N. (3) We use X^∗(c) to refer to an optimal (player-set) solution of the above problem; similarly; we use x^∗(c) to denote the respective (binary) allocation. We say that a deterministic mechanism M = (x, p) is an α-approximation mechanism with α ≥ 1 if for every cost profile c it holds that α · V (X(c)) ≥ V (X^∗(c)).

Our mechanism makes use of an approximation algorithm for the packing problem in (3). We use apx to refer to any such (deterministic) algorithm.^3 Given an instance I = (N, c, V, B), we use X_{apx}(c) and x^∗_{apx}(c) to refer to the (player-set) solution and (binary) allocation, respectively, computed by apx on I. Throughout the paper, we assume that apx achieves an approximation guarantee of γ ≥ 1, i.e., γ · V (X_{apx}(c)) ≥ V (X^∗(c)).

Unless stated otherwise, we consider instances where the valuation function V is monotone and normalized, without further assumptions on its form. In some cases, however, we consider valuation functions V of certain forms. The relevant functions are defined as follows:

1. Additive Valuation Function: For every S, T ⊆ N, the function satisfies V (S ∪ T ) = V (S) + V (T ). We denote the additive valuation function by V_{add}. Equivalently, V_{add} can simply be represented by a value profile v = (v_i)_{i∈N} ∈ R^n_{≥0} and defining V_{add}(S) = ∑ i∈S v_i for every S ⊆ N.

2Note that this assumption is without loss of generality as we do not impose restrictions on the bidding space: given a cost profile c, each agent i ∈ N with ci > B can simply be discarded by the mechanism.

3We assume that the algorithm always selects agents that declare a cost of 0, which is without loss of generality.

Clearly, for V = V_{add}, the packing problem in (3) is the classical Knapsack Problem. Even though the problem is known to be NP-hard, it is well known that it admits an FPTAS, i.e., there exists a polynomial-time approximation algorithm with γ = 1 + ε, for an arbitrarily small ε > 0.

2. Subadditive Valuation Function: For every S, T ⊆ N, the function satisfies V (S ∪ T ) ≤ V (S) + V (T ). We denote the subadditive valuation function by V_{sub}. When V = V_{sub}, the packing problem in (3) is notoriously hard in the general case. In particular, Singer [36] has shown that obtaining a γ = o(n) requires an exponential number of queries to V_{sub}.^4 However, under the assumption of having access to a stronger oracle which uses demand queries^5, Badanidiyuru et al. [11] have shown that there is an algorithm which attains γ = 2 + ε, for an arbitrarily small ε > 0, using a polynomial number of oracle calls.

3. Submodular Valuation Functions: Finally, we note that the class of monotone subadditive functions includes the class of monotone submodular functions, i.e., for every S, T ⊆ N, V (S ∪ T ) ≤ V (S) + V (T ) − V (S ∩ T ). For these functions there is an approximation algorithm that achieves an approximation guarantee of γ =^e_{e−1} ≈ 1.58, even for the standard model with value queries (see e.g., Khuller et al. [26] and Sviridenko [37]).

3 A Framework to Design NOM Budget-Feasible Mechanisms

The main result of this section is a general-purpose deterministic mechanism that is individually rational (IR), budget-feasible (BF) and not obviously manipulable (NOM), named WillyWonka (Mechanism 1). Even though this mechanism achieves all our mechanism design objectives, as a stand-alone mechanism it does not offer tangible approximation guarantees for the auctioneer. However, the idea is to use this mechanism in certain types of compositions of mechanisms (both deterministic and randomized) that also perform well in terms of approximation guarantee. More specifically, by combining our WillyWonka mechanism with another simple mechanism, we derive a deterministic mechanism that is IR, BF and NOM and achieves an approximation guarantee of 2 for the general class of monontone subadditive valuation functions. The approximation guarantee of our mechanism is best possible: As we show in Section 4.1, even for the more restrictive class of additive valuation functions, no deterministic mechanism satisfying IR, BF and BNOM (only) can achieve an approximation guarantee strictly better than 2.

The section is structured as follows. In Section 3.1, we present our WillyWonka mechanism and show that it satisfied IR, BF and NOM. Then, in Section 3.2, we combine our WillyWonka mechanism with another simple mechanism (trivially satisfying IR, BF and NOM) and prove that the resulting mechanism achieves an approximation ratio of 2 for monontone subadditive valuation functions.

3.1 NOM Through Golden Tickets and Wooden Spoons

We describe our new WillyWonka mechanism in more detail. The mechanism achieves NOM by implementing golden tickets and wooden spoons, which is a technique that was first introduced by Archbold et al. [8]. Here, we adapt this technique to our budget-feasible mechanism design setting. As it turns out, it suffices to use simple, but carefully designed golden tickets and wooden spoons. In Section 4, we introduce much more refined notions of golden tickets and wooden spoons in order to derive our characterization results for BNOM and WNOM.

Golden Tickets and Wooden Spoons Technique. The high-level idea behind this technique is do define for each agent two special cost profiles of the opposing agents, called golden ticket and wooden

4In fact, this is true even for the special case of monotone fractionally subadditive functions, see e.g., [28]. 5We refer the reader to Badanidiyuru et al. [11] for a formal definition of demand queries.

agent i (c_i, c^{GT}_{−i} ) (c_i, c^{WS}_{−i} )

1 (c_1, B, B) (c_1, 0, 0) 2 (0, c_2, B) (0, c_2, 0) 3 (0, 0, c_3) (B, B, c_3)

Table 1: Golden tickets and wooden spoons for n = 3. Note that these profiles are not interfering for c_i ≠ B. The only non-unique cost profile is c = (0, 0, 0) which is the golden ticket of agent 3 and the wooden spoons of agents 1 and 2. But these are effectuated by choosing all three agents and paying B to agent 1 and 0 to agents 2 and 3. Note also that the restriction c_i ≠ B is crucial as otherwise the golden tickets would be interfering. For example, then (0, B, B) would be the golden ticket of agent 1 and 2. But these cannot be effectuated without violating budget feasibility (as both agents would have to be selected and paid B).

spoon, that trigger particular outcomes when they occur.

The golden tickets realize BNOM by ensuring that for each agent i ∈ N the left-hand side of the BNOM condition (1) attains maximum utility. More specifically, for each agent i and cost c_i ∈ [0, B), the golden ticket c^{GT}_{−i} is a cost profile of the opposing agents for which i is chosen and paid the maximum amount B. That is, if i declares their private type c_i = t_i, the golden ticket ensures that the utility of i is u^{ti}_i (t_i, c^{GT}_{−i} ) = B − t_i. Thus, the supremum on the left-hand side of (1) attains the maximum possible utility, establishing BNOM.

Similarly, the wooden spoons implement WNOM by ensuring that for each agent i ∈ N the right-hand side of (2) is non-positive. More concretely, for each agent i and cost declaration c_i ∈ [0, B), the wooden spoon c^{WS}_{−i} is a cost profile of the opposing agents for which i is rejected and paid zero (or i is accepted and paid zero). In particular, for any cost declaration c_i, the wooden spoon ensures that the utility of i is u^{ti}_i (c_i, c^{WS}_{−i} ) ≤ 0. The infimum on the right-hand side of (2) is thus non-positive, proving WNOM.

It is crucial that the golden tickets and wooden spoons are defined such that they do not ‘interfere’ with each other, i.e., each agent i must be able to implement their golden ticket and wooden spoon. Said differently, for a given cost profile c, if i admits their golden ticket, i.e., c_{−i} = c^{GT}_{−i} , or wooden spoon, i.e., c_{−i} = c^{WS}_{−i} , then the respective allocation and payment must be effectuated for i.

Golden Tickets and Wooden Spoons for WillyWonka. The golden tickets and wooden spoons used by our WillyWonka mechanism are defined as follows. For each agent i ∈ N with c_i ∈ [0, B), we define:

c^{GT}_{−i} = (0_1, . . ._{...} , 0_{i−1}, B_{i+1}, . . ._{...} , B_n ) and c^{WS}_{−i} = { (0, . . . , 0) if i < n (B, . . . , B) if i = n. (4) It is not hard to verify that these golden tickets and wooden spoons are not interfering with each other.

In fact, for this it is crucial that they are defined for c_i ≠ B only. It will become clear below that the case c_i = B is handled automatically (due to IR and BF of the mechanism). The golden tickets and wooden spoons for n = 3 are given in Table 1.

WillyWonka Mechanism. A detailed description of our WillyWonka mechanism is given in Mechanism 1. The mechanism takes an instance I = (N, c, V, B) as input. It first renames the agents such that V ({1}) ≥ · · · ≥ V ({n}). Then, the mechanism checks whether any agent admits their golden ticket with respect to the given cost profile. Note that the all-zero cost profile c = (0, . . . , 0) is handled through the golden ticket c^{GT}_{−n} of agent n with c_n = 0; as we will show below, this also implements the wooden spoon of each agent i ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1} with c_i = 0 correctly (even though i is selected in this case). After that,

Mechanism 1: WillyWonka(I) ▷ Input: instance I = (N, c, V, B) 1 Rename the agents so that V ({1}) ≥ V ({2}) ≥ · · · ≥ V ({n}) 2 if there is an i ∈ N such that c_i ∈ [0, B) and c_{−i} = c^{GT}_{−i} then // i gets golden ticket 3 x_i = 1, p_i = B 4 x_j = 1, p_j = 0 for j = 1, . . . , i − 1 5 x_j = 0, p_j = 0 for all j = i + 1, . . . , n 6 else if there is an i ∈ N such that c_i ∈ [0, B) and c_{−i} = c^{WS}_{−i} then // i gets wooden spoon 7 x_i = 0, p_i = 0 8 if i = n then // c^{WS}_{−i} = (B, . . . , B) 9 x_1 = 1, p_1 = B 10 x_j = 0, p_j = 0 for j ∈ N \ {1, n} 11 else // c^{WS}_{−i} = (0, . . . , 0) 12 x_j = 1, p_j = 0 for all j ∈ N \ {i}

13 else 14 x = x_{apx}(N, c, V, B) // use apx to solve packing problem in (3) 15 p = c · x // pay-as-bid 16 return (x, p)

the mechanisms verifies if any agent admits their wooden spoon. Note that for i = n the wooden spoon c^{WS}_{−n} = (B, . . . , B) (which is structurally different to avoid interference) is implemented differently: agent 1 is allocated and paid B, while all other agents are not allocated. Finally, if no golden tickets or wooden spoons apply, the mechanism uses a γ-approximation algorithm apx to compute an approximate solution x_{apx} to the respective packing problem. In this case, the allocation is determined by x_{apx} and each allocated agent is paid their cost. Given an instance I = (N, c, V, B), we use (x(c), p(c)) = WillyWonka(I) to refer to the allocation and payments output by the mechanism.

Analysis. We show that WillyWonka satisfies all mechanism design objectives introduced in Section 2. It is easy to verify that WillyWonka is individually rational and budget-feasible.

Lemma 3.1. WillyWonka is individually rational and budget-feasible.

Proof (Lemma 3.1). Let (x(c), p(c)) be the outcome computed by WillyWonka on input I = (N, c, V, B). It is easy to verify that IR holds by construction: For each agent i ∈ X(c) the payment p_i(c) is either B ≥ c_i (Lines 3 and 9) or c_i (Lines 4, 12 and 15). Also, for each agent i /∈ X(c) we have p_i(c) = 0 (Lines 5, 7 and 10).

Similarly, budget-feasibility is guaranteed because either a single agent is selected and paid B (Lines 3–5 and Lines 7, 9 & 10), or it holds that ∑_n i=1 p_i(c) = ∑_n i=1 c_i ≤ B because the approximation algorithm apx used in Line 14 computes a feasible solution to the packing problem.

We now show that WillyWonka is not obviously manipulable.

Lemma 3.2. WillyWonka is not obviously manipulable.

Proof. Let (x(c), p(c)) be the outcome computed by WillyWonka on input I = (N, c, V, B). Consider an arbitrary agent i ∈ N. It suffices to prove that for all t_i ∈ [0, B] the BNOM condition in (1) and the WNOM condition in (2) are satisfied.

Mechanism 2: MaxOrWillyWonka(I) ▷ Input: instance I = (N, c, V_{sub}, B) 1 Let i^⋆ = arg max_{i∈N}^{V ({i})}_{V (N\{i})} 2 if V ({i^⋆}) ≥ V (N \ {i^⋆}) then 3 x_i⋆ = 1, p_i⋆ = B 4 x_i = 0, p_i = 0 for all i ∈ N \ {i^⋆} 5 else (x, p) = WillyWonka(I) 6 return (x, p)

First consider the case t_i = B. Then (1) and (2) follow directly from IR and BF: If i declares cost t_i = B then their utility is u^{ti}_i (t_i, c_{−i}) = 0 (either i is selected and paid B by IR, or i is not selected). On the other hand, if i declares cost c_i ∈ [0, B] we have u^{ti}_i (c_i, c_{−i}) ≤ 0 (either i is selected and paid at most B by BF, or i is not selected). Thus, (1) and (2) hold.

Let t_i ∈ [0, B) and consider BNOM first. For every t_i ∈ [0, B), there is a unique golden ticket c^{GT}_{−i} for i (as defined in (4)) that is implemented in Lines 3–5: i is selected and paid B. Thus, we have u^{ti}_i (t_i, c^{GT}_{−i} ) = B − t_i. Since u^{ti}_i (·) nowhere exceeds B − t_i, we have sup_{c−i} u^{ti}_i (t_i, c_{−i}) = B − t_i ≥ sup_{c−i} u^{ti}_i (c_i, c_{−i}) for all c_i ∈ [0, B]. We conclude that (1) holds.

Let t_i ∈ [0, B) and consider WNOM. Observe that for all c_i ∈ (0, B), there is a unique wooden spoon c^{WS}_{−i} for i (as defined in (4)) that is implemented in Lines 7–12: i is not selected and paid 0. The same holds if c_i = 0 and i = n. Thus, we have u^{ti}_i (c_i, c^{WS}_{−i} ) = 0 in both cases. If c_i = 0 and i ≠ n, c = (c_i, c^{WS}_{−i} ) is the all-zero profile which coincides with the golden ticket of agent n with c_n = 0, which is implemented instead: agent i ≠ n is selected in this case but paid 0 (Line 4). Thus, we have u^{ti}_i (c_i, c^{WS}_{−i} ) ≤ 0 in this case. Since u^{ti}_i (t_i, ·) is non-negative always, we have inf_{c−i} u^{ti}_i (t_i, c_{−i}) ≥ 0 ≥ u^{ti}_i (c_i, c^{WS}_{−i} ) ≥ inf_{c−i} u^{ti}_i (c_i, c_{−i}) for all c_i ∈ [0, B]. Thus (2) holds.

3.2 Approximation Mechanism for Subadditive Valuations

In this section, we derive a mechanism that is IR, BF and NOM and achieves an apporoximation guarantee of max{2, γ} for the general class of subadditive valuation functions.

Composed Mechanism. The core idea underling our mechanism is as follows: The mechanism first checks whether there is an agent i^⋆ who is “valuable enough” to be selected on their own, roughly compared to the optimal total value that all other agents can generate. If this is the case, the mechanism selects agent i^⋆ and pays the entire budget B (regardless of the declared cost c_i⋆ ∈ [0, B]). Otherwise, it calls the WillyWonka introduced above (see Mechanism 1). As it turns out, this composition allows us to prove attractive approximation guarantees.^6 The resulting mechanism is referred to as MaxOrWillyWonka and given in Mechanism 2.

Theorem 3.3. MaxOrWillyWonka is an individual rational, budget-feasible and not obviously manipulable mechanism that achieves a max{2, γ}-approximation guarantee for subadditive valuation functions, where γ is the approximation guarantee of the algorithm apx used in WillyWonka.

Proof. Let I = (N, c, V_{sub}, B) be an instance with subadditive valuations V_{sub}. For brevity, let V = V_{sub}.

Note that whether the mechanisms runs the mechanism in the if-part or WillyWonka(I) does not depend on the declared costs. In the former case, IR and BF hold by construction. Also, the utility of

6Note that running either one of these two mechanisms alone does not provide any non-trivial approximation guarantee.

each agent is constant in this case and hence the mechanism is NOM. In the latter case, IR, BF and NOM are inherited from the WillyWonka mechanism, as proven in Lemma 3.2. It remains to prove that the approximation guarantee is max{2, γ}.

First, consider the case that V ({i^⋆}) ≥ V (N \ {i^⋆}). Then X(c) = {i^⋆}. By the monotonicity and subadditivity of V , we have that V (X^∗(c)) ≤ V (N) ≤ V (N\{i^⋆})+V ({i^⋆}) ≤ 2·V ({i^⋆}) = 2·V (X(c)). Thus, the mechanism achieves a 2-approximation in this case.

Consider the case V ({i^⋆}) < V (N \ {i^⋆}). Then the WillyWonka mechanism is run on I. Let (x(c), p(c)) be the output computed by WillyWonka(I). Below, all line numbers refer to WillyWonka. We distinguish the following cases based on the profile c.

Case 1. There is an agent i ∈ N such that c_i ∈ [0, B) and c_{−i} = c^{GT}_{−i} . The outcome of the mechanism is determined by Lines 3–5, i.e., X(c) = {1, . . . , i}. Note that, by the definition of c^{GT}_{−i} , the optimal allocation X^∗(c) contains at most one agent j ∈ {i + 1, . . . , n}, i.e., X^∗(c) ⊆ {1, . . . , i} ∪ {j}. We thus obtain V (X^∗(c)) ≤ V ({1, . . . , i} ∪ {j}) ≤ V ({1, . . . , i}) + V ({j}) ≤ V ({1, . . . , i}) + V ({i}) ≤ 2 · V ({1, . . . , i}) = 2 · V (X(c)). The first and last inequality hold by the monotonicity of V , the second inequality by the subadditivity of V , and the third inequality by the ordering of the agents on Line 1 of WillyWonka.

Case 2. There is an agent i ∈ N such that c_i ∈ [0, B) and c_{−i} = c^{WS}_{−i} . If c_i = 0 and i ≠ n, then c = (c_i, c^{WS}_{−i} ) is the all-zero profile which coincides with the golden ticket of agent n with c_n = 0. In this case, the output is determined by the golden ticket of agent n which has been analyzed in Case 1 above. Otherwise, the outcome of the mechanism is determined by handling the wooden spoon of i in Lines 7–12.

If i = n, by the definition of c^{WS}_{−n}, the optimal allocation X^∗(c) contains at most one agent j ∈ {1, . . . , n−1}. In addition, when c_n = 0 it also contains agent n due to the monotonicity of V . On the other hand, X(c) = {1}. Therefore, V (X^∗(c)) ≤ V ({j, n}) ≤ V ({j}) + V ({n}) ≤ 2 · V ({1}) = 2 · V (X(c)). The second inequality follows from the subadditivity of V and the third inequality by the ordering of agents on Line 1 of WillyWonka.

If i ≠ n, then X(c) = N \{i} and X^∗(c) = N. Clearly, V (X^∗(c)) = V (N) ≤ V (N \{i})+V ({i}) = V (N \ {i}) · (1 + V ({i})/V (N \ {i})) ≤ V (N \ {i}) · (1 + V ({i^⋆})/V (N \ {i^⋆})) ≤ 2 · V (N \ {i}) = 2 · V (X(c)).

The first inequality follows from the subadditivity of V , the second inequality from the definition of i^⋆ in Line 1 of MaxOrWillyWonka, and the last inequality holds because V ({i^⋆}) < V (N \ {i^⋆}) by assumption.

Case 3. If none of the above cases hold, the outcome of the mechanism is determined by Lines 14–15, and thus V (X^∗(c)) ≤ γ · V (X_{apx}(c)) = γ · V (X(c)).

This concludes the proof that the approximation guarantee of the mechanism is max{2, γ}.

Computational constraints. We elaborate on the the trade-off that our MaxOrWillyWonka mechanism implies in terms of achievable approximation guarantees versus computational efficiency. Setting computational considerations aside, we may assume access to an algorithm apx that solves the packing problem in (3) optimally for monotone subadditive functions. In this scenario, γ = 1, and therefore MaxOrWillyWonka achieves an approximation ratio of max{2, γ} = 2. By combining this fact with the best-known lower bound of 1 + √ 2 ≈ 2.41 for deterministic budget-feasible mechanisms that are individually rational and strategyproof (due to Chen et al. [14]), we obtain a separation result in terms of achievable approximation guarantees between the classes of strategyproof and not obviously manipulable mechanisms. Note that the result of Chen et al. [14] also holds without computational constraints and is for additive valuations. In conclusion, we have shown that not obviously manipulable mechanisms perform strictly better in terms of approximation than their strategyproof counterparts.

When polynomial running time of the mechanism is a desideratum, a negative result by Singer [36] implies that for monotone fractionally subadditive valuation functions (being a subclass of monotone subadditive) γ = Ω(n), as otherwise an exponential number of queries to V would be required. In particular, this implies that the approximation guarantee of MaxOrWillyWonka becomes Ω(n) as well.^7 However, under the assumption of having access to a stronger demand oracle, the work of Badanidiyuru et al. [11] provides an approximation algorithm with γ = 2+ε for arbitrarily small ε > 0 for the packing problem in (3) with a monotone subadditive valuation function. That is, in this case MaxOrWillyWonka achieves an approximation factor of 2 + ε. Finally, the class of monotone subadditive functions includes the monotone submodular functions for which there is an approximation algorithm with γ =^e/e−1 ≈ 1.58. As a result, MaxOrWillyWonka achieves an approximation factor of 2 for monotone submodular valuations.

Extensions to more complex feasibility constraints. We argue that our design template of using golden tickets and wooden spoons, as defined in our WillyWonka mechanism, is versatile enough to handle more complex packing problems. Suppose that instead of the simple packing problem in (5), we consider the following general packing problem:

max V (X) s.t. ∑ i∈X c_ix_i ≤ B, X ∈ F(N). (5)

Here F ⊆ 2^N may encode arbitrary restriction. Note that this captures our original problem if F(N) = 2^N . But other feasibility restrictions are conceivable of course. For example, F(N) could be used to model pairwise conflicts (or dependencies) among the agents.

The question we are asking here is the following one: Leaving computational restrictions aside, which properties of F ensure that our mechanism MaxOrWillyWonka goes through as before, possibly providing an inferior approximation guarantee? A moment’s thought reveals that all that is required is verifying how the structure of F impacts the approximation guarantee obtained by issuing our golden tickets or wooden spoons.

Define the following allocations with respect to some agent set S ⊆ N: opt(S) = arg max{V (X) | X ⊆ S, X ∈ F}. opt_{+i}(S) = arg max{V (X) | X ⊆ S, X ∈ F, i ∈ X}. opt_{−i}(S) = arg max{V (X) | X ⊆ S, X ∈ F, i /∈ X}. Consider the golden ticket c = (c_i, c^{GT}_{−i} ) of agent i. Then, when issuing the golden ticket for agent i, we choose the optimal allocation X(c) = opt_{+i}([i]) forcing i in and pay B to agent i as before; possibly X(c) contains agent i only. Note that X^∗(c) ⊆ [i] ∪ {j} for some j > i (if any). Thus, exploiting monotonicity and subadditivity of V , we obtain

V (X^∗(c)) ≤ V (X^∗(c) ∩ [i]) + V ({j}) ≤ δV (X(c)) + V ({i}) ≤ (δ + 1)V (X(c)).

Here the inquality holds if we define the agent-forcing gap δ ≥ 1 such that ∀S ⊆ N, ∀i ∈ S : opt_{+i}(S) ≥ 1 δ opt(S).

Intuitively, the agent-forcing gap measures how much we lose in the worst case by forcing a single agent i into the solution. Note that for our original model with F(N) = 2^N , we have δ = 1.

Next, consider the wooden spoon c = (c_i, c^{WS}_{−i} ) of agent i. When issuing the wooden spoon for agent i, we choose the optimal allocation X(c) = opt_{−i}(N) forcing i out and define the payments as before.

7Note that always choosing the agent of maximum singleton valuation gives a trivial n-approximation mechanism.

Going through the same analysis as in the proof above, it turns out that in the worst case we are losing a factor of 2 in the approximation guarantee (as before).

The only additional change we have to implement is the definition of the agent choice i^⋆: Let i^⋆ = arg max_{i∈N}^{V ({i})}_{V (opt−i)} . With this, we are guaranteed that if i^⋆ is output alone, the approximation guarantee is still at most 2.

We conclude that the adapted MaxOrWillyWonka mechanism has a final approximation guarantee of max(2, δ + 1, γ), where δ is the agent-forcing gap as defined above and γ refers to the approximation ratio of the algorithm used to solve the underlying packing problem.

4 Characterization of NOM and Impossibility Results

In this section, we consider BNOM and WNOM separately, and provide characterizations for the class of IR, NP and BNOM mechanisms (Section 4.1), as well as the IR, NP and WNOM mechanisms (Section 4.2). Using our BNOM characterization, we show that the approximation factor that MaxOrWillyWonka (Mechanism 2) achieves cannot be improved, even for the class of additive valuations. For our WNOM characterization we establish a weaker lower bound of φ = (1 + √ 5)/2 (golden ratio) on the achievable approximation factor for additive valuation, which we show to be the best possible for 3 agents, by designing a mechanism for this case that has a matching approximation factor.

4.1 BNOM Characterization and Approximation Bound of 2

We provide a sufficient and necessary condition for mechanisms satisfying BNOM, provided that they satisfy the NP and IR properties. In words, the property states that for each agent i ∈ N there is a particular threshold b_i ∈ [0, B] such that: (1) declaring a type strictly above b_i guarantees i to not get selected, (2) when declaring any type strictly below b_i, there exists a bid profile of the remaining agents under which i gets selected and receives a payment of b_i, (3) when declaring type b_i, either of the above two cases apply. We formalize the above as follows.

Definition 4.1. A mechanism M uses threshold golden tickets iff ∀i ∈ N : ∃b_i ∈ [0, B] : ( ∀c_i ∈ (b_i, B] : sup_{c−i} x_i(c_i, c_{−i}) = 0 ) ∧ ( ∀c_i ∈ [0, b_i) : sup_{c−i} p_i(c_i, c_{−i}) = b_i )

∧ ( sup_{c−i} p_i(b_i, c_{−i}) = b_i ∨ sup_{c−i} x_i(b_i, c_{−i}) = 0 ) . (6)

Proposition 4.2. A mechanism M that satisfies NP and IR is BNOM if and only if M uses threshold golden tickets.

It can be seen that MaxOrWillyWonka (Mechanism 2), which is NOM, and hence BNOM, uses threshold golden tickets with b_i = B for all i ∈ N: If i declares anything less than B, then i receives a payment of B when the profile of the other bidders is c^{GT}_{−i} . Furthermore, if i declares B, then by IR the payment to i is at least B, in case i gets selected.

The proof of Proposition 4.2 uses an intermediate characterization of BNOM, for the wider class of mechanisms that satisfy NP (and not necessarily IR). The latter characterisation consists of two parts:

• If there exists a type c_i ∈ [0, B] for Agent i ∈ N such that i is guaranteed to not get selected when declaring c_i (i.e., regardless of the declarations of the other agents), then the maximum payment that the mechanism can award to i across all profiles is c_i.

• For every type c_i ∈ [0, B] of Agent i such that i can get selected when declaring c_i, the highest payment i can receive when declaring c_i is equal to the highest payment that the mechanism can give to i across all profiles.

We formalise the above as follows.

Definition 4.3. A mechanism M uses restricted golden ticket payments iff ∀i ∈ N, c_i ∈ [0, B] : ( ∀c_{−i} ∈ [0, B]^{n−1} : x_i(c_i, c_{−i}) = 0 ∧ sup_{c′} p_i(c^′) ≤ c_i ) ∨ ( ∃c^∗_{−i} ∈ [0, B]^{n−1} : x_i(c_i, c^∗_{−i}) = 1 ∧ p_i(c_i, c^∗_{−i}) = sup_{c′} p_i(c^′) ) . (7)

Lemma 4.4. A mechanism M that satisfies normalized payments is BNOM if and only if M uses restricted golden ticket payments.

Proof (Lemma 4.4). (⇒) Suppose that M satisfies normalized payments (NP) and BNOM. Let i ∈ N and c_i ∈ [0, B]. We will show that the condition inside the first two quantifiers of (7) holds for i and c_i. The statement obviously holds if x_i(c) = 0 for all c, therefore, we assume from here on that there exists a c for which x_i(c) = 1. Suppose for contradiction that the condition does not hold, i.e., ( ∃c_{−i} ∈ [0, B]^{n−1} : x_i(c_i, c_{−i}) = 1 ∨ sup_{c′} p_i(c^′) > c_i ) ∧ ( ∀c^∗_{−i} ∈ [0, B]^{n−1} : x_i(c_i, c^∗_{−i}) = 0 ∨ p_i(c_i, c^∗_{−i}) < sup_{c′} p_i(c^′) ) . (8)

We split our analysis into two cases and consider first the case that i never gets hired when declaring c_i. In that case, the above expression simplifies to sup_c′ p_i(c^′) > c_i . This implies

sup_{c′} u^{ci}_i (c^′) = sup_{c′} (p_i(c^′) − c_ix_i(c^′)) = sup_{c′} (p_i(c^′) − c_i) > 0 = sup_{c−i} u^{ci}_i (c_i, c_{−i})

and contradicts BNOM. Note that for the second inequality, we used NP along with the fact that there exists a c for which x_i(c) = 1.

Next, we consider the case that there exists a bid profile c_{−i} such that x_i(c_i, c_{−i}) = 1. Define S = {c_{−i} ∈ [0, B]^{n−1} : x_i(c_i, c_{−i}) = 1}. Now, (8) simplifies to ∀c^∗_{−i} ∈ S : p_i(c_i, c^∗_{−i}) < sup_c′ p_i(c^′). The right-hand side of the latter inequality is positive by the fact that payments are non-negative, so by NP we obtain sup_{c−i} p_i(c_i, c_{−i}) < sup_c′ p_i(c^′), and therefore we arrive at a contradiction to BNOM:

sup_{c′} u^{ci}_i (c^′) = sup_{c′} p_i(c^′) − c_i > sup_{c−i} p_i(c_i, c_{−i}) − c_i = sup_{c−i} u^{ci}_i (c_i, c_{−i}).

(⇐) We suppose M satisfies NP and restricted golden ticket payments. We will derive that M also satisfies BNOM. Let i ∈ N be an agent and let c_i ∈ [0, B] be any type for i. We split the proof again into two cases. The first case is where M never assigns the item to i when they declare c_i. In this case, we see that, according to (7), sup_c′ p_i(c^′) ≤ c_i. Thus,

sup_{c′} u^{ci}_i (c^′) = sup_{c′} p_i(c^′) − c_i ≤ 0 = sup_{c−i} u^{ci}_i (c_i, c_{−i}),

i.e., the BNOM property holds for i with type c_i.

The second case we consider is that there is a bid profile c_{−i} such that x_i(c_i, c_{−i}) = 1. Now, by (7), it holds that there also exists a c^∗_{−i} for which x_i(c_i, c^∗_{−i}) = 1 and p_i(c_i, c^∗_{−i}) = sup_c′ p_i(c^′). Therefore,

sup_{c′} u^{ci}_i (c^′) = sup_{c′} (p_i(c^′) − c_i) = p_i(c_i, c^∗_{−i}) − c_i ≤ sup_{c−i} (p_i(c_i, c^∗_{−i}) − c_i) = sup_{c−i} u^{ci}_i (c_i, c^∗_{−i}),

which establishes the BNOM property for i with type c_i.

With the above lemma, we are ready to prove our characterization result for BNOM.

Proof of Proposition 4.2. (⇒) Suppose that M satisfies normalized payments (NP), individual rationality (IR), and BNOM. Let i ∈ N. We will show that the formula inside the first quantifier of (6) holds for i. By Lemma 4.4, (7) is true. Therefore, we will show that

• (P1) If for any c_i ∈ [0, B] the first line of (7) holds, then the first line of (7) also holds for all types greater than c_i.

The claim will then follow by the following argument: (P1) implies the existence of a threshold b_i ∈ [0.B] such that x_i(c_i, ·) = 0 if and only if c_i > b_i. Line 1 of (7) then implies sup_c′ p_i(c^′) ≤ b_i. Suppose now, for contradiction, that the latter inequality is strict, i.e., let b^′_i = sup_c′ p_i < w_i. Let c_i ∈ (b^′_i, b_i) and observe that sup_{c−i} u^{ci}_i (c_i, c_{−i}) = sup_{c−i} (p_i(c_i, c_{−i}) − c_i) = b^′_i − c_i < b_i − c_i < 0, which violates IR, so yields a contradiction. Thus, it must be that sup_c′ p_i(c^′) = b_i. Line 2 of (7) then gives us that for all c_i < b_i, there exists a c^∗_{−i} such that p_i(c_i, c^∗_{−i}) = sup_c′ p_i(c^′), or equivalently, sup_{c−i} p_i(c_i, c_{−i}) = sup_c′ p_i(c^′). So far, this establishes the first two clauses of (6). For the third line, note that if it holds that x_i(b_i, ·) = 0, then we are done, and otherwise sup_{c−i} p_i(b_i, c_{−i}) = b_i by (7), which yields Clause 3 of (6).

It remains to show that (P1) holds. Suppose not, then there exist two types c_i, c^′_i with c^′_i < c_i and c_{−i} such that both x_i(c_i, c_{−i}) = 1, and x_i(c^′_i, ·) = 0. By IR, p_i(c_i, c_{−i}) ≥ c_i > c^′_i. This yields a violation to BNOM: sup_c′_{−i} u^{c′i}_i (c^′_i, c^′_{−i}) = 0 < p_i(c_i, c_{−i}) − c^′_i = u^{c′i}_i (c_i, c_{−i}) ≤ sup_c u^{c′i}_i (c).

(⇐) Suppose that M satisfies NP, IR, and (6). Let i ∈ N. We will show that M is BNOM for i. Let b_i ∈ [0, B] be the unique threshold for which the formula of (6) inside the first two quantifiers holds. Let c_i ∈ [0, B] be any type for bidder i.

If c_i > b_i, then x_i(c_i, ·) = 0. For all c^′ for which x_i(c^′) = 1, we can bound the payment as p_i(c^′) ≤ b_i < c_i. Thus, we can derive sup_{c−i} u^{ci}_i (c_i, c_{−i}) = 0 > p_i(c^′) − c_i = u^{ci}_i (c^′), and hence, sup_{c−i} u^{ci}_i (c_i, c_{−i}) ≥ sup_c′ u^{ci}_i (c^′), which means that BNOM holds for i when i’s type is greater than b_i.

If c_i < b_i, then (6) tells us that sup_{c−i} u^{ci}_i (c_i, c_{−i}) = b_i − c_i. Furthermore, also by (6), for any profile c^′ where x_i(c^′) = 1, we have p_i(c^′) ≤ b_i, so u^{ci}_i (c^′) ≤ b_i − c_i. For any profile c^′ where x_i(c^′) = 0, NP gives us u^{ci}_i (c^′) = 0. Therefore, sup_{c−i} u^{ci}_i (c_i, c_{−i}) = b_i − c_i ≥ sup_c′ u^{ci}_i (c^′). That is, BNOM holds for i when i’s type is less than b_i.

Lastly, for the type b_i, if x_i(b_i, ·) = 0 then the BNOM condition for i and b_i follows from a similar analysis as for the case where c_i > b_i, and otherwise the BNOM condition for i and b_i follows by reasoning analogously to the case where c_i < w_i.

The following theorem shows that, among NP, IR, BF, and BNOM mechanisms, MaxOrWillyWonka is in fact optimal with respect to the approximation factor for additive, monotone submodular and monotone subadditive valuations: No NP, IR, BF, BNOM mechanism can achieve an approximation factor better than 2. Theorem 4.5. Let M be any deterministic mechanism that satisfies NP, IR, BF and BNOM. Then M is not (2 − ε)-approximate for any ε > 0, for additive valuation functions.

Proof. Suppose for contradiction that M is (2 − ε)-approximate for some ε > 0. Consider an instance with two agents with values v_1 = v_2 = 1. Clearly, M should select both agents if their declared costs (c_1, c_2) satisfy c_1 + c_2 ≤ B. By Proposition 4.2, M uses threshold golden tickets. Let b_1 and b_2 be the thresholds associated to the two agents. If for some i ∈ {1, 2} it holds that b_i < B, then Agent i doesn’t get selected on any profile (c_1, c_2) with c_i > b_i and c_1 + c_2 ≤ B, and this contradicts the fact that M achieves a (2 − ε)-approximation. Thus, the thresholds b_1 and b_2 are both B.

Hence, if Agent 1 declares 0 there is a declaration c_2 such that p_i(0, c_2) = B. By BF, p_2(0, c_2) = 0 and by IR, c_2 = 0. Thus, p_1(0, 0) = B. By the same reasoning, there is a declaration c_1 such that p_2(c_1, c_2) = p_2(c_1, 0) = B. By BF and IR we have again that p_1(c_1, c_2) = p_1(0, 0) = 0, which contradicts p_1(0, 0) = B and refutes our assumption that M is (2 − ε)-approximate.

4.2 WNOM Characterization and Approximation Bound of φ

For WNOM, we provide a characterization in terms of thresholds that is similar to our BNOM characterization given in Section 4.1. In words, our characterization property for WNOM states for each agent i ∈ N there is a particular threshold w_i ∈ [0, B] such that: (1) when declaring a type strictly above w_i, there exists a bid profile of the remaining agents under which i is not selected by the mechanism, (2) declaring a type strictly below w_i guarantees i to get selected, and the minimum payment received by i is w_i, (3) when declaring type w_i, either of the above two cases apply.

Definition 4.6. A mechanism M uses threshold wooden spoons iff ∀i ∈ N : ∃w_i ∈ [0, B] : ( ∀c_i ∈ (w_i, B] : inf_{c−i} x_i(c_i, c_{−i}) = 0 ) ∧ ( ∀c_i ∈ [0, w_i) : inf_{c−i} p_i(c_i, c_{−i}) = w_i )

∧ ( inf_{c−i} p_i(w_i, c_{−i}) = w_i ∨ inf_{c−i} x_i(w_i, c_{−i}) = 0 ) . (9)

Proposition 4.7. A mechanism M that satisfies NP and IR is WNOM if and only if M uses threshold wooden spoons.

Proof. (⇒) Suppose that M satisfies NP, IR and WNOM, and let i ∈ N. We will show that the formula inside the first quantifier of (9) holds for i. Suppose that for some c_i ∈ [0, B], Agent i always gets selected by the mechanism when declaring c_i, i.e., x_i(c_i, ·) = 1. Let c^′_i ∈ [0, c_i) be any declaration less than c_i. If there exists a c^′_{−i} such that x_i(c^′_i, c^′_{−i}) = 0, then

inf_{c′′−i} u^{c′i}_i (c^′_i, c^{′′}_{−i}) = 0 < inf_{c′′−i} p_i(c_i, c^{′′}_{−i}) − c^′_i = inf_{c′′−i}(p_i(c_i, c^{′′}_{−i}) − x_i(c_i, c^{′′}_{−i})c^′_i) = inf_{c′′−i} u^{c′i}_i (c_i, c^{′′}_{−i}),

where the first equality holds by NP, and the inequality holds because p_i(c_i, c^{′′}_{−i}) ≥ c_i ≥ c^′_i, by IR. This contradicts WNOM, and therefore it must hold that x_i(c^′_i, ·) = 1 for all c^′_i < c_i. This implies the existence of a threshold w_i such that x_i(c^′_i, ·) = 1 if c^′_i < w_i, and such that inf_c′′_{−i} x_i(c^′_i, c^{′′}_{−i}) = 0 if c^′_i > w_i. Note that the latter establishes the first clause of (9).

Let c_i ∈ [0, w_i) now be any declaration below the threshold, so that i is guaranteed to be selected by M when declaring c_i. Let p̌_i = inf_{c−i} p_i(c_i, c_{−i}), and suppose for contradiction that p̌_i < w_i. By declaring any c^′_i strictly in between p̌_i and w_i, Agent i is guaranteed to be selected and receives a payment of at least c^′_i (which must hold by IR). Hence,

inf_{c−i} u^{ci}_i (c_i, c_{−i}) = p̌_i − c_i < c^′_i − c_i ≤ inf_{c−i} p_i(c^′_i, c_{−i}) − c_i = inf_{c−i} u^{ci}_i (c_i, c_{−i}), which contradicts WNOM. Thus, we conclude that p̌_i ≥ w_i. Next, suppose for the sake of contradiction that p̌_i > w_i. Let c^′_i again be any declaration strictly in between w_i and p̌_i. We now see that

inf_{c−i} u^{c′i}_i (c^′_i, c_{−i}) = 0 < p̌_i − c^′_i = inf_{c−i} p_i(c_i, c_{−i}) − c^′_i = inf_{c−i} u^{c′i}_i (c_i, c_{−i}),

which is again a contradiction to WNOM and yields that inf_{c−i} p_i(c_i, c_{−i}) = p̌_i = w_i. This establishes the second clause of (9).

For the third clause of (9): If x_i(w_i, ·) = 1 then (9) holds trivially. Otherwise, it holds that inf_{c−i} p_i(w_i, c_{−i})≥

w_i, by IR. If the latter inequality would be strict, we could again take any c^′_i strictly in between w_i and p_i(w_i, c_{−i}) and reach a contradiction to WNOM as follows.

inf_{c−i} u^{c′i}_i (c^′_i, c_{−i}) = 0 < inf_{c−i} p_i(w_i, c_{−i}) − c^′_i = inf_{c−i} u^{c′i}_i (w_i, c_{−i}),

which establishes that the third clause of (9) holds.

(⇐) Suppose that M satisfies NP and IR, and uses threshold wooden spoons. Let i ∈ N and let c_i ∈ [0, B]. We will show that the WNOM condition holds for i when c_i is i’s true cost. Let w_i be the threshold for which the formula inside the first quantifier of (9) holds. We distinguish two cases: the first case we will analyse is when c_i < w_i or c_i = w_i ∧ inf_{c−i} p_i(w_i, c_{−i}) = w_i. If the first case does not hold, then according to (9) it must be that c_i > w_i or c_i = w_i ∧ inf_{c−i} x_i(w_i, c_{−i}) = 0, which comprises the second case in our analysis.

Case 1. c_i < w_i or c_i = w_i ∧ inf_{c−i} p_i(w_i, c_{−i}) = w_i. Then, x_i(c_i, ·) = 1 and inf_{c−i} p_i(c_i, c_{−i}) = w_i, so inf_{c−i} u^{ci}_i (c_i, c_{−i}) = w_i − c_i. For any declaration c^′_i different from c_i we may distinguish between two subcases:

• If c^′_i < w_i or c^′_i = w_i∧inf_{c−i} p_i(w_i, c_{−i}) = w_i, then inf_{c−i} u^{ci}_i (c^′_i, c_{−i}) = w_i−c_i = inf_{c−i} u^{ci}_i (c_i, c_{−i}); • if c^′_i > w_i or c^′_i = w_i ∧ inf_{c−i} x_i(w_i, c_{−i}) = 0, then inf_{c−i} u^{ci}_i (c^′_i, c_{−i}) = 0 ≤ inf_{c−i} u^{ci}_i (c_i, c_{−i}).

Hence, in both subcases, the WNOM condition holds for Agent i with true cost c_i.

Case 2. c_i > w_i or c_i = w_i ∧ inf_{c−i} x_i(w_i, c_{−i}) = 0. Then, inf_{c−i} x_i(c_i, c_{−i}) = 0. For any declaration c^′_i different from c_i we may again distinguish between two subcases:

• If c^′_i < w_i or c^′_i = w_i ∧ inf_{c−i} p_i(w_i, c_{−i}) = w_i, then inf_{c−i} u^{ci}_i (c^′_i, c_{−i}) = w_i − c_i ≤ 0 = inf_{c−i} u^{ci}_i (c_i, c_{−i});

• if c^′_i > w_i or c^′_i = w_i ∧ inf_{c−i} x_i(w_i, c_{−i}) = 0, then inf_{c−i} u^{ci}_i (c^′_i, c_{−i}) ≤ 0 = inf_{c−i} u^{ci}_i (c_i, c_{−i}).

Hence, in both subcases, the WNOM condition holds for Agent i with true cost c_i.

We can use the above characterization to establish a simple lower bound of φ on the approximation factor achievable by NP, IR, BF, and BNOM mechanisms.

Theorem 4.8. Let M be any deterministic mechanism that satisfies NP, IR, BF and WNOM. Then M is not (φ − ε)-approximate for any ε > 0, for additive valuation functions. Here, φ = (1 + √ 5)/2 is the golden ratio.

Proof. Suppose for contradiction that M is (φ − ε)-approximate for some ε > 0. Consider an instance with two agents with values v_1 = φ and v_2 = 1. Mechanism M should select both agents for all cost profiles (c_1, c_2) that satisfy c_1 + c_2 ≤ B, otherwise the valuation of the selected agent would be at most φ, which yields an approximation factor of at least (φ + 1)/φ = φ, and hence M would not be (φ − ε)- approximate. On all remaining cost profiles, for which c_1 + c_2 > B, mechanism M must select Agent 1, as otherwise the approximation factor would be φ/1 so again M would not be (φ − ε)-approximate. Thus, Agent 1 always gets selected, regardless of the declared cost profile.

By Proposition 4.7, M uses threshold wooden spoons, and by the fact that Agent 1 is always selected by M, regardless of their declared cost, we know that the threshold w_1 associated to agent 1 is B. This implies that Agent 1 is always paid an amount of B, regardless of their reported cost. So on any profile (c_1, c_2), where c_1 + c_2 ≤ B, and c_2 > 0, mechanism M selects only agent 1 and pays them B, while agent 2 cannot be selected due to BF. This yields an approximation factor of (φ + 1)/φ = φ on such profiles, and contradicts that M is (φ − ε)-approximate.

Optimal φ-Approximation Mechanism for WNOM. The approximation factor lower bound of φ turns out to be tight, and this is even the case for monotone subadditive valuation functions. In this section, we present the GoldenMechanism (Mechanism 3), which we show to be WNOM, IR, NP, and BF, achieving an approximation guarantee of φ for a monotone subadditive valuation function, for an arbitrary number of agents. To define the GoldenMechanism, we need the following optimality notions.

Definition 4.9. Given a set of agents N, valuation function V , budget B, and declared costs c let

X^∗(c, B) ∈ arg_S max { V (S) : S ⊆ N ∧ ∑ i∈S c_i ≤ B }

be a subset of agents that is budget feasible with respect to B and optimizes V . Furthermore, let

X^∗_{≥2}(c_{−1}, B) ∈ arg_S max { V (S) : S ⊆ N \ {1} ∧ ∑ i∈S c_i ≤ B }

be a subset of agents that is budget feasible with respect to B and optimizes V restricted to the subsets of N \ {1} (i.e., excluding Agent 1). In case of ties (i.e., in case there is more than one maximum element in the sets in the above arg max expressions), the maximum agent set is chosen with respect to any fixed strict total order over 2^N that prefers higher-cardinality sets over lower-cardinality sets.

The GoldenMechanism is derived from an allocation rule X1 that, assuming V ({1}) ≥ · · · ≥ V ({n}), selects the possibly sub-optimal set of agents X^∗_{≥2}(c_{−1}, B) whenever that choice results in an approximation factor of at most φ, and selects X^∗(c, B) otherwise.

Definition 4.10. Given a set of agents N, valuation function V , budget B, and declared costs c let

X1(c, B) = { X^∗_{≥2}(c_{−1}, B) if V (X^∗(c, B))/V (X^∗_{≥2}(c_{−1}, B)) < φ, X^∗(c, B) otherwise.

We first prove that X1 is monotone in Agent 1’s declared cost c_1, which is a property that we need in order to properly understand the behaviour of the GoldenMechanism.

Lemma 4.11. Let c_1, c^′_1 ∈ [0, B], c^′_1 < c_1, and let c_{−1} ∈ [0, B]^{n−1}. If 1 ∈ X1((c_1, c_{−1}), B) then 1 ∈ X1((c^′_1, c_{−1}), B).

Proof. Since 1 ∈ X1((c_1, c_{−1}), B), it holds that X1((c_1, c_{−1}), B) = X^∗((c_1, c_{−1}), B). If we suppose that 1 ∉ X1((c^′_1, c_{−1}), B), then X1((c^′_1, c_{−1}), B) = X^∗_{≥2}(c_{−1}, B), then we obtain that φ · V (X^∗_{≥2}(c_{−1}, B)) ≥ V (X^∗((c^′_1, c_{−1}), B)) ≥ V (X^∗((c_1, c_{−1}), B)), which implies that X1((c_1, c_{−1}), B) = X^∗_{≥2}(c_{−1}, B), a contradiction.

There exists a certain maximal threshold w_1 ∈ [0, B] (where possibly w_1 = 0) such that X1 guarantees that Agent 1 is selected whenever Agent 1 reports a cost less than w_1. That is, 1 ∈ X1((c_1, c_{−1}), B) for all c_1 ∈ [0, w_1) and c_{−1} ∈ [0, B]^{n−1}. Another property we need in order to well-define the Golden- Mechanism, is that if Agent 1 declares cost w_1 itself, then Agent 1 also is guaranteed to get selected. This is captured by the following lemma.

Lemma 4.12. If the set Y = {d_1 | ∀d_{−1} ∈ [0, B]^{n−1} : 1 ∈ X1(d_1, d_{−1}, B)} is non-empty, then it has a maximum element.

Proof. Suppose that Y is non-empty and let w_1 = sup Y . We prove this by first showing that, for all c_{−1}, we have 1 ∈ X^∗((w_1, c_{−1}), B), and then proving that X1((w_1, c_{−1}), B) chooses X^∗_{≥2}(c_{−1}, B) among the two alternatives X^∗((w_1, c_{−1}), B) and X^∗_{≥2}(c_{−1}, B).

First, we observe that if w_1 = 0, then the statement is trivial: Since Y is non-empty, Y = {0}. Thus, from here onward we assume w_1 > 0. Let c_{−1} ∈ [0, B]^{n−1} be arbitrary. The value V (X^∗((c_1, c_{−1}), B)), as a function of c_1, is monotonically non-increasing. Combining this with the fact that the number of subsets of N is finite, there is an ϵ > 0 such that X^∗((c_1, c_{−1}), B) (again as a function of c_1) is constant on c_1 ∈ [w_1 − ϵ, w_1). Let S be the set of agents that X^∗((c_1, c_{−1}), B) maps to on the domain c_1 ∈ [w_1 −ϵ, w_1). By the definition of w_1 and Lemma 4.11, Agent 1 is in S. Furthermore for all c_1 ∈ [w_1 −ϵ, w_1), c_1 + ∑ i∈S\{1} ci ≤ B, and therefore w_1 + ∑ i∈S\{1} c_i = lim_{c1↑w1} c_1 + ∑ i∈S\{1} c_i ≤ B.

This establishes that S is a budget-feasible set under the cost profile (w_1, c_{−1}) Suppose now, for contradiction, that X^∗((w_1, c_{−1}), B) = T ≠ S. In that case, by the non-increasingness of V (X^∗((c_1, c_{−1}), B)) in the argument c_1, it holds that V (X^∗((w_1, c_{−1}), B)) ≤ V (S). If the latter inequality is strict, there is a contradiction with S being budget-feasible under (w_1, c_{−1}): X^∗((w_1, c_{−1}), B) should select S instead of T . If on the other hand, the latter inequality holds with equality, there is a contradiction with the tiebreaking rule (see Definition 4.9, which prescribes that S gets priority over T , and hence X^∗((w_1, c_{−1}), B) should select S rather than T . Altogether, we conclude that X^∗((w_1, c_{−1}), B) = S, and hence that 1 ∈ X^∗((w_1, c_{−1}), B), concluding the first part of the proof.

For the second part of the proof, i.e., showing that X1((w_1, c_{−1}), B) ≠ X^∗_{≥2}(c_{−1}, B), suppose for contradiction that X1((w_1, c_{−1}), B) = X^∗_{≥2}(c_{−1}, B). By definition of X1 it holds that V (S) = V (X^∗((w_1, c_{−1}), B) < φX^∗_{≥2}((w_1, c_{−1}), B). Now, let c_1 ∈ [w_1−ϵ, w_1). Since X^∗((c_1, c_{−1}), B) = S we obtain that V (X^∗((c_1, c_{−1}), B) = V (S) < φX^∗_{≥2}(c_{−1}, B), so that X1(c_1, c_{−1}, B) = X^∗_{≥2}(c_{−1}, B), which contradicts that by definition of w_1 it must hold that 1 ∈ X1((c_1, c_{−1}), B).

With the above definitions and ideas in mind, the GoldenMechanism is now straightforward to define: On reported cost profile c we let the proxy cost profile c^′ be such that c^′_1 = max{w_1, c_1} and c^′_i = c_i for all i > 2. The mechanism then selects the set X1(c^′, B) and pays each selected agent i an amount of c^′_i. In other words, we use the selection rule X1 and pay the winning agents their declared cost, where for Agent 1 the mechanism “pretends” that the declared cost is w_1 in case they declared less than w_1. The mechanism makes an exception when the reported costs of all Agents except Agent 2 are equal to B, in which case the optimum agent set X^∗(c, B) is always selected (which is {1} if c_2 > 0 and {1, 2} if c_2 = 0).

See Mechanism 3 for a precise description of the GoldenMechanism.

Mechanism 3: GoldenMechanism(I) ▷ Input: Instance I = (N, c, V, B), with N = {1, . . . , n}, and V monotone subadditive. ▷ Let X1 be as in Definition 4.10.

Rename the agents such that V ({1} ≥ V ({2}) ≥ · · · ≥ V ({n}). ▷ Let Y = {d_1 | ∀d_{−1} ∈ [0, B]^{n−1} : 1 ∈ X1((d_1, d_{−1}), B)}, as in Lemma 4.12. 1 if c_i = B for all i ∈ N \ {2} then 2 Set x_1 = 1 3 Set x_2 = 0 if c_2 > 0 and set x_2 = 1 otherwise. 4 Set x_i = 0 for all i ∈ N \ {1, 2} 5 Set p_i = x_ic_i for all i ∈ N 6 return (x, p) 7 if Y ≠ ∅ then 8 Let w_1 = max Y // The max exists by Lemma 4.12. 9 else 10 Let w_1 = 0 11 Let c^′ = (max{w_1, c_1}, c_2, c_3, . . . , c_m) 12 Set x_i = 1 for all i ∈ X1(c^′, B) 13 Set x_i = 0 for all i ∈ N \ X1(c^′, B) 14 Set p_i = x_ic^′_i for all i ∈ N 15 return (x, p)

Theorem 4.13. GoldenMechanism is BF, IR, WNOM and φ-approximate for agents with monotone subadditive valuation functions, where φ =^{1+} √ 5 2 is the golden ratio.

Proof. The IR property follows straightforwardly from the fact that all selected agents get paid their declared cost, and all other agents get paid 0.

The BF property follows from the fact that the selection rule X1 (Definition 4.10) always picks a set of agents for which the sum of declared costs does not exceed B.

For WNOM, we prove that for each i ∈ N there exists a threshold w_i ∈ [0, B] such that all three clauses of (9) hold, which implies that the GoldenMechanism uses threshold wooden spoons and is thus WNOM by Proposition 4.7 (as the GoldenMechanism trivially also satisfies NP).

For Agent 1, the threshold w_1 set in Lines 7-10 of Mechanism 3 satisfies the three clauses of (9): Suppose first that if Agent 1 declares B, there exists a c_{−1} such that x_1(B, c_{−1}) = 0. In that case, for any declared cost c_1 that lies above w_1, by the definition of w_1 there exists a profile c_{−1} for which x_i(c_1, c_{−1}) = 0, which means that the first clause of (9) holds. For any declared cost c_1 in [0, w_1], the mechanism always selects Agent 1 (as per w_1’s definition) and pays Agent 1 an amount of w_1, satisfying Clauses 2 and 3 of (9). On the other hand suppose that x_1(B, ·) = 1. This implies that Agent 1 is selected by the mechanism even if all other players bid a profile c_{−1} that is positive in each coordinate and such that N \ {1} is budget-feasible. Hence we have φX^∗_{≥2}(·, B) = φV (N \ {1}) < V ({1}) ≤ X^∗(·, B), which means that X1 always selects Agent 1 and that w_1 = B. Therefore, Clause 1 of (9) is satisfied trivially. Furthermore, for any declared cost c_1 ∈ [0, B], by Lemma 4.11, the mechanism always selects Agent 1 and pays Agent 1 an amount of w_1, satisfying Clauses 2 and 3 of (9).

For each other agent i ∈ N \ {1}, the threshold w_i = 0 satisfies the three clauses: For any declaration c_i > 0, consider the profile c_{−i} = (B, . . . , B). Lines 1-6 of Mechanism 3 ensure that only Agent 1 is selected when the declared profile is (c_i, c_{−i}), and hence will not select agent i. Thus, Clause 1 of (9) is satisfied. When instead declaring c_i = 0, if i is selected, i will be paid 0 as every selected agent pays their bid in this mechanism, so Clause 3 of (9) holds. Clause 2 of (9) trivially holds true. This proves that the GoldenMechanism is WNOM.

Next, we turn to the approximation guarantee of the mechanism. If the reported cost profile satisfies that c_i = B for all i ∈ N \ {2}, the mechanism outputs an optimal solution by Lines 1-6.

Otherwise, if c_1 > w_1, the mechanism selects the agents X1(c, B), as in Line 11 it holds that c^′ = c. The approximation factor of φ follows directly from from the definition of X1 (Definition 4.10).

For the remaining case, it holds that c_1 ≤ w_1, and the mechanism selects the set X1(c^′, B) where c^′_1 = w_1 and c^′_i = c_i for all i ∈ N\{1}. From the definition of w_1 it follows that 1 ∈ X1(c^′, B). The set X1(c^′, B) is potentially sub-optimal, and hence it remains to prove that V (X^∗(c, B))/V (X1(c^′, B)) ≤ φ. For the numerator, the inequality V (X^∗(c, B)) ≤ V ({1} ∪ X^∗_{≥2}(c_{−1}, B)) ≤ V ({1}) + V (X^∗_{≥2}(c_{−1}, B)) holds by subadditivity, and for the denominator, we observe that V (X1(c^′, B)) = V ({1} ∪ X^∗_{≥2}(c_{−1}, B − w_1)).

V (X^∗(c, B)) V (X1(c^′, B)) ≤ V ({1}) + V (X^∗_{≥2}(c_{−1}, B)) V ({1} ∪ X^∗_{≥2}(c_{−1}, B − w_1))

. (10)

Because X1 selects X^∗(c^′, B) rather than X^∗_{≥2}(c_{−1}, B) when given the profile c^′, we obtain by the definition of X1 (Definition 4.10) that V (X^∗_{≥2}(c_{−1}, B)) ≤ V (X^∗(c^′, B))/φ = (1/φ) · V ({1} ∪ X^∗_{≥2}(c_{−1}, B − w_1))), where the equality holds because Agent 1 is guaranteed to be selected when bidding c_1 ≤ w_1. Thus, from (10) we obtain

V (X^∗(c, B)) V (X1(c^′, B)) ≤ V ({1}) + (1/φ) · V ({1} ∪ X^∗_{≥2}(c_{−1}, B − w_1))) V ({1} ∪ X^∗_{≥2}(c_{−1}, B − w_1)) ≤ ( 1 + 1 φ ) · V ({1} ∪ X^∗_{≥2}(c_{−1}, B − w_1)) V ({1} ∪ X^∗_{≥2}(c_{−1}, B − w_1)) = φ.

5 Optimal Randomized Mechanisms

Theorem 4.5 demonstrates that any deterministic mechanisms satisfying (B)NOM cannot be (2−ε)-approximate for any ε > 0. In this section, we show that this impossibility result breaks if we allow mechanisms to be randomized.

The idea behind our randomized mechanism is very simple: We select a set of golden tickets and wooden spoons for each of the players completely randomly, such that the probability that a given bid profile coincides with any golden ticket and wooden spoon is 0 (or close to 0, in case we insist on randomizing over a finite set of mechanisms).

Let A be any algorithm for solving the packing problem (3), and let γ be the approximation factor it achieves. We define our randomized mechanism MR_A as follows. MR_A draws numbers GT_i ∈ [0, B]^{n−1} and W S_i ∈ [0, B]^{n−1} for all i ∈ [n] independently, uniformly at random. Given bid profile c, the mechanism then computes and outputs a γ-approximate allocation x and uses first-price payments p = c · x, unless for some i ∈ N it holds that c_{−i} = GT_i or c_{−i} = W S_i: If c_{−i} = GT_i, then only agent i is selected by the mechanism and is given a payment of B, whereas if c_{−i} = W S_i, not any player is selected by the mechanism.

Theorem 5.1. The randomized mechanism MR_A, where A is a γ-approximation algorithm for the packing problem (3), satisfies NP, IR, BF, and NOM universally (i.e., every deterministic mechanism in its support has those four properties), and is γ-approximate in expectation.

Proof. It follows from the definitions of threshold golden tickets and threshold wooden spoons (Definitions 4.1 and 4.6) that MR_A is a probability distribution over deterministic mechanisms that each implement threshold wooden spoons with threshold 0 for each agent, and threshold golden tickets with threshold B for each agent. Every mechanism in the support of MR_A thus satisfies NOM, and the other properties NP, IR, and BF follow directly from the definition of MR_A.

For the approximation guarantee, let c be a declared cost profile and let X(c) be the random allocation of our mechanism. Clearly, the probability that there is an i ∈ [n] such that c_{−i} = GT_i or c_{−i} = W S_i, is 0. Therefore, with probability 1, mechanism MR_A selects a set of agents that is within a factor γ from optimal.

Note that Theorem 4.5 holds independently of any computational constraints (i.e., even for γ = 1). Our randomized mechanism defines a probability distribution over deterministic mechanisms, each satisfying NP, IR, BF and BNOM deterministically—only the approximation guarantee holds in expectation.

In the above presentation, the randomization is done over an uncountable set of mechanisms (i.e., one deterministic mechanism for each choice of golden tickets and wooden spoons in [0, B]^{(n−1)·2n}). One can obtain similar results by instead randomizing over a small finite set of golden tickets and wooden spoons: If instead of drawing uniform random vectors from [0, B]^{(n−1)·2n}, we can just let the mechanism choose uniformly at random from a set of ℓ specifications of the 2n golden ticket and wooden spoon vectors, where these are defined in such a way that none of the golden tickets and wooden spoons among these ℓ specifications coincide. Denote this modification of RM_A by RM^′_A. Now, we observe that for a given bid profile c, for each agent i the probability that c_{−i} = GT_i or c_{−i} = W S_i is at most 1/ℓ. Thus, the probability that RM^′_A selects a set that is within a factor γ from optimal is 1 − n/ℓ, and hence MR^′_A has an approximation guarantee of γ(ℓ/(ℓ − n)), or equivalently γ + ϵ where ϵ = γ(n/(ℓ − n)). Thus, for a given ϵ one must set the number of mechanisms ℓ in the support of MR_A as ℓ = (γn + ϵn)/ϵ.

Corollary 5.2. The randomized mechanism MR^′_A, with ℓ deterministic mechanisms in its support, and where A is a γ-approximation algorithm for the packing problem (3), satisfies NP, IR, BF, and NOM universally, and is (γ + ϵ)-approximate in expectation with ϵ = γ(n/(ℓn)).

Note that the randomization technique we are using here is not specific to the budgeted procurement setting studied here. This simple technique is of more general interest and can be used in any mechanism design setting where each agent has a sufficiently large strategy set, to obtain randomized universal NOM mechanisms of which the solution quality is optimal or near-optimal in expectation. This highlights another aspect in which NOM mechanism design is markedly different from achieving classical dominant strategy incentive compatibility (where obtaining a good approximation factor is often challenging also when allowing randomization).

Acknowledgements

AT was partially supported by the Gravitation Project NETWORKS, grant no. 024.002.003, and the EU Horizon 2020 Research and Innovation Program under the Marie Skłodowska-Curie Grant Agreement, grant no. 101034253. BdK was partially supported by EPSRC grant EP/X021696/1.

References

[1] Georgios Amanatidis, Georgios Birmpas, and Evangelos Markakis. Coverage, matching, and beyond:

new results on budgeted mechanism design. In Web and Internet Economics: 12th International Conference, WINE 2016, Proceedings, pages 414–428, 2016.

[2] Georgios Amanatidis, Georgios Birmpas, and Evangelos Markakis. On budget-feasible mechanism design for symmetric submodular objectives. In Web and Internet Economics: 13th International Conference, WINE 2017, Proceedings, pages 1–15. Springer, 2017.

[3] Georgios Amanatidis, Pieter Kleer, and Guido Schäfer. Budget-feasible mechanism design for nonmonotone submodular objectives: Offline and online. In Proceedings of the 2019 ACM Conference on Economics and Computation, EC 2019, pages 901–919, 2019.

[4] Georgios Amanatidis, Sophie Klumper, Evangelos Markakis, Guido Schäfer, and Artem Tsikiridis. Partial allocations in budget-feasible mechanism design: bridging multiple levels of service and divisible agents. In International Conference on Web and Internet Economics, pages 41–58. Springer, 2023.

[5] Nima Anari, Gagan Goel, and Afshin Nikzad. Budget feasible procurement auctions. Operations Research, 66(3):637–652, 2018.

[6] Thomas Archbold, Bart de Keijzer, and Carmine Ventre. Non-obvious manipulability for singleparameter agents and bilateral trade. In Noa Agmon, Bo An, Alessandro Ricci, and William Yeoh, editors, Proceedings of the 2023 International Conference on Autonomous Agents and Multiagent Systems, AAMAS 2023, London, United Kingdom, 29 May 2023 - 2 June 2023, pages 2107–2115. ACM, 2023.

[7] Thomas Archbold, Bart de Keijzer, and Carmine Ventre. Non-obvious manipulability in extensiveform mechanisms: The revelation principle for single-parameter agents. In Proceedings of the Thirty- Second International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence, IJCAI 2023, 19th-25th August 2023, Macao, SAR, China, pages 2503–2510. ijcai.org, 2023.

[8] Thomas Archbold, Bart de Keijzer, and Carmine Ventre. Willy wonka mechanisms. In Proceedings of the 23rd International Conference on Autonomous Agents and Multiagent Systems, pages 78–86, 2024.

[9] Itai Ashlagi and Yannai A. Gonczarowski. Stable matching mechanisms are not obviously strategyproof. Journal of Economic Theory, 177:405–425, 2018.

[10] Haris Aziz and Alexander Lam. Obvious manipulability of voting rules. In Dimitris Fotakis and David Ríos Insua, editors, Algorithmic Decision Theory - 7th International Conference, ADT 2021, Toulouse, France, November 3-5, 2021, Proceedings, volume 13023 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 179–193. Springer, 2021.

[11] Ashwinkumar Badanidiyuru, Shahar Dobzinski, and Sigal Oren. Optimization with demand oracles.

Algorithmica, 81:2244–2269, 2019.

[12] Eric Balkanski, Pranav Garimidi, Vasilis Gkatzelis, Daniel Schoepflin, and Xizhi Tan. Deterministic budget-feasible clock auctions. In Proceedings of the 2022 Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 2022, pages 2940–2963, 2022.

[13] Xiaohui Bei, Ning Chen, Nick Gravin, and Pinyan Lu. Worst-case mechanism design via bayesian analysis. SIAM Journal on Computing, 46(4):1428–1448, 2017.

[14] Ning Chen, Nick Gravin, and Pinyan Lu. On the approximability of budget feasible mechanisms. In Proceedings of the twenty-second annual ACM-SIAM symposium on Discrete Algorithms, pages 685–699. SIAM, 2011.

[15] Shahar Dobzinski, Christos H Papadimitriou, and Yaron Singer. Mechanisms for complement-free procurement. In Proceedings of the 12th ACM conference on Electronic Commerce, EC 2011, pages 273– 282, 2011.

[16] Edith Elkind, Tzeh Yuan Neoh, and Nicholas Teh. Temporal elections: Welfare, strategyproofness, and proportionality. In Proceedings of the 27th European Conference on Artificial Intelligence (ECAI), 2024.

[17] Diodato Ferraioli and Carmine Ventre. On the connection between greedy algorithms and imperfect rationality. In EC, 2023.

[18] Diodato Ferraioli, Paolo Penna, and Carmine Ventre. Two-way greedy: Algorithms for imperfect rationality. In Web and Internet Economics - 17th International Conference, WINE 2021, Potsdam, Germany, December 14-17, 2021, Proceedings, volume 13112 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 3–21. Springer, 2021.

[19] Diodato Ferraioli, Adrian Meier, Paolo Penna, and Carmine Ventre. New constructions of obviously strategyproof mechanisms. Mathematics of Operations Research, 2022.

[20] Michele Flammini, Maria Fomenko, and Giovanna Varricchio. Non-obvious manipulability in hedonic games with friends appreciation preferences. In Proceedings of the 24th Conference on Autonomous Agents and Multi-Agent Systems (AAMAS), 2025.

[21] Nick Gravin, Yaonan Jin, Pinyan Lu, and Chenhao Zhang. Optimal budget-feasible mechanisms for additive valuations. ACM Transactions on Economics and Computation (TEAC), 8(4):1–15, 2020.

[22] Kai Han, You Wu, He Huang, and Shuang Cui. Triple eagle: Simple, fast and practical budget-feasible mechanisms. In Thirty-seventh Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems, 2023.

[23] Zhiyi Huang, Yishay Mansour, and Tim Roughgarden. Making the most of your samples. In Proceedings of the 16th ACM Conference on Economics and Computation, EC 2015, pages 45–60, 2015.

[24] Pooya Jalaly and Éva Tardos. Simple and efficient budget feasible mechanisms for monotone submodular valuations. In Web and Internet Economics: 14th International Conference, WINE 2018, Proceedings, pages 246–263, 2018.

[25] John H. Kagel, Ronald M. Harstad, and Dan Levin. Information impact and allocation rules in auctions with affiliated private values: A laboratory study. Econometrica, 55(6):1275–1304, 1987. ISSN 00129682, 14680262.

[26] Samir Khuller, Anna Moss, and Joseph Seffi Naor. The budgeted maximum coverage problem. Information processing letters, 70(1):39–45, 1999.

[27] Sophie Klumper and Guido Schäfer. Budget feasible mechanisms for procurement auctions with divisible agents. In Algorithmic Game Theory: 15th International Symposium, SAGT 2022, Proceedings, pages 78–93, 2022.

[28] Benny Lehmann, Daniel Lehmann, and Noam Nisan. Combinatorial auctions with decreasing marginal utilities. In Proceedings of the 3rd ACM conference on Electronic Commerce, pages 18–28, 2001.

[29] Stefano Leonardi, Gianpiero Monaco, Piotr Sankowski, and Qiang Zhang. Budget feasible mechanisms on matroids. In Integer Programming and Combinatorial Optimization: 19th International Conference, IPCO 2017, Proceedings, pages 368–379, 2017.

[30] Shengwu Li. Obviously strategy-proof mechanisms. American Economic Review, 107(11):3257–3287, 2017.

[31] Xiang Liu, Hau Chan, Minming Li, and Weiwei Wu. Budget feasible mechanisms: A survey. In Kate Larson, editor, Proceedings of the Thirty-Third International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence, IJCAI-24, pages 8132–8141. International Joint Conferences on Artificial Intelligence Organization, 8 2024. Survey Track.

[32] Roger Myerson. Optimal auction design. Mathematics of Operations Research, 6(1):58–73, 1981.

[33] Rian Neogi, Kanstantsin Pashkovich, and Chaitanya Swamy. Budget-feasible mechanism design: Simpler, better mechanisms and general payment constraints. In 15th Innovations in Theoretical Computer Science Conference (ITCS 2024). Schloss-Dagstuhl-Leibniz Zentrum für Informatik, 2024.

[34] Josué Ortega and Erel Segal-Halevi. Obvious manipulations in cake-cutting. Soc. Choice Welf., 59(4):

969–988, 2022.

[35] Alexandros Psomas and Paritosh Verma. Fair and efficient allocations without obvious manipulations.

In Sanmi Koyejo, S. Mohamed, A. Agarwal, Danielle Belgrave, K. Cho, and A. Oh, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 35: Annual Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems 2022, NeurIPS 2022, New Orleans, LA, USA, November 28 - December 9, 2022, 2022.

[36] Yaron Singer. Budget feasible mechanisms. In Proceedings of the 51st Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2010, pages 765–774, 2010.

[37] Maxim Sviridenko. A note on maximizing a submodular set function subject to a knapsack constraint.

Operations Research Letters, 32(1):41–43, 2004.

[38] Peter Troyan. Non-obvious manipulability of the rank-minimizing mechanism, 2022.

[39] Peter Troyan and Thayer Morrill. Obvious manipulations. Journal of Economic Theory, 185:104970, 2020.