A Proofs
This appendix collects all proofs omitted from the main text due to space limitation.

A.1 Proofs about Orbit Averaging

In this section, we prove Proposition [2.3] and the feasibility of the projected mechanisms. For
simplicity, we use the notations o, (%) and 0., (j) to present the ranks of the bidder ¢ and the item j
after bidder-permutation o,, and item-permutation o,,, respectively.

Proof of Proposition@ By the definition of orbit averaging Q, we have
Qf o py(x Z Uy fpnpge) \G\ Z Ung F(Prg) = 1g 0 QF ().

h€G heG
In addition, if f is equ1var1ant then we have
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Thus, orbit averaging is a projection to equivariant function space and fixes all equivariant functions.
In addition, orbit averaging fixes all equivariant functions. That means, every equivariant function
can be obtained by orbit averaging. In this sense, every equivariant models are contained in the orbit
averaging framework.

Proof of the feasibility of projected mechanisms. We verify all feasibility conditions for the
projected mechanisms as follows.

Firstly, for the allocation rule, we have
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thus we know the projected allocation rule is also feasible, which will never allocate one item more
than once.

In addition, for the payment rule, we have
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thus, we have completed this proof.

A.2 Proof of Theorem 3.1]

In this section, we proves Theorem [3.1]

Proof of Theorem 3.1} We first study the part in the condition of bidder-symmetry; i.e., the orbit
averaging Q. is the bidder averaging O, acting on the allocation rule g and the payment rule p as
below,

1 _
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’ on€Sn
and
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Step 1:  We first prove that the auction mechanism has the same expected revenue after projection,
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Given that for all permutation 7,
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we have the following equation,
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Thus, we complete the first step.
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Step 2:  We then prove that the sum of all bidders’ utilities remains the same after projection, i.e.,
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we have the following equation,
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Thus, we have completed the second step.

Step 3: We lastly prove that the auction mechanism has a smaller ex-post regret after projection,

ie.,
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m
For the simplicity, we denote ) g;;v;; by (g;, v;). Then, we have,
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Combining the following inequality,
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We thus have completed the proof of eqs. (I) and (Z) when the orbit averaging Q. is the condition of
bidder-symmetry.

Then, we prove this theorem in the condition of item-symmetry; i.e., the orbit averaging Q. is the
item averaging Qo, acting on the allocation rule g and the payment rule p as shown below,

1 _
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) OmE€Sm

and,
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Step 1:  We first prove that the auction mechanism has the same expected revenue after projection,
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Since the valuation joint distribution is invariant under bidder permutation,

E(v,x,y) [f(IUO'M7 xZ, yam)] = ]E(U,z,y) [f(va x, y)] Then’ we have
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We have thus completed the first step.

we have

Step 2:  We then prove that the sum of all bidders’ utilities remains same after projection, i.e.,
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Given that for all permutation 7,
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we have the following equation,
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Thus, we have completed the second step.
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Step 3:  We lastly prove that the auction mechanism have a smaller ex-post regret after projection,
ie.,

n

n
E{ ‘max [Qou]; (vi, (Vi v_y), z, y)} < ]E[ max w(vg, (Vi v_;), 2, y) |-
v GV‘VLX‘"L l:1 ,UIEV’!LXHL l:1

By the definition of the utility u and the item averaging O, we have
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We thus have proved this theorem in the condition of item-symmetry.

The proofs are completed. O

A.3 Proof of Lemma[3.3]

In this section, we present the proof of Lemma 3.3}
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Proof of Lemma[3.3] Both the bidder averaging and the item averaging are linear. Thus, we have the
following results,

Ql o QZf(’vavy)
1
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The above two equations hold for any f. Then, we may prove that
Q3=0100Q2 =000y,
which is exactly the claim of this theorem.

The proof is completed. ]
A.4 Proof of Theorem 3.4

In this section, we apply our Lemma [3.3]and Theorem [3.1]to prove Theorem [3.4]

Proof of Theorem[3.4] For the simplicity, we rewrite Qsp and Qsreg as Q2(Q1p) and Q2 (Q1reg),
respectively. Then, for a payment rule p, we have that,
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Moreover, we have the following result on the regret gap As,

(vlgy)[ﬁs(gm;v,x,y)] = (vlgy)[ﬁ1(g7p;v,x,y)] + (vIEy [A2(Q1g, Qip;v, x,y)] > 0.

This proof is completed. O

A.5 Proof of Theorem

In this section, we present the proof of Theorem [3.5]

We start with the definitions or notations necessary for our proof. We define the allocation rule space
and the payment rule space as follows,

G={g":weQ} and P={p”:weN}

where w is the auction mechanism parameter and {2 is the set of all feasible parameters. We then
define the induced utility and ex-post regret spaces as follows,

m
U = {uw R u‘{)(v7€7v7x7y) = Zg‘fj(v,m,y)vgj 7pf(v7x7y)}7
j=1

and

R = {reg“’ sregy (v, x,y) = maxu® (vy, (v;,v-4), T, y) — u“’(v,;,v,:r,y)}.
v’

i

Then, the I 1-distance on ¢f and P is defined as below,

n
Zoo,l(uvu/) = max ) <Z ‘ui(via (Uz/'vv—i)a Z,y) - u;(vh (Uz/'vv—i)7x,y)>a
i=1

/
(’U,Ui sT,Y

and

loo,l(pvp,) = Inax (Z |pi(v7x7y) p;(vax7y)>

() \ 7

We now present the proof of Theorem [3.5]

Proof of Theorem[3.5] We prove Theorem [3.3]in two steps: (1) we first prove that the distance
between any two mechanisms is smaller when we project them to be permutation-equivariant; (2)
then, we prove that the smaller distance implies a smaller covering number.

Step 1: We prove that the distance between two mechanisms becomes smaller after projection, i.e.,

loo,l(Q'p7 QP/) < loo,l(pap/)a
and
loo,l(Q-ua Qu/> S loo,l(uau/)a

where u,u’ € U, p,p’ € P,and Q. = Q7 or Q-.
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When Q. is Q1, we have that
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Then, when Q. is Qs, we prove the result as below,

loc,l(QQpa QQP/)
= Imax Z|92pz U x y Q2p;(vaxay)|

(U zy);
1 /
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C (ve y) 4
=loo,1(p,p )7
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loo 1(Q2U QQU/)
= max Z| [Qoul;(vi, (v, v_3), 2, y) — [Qow]i(vs, (vj,v_s),z,y)]|
v,v’ ,a:,y
= 1 (). / X Iy, / )
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’ omESm
Z m)! Z |w; (viom, ( —i)Oms T, Yom) — U;(Uio'ma (Ué,v—i)am,iv,yam)\
omeSm
i 2 max Z 001 (0 00,2, 90) — (01, (0 ) 0, )
m TmESm ey
Z max Z|u2 Ula )axay) _U/Q(UZ‘,(U;U_Z‘),J?,Z/H
m! v,v, y
UmES
= e > o, (81,94), ,8) — w5, (81,9-4), 39
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Thus, we have completed Step 1.

Step 2:  We prove that a smaller distance implies a smaller covering number.

Let X and ) be two metric spaces with two different distances /; and lo, respectively. There exists
a surjective mapping f from Y to X, such that [;(f(x), f(y)) < la(x,y) for all z,y € Y. The
covering numbers AV (X, 7) and N2(), r) are defined as the minimum numbers of balls with radius r
that can cover X and ) under /; and [5, respectively.
By the definition of the covering number N5 (), r), there exists a set A of scale Na(Y, 7), such that
lo(z, A) = iIelglg(l‘,y) <rVre).
Yy

Then, f(.A) is also a r-cover for X' under distance [y, i.e., for any x € ), we have

W(F(@),(A) = inf, h(f(a), F0) < inf,la(e.y) = la(e,4) <
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Because f is surjective, for any 2’ € X, there exists an « € ), such that 2’ = f(x). Then, for any

2’ € X, we have that
l1($(}/, f(-A)> = ll(f(x)’ f('A)) <T.

By the definition of A3 (X, 7), we have
N (X, r) < |f(A)] < |A] = No(D, 7).

Eventually, combining the results in Step 1 and in Step 2, we have that
Nop(QU,r) < Noa(U,r),
and
Noo,l(Q.P, ’I“) S Noo,l (P, ’I“>7
for both the bidder averaging Q1 and the item averaging Q. O

A.6 Proof of Theorem 3.6/and Corollary

We first introduce two lemmas. The first lemma gives a concentration inequality via the covering
number. This result can be used to bound the gap between expected revenue/ex-post regret and
empirical revenue/ex-post regret. The second lemma bounds the covering number N 1(R, 2r) by
the covering number N, 00,1 (U, r). Both lemmas has been proved by [10]. We recall them here to
make our paper completed.

Lemma A.1 (cf. Lemma E.1, [10]). Let S = {z1,..., 21} be a set of i.i.d. sample points drawn
from a distribution D over Z. Suppose F is a set of functions from Z to R such that f(z) € |a, b] for
all f € F and z € Z. We define I, on F as

loo(f, /') = max |f(2) = f'(2)],

and N (F,r) as the minimum number of balls with radius r that can cover F under l,-distance.
Then, we have the following concentration inequality,

P{er]::’;ZL:f(zi)—E[f(z)]‘>e}§2Noo<.7:,§>exp<— 2Le? )

9(b — a)?

Proof. By the definition of N (F,r), for any f € F, there exists an f,. € F, such that F, is an
r-cover for F and loo(f, f) < r. Denote + Zle f(zi) by Es[f(2)]. Then, we have

P|3s e 7 [Esl(2)] - EF(2)]] > }

|31 & 7 : [Bslf (2] ~ Bl ()] + Blfy ()] - BIA (2] + BLA ()] - B > |

<P|3f € F: [Bslf ()] - Eslin(a)]| + [Eslf:(2)] ~ Elf (]| + [BL () - BIf(2)]| > }

€

<P :afr S .Fg : ‘Eg[fr(z)] —E[fr(z)}‘ > 3]

s £
3

The third inequality follows from the fact that when r =

<N (7.5 )P |5l ()] - Bl
€ 62

<o (5o (- )

%, we have

HOESAOIES

forall z € Z and f € F. Then, from the Hoeffding’s inequality, we have

1 & 1 &
22 fE) = 2 fr)| < 5 and B -ElL ()] < 5
i=1 i=1
The proof is completed. O
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The following lemma bounds the covering number N 1 (R, 2r) by the covering number No 1 (U, 7).
Then the gap between expected ex-post regret and empirical ex-post regret can be bounded by the
covering number NV 1 (U, 7).

Lemma A.2 (cf. Lemma E.3, [10]). We define N 1(R, ) and Noo 1 (U, 1) as the minimum numbers
of balls with radius r that can cover spaces R and U under distance l 1, respectively. Then, we
have that

Nm71(R, 27’) S Noc,l(u, 7”)

Proof. By the definition of N 1 (U, ), there exists an r-cover U, for U, such that [U,.| = Noo 1 (U, T)
and for any v € U,

loo (u,Uy) = u'Helzfxr loo(u,u") <.
We define R, as

{Teg ER: Tegi(va x,y) = mgmxui(vi, (vg,v_i),x, y) - Ui(’Ui,U,.T, y) for some u; € Z/{T’}

Then, we can prove that R, is a 2r-cover for the space R, i.e.,

loo1(reg, Ry)

= inf loo,l(regmeg’)
reg’€R

= inf glggz regi(v,z,y) — reg)(v, z,y)|

= inf maXZ‘ maxuZ (v, (Wi v_y), 2, y) — wi(vi, v, 2, y))
u' €U, v,x,y

— maxu} (v, (v, v-2),,) = ) (viy 0, 2, )|

i

A

< inf max [Z ‘ max u; (v;, (v}, v_;), z,y) — maxu(v;, (vg,v_i),m,y)’
u' €Uy, v,x,Y v} 4

i

_|_

Ui(Ui,U,x,y) - U;'(’Ui,v,],‘,y)’:l

’7
Vi

n
’ maxul(vl, (Uévvfi)vmvy) - maxu;‘(ul-, (vé,v,i),x,y)‘
1 v,

1=

+

ui(via v,T, y) - u:(viv v, T, y)‘:| (Where loo,l(uﬂ U*) < T)

<§13);Z ’ maxul vi, (v, v-4), 2, y) — maxu; (v, (vl’»,v_i),x,y)‘ +r
) Vi

Smameaxmz(vz,(Ué,vfi),%y)—U;-k(vh(vg,vfi)w,yﬂ-i-?"
=1 vi

max Z lui (v, (Vi v_3),2,y) — uf(vi, (Vi 0_3), 2, y)| + 7 < 2r.

v,V Y

Eventually, we have
N1 (R,2r) <R, < |Ur| = Noo a1 (U, 7).
The proof is completed. O

We now prove Theorem [3.6]and Corollary [3.7]
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Proof of Theorem[3.6]and Corollary[3.7] Applying Lemma@ to the spaces P and U/, we have that

P{HwEQ {Z@ N y} Zzpz (v®, 20 (l))‘ >e}
(vz) z 1i=1
€ 2Le?
<2Noo 1 (P, g) exp (— 9712)7
and
n 1 L n
Pllweq:| E reg® (v,2,y)| — reg? (0D, £ 40 ‘>€]
[ (vzy)[; a y)} Ll;; 97 v
€ 2Le?
<2Nx.1(R, §) exp( 9n2>

2
§2Noo,1(ua %) €xXp < - 2L€>7

where the last inequality follows from Lemma[A.2]

Further, we assume that

€> \/92722 (log;l + max { log Noo 1 (P, g),logj\/oql (U, g) }>

Then, we have the following inequalities,

L
DT EED ) SR P

]P’{EIwEQ

(v,2,y)

and

P[Hweﬂ

[Zregl v,T,Y) Lz::; (00,2 (l))‘ ] =

Thus, with probability at least 1 — 4, for any w € €2, we have that

{Zplvxy]zgnj:’ @ ,<”)‘<e, ©)

(va

(va)

and

{2:7’69Z vxy]—ZZregl (W, ())’<e. 6)

=1 1=1
Equivalently, when the number of samples L is large enough, i.e.,

’U I,y

9In? 4
L> 2n2 (1og 5 + max { log Noo 1 (P, g) J1ogN oo 1 (U, %) }),
then, the egs. (5) and (€) both hold with probability at least 1 — 4.
The proof is completed. O

A.7 Proof of the Generalization Bound for Myerson Auctions

Denote rev(v, z,y) as y_._, pi(v, ,y), then we have the following theorem,

Theorem A.3. Assume the item valuation for each bidder is not larger than 1. When the sample
complexity satisfies L > ﬁ log %, with probability at least 1 — §, we have

L
1
‘L Zrev(v(é), z®, y(f)) —E(y,2.4) [rev(v, x, y)} ‘ <e.
=1
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Proof. Since v; < 1, we have

rev(v,z,y) Zplvxy<2bvxyvz<2bvxy

According to the Hoeffding’s inequality, we have

H Zrev O 20 40y — E(v,2,y) [rev(v,sc, y)} ’ > e] < 2exp(—2Lé?).
Let 2 exp(—2Le ) < 4, then we obtain what we need. The proof is completed. O

A.8 Orbit Averaging over Subsets of Bidders/Items

In addition, we can extended our theory to orbit averaging over the subset of the bidders/items.

Theorem A.4. Let Q be the orbit averaging over any subset of bidders and items, and (g, p) be any
mechanism. Then we have

n

e | 2100 2:)| = Beuy [Zm e,

=1 i=1

and

E(v z,y) |:Z Tegz v, T y):| > E(v z,y) [Z[Qreg] (’U, z, y):| )
i=1 =1

where reg; is the ex-post regret of bidder i.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that Q; takes average over the first n bidders, Qo takes

average over the first /m items and Qg3 takes average over the first 72 bidders and 7 items. Denote Z
as (vij,x; : i >0, j € [m]) and Zs as (vyj,y; : i € [n],j > ). Following Theorem[3.1} we have

E{zn:[le] (v, 2,y ‘Zl] = [Zpl v, 2,y ’Zl}
E{i[Qlfreg]i(v,x,y)‘Zl].

i=1
o3 rentonn| ]
=1 i=1

Then, combining the fact that E[E[X |Y]] = E[X], we have

and

n

| Y10l o) - [Zpl v

i=1
and . .
2] 2 5[ S0l 0]
i=1 i=1
Similarly, replace Z; by Zs, we can obtain the equations all hold for Q.

Finally, we prove that Q3 = Q1 Qs = Q5Q;. The proof is same with the proof of Lemma@ Only
replace n and m by n and m respectively, and we obtain the result.

The proof is completed. O

Theorem A.5. Let Q be the orbit averaging over any subset of bidders and items, and U = {u®
w € Qtand P = {p¥ : w € Q} the sets of all possible utilities and payment rules. Then we have

Noo,l(Qua T) S Noo,l(ua 7‘) Cll’ld NOO,l(QPa T) S Noo,l(Pa 7‘)7

where N 1 (U, 1) and Noo 1 (P, 1) are the minimum numbers of balls with radius r that can cover
U and P under l 1 -distance, respectively.
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Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that Q; takes average over the first 7 bidders, Q5 takes
average over the first m items and Q3 takes average over the first i bidders and m items.

We can prove the distance between two mechanisms becomes smaller after orbit averaging, i.e.,
loo,1(Qp, OP) < loo,1(p, 1) and loo,1(Qu, Qu') < loo 1 (u,u').

Only replace n and m by 7 and 77 in the proof of Theorem [3.5] and we obtain the results.

The proof is completed. O

A.9 Average over Subgroups

It is worth noting that our proof only replies one assumption that the valuation joint distribution
is invariant under the bidder/item permutation. Consequently, we may adopt orbit averaging over
any subgroup of S,, x S,,, while the benefits on revenue and ex-post regret still hold. Hence, there
is a trade-off between the auction mechanism performance (revenue and ex-post regret) and the
computational complexity: better performance requires more computation. In addition, the choice of
the subgroup can also depend on the input feature x [28]], which could be more flexible.

B Additional Experimental Details

This section presents additional experimental details and results omitted from the main text due to
space limitation.

B.1 Additional Experimental Settings

In this section, we present detailed experimental settings.

B.1.1 Network Architectures

We first describe the RegretNet’s architecture [12]. A RegretNet consists of two parts: the allocation
network ¢ : R™ — [0,1]™ and the payment network p* : R™™ — RZ, both of which are
modeled as three-layer fully-connected networks with tanh activations. Every layer in the two
networks includes 100 nodes.

For each item j, the payment network outputs a probability vector (g¢;(b), ..., gﬁj(b))T, where
g;;(b) is the probability of allocating the item j to the bidder i. To avoid allocating one item over

once, a feasible allocation network needs to satisfy > | g55(b) < 1forall j € [m], w € Q, and
b € V™™, Therefore, we compute the allocation via a softmax activation function. In addition, to
present the probability that the item is reserved, an extra dummy node is included in the softmax
computation.

To ensure the individual rational condition, the payment network p* is required to output a payment
vector p*(b), such that p¥ (b) < Z;ﬂzl 955 (b)bij for all i € [n]. Therefore, the payment network first

computes a fractional payment p (b) € [0, 1] for each bidder 7 using a sigmoidal unit. Then, the final
payment of the bidder ¢ is

pEb) =1 () > g5 (b)bi; <> g5 ()i
j=1 j=1

An overview of the RegretNet’s architecture is illustrated in the following Figure|[T}

RegretNet-PE is designed by modifying RegretNet. We adopt the allocation rule as g = Qsg“
and the payment rule as p* = Qgp“, respectively. In this way, we may guarantee that in RegretNet-
PE, the allocation is feasible and the mechanism is individual rational, i.e., Z?:l gfj(b) <1, and
p¥(b) < Z;"Zl i (b)bi;. We may also show that the RegretNet-PE is always permutation-equivariant
and has the same number of coefficients as the RegretNet. The proof can be found in Appendix [A.T]
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Allocation Network 9" Payment Network p

Figure 1: The allocation network g and the payment network p* of the RegretNet with the overall
mechanism parameter w = (wy, wp).

B.1.2 Training Procedures

We adopt the augmented Lagrangian method to minimize the following object function with a
quadratic penalty term for violating the constraints,

L n n n
Lo ) =~ S 0 + Y arem) + 2(Yore)
i=1 i=1

=1 1i=1

where L is the number of samples, A is a vector of Lagrange multipliers, and p > 0 is a parameter to
control the weight of the quadratic penalty. We alternately update the overall mechanism parameter
w and the Lagrange multiplier A as follows:

(a) W € arg min, £,(w°?, \°!?) (every iteration);
(b) APew = 2ol 4 . Teg,; (W), Vi € [n] (every T) iterations).
The training procedure is described in the following Algorithm [T}

We divide all training samples S into T batches Sy, . . ., S of size B. At iteration ¢, we use the batch
S; = {vM, .. vB}

The update (a) is computed via Adam. The gradient of £, w.r.t. w for a fixed A’ is as below,

B n B n B n
VLol N) =~ 33 Tupt00) + 303 Mot + 03 D (.

=1 i=1 =1 i=1 =1 i=1
where

and

ghi = Vo | max wr (o, (0o 0) —ur 0|
' CAS A w=wt

Because 7¢g;(w) and g} ; both contain a “max” over misreportﬂ we use another Adam to compute

"D n each update on w’, we perform R updates to compute a

(1)

the approximated best biddings v
best bidding v’gl) for each ¢ € [n]. In particular, we maintain the misreports v"*" for each sample [
as the initial value in the next iteration. Then, we use these biddings v’ D o compute the gradient
Vwl,(w, At) and then, update w’ as w'*! = w® — nV, L, (w?, \). After every T iterations, we
update \' as Xt = X! 4 preg, (w't!). In addition, we increase the value of p every a certain
number of iterations, where we set the value of p; in each iteration ¢ prior to training.

2The misreport refers to an arbitrary bid, rather than restricted to be a truthful bid [12].
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Algorithm 1: RegretNet and RegretNet-PE Training
Input: Batches Sy, ..., Sy of size B
Parameters: Vt € [T],p; > 0,v>0,n>0,TeN,ReN, T, e N
Initialize: w° € R, \0 ¢ R»
fort =0to T do
Receive batch S; = {v(1), ... v(B)}
Initialize misreports v’gl) e V™ Vie [B], i€ [n]
for r =0to Rdo
vVl e [Bl,i€ [n]:
0 oD 49 (o, (40, 0)

end
Compute ex-post regret gradient : VI € [B], i € [n]:
gho e Vo [ur (00, ("0, ) —ur (0,0 0)]|
Compute Lagrangian gradient using Equation and updgte wt:
Wt wh =V, L, (wh, A
Update Lagrange multipliers A once in 7' iterations:
if ¢ is a multiple of T, then
| A= X 4 prreg, (@), Vi € [n)
else
| AL =)
end

end

Table 3: Additional experimental results. "n X m Normal" refers that there are n bidders and m
items, and the valuation is drawn from the truncated normal distribution A(0.3,0.1) in [0,1]. The
true values of the ex-post regret and the generalization error (GE) are the products of the values in the
table and a factor of 107°.

2 x 1 Normal 3 x 1 Normal
Method
Revenue Regret GE | Revenue Regret GE
Optimal 0.304 0 - 0.391 0 -
RegretNet 0.275 97.0 8.50| 0.321 84.0 45.5
RegretNet-Test | 0.275 95.2 - 0.321 75.0 -

RegretNet-PE 0.276 85.4 8.40| 0.382 69.7 27.6

2 x 2 Normal 5 x 3 Normal
Revenue Regret GE | Revenue Regret GE

RegretNet 0.577 343 246 1.05 114 77.0
RegretNet-Test | 0.577 327 - 1.05 32.0 -
RegretNet-PE | 0.577 318 77.0 1.09 75.0 70.0

Method

B.1.3 Test Settings

To verify our Theorem[3.Tand Theorem[3.4] we first train a RegretNet and then project the will-trained
RegretNet to be permutation-equivariant through bidder-item aggregated averaging Qs, denoted as
“RegretNet-Test”. To meet the symmetric valuation condition in Theorem [3.1]and Theorem[3.4] we
sample a set of valuations from the distribution, which is denoted by S, and then, induce a set of

symmetric samples S = {onvoy, i op € Sp,v € S,0,, € Sy} for test.
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Table 4: Additional experimental result, where "n x m Compound" refers that there are n bidders
and m items, and the valuations are i.i.d. sampled from the compound distributions.

3 x 1 Compound | 5 x 1 Compound
Revenue Regret | Revenue Regret

RegretNet 0.516 < 0.001| 0.329 < 0.001
EquivariantNet | 0.498 < 0.001 | 0.311 < 0.001
RegretNet-PE | 0.539 < 0.001| 0.356 < 0.001

Method

Table 5: Additional experimental result, where "n x m Uniform" refers that there are n bidders and
m items, and the valuations are i.i.d. sampled from the uniform distribution U0, 1].

2 x 5 Uniform 5 x 3 Uniform
Method
Revenue Regret GE | Revenue Regret GE
RegretNet 2.24 104 86.4 1.56 28.4 194
RegretNet-Test 2.24 74.0 - 1.56 8.60 -

RegretNet-PE 2.38 89.9 249 1.85 20.1 118

For a RegretNet-PE, there is no difference between test on Sandon S , because

1 L 1 L 1 L
mz Z Z f(UnUz‘Um):mz Z Z f(Uz‘):Zl_Zlf(Ui),

=1 0nESn Om€ESm =1 0p€Sp omESm
for any permutation-equivariant function f and a RegretNet-PE is always permutation-equivariant.

To compute the best bidding v, for each bidder ¢, we first randomly initialize 1,000 misreports in
all settings, and then, perform 2, 000 updates on each misreport via Adam with the same settings.
Finally, we choose the best one (which induces a maximal utility of the bidder ¢) as the approximated
best bidding v}.

B.1.4 Implementation Details

We train the models (RegretNet and RegretNet-PE) for up to 150 epochs with a batch size of 128
(B = 128) and report the early-stop results for RegretNet-PE to obtain a comparable ex-post regret.
The terminal iteration numbers for RegretNet-PE are 10, 000 in the 2 X 1 setting, 17,000 in the 3 x 1
setting, 18,000 in the 5 x 1 setting, 300, 000 in the 1 X 2 setting, and 600, 000 in the 2 x 2 setting.
Our insight is that the larger terminal iteration number required in the 2 x 2 setting is because of the
small model size, i.e., where the networks have three layers (each of 100 nodes). The value of p
is initialized as 1.0 and increased by 5 every 200 batches. For each update on w?, we initialize one
misreport and update the misreport by Adam for each bidder with 25 steps (R = 25) and learning rate
0.1 (y = 0.1). The final optimal misreports will be used to initialize the misreports for the same batch
in the next epoch. We update w? via Adam for every batch with a learning rate of 0.001. Besides, we
update A\! every 200 batches.

B.2 Additional Experiment Results

We present additional experimental results. Each valuation v;; is sampled independently from (1) a
truncated normal distribution A/(0.3, 0.1) in [0, 1]; (2) a compound distribution AV(%-, 0.1) truncated
in [0, 1], where x; is sampled independently and uniformly from {1, 2,3, 4,5} (cf. Setting A, [[10]);
and (3) a compound distribution U[0, Sigmoid(z!y;)], where z; and y; are sampled independently
and uniformly from [—1,1] (Setting C, [10]). All results are shown in Table [3| and Table 4 The
revenue and ex-post regret of RegretNet and EquivariantNet in Table [ come from the previous work
[10]. In Table[d] we report the ex-post regret as “< 0.001” following the previous works.

Moreover, we extend our experiments to more complex settings, including two-bidder five-item and
five-bidder three-item settings. Due to the computation limitations, we sample {3840, 1280} data
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Figure 2: Allocation rule learned by RegretNet (up) and RegretNet-PE (down) for two-bidder and
one-item setting. The solid regions describe the probability to allocating the item to bidder 1 (left)
and bidder 2 (right). The optimal auction mechanism is described by the regions separated by the
dashed black lines, where the number O or 1 is the probability of optimal allocation rule in the region.

points and initialize {150, 120} misreports for test. Each valuation is sampled from the uniform
distribution U0, 1] and the truncated normal distribution A(0.3,0.1) in [0, 1]. The results are shown
in TablesBland

B.3 Allocation Rules Learned by RegretNet and RegretNet-PE

In this section, we show the allocation rules learned by RegretNet and RegretNet-PE in two-bidder,
one-item setting and one-bidder, two-item setting, where the valuation is drawn from the uniform
distribution U0, 1]. The optimal auction mechanisms are both known.

B.3.1 Two-bidder and One-item Setting

For the two-bidder, one-item setting, the optimal mechanism is well-known as Myerson auction [23]],
which allocates the item to the highest bidder with receiving a payment of the maximum of the second
price and the reserve price, if the highest bid is higher than the reserve price. The allocation rules
learned by RegretNet and RegretNet-PE are shown in Figure 2] From Figure 2] We can find that the
two learned allocation rules are both almost the same as the optimal mechanism.
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Figure 3: Allocation rule learned by RegretNet (up) and RegretNet-PE (down) for one-bidder and
two-item setting. The solid regions describe the probability of allocating the first item (left) and the
second item (right). The optimal auction mechanism is described by the regions separated by the
dashed black lines, where the number O or 1 is the probability of optimal allocation rule in the region.

B.3.2 One-bidder and Two-item Setting

The optimal mechanism is given by [20]. Same with the above, we show the allocation rules learned
by RegretNet and that learned by RegretNet-PE in Figure[3] The improvement is significant. when one
item’s valuation is close to 0 and another item’s is close to 1, the mechanism learned by RegretNet has
a positive probability to allocate the item with the lower valuation to the bidder, while RegretNet-PE
and the optimal mechanisms would not.
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