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Abstract

We study a model of auction representative of the 5G auction in France. We
determine the optimal strategy of a bidder, assuming that the valuations of com-
petitors are unknown to this bidder and that competitors adopt the straightfor-
ward bidding strategy. Our model is based on a Partially Observable Markov
Decision Process (POMDP). This POMDP admits a concise statistics, avoiding
the solution of a dynamic programming equation in the space of beliefs. In
addition, under this optimal strategy, the expected gain of the bidder does not
decrease if competitors deviate from straightforward bidding. We illustrate our
results by numerical experiments, comparing the value of the bidder with the
value of a perfectly informed one.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Context

The acquisition of frequency spectrum is a vital aspect for telecommunica-
tions companies, as their core operations and success rely on these resources.
Spectrum auctions have emerged as a prominent method for allocating these
valuable bandwidths. They have undergone significant evolution since their
introduction, with various auction models being implemented over time [IJ.
Initially, sealed-bid auctions were the preferred method for allocating spectrum
rights. In this model, bidders would submit their bids simultaneously without
knowing the bids of their competitors, the highest bidder winning the auction.
However, this model was found to have limitations. For example, in auctions
with several frequency bandwidths at stake (which is usually the case), bidders
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ended up paying very different amounts for the same goods (see page 8 of [2]).
To address these limitations, auction models have evolved to accommodate more
complex scenarios. One notable development was the introduction of combina-
torial auctions, which allow bidders to bid on packages of items rather than
individual items [3]. This innovation significantly improved the efficiency of
spectrum allocation by enabling bidders to express their preferences for specific
combinations of spectrum licenses. Among the various combinatorial auction
formats, the combinatorial clock auction (CCA) has emerged as a popular choice
for spectrum auctions during the 4G era (see [, Chapter 9]). The CCA com-
bines the advantages of the clock auction, where prices increase in rounds until
demand equals supply, with the flexibility of combinatorial bidding. This for-
mat allows bidders to adjust their bids in response to changing prices, while
also considering complementarities and substitutabilities among the frequency
bandwidths. More precisely, the CCA presents two phases: the first is a clock
stage featuring a multi-round auction where each bidder bids for a unique pack-
age at each round and the price of each individual item is raised when the
demand exceeds the offer of said item. When the bidding reaches a round with
no excess demand, the CCA enters its supplementary round where bidders bid
a last time for a package of items with respect to the prices of the precedent
phase [5]. In this context, [L [6] provide an introduction to auction theory
and [7] further explores this issue, suggesting that a truthful strategy for CCA
would not be optimal in the general setting but yield efficient results. In the
5G era, new takes on this format have emerged and gained popularity mainly
due to its complexity. This was emphasized by NERA, the organizers of the
2013 4G Singapore auction, when they believed CCA would give too much of
an advantage to well-established competitor whilst the regulator was hoping to
strengthen the impact of smaller players (see |4, Chapter 9]). therefore, they
implemented a new clock auction format: the Clock Plus auction. In those
cases, bidders can only bid on the number of items they want to acquire within
a category rather than the exact bundle of items. This type of format was also
used as part of the 5G Auctions in France in 2020 with only one category of
frequency bandwidth [8]. Indeed, telecommunication operators took part in a
Clock Plus auction to decide how many frequency bandwidths will be allocated
to each before participating in an assignment auction.

The evolution of spectrum auctions has also been motivated by the matter
of optimality which can be defined differently: it could be to maximize rev-
enue for the auctioneer [J], to maximize the fairness of the auction [I0] or to
maximize one player’s profit selfishly. One way it has been studied is through
prophet inequalities, which are inequalities between a strategic allocation and
the optimal allocation deduced by an oracle, a player who is perfectly informed
and has perfect knowledge on future states. Those inequalities are widely stud-
ied in the literature for different forms of bidder’s preference but almost always
in a mechanism design perspective, so as to maximize social welfare [IT], 12].
However, few have studied the question of optimality in a competitive auction
where a player wants to selfishly maximize its own utility. An example of such a
study can be found in [I3] which proposes a Mixed Linear Integer Programming



approach in a perfect information setting. Nonetheless, the perfect information
setting case presents a difficulty: companies do not disclose their valuations, i.e.
their preferences among frequency bandwidths, to their competitors in order
to keep a competitive edge. As a matter of fact, such valuations can provide
strategic information on a company’s long-term projects. Thus, we can only
have some coarse estimates of the opponent valuations, noting that data are
generally insufficient to infer such estimations [8]. Hence, more practical ap-
proaches in imperfect information setting are used such as Partially Observable
Markov Decision Processes (POMDP). In [I4], this framework is used for in-
ferring the utility of each player. Those models have been rare for modeling
auction competition.

One of the possible reasons is that such models require to make assumptions
on the behavior of competitors. A commonly studied behavior is the Straight-
forward Bidding (SB) introduced in [2]. It is characterized by its focus on
immediate gains without considering future implications. As a matter of fact,
this strategy has been used as a baseline and is the default strategy to model
auction in the literature. For instance, ad auctions are modeled among SB-
players in [I5] and the SB strategy is used to compare the agents performance
in [I6]. This strategy has been at the heart of studies for two reasons. First,
it is an intuitive behavior to adopt in auctions, in [I7], the authors mention
that it is consistent with experimental auctions. And second, despite its sim-
plicity, it can be optimal in various situations. For instance, SB is proven to
be a weakly dominant strategy in auctions of one item [I8]. Moreover, if each
bidder demands a single item and has no preference for any of them, SB is a
Bayes-Nash equilibrium [I9]. What is more, this strategy yields to a situation
comparable to a competitive equilibrium when the goods are substitutes for all
bidders [2], which is the case for the 5G auction we study [8]. This strategy
also ensures truthfulness. A bidder bids truthfully when they are willing to
share their valuation with their competitors, SB is thus an example of truthful
strategies [2].

This paper aims to explore what could be the optimal response against SB
opponents for a bidder taking part in a clock auction such as the French 5G
auction. Indeed, the SB strategy is interesting as it is a simple yet efficient
strategy [20] for the auction at hand.

1.2. Contribution

We introduce a POMDP formulation for a particular kind of clock auctions,
with identical items. We compute the optimal strategy of a player against
straightforward bidders which we call the Bellman strategy. Our first result
(Theorem provides a simplified expression of the latter under some assump-
tions on the distribution of the opponents’ preferences. It shows that the optimal
solution of the POMDP can be expressed through a concise form avoiding the
recourse to the belief space. Secondly, we show that the Bellman strategy yields
a better result when all players play according to that strategy. Lastly, we
explore the results of this strategy when the assumptions of the theorem are
satisfied and show empirical evidence of its performance.



The paper is organized as follows: Section [2] presents the studied auction,
the SB strategy and how it is modeled in the rest of the paper. We detail the
POMDP model in Section [3] It is then solved using dynamic programming
equation and we provide a simple form of the solution in Theorem [I5] in the
case where the opponents’ demands satisfy Markov property (Assumption .
We derive further properties of the optimal strategy in the rest of Section [4]
under the same assumption. Our second main result is presented in Section
Theorem [27] states that under the optimal strategy, the expected gain of the
bidder does not decrease when the other bidders deviate from Straightforward
Bidding, and in particular when all players are utilizing the optimal strategy.
This results is valid under Assumption [d] In Section [6] we give some examples
of probabilistic models which satisfy both assumptions of our previous results.
Lastly, Section [7] applies those results to simulated auctions allowing one to
compare the performance of this bidding strategy to the one of a perfectly
informed bidder.

2. 5G auction in France

2.1. Auction mechanism

We model an auction amongst n players for m items inspired by the clock
auction held for the 5G auction in France in 2020 [§]. We denote each player
by an integer i € {1,...,n}. The auction begins at a certain price piyis = 0. A
price increment AP > 0 between successive rounds is fixed in advance.

The auction mechanism is the following:

1. The auction starts at price pinit, We set p $— Dinit
2. Each player i asks for a number of items d;(p). This is their demand or
bid. All demands are simultaneous.
3. We check if the total demand does not exceed the number of items, i.e. if
>ic1 0i(p) < m:
- If it is the case, the auction terminates and each player i receives
0;(p) items and pays d;(p) x p.
- otherwise, the price is raised, p +— p + AP, and the auction moves
to the next round (resuming from step 2).

Remark 1. In practice, AP can vary during the auction. This would allow the
auctioneer to account for consequent drop in demand from the players. In our
case, we suppose the increment is constant.

Moreover, the auction presents an eligibility rule: it is mandatory for player
i’s demand to be non-increasing, i.e. ¥p > 0,d;(p + AP) < §;(p).
This auction presents both public information and private information:

- In our setting, the total demand is revealed at the end of the round. At
round ¢, the past demands are public information, i.e. {d 7 ; & (pinit +
sAP)|0 < s < t} is known by all players.



- Each player 7 has a budget B;. This is a private information. Every player
is under a budget constraint: one’s payment cannot exceed one’s private
budget.

Following the spirit of the literature [II 2, [6] 2], we model the preferences
of each player ¢ by a valuation function v; : {0,...,m} — Ry. This valuation
represents a maximal price that the player 7 is willing to pay for k items. It is
also private information.

Assumption 1. We suppose the valuations are normalized, i.e. v;(0) = 0 for
alli e {1,...,n}.

In other words, the maximal price any player is willing to pay for acquiring
nothing is €0.

Furthermore, we introduce the utility w;(k,p) = v;(k) — kp. Each agent 4
wants to maximize this utility within the constraints of the auction.

2.2. Straightforward bidding

In our study, we suppose all but one player play according to a strategy
called Straightforward Bidding (SB) [2]. This strategy is a myopic strategy:
it consists in maximizing one’s utility at each round, as if the auction would
terminate immediately. The player handles possible tie breaks by taking the
lowest number of items that maximizes their utility. In our case in which there
is a single type of items, SB can be formulated as follows.

Definition 2. The player ¢ is said to be playing SB if

Vp > 0,6;(p) = min (arg max{v;(k) — k:p})

0<k<m

One can notice that in Definition [2| é; only depends on the map p > 0 —
maxogk<m{vi(k) — kp}. This is precisely the Legendre-Fenchel transform of v;
(up to a change of sign), restricted to the non-negative real numbers. Hence,
d; only depends on the non-decreasing concave hull of the private valuation v;.
This is formalized by the following result.

Proposition 3. Suppose player i plays SB. Let

0; = inf{f : {0,...,m} = R | f is non decreasing, concave and f > v;}

and for all p > 0, define ;(p) = min (arg maXgc <, {0i(k) — k:p}) Then,

1. Let kg € {1,...,m — 1} such as There exists p satisfying 6;(p) = ko.
Then, v; is locally strictly concave in ko (meaning v;(ko) — vi(ko — 1) >
vi(ko + 1) — v;(ko) ). Moreover, for such a ko, U;(ko) = vi(ko).

2. for all p = 0, we have 6;(p) = 8;(p).



Proof. 1. Let ko = min(arg max¢ <, {vi(k) — kp}). Then,

vi(ko) — kop 2 vi(ko +1) — (ko + 1)p
p = vi(ko + 1) — vi(ko)
vi(ko) — kop > vi(ko — 1) — (ko — 1)p
vi(ko) —vi(ko —1) >p

Thus, v;(ko) — vi(ko — 1) > v;(ko + 1) — v;i(ko). By definition of ¥; and
since v; is concave in ko, vi(ko) = 0; (ko).
2. Yk €{0,...,m},(3p > 0,8,(p) = k) = (W(k) = vi(k)) hence &; = d.
O

Corollary 4. Suppose player i plays according to SB. We can model their val-
uation by a function of the form v;(k) = SF_ 2% where 21 > 24 > ... > 21 >0

J=17j
and in this case, 6;(p) = Y71 1(25 —p > 0).

7j=1

Proof. According to Proposition [3] we can model the valuation v; of player i as
a non-decreasing and concave function 4;. Indeed, Vp > 0,8;(p) = &;(p), hence
considering 0; rather than v; does not change the demands of player 7. In the
rest of the proof, we consider that v; = v;.

Then, for all k € {0,...,m}, v;(k) = Zf L 25 where for all j € {1,...,m},

z§ = v;(j) — vi(j — 1). The fact that v; is non-decreasing, non—negatlve and

concave ensures that z¢ > 24 > ... > 2! > 0. Furthermore,

0;(p) = min (argmax{vi( ) — kp}) = min (argmax{z Zi—p })

0<kSm o<ksm

max{j € {1,...,m} : 2zl —p >0} if the set is not empty
otherwise

= Zl(z; —p>0)
j=1
O

This corollary can be interpreted geometrically as shown in Figure the
(2}) represent the slopes of the secret valuation v;. An SB demand consists in
counting the number of slopes that are steeper than the current price.



value

Figure 1: Visualizing the response to a price offer p on the Newton polygon of the valuation
map

Remark 5. With Corollary [d] we represent the concave hull of the discrete map
k — v;(k), which is known as the Newton polygon of v;. The values (2%)1<;<s
coincide with the successive slopes of the segments of the Newton polygon.
They are special (one dimensional) instances of the notion of indifference locus,
studied in [22] using tools of tropical geometry: those are the prices at which
player i is indifferent between acquiring j or j + 1 items. The demand at price
p can also be interpreted on the Newton polygon. It is the number k (there
in Figure [1| kK = 2) for which there is a supporting line of slope p touching the
Newton polygon at point (k,v;(k)).

Thereafter, in virtue on Corollary [4 we will model the valuation of an SB

agent as a concave and non-decreasing function as it does not reduce the gen-
erality of the model. This is formalized in the following assumption:

Assumption 2. Fvery valuation function v; is concave and non-decreasing, i.e.
can be written in the form vi(k) =3, 2 with 2} > ... > 2,,.

Since in our setting, the total demand is revealed, we model all the SB-
players as one super player.

Definition 6. Let Ji,...,J, be players with respective demand functions ¢y,
..,0-. We call an aggregation of players Ji,..., J. a player whose demand
function is >_._, 4;.

Proposition 7. An aggregation of SB-players can be viewed as an SB-player.
We call it a super SB-player.

Proof. Let r € N. Let d1,...,0, be r demand functions of SB-players. We denote
by v1,...,v, their valuation functions. 4
According to Corollary 4] There exists (z](-l)) 1<i<r such as Vi € {1,...,r},

1<jsm
ziz) > 220 >0, v (k) = Z?Zl zj(-z) and &;(p) = Z;":l 1(2’](-1) —p>0).
We reorder the sequence (zgl), cee zg), 252), cee zj(z), ce, z%)) to a sequence
(z1,-+,2rm) such as z1 > ... 2 Zpm.



The aggregated demand function of the SB-players is § = Y ._, d;. Hence,

r

(p) = 6:(p)

i=1

Let Vk € {0,...,rm}, v(k) = 325 _; ;. Then, d(p) = 7" 1(z; —p > 0) =

j=1
min (arg Maxg < rmiV(k) — kp}) Hence, the aggregation of SB-players can be
seen as a SB-player of valuation v. O

Remark 8. In this proof, we introduced the valuation v of a super SB-player.

One may note that
,

k)= s S ull).
o=k i
This form shows that the valuation of a super SB-player is the sup-convolution
of valuations of SB-players. Geometrically, this can be seen on the graph of the
super player’s valuation, which is the Minkowski sum of the graphs of all the
players’ valuations.

2.8. Playing against a super SB-player

Our goal is to find a strategy for the non-SB-player in the auction. In the
rest, we call the super SB-player the opponent and the non-SB-player the player.
The latter’s private valuation is v.

Proposition 9. From the player perspective, the auction terminates in a finite
number of rounds R:

R<1+TAP ™ (0(1) = ponit) ] =5 1+ R

The auction terminates in the sense that from round R, the player can no longer
make relevant strategic decisions.

Proof. From the player perspective, the auction terminates:

1. When the termination condition is satisfied;
2. When their demand hits 0.

Indeed, after the demand hits 0, the player cannot make any strategical decision:
the eligibility rule forces them to stick to a null demand. Therefore, a player
views the auction’s horizon as finite.



Let p = pinit + RAP be the price at round R + 1.

k=0
Vk € {0,...,m},v(k) —kpg <0 < Sor
k:;éOand%gpﬁ

Notice that k — v(kk) = %:8(0) is non-increasing since v is concave. Thus,
= piniv + AP(JAP™ (v(1) = pigic ) 1) > v(1). Hence,

R
Vk e {1,...,m}, U(kk) < pg- Therefore, the demand of the player is necessarily
0 at round R. O

maxig<k<m % = U(l).

We define P = {pinit + kAP|k € {0,...,R}}, the prices that can hold
relevance during the auction.

We denote by ¢ the opponent’s demand function.

In a perfect information setting i.e. when the opponent’s valuation is public,
the optimal policy comes naturally:

Proposition 10. Against an SB-player, for a perfectly informed player, bidding
arg maxye o, . m} V(k) —kpy where p, = inf{p € P : 6(p)+k < m} at each round
s optimal.

.....

Proof. Let s be a strategy for a perfectly informed player. We denote by k their
final bid at the terminal price p € P. Therefore, the player earns a utility of
u(k,p) and k+6(p) < m. Let k = argmax;cyq, . v(I) —Ip where p; = inf{p €
P :6(p) +1 < m}. Then, a perfectly informed player bidding x at each round
would end the auction at price p, and wu(k,px) = 0 because v(0) — Opg = 0.
Therefore, if k¥ = 0, we have u(k,p) = 0 < u(k,p,). Otherwise, p — u(k, p) is
decreasing, thus u(k,p) < u(k,pr) < u(k,ps). Hence, for a perfectly informed
player, playing any strategy s always yields a final utility which is less or equal
than the one obtained by bidding arg max;c o, 3 v(k)—kpy, at each round. [

An optimal strategy for such an oracle player is to bid the £ that maximizes
v(k) — kpg. Since this result is immediate, the literature primarily examines
scenarios where the opponent’s valuation is either unknown or revealed through
signaling during the auction [11] [12]. Furthermore, this is a more sound frame-
work as competitors usually ignore their opponents valuations.

The following section formally introduces the optimization problem regard-
ing the player’s strategy.

3. POMDP model

We model the opponent’s valuation as a random variable V (k) = Z?:l Z;
with (Z;) random non-negative variables of known distribution. The (Z;) must

verify Zy > ... = Z,_1)m almost surely (a.s.). We denote their demand func-
tion §(p) = Zy;l)m 1{Z; > p} which is viewed as a random process.



Definition 11. We model the situation as a Partially Observable Markov De-
cision Process (POMDP).

e We denote by S the state space. A state s; = (¢, pt, ke, wi) € S at time ¢
is defined by:

- t€{0,...,R} is a discrete time, it can be interpreted as the round
of the auction.

- p € P is the price at round ¢. The price dynamics is given by
Po = Pinit and Vt € {0, ..., R}, pty1 = pr + AP.

- ky €{0,...,m} is the player’s bid at round ¢ — 1.

- w; is the choice of nature for the opponent’s valuation during the
auction. We suppose that V¢ € {0,..., R},w;11 = w; meaning that
the opponent’s valuation does not change during the auction. This
opponent’s bid can be computed from w; through a deterministic
function & : (w, py) > 6.

e We denote by O the set of observations. The observation at time ¢ is
given by oy = (¢, pt, ki, 0:—1),Vt € {1,..., R} where §; = d(w¢, pt). We set
ko := argmaxye o,y (V(K) — kpinit) and og = (0, pinit, ko)-

e We introduce the information vector Z; which is the information available
to the player at t: Zy = og and Z; = (09, ko, . .., 04, kt) for t € {1,..., R}.

e From this information, at round ¢, the player takes an action u; = 0¢(Z;) €
{0,...,m} with o, a measurable function and u; < k;. The sequence
(0¢)e>0 is called an admissible strategy. The state following the action wu;
satisfies ki1 = u;. We thus have Z; = (0, ug ..., 0t—1, Ut—1, 0t).

e The action u causes the state to change from s to s’ with probability
T(s'|s,u). As a matter of fact, in this model, all transitions are determin-
istic:

1 ifw =wk =u,t' =t+1,
T((t',p" K W') | (tp Ky w),u) = P =p+AP
0 otherwise

Remark 12. Although the transitions are deterministic, the trajectory (s¢), <t<R
is not. Indeed, the initial state sg is random because wg, the unknown nature’s
choice, is viewed as a random variable.

Remark 13. In the framework we consider, the aggregated demand is made
public at each round. Therefore, the aggregated demand §;_1 is part of the
observation at time ¢. Other auctions may consider other information as public.
For instance, the auctioneer may choose to reveal all individual demands (mean-
ing {8;(Pinit + SAP)|0 < s < t, i = 1,...,n} is available at round ¢) or only
if the auction is continued. Nonetheless, we could apply the same approach to
auction with different kind of private information by modifying the observation
set.
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Optimization problem The problem is to maximize the player’s expected
value. Our goal is thus to find an optimal admissible strategy i.e. optimize with
regards to (oy):

maximize E[v(u;) — u,p;]

where 7 = inf{t € {0,..., R} | §; + u; < m} (termination condition)

Although the problem presents a stopping time, the horizon is finite, bounded
by R.

In order to solve such a POMDP, as explained in [23] pp. 185-225], we
can move from an imperfect state information problem to a perfect information
problem by defining a new system where the state is the information vector
Z; = (00,uqg...,0t—1,ut_1,0¢), thus reducing the problem to an MDP since
Zi41 only depends on Z; and the control u;. We can thus compute the value of
this problem, which satisfies a Bellman equation:

Proposition 14. The optimal value of Problem is given by the Bellman
equation:

w(I ) _ U(kt) — ktpt—l ’Lf kt + 6t_1 S m (2>
! maxXy, <k, Ew, [¥(Y(Zt, 6(wi,pt),ue)|Zs]  otherwise

where Ty = (00,Uq - - -, 05 = (8, Ps, ks, 0s—1)s -+, Ut—1,0¢) 8 the information vec-

tor at time t and y(Zy, 6(we, pt),ut) = (00, Uo, - -, 0, Ut, 0p11) 18 the updated
information vector with op41 = (t + 1, pry1, ue, 0(we, pr))).

This proposition follows from the results developed in [23, [24]. Especially,
it gives all the necessary steps to model a POMDP with an information vector
that takes into account all past rounds. The problem thus becomes a problem
with perfect information whose explicit form is given in Proposition To
be precise, it is an application of the results in 'Problem with imperfect state
information’ [23] p. 185-225].

4. Bellman strategy

The result of Proposition[I4]holds regardless of any assumptions made about
the opponent. However, its formulation requires maintaining a complete record
of the history of the game, which is computationally expensive. This issue is
addressed in the following theorem, by identifying a condition leading to a more
tractable solution.

Theorem 15. Let ¢¥ be defined on O by
(n—1)m

QO’U(OO) = HE?CX (;,ZO P(é(pz'mt) = 5/)3011(17])1‘”# + AP; uaél)

UKo
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vt e {1,...,R},0; = (t,ps, ke, 0p—1),

v(ki) — kepr—1 if ke +0;-1 <m
o) =1 max 3 B(6(p) = F1pr) = 0+ Lo d) ()
<o otherwise.

and ¢*(of = (R,.)) = 0.
Suppose that (6(pr) = 6(wi,pi))is0 is a Markov chain. The optimal value
given by Fquation and @ coincide :

vt € {0,... )R}aw(zt) = ¢"(or)

In other words, we can find an optimal solution which only depends on
the distribution of the opponent’s demand, avoiding the recourse to dynamic
programming in a belief space. As a matter of fact, the opponent’s demand is
a sufficient statistics [23] for the optimal value. Indeed, if the demand function
is a Markov chain, then, the information vector is also a Markov chain.

Proof. Let Z; = (0o = (0, pinit, ko), Yo, - - -, 0t—1,Us—1,0¢ = (t,pt, ke, 6¢—1)) and

i1 = (00, uQy .-, 0y_1,Us_q,04,u,0). Let u; be an admissible control at time

t. First, notice that all the information vector Z; is contained within the vec-

tor Zs4q for all round s. Therefore, P(Z;11 = iry1|Zo, .- Lt ut) = P(Zpy1 =

it4+1|Z¢, ut). The dynamics of the sequence of information vectors only depends

on the last information and on the control, (Z;),, <% is indeed a Markov chain.
Moreover P(o¢+1 = o|Zo, - . ., Zt, ur) = P(or+1 = 0|Zs, ug). Thus,

P(osy1 = (t+ 1, piy1,u, 8 )|og, g, - - -, 0t Ug)

(S(WO»pt) = 5/|5(Pinit) =060,..,0(ps—1) = 0¢—1)1(us = u)
(6(pe) = 0'10(pinit) = 0+ -, 0(Ps—1) = 64—1)1(us = u)
(6(pe) = 0'[0(pe—1) = 6r—1)1(ur = u)

P(Ot_;,_l = O|It, ’U,t)

P
P
P

Lastly, the reward of the problem at time ¢ solely depends on o;. Indeed,
in the auction, the player receives v(k:) — k¢pr—1 when k; + §(ps—1) < m and 0
otherwise. This shows that (o),¢,<7 s a sufficient statistics. O

This leads to a practical algorithm to decide bids at each round: the strategy
is to take the arg max at each round ¢ in Equation .

It should be noted that we did not make direct usage of the SB behavior of
the opponent. Indeed, the result is true for any demand that is a Markov chain
and depends deterministically on w, the choice of nature and the price. In other
words, the results holds for any demand of the opponent that solely depends on
their valuation under the assumption that it is a Markov chain. Thereafter, we
will focus specifically on the SB strategy which will be assumed to be a Markov
chain, and the Bellman strategy the algorithm provides. The following definition
recalls the formula for the SB strategy and defines the Bellman strategy.

12



Definition 16. Let v be a player’s valuation. Let v be a random super-player’s
valuation. We consider the price p; = pinit + tAP.
We denote by

o”(t) = min ( arg max {v(u) — up})
u(n—1)m
the bid of a super SB-player of valuation v. B
Under the assumptions of Theorem we define for k4+ 6 >m and t < R

BY(t, k,d) = min (arg max Q" (¢, 9, u))
u<k
where Q(t,6,u) = > 4 Pg,‘égpv(t + 1,pt41,u,0") and Pg,‘é = Plo¥(t+1) =
oo (t) = 0).
We call Bellman strategy the strategy that consists in bidding 5% (¢, k,0)
at round ¢, when the last demand of the player is k and their opponent’s last

demand is §. Note that if kK + 6§ < m,ﬁthe auction has terminated so there is no
need for a strategy. Similarly, if ¢ > R, 8(t, k,d) = 0.

Remark 17. Note that if (p;) follows the dynamic of the auction, ¥t > 0,0"(t) =
0(we, pt) where (wy) is the choice of nature giving a super-player’s valuation v.

Remark 18. This definition can be adapted to model a super Bellman-player by
modifying the state space, observation space and control space of the POMDP.

We have thus shown that if the super-player’s demand is a Markov Chain,
then we can easily compute the optimal strategy of the player. In the rest of the
paper, we will use the more practical form of the optimal solution. Therefore,
we introduce the following assumption and show that it holds for reasonable
choices of distribution for valuation v.

Assumption 3 (Markov property (MP)). (0" (t))o<;<% i @ Markov chain.
Let us show some properties of this strategy.

Lemma 19. A player following the Bellman strategy will always place bids
lower than those they would have placed under the SB strategy. Specifically, for
a given valuation v, we have

vt € {0,..., R}, Vk € {0,...,m},V6 € {0,..., (n — 1)m}, B (¢, k,5) < o”(¢).

In order to prove this result, we show that the strategy that consists in
bidding the minimum between the Bellman bid and the SB bid at time ¢ gives
the same expected gain as the Bellman strategy. A more detailed proof can be
found in Section

We also have a natural upper bound for the expected utility of a Bellman-
player at information set Z;.

Proposition 20. Let o; be an observation at time t such that k is the player’s
last demand. Then, the value of the POMDP can be bounded as follows:

@"(0r) Kv(o”(t=1)ANk) = (o"(t — 1) ANk)pi—1

13



Proof. We prove the proposition by induction.

o Let (k,0) € {0,...,m} x {0,...,(n—1)m}.
For t = R, ¢"(R,pg. k,0) =0 < v(0"(R—1) A k) — (c"(R— 1) AN k)pg_

[y

o Let (t,k,0) €{0,...,R—1} x{0,...,m} x {0,...,(n — 1)m}.
(

Suppose V(u,§ )6{0,...,m}><{0, ,(n—=1)ym}, " (t+1,pi41,u,0")
v(a?(t)Au)— (¥ (t)Au)pe. I k46 < mthengo (t,pt, k,0) = v(k)—kpt—_1
v(a(t = 1) Ak)— (0 (t = 1) ANk)p—1.

Otherwise,

<
<

Qov(t7pt7 k? 5) = I}}g‘?ng’wwv(t + lapt+1a u, 6l)
maxZ]P’M(; YAu) = (a¥(t) Au)p)

=v(0" ()Nﬂ)—(ff () A k)pe

Lastly, v(a¥(t) A k) — (6?(t) A k)ps < U(U“(t) k) —
v(o¥(t—1)Ak)—(c¥(t—1)Ak)ps—1, since ¥ () ANk < oV (t—
and u — v(u) — ups—1 is non-decreasing on {0,...,0"(t —

(a(t) N E)pi—1 <
DAk < 0 (t—1)
D}

)

O

Proposition 21. Let g¥ defined for allt € {1,...,R},k € {0,...,0(t—1)},8 €
{0,...,(n—1)m} as g”(0, ko, .) = maxy,<i, y_5 P(c”(1) = 0")g"(1,u,d") and for
t>0:

v(k) — kpi—1 ifk+0<m
g": (t,k,0) = § MaXygpnoo () D Pg,‘ég”(t +1,u,8") ift<Randk+6>m
0 otherwise

Then Vk € {0,...,m},V§ € {0,...,(n — 1)m}, 0" (0, Dinit, k) = ¢*(0,k,6) and
V(t k,0) € {1,...,R} x{0,...,m} x{0,...,(n—1)m}, ©"(t, s, k,0) < g*(t, kA
O.U(t - 1)75) < gov(tpta kA o'v(t - 1)75)

Proposition [21] along with proposition [I9] shows that it suffices to con-
sider bids in {0,...,0%(t — 1)} at round ¢ for a Bellman-player. In this case,
OV (t, pe, k,0) = g¥(t, k, ). Such results help reduce the complexity of the Bell-
man strategy as we reduce the number of scenarios to consider to compute the
optimal move to maximize one’s expected utility.

Proof. We immediately have that oV (¢, p;, kAo (t—1),0) > g*(t, kAc?(t—1),0).
Let us show by induction the left inequality:
1. If t =R, let (k,8) € {0,...,m} x {0,...,(n—1)m}.

e Either ¢"(R—1)+6 > m and k+§ > m, in which case (kA o"
-1

n (R -
1)) + & > m. Hence, 9" (R, pgp. k,6) =0=g" (R, k Ao"(R ,0).

14



e Or, we have the case k+J < m and o(R — 1) + 0 > m or the case

0’(R—1)+46 <mand k+ 6 > m which both yield to (kA 0¥ (R —
1)) + 0 < m. Therefore, g*(R,k A o”(R —1),6) = v(o(R — 1)) —
O'U(R - l)pﬁfl 2 0= <Pv(Rap§7 kv 5)

2. Lett € {0,..., R—1} and suppose that V(u,d’) € {0,...,m}x{0,...,(n—
Dm}, @ (t+ 1, pry1,u,68') < g°(t+ 1, u Ao (t),d).
o If K+ < m, then

@v(tpt; k7 5) = ’U(k) - kpt—l
SvlkAd®(t—1)—(EAd"(t—1))pi—1
=g"(t,kNo¥(t —1),9)

e If K+ > m, then
(Pv(tapta kvé) = rggchIP’f;,wcpv(t + ]-7pt+17ua 6/)
<X 6/
Smax Y Physg (t+ Luno(1),d)
=X 5/

= max ZPE,‘ég”(t +1,u,d")

u<kAo?(t) 5
= ]Pt/ v t ]. 5/
ug(w,}g%ﬁov(t_l); Lsg"(t+1,u,8)
= gv(tvk A Uv(t - 1)75)

O

Lastly, we can observe that the utility decreases with t. Therefore, one may
have the intuition that if the opponent decreases their demand, one’s expected
utility might increase as it is possible to stop the auction earlier. The following
proposition shows this result, however, we need an assumption to prove it.

Assumption 4 (Stochastic monotonicity (SM)). Vs € {0,...,(n—1)m}, Vé €
{0,....(n = 1)m =1} 355 P51 = Zsrss oo

This assumption means that there is more chance for a SB demand to be
high when the previous demand was high itself. We give in Section [6] examples
of probabilistic models in which this assumption is satisfied.

Proposition 22. Suppose SM (Assumptz'on Then, the value of the prob-
lem 1is non-increasing with 6, i.e. Vt € {1,...,R},Vk € {0,...,0"(t — 1)},¥0 €
{0,...,(n—1)m =1}, " (t,pt, k,0) = ©"(t,pt, k,0 + 1).

Proof. Let t € {1,..., R}, k€ {0,...,0°(t—1)},6 €{0,...,(n — 1)m — 1}.
1. If k+ 6+ 1 < m then

@ (t,pe, k6 + 1) — 0" (t,pt, k,0) = (v(k) — kpi—1) — (v(k) — kpt—1) =0
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2. If k+ 6 = m then

@U(t7pt7k‘a5 + 1) - (pv(tvptvka(s) @v(t,pt, ]’C,(S =+ 1) - (U(k) - kpt—l)
(

v(k) = kpi—1) = (v(k) = kpr—1) = 0

3. Lastly for the case k + § > m, Let us proceed by induction.
The initialization is immediate at ¢t = R.
Now suppose Vu € {0,...,0%(t)},Vé" € {0,...,(n — 1)m — 1}, (¢
1, per1, u, 0'+1) < @¥(t+1,pia1,u,d8’). Per Proposition 21} ¢ (¢, p, k, d)
gv (t7 kv 5) = maXy kAo (t) ((5’7:_01)7” ]P)g/‘é@v (t =+ 17pt+17 U, 5,)
Following an equivalent of stochastic ordering (Condition B’ in [25]),
for all f non-increasing function, f : § — Zg’,:ol)m Pg,l(;f((;’) is non-
decreasing.
Hence, 6 — Z((;,lz_ol)m }P’g,légo” (t+1,pt41,u,d") is non-increasing, thus § —

@V (t,pt, k,0) is non-increasing as maximum of non-increasing functions.

O

<

+

5. Guarantees

There is no guarantee that the Bellman strategy would be robust to a change
of the opponent’s strategy. Thus, one may wonder what happens if the opponent
deviates from SB, for instance, what happens when both players use the Bellman
strategy. In order words, the Bellman-player is optimal against a SB-player,
but what happens when both players think they face a SB-player and play
accordingly?

Definition 23. Let v be a deterministic valuation and v be a random valuation.
Let s” (resp. &Y) be a strategy of the w-player (resp. wv-player). Let

(koy ..., kt—1) (resp. (do,...,d:—1)) be the bids of the v-player (resp. v-player)

before t. We define h; := (ko, dg, . . ., kt—1, 0:—1) the past history of bids.

We set k; = s”(t,hy) and §; := £”(¢,h). Note that J§; is random and
depends on v, £ and all the past information. Therefore, it defines a random
vector ht+1 = (ht, kt,5t).

The expected utility of the s”-player at round ¢ is given by:

v(ki—1) — ki—1ps—1 if ky_1+6i-1 <m
Gt,s”,§" (t, ht) = ]Eér, [Gt-i-l,s”,{” (t + 1, ht+1)] if kt—l + 5t—1 > m and t < R
0 otherwise

Remark 24. Note that this definition gives a general expression for the gain of a
player. It allows for a deeper comprehension of the interaction between players.
Indeed, with this expression, we can compare the expected utility obtained by
a player by specifying their strategy and the strategy of the opponent. It allows
us to focus on the expected utility of the player rather than their strategy as it
becomes an input. Since the previous sections study the case of a Bellman player
against a SB player, it should be noted that G, gv o+ (¢, he) = @" (¢, pr, ke—1,01—-1).
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The previous remark helps us rewrite the theorems from the previous section
with the notation of Definition Hence, the following theorem is a reformu-
lation of Theorem [15| making use of the general expression G:

Theorem 25. Let v and v as in the definition above and suppose MP (Assump-

tion @

Then, ¥t € {0,..., R}, Y (k:)o<r<i—1,V(0r)o<r<i—1, Vs® strategy,
Gipv.ov(t,he) = Gy o ov(t, hy)

In order words, the Bellman strategy mazimizes the expected gain of the
player against a SB-player.

Theorem 26. Let v and v as defined in theorem [25

Suppose SM (Assumption .Then, the expected gain of a Bellman-player
against a Bellman opponent is higher than the expected gain obtained when the
opponent is an SB-player, i.e.

Fort € {0,..., R}, (k-)o<r<t € {0,...,m}* and (6;)o<r<t € {0,...,(n —
1)m}t two sequences of bids and hy = (ko, 80, ..,ki—1,0;_1) the past history,
we have

Gtﬁ”ﬁ” (t’ h’t) 2 Gtﬁ”ﬂ” (tv ht)

In this case, the opponent playing 8” is an aggregation of Bellman-players.

Proof. Let us prove it by induction.

For t = R7 Gt,ﬁ“,ﬁ" (t, ht) =0= Gt,ﬁ”,a” (t, ht)

Let t € {0,...,R}. Let (k,),<; and (d,),<; be two sequences of bids. Sup-
pose Vky < ky—1,Y0; < 8¢—1,Geq1,8v,8v (t, e, ke, 0¢) = Grgo v (E, By, Ky, 0r).

If ky_14+0:—1 < mthen Gy g gv (t,hy) = v(ki—1)—ki—1pi—2 = Gt g ov (t, hye).
otherwise,

Gipo,pr(t, he) = E[Giyr,popr (t+ 1, he, B7(E ke—1,00-1), B (t,0¢—1, ke —1))]
> E[Gis1,8v0v (t+ 1, he, 8(E, ki—1,00-1), BY (¢, 011, ki—1))]
by induction hypothesis
=E[p"(t + 1, pes1, B (L, ke—1,0¢e-1), B (t, 641, ks —1)]

BU(t, ki—1,0p—1) < o¥(t) and BY(t,0i—1,ki—1) < o¥(t)(%) thus we can apply
proposition 22

thBUMBV (t, ht) > [Spv(t + 17pt+1u Bv(ta ktflv 5t71)7 ﬁy(ta 515717 ktfl)]
2 Elp"(t + 1, pri1, Bt ke—1,6e-1), 07 ()]

t,Bv,0v (t7 ht)

E
E
G

O

Intuitively, a Bellman-player would try to end the auction as soon as possible
as long as the cost of stopping the auction outweighs the cost of rising the price.
SB, as a myopic strategy enters the auction greedily whereas Bellman estimates
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when it is no longer profitable to be greedy. Therefore, when both players play
the Bellman strategy, they both expect their opponent to be greedy, thus they
reduce their demands in order to make the auction stop earlier. This behavior
leads to an increase of the player’s expected utility.

This result is actually more general as we do not make use of the fact that
the opponent plays Bellman but only that their demand is less than the demand
they would have made had they played SB.

Theorem 27. Let v and v as defined in theorem and suppose SM. Let
t € {0,...,R}, (kr)ret € {0,...,m}t, (6:)r<t € {0,...,(n — 1)m}! two se-
quences of bids and hy = (ko, 00, ..., ki—1,0:—1). Let & be a strategy such that
vt € {0,..., R}, & (t,hs) < 0¥ (t). Then, the expected gain of a Bellman-player
against £ is bounded from below by the expected gain against a SB-player of
valuation v.

In order words,

Gipvev(t,he) = Gigo v (t, he)

Proof. The proof is identical to the one of Theorem [26] Indeed, in the latter,
the fact that the opponent plays Bellman only rises in step (x) of the proof in
order to apply Proposition 22] Thus, the result remains true for any strategy
such as Proposition [22]is applicable, i.e. that are less or equal than SB. O

Regardless of the opponent’s strategy, as long as the player plays Bellman,
they can guarantee an expected gain of at least the expected gain they would
have had had they played against a super SB-player.

6. Probabilistic models

In this section, we introduce a framework for our experiments. Mainly, this
means to choose a distribution of the (Z;)i<;<(n—1)m defined in the beginning
of Section [3]in order to define the super-player’s valuation.

Ideally, such distribution should respect the two assumptions of our theo-
rems:

(i) Markov property (Assumption [3).
(ii) Stochastic Monotonicity (Assumption [d).

6.1. Uniform case

The first intuition is to uniformly draw the (Zj’:), i.e. drawing uniformly the
slopes of each opponent and then, reordering them in order to form the super-
player’s valuation. This model would embody the idea that the opponents would
have a budget Z,,x that could not be exceeded.

Definition 28. Let Zpax > 0. Let (Ud)icicn—1 ~ U[0,1] iid. For i €

J
1<jsm

{1,...,n—1}, Let Vj € {1,... ,m},Z; = ZmaxU} and define Z} = Z(im_jﬂ)
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the (m — j + 1) order statistics of (Z3,...,2%). Let (Z1,..., Z(n—1)m) be a
reordering of (Z1,...,Z%, ..., ZJ’:, o Zh Y suchas Z; > ... > Z(in—1)ym-

We call an opponent of valuation V' : k € {0,...,(n — 1)m} — Z?Zl Z
uniformly distributed of parameter Z, ..

Proposition 29. A uniformly distributed super SB-player satisfies MP and SM.
We rely on the following lemma for the first part of the proof:

Lemma 30. The density of (Z1,..., Zm—1)m) 15 given by

n—1)m n—1)m)!
zZ € R( b g ((Z(nfz)rn)lzl>“'>z(nfl)7n(2)126[07Zmax](n71)m (’Z)

max

Lemma [30] is proven in Section [0}

Proof. First part Let Z.x > 0 and (Z;) be a sequence of random variables

such that an opponent of valuation V : k € {0,...,(n — 1)m} — Ej:l

is uniformly distributed. Let (do,...,d:, d:+1) be a sequence of bid. Note that
P(6(po) = do,.--,0(p) = d:) = 0 if the sequence does not satisfy dg > ... > dp41.
Therefore, we suppose the sequence is non-increasing. We denote by Ej;1 the
event {6(po) = do,...,0(pt+1) = dt41}, so that

Eir1 ={3(po) = do, -, 0(Pr+1) = S41}

(n—1)m (n—1)m
={ Z L(Z;>po) =00, D, UZj>pis1) = 6.}
j=1

={0< Ztn—1ym <po} N+ N{0 < Zso11 < po} N {pe—1 < Zs, 11 < Pt}
NA{pe < Zs, <peg1} NNt < Zs, 41 < Degr)
N {41 < Zspy < Ziax) N N {pir1 < Z1 < Zax}

={Z € A}

Where A = (pt+17 Zmax}éw—1 X Xi:()(psvps+1]6s_5s+l X (O7pt](n—1)m—50.
Lemma [30] gives

((n—1)m)!
= emom [, o> 20y (2)d2

max

P(Ey11)

Let z = (21,...,2(n—1)m) € A. We have

1Z1>-">z(n—1)m (Z) :121>~»-225t+1 (Z)1z5t+l 225,141 (Z)125t+1+1>-~»22(7171)m (Z)

=Lz, (2)1e, iz (2)

since z5,., € (Pt+1, Zmax) and 25,11 € (pr,pi+1]- Let us denote by 2=7) =
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(Zi+1,.--,%;). By iterating the above computation, we obtain

((n—1)m)! / (—6041) =5
P(E, = 1g, » 1)) g (z(—0e+1)
(Brer) Z(n_l)m ( (P41, Zmax) 1 {2122 5t+1}(z )d(z ))

max

t
<1l (/ o Ve iz 2y (B0 700 )d (00700 0))
s=0 (PssPs+1] s+

% ( / 1{250+12'*-2Z(n71)m} (Z(ﬁof(nfl)m))d(z(éo*(nfl)m)))
(0,p0](n—1)m—60

Therefore,
P(6(pt+1) = 641, - -+, d(po) = do)
P((S(Pt) =0,... »5(170) = 50)
<f(pt+1,Zmax]5t+1 1{Zl>”_>z8t+1}(Z(_5t+1))d(2(_6t+1)))
(Sipe zogse iz 325,3 (2009)d(2009)))

x ( 1 ]
/(Pt pey1]’t Ot (zorpa 12220, )
,

HCDCC, ]P)((S(pt—i-l) = 5t+1\5(pt) = 5t7 . ,5(])0) = (50) dcpcnds on 5t+17 5t,pt+1 and

Pe- P(6(pes1) = 0e1116(pe) = 6¢, .., 6(po) = b0) = P(6(prs1) = de4110(p) = 6¢).
MP is thus satisfied. O

(Z(6t+1*651))d(z(5t+1765t)))

The second part of the proof rely on another lemma:

Lemma 31. Let u = %. If Zimax < pry1, then 6(piy1) = 0. Otherwise,

Vo€ {0, (n— 1)m}, V5 < 6, B(8(prsr) = 816(p) = 6) = (3)u” (1 — u)p=7
Lemma [31] is proven in Section [0}

Proof. Second part

The law of 6(p¢41) conditionally to {d(p;) = d;} is a binomial law. It can be
interpreted as the number of successes in a sequence of ¢ independent experi-
ments. We fix (X;) ey iid Bernoulli variable of parameter u.

Then, we have >0~ V" P(8(piy1) = 6'|6(pe) = 6) = S5 D™ (5)w® (1 —
u)¥%" = P(X; 4 ---+ X; > s), the probability to have at least s successes in &
experiments.

Since {X1 + -+ X5 = s} C{X1+ -+ Xo 1 = s}, 0" D" P(6(pyya) =
0"6(ps) =9) < ((57,:81)"1 P(6(pry1) = 8'16(pr) = §+1). SM is thus also satisfied.

O

6.2. Exponential case

The exponential case can be interesting to compute also since it is a tradi-
tional framework to model counting processes. Indeed, the demand of a super-
opponent is nothing but an inverse counting process: we count the number of
slopes of the valuation that are still above the price once it is raised.
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Definition 32. Let A > 0. Let (Z;)i1<j<(n-1)m such as Vj € {1,...,(n —
)m}, Z; — Zjy1 ~ E(A) iid with Z(;,_1)m41 = 0. We call a super SB- player of

valuation V (k) = 25:1 Z; an exponential super SB-player of parameter A.
Proposition 33. An exponential super SB-player satisfies MP and SM.

Proof. First part As mentioned, we will show that 6(p) = E;n U 1(2; > p)
is closely related to a counting process and more specifically a Poisson process.
Let (T}) en be defined as follows:

STy =0
- v.] 6N,Tj+1 —7} Ng()\) iid

Then, N; := sup{n € N|T,, < t} = ZJ”X’ 1(T; < t) is a Poisson process of
parameter A (Chapter 4, [26]). Note that T; has the same law as Z,, 41—

for j € {1,...,m}. Hence, since §(p) = Z;Z}l)ml(ZJ— >p)=(n—1)m-—

Zgi}l)m 1(Z; < p), 6(p) has the same law as (n—1)m—(N,A(n—1)m). Because
(Ny) is a non-decreasing process with integer values, and since Z; has the same
law as T,, = inf{t € R4|N; = (n — 1)m}, (N, A (n — 1)m) has the same law as
Npnz, . Hence, 6(p) has the same law as a f(X,) where f: 2 — (n—1)m —z is
injective and X, = Npaz, is a Markov chain (since (N,) is a Markov chain, see
Chapter 4 of [26] and section 7.2. of [27]). Therefore, é(p) is a Markov chain.
MP is thus satisfied. O

In the second part of the proof, we use the following lemma. Its proof can
be found in Section [

Lemma 34. Lett €{0,...,R}, 6; € {1,...,(n — )m}. V811 € {0,...,6},

) D APy’ if 0441 =0
P(3(pe+1) = 614110(pe) = 0¢) = { 7>\AP()\A]P;S§t 5t+!1 .
ECTe ey otherwise
and P((S(thrl) = 6t+1‘(5t = 0) = 1(6t+1 = O)

Proof. Second part Let s € N and 6 € {0,...,(n — 1)m — 1}. If s = 0, then

oI PG(per) = 16(p) = 8) = 1 = S5V P(S(pgr) = 816(pe) =
5+1).
If s > 0, then, if § = ;_;)m P(6(pry1) = 0'|6(pe) = ) = 0 <
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((57/1;51)771 P(6(pes1) = &' |0(pt) = 6 + 1). Otherwise,

(n—1)m k)
> PO(prer) = 8'10(p) =0) = > P(5(peg1) = &'|6(ps) = 0)
§'=s §'=s

_ Z _xapAAPPY

et (6 =)
d—s
_ Z —AAP (AAP)
|
i o'!
5+1—s 5
ar(MAP)
<> e 51
5'=0
(n—1)m
S B@(per) = 810(pe) = 5+ 1)
§'=s
All in all, SM is satisfied. O

Remark 35. The exponential setting of Definition [32| does not rely on the indi-

vidual laws of each opponent but rather on the aggregation of the opponents.
One could wonder if we could model each opponent as a counting process and

then aggregate them in such way that (i) and (ii) are satisfied. This would yield

to (Z})i<i<n—1, (Z}) has independent increments of exponential law. Then,
1<j<m

5(p) =S oilp) = (n — Vym — S0 NZ}/\Z'“ However, such a variable is not
a Markov chain. The difficulty lies in the fact that for each player, There is a
different stopping time, making the state of variable depend on the players that
have dropped out the auction.

A way to circumvent this hardship is to consider that each opponent can
make negative demands. Hence, §(p) = (n—1)ym — 31"} N}, € (=00, (n—1)m]
is a Markov chain. We can interpret this new demand functlon as follows: once
the price is too high, players sell items at the current price rather than buy
some. As a result, in a aggregation of two players A and B, where A would bid
k and B would bid —1, then since A wishes to buy k items at the current price,
they would buy 1 from B as they sell one and still ask for k — 1 items on the
auction. The aggregated demand would thus be k — 1.

However, in the context of spectrum auctions, such model is unrealistic,
that is why we choose to model the aggregated valuation directly. However
such interpretation can be useful for modeling stock markets for instance.

7. Experimental results

Theorem [15] provides a simple algorithm to play an auction optimally against
a SB-player, by applying the Bellman strategy. In this section, we quantify nu-
merically the value of this optimum. We investigate how much the algorithm’s
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expected utility deviates from the utility of a player with perfect information
(see the optimization problem . We simulate auctions and evaluate the per-
formance of an agent playing according to the strategy we have outlined.

7.1. Simulation setting

Among the simulations, AP the price increment, pj,;; the initial price and
m the number of items are fixed. Each simulation is carried out as follows:

e We draw a realization of (Z;) : z1,..., 2(n—1)m to define the valuation of
the exponential super SB-player.

Their demand is d(p) = zgi_ll)m 1{z; > p}.

e We then run two auctions using two different strategies against the same
opponent:

1. For the first auction, we suppose the player has access to the op-
ponent’s valuation. The player plays with perfect information and
obtains an optimal final score U, their utility at the end of the auc-
tion.

2. The second strategy is the Bellman strategy defined in Definition
This results in a final score U.

After simulating N auctions with the same parameters, we obtain N pairs of
scores (U1, U1), ..., (Un,Uy). Those scores can be seen as the realization of two
random variables (U, U ) which would give the score of an auction with perfect
and imperfect information respectively. We can then estimate and compare the

two random variables and the expected gains E[U] and E[U].

7.2. Empirical evidence

In order to choose the most realistic parameters, we consider the same pa-
rameters as in the French 5G auction: m = 11, pjue = 70 and AP = 3 (see
).

We model the valuation of the player and the opponent using either the
uniform or the exponential models.

7.2.1. Uniform case

We have conducted N = 10,000 auctions with exponential valuations for
Zmax € {110,121,132,143,154, 165} in order to mimic different bidding profiles
compatible with the 5G auction. We present the expected gain in the following
table:
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Performance of strategies compared w/ perfect information

Strategy
[ ]
= ellman

Table 1: Empirical expectations
Zmax 110 | 121 | 132 | 143 | 154 | 165

E[U] | 37 | 40 | 46 | 50 | 54 | 55

E[0] |35 |38 |43 ] 47 |51 | 52

% of perfectly informed play

E[U]/E[U] | 94% | 94% | 94% | 94% | 95% | 95%

Table 2: On the graph on the left, we show the expected gain for a player playing either the
SB strategy (blue) or the Bellman strategy (orange) against a super SB-player. The 100%
on the graph represents the expected utility of a perfectly informed player against the same
super SB-player.

We observe two key points:

1. The SB strategy is quite efficient against a SB super-player with expected
gain of 88% the maximal expected gain.

2. However, it is outperformed by the Bellman strategy which is even closer
to the maximal expected gain.

Instances of auction (Zpax = 165)

.
Q
=]

Table 3: Estimation of P(U = U)
Zmax | 110 | 121 | 132 | 143 | 154 | 165

Obtained utility
-
5]
=3

P(U =U) |56% | 61% | 60% | 59% | 62% | 62%

0 50 100 150 200
perfectly informed utility

Table 4: On the left, each point represents the result of an auction: on the x-axis we have the
utility U and on the y-axis the utility U. The color of a point indicates which strategy the
player is playing. More than half of the sampled auctions playing Bellman yields the same
utility as the optimal perfectly informed play.

7.3. Exponential case

Furthermore, we have conducted N = 10,000 auctions with exponential
valuations for A € {10,11,12,13,14,15} in order to mimic different bidding
profiles compatible with the 5G auction. We computed the same figures as the
uniform case. We observe that the conclusions are the same.
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Performance of strategies compared w/ perfect information

Strategy
. SB
mmm Bellman

Table 5: Empirical expectations
A 10 | 11 | 12 | 13 | 14 | 15

E[U] 50 | 89 | 66 | 72 | 78 | 83

E[U] 46 | 55 | 62 | 68 | 73 | 78

% of perfectly informed play

E[U]/E[U] |91% | 94% | 94% | 95% | 94% | 94%

AJ1o]11]12]13]14]15 A |10]11]12]|13]|14]15
Freq[90% [89% [ 91% [ 92% [ 90% [91%  P(U = U)|49% | 54% | 57% | 61% | 58% | 58%

Table 6: Estimation of P(U > 80%U) and P(U = U)

From a practical point of view, data show that the outcome of our strategy
rarely differs from the optimal outcome as shown by the graphs. In at least
89% of auctions, the obtained utility is higher than 80% of the best-possible
utility. Furthermore, in at least half of the sample, the strategy achieved the
best possible utility.

From those figures, we can conjecture that against an SB-opponent, the
expected utility of a Bellman-player is higher than the expected utility of an
SB-player (that is Gy gv ov (¢, ht) > Gy ov.ov(t, ht)). Therefore, given that the
opponent plays SB, the player has no interest to deviate from the Bellman
strategy to SB. This would entail that the SB strategy is not an equilibrium.
However, the question remains whether the Bellman strategy is at equilibrium.

8. Conclusion

We have modeled a real-life auction against a straightforward but realistic
strategy as a POMDP, obtained the optimal strategy, and compared the perfor-
mances of this strategy to a perfectly informed player. This strategy is robust
in the sense that its expected gain does not decrease if opponents change their
strategy for a strategy within a reasonable class. Our results on this strategy
can pave the way to study an equilibrium of Clock Plus auctions with a single
category.

One may note some limitation to the model as our strategy requires to
have some knowledge of the distribution of the opponents’ valuation and its
computation is faster when this distribution follows a Markov Chain. Those
points can be tough in practice. Firstly, valuations are sensitive information
for telecommunication companies, thus knowledge on their distributions is hard
to acquire. Secondly, the Markov Chain assumption is strong. As a matter of
fact, the Markov Chain assumption supposes that the aggregated demand of
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the operators does not depend on all the history of the auction. This property
has been proven for two distribution models. However, it would not hold for
any distribution. Moreover, valuations may revised during the auction which
is a case we did not explore. Indeed, in practice, a company could adjust its
budget to match its competitors’ if it did not correctly assess and anticipate
their bids. Future study could thus try to model more complex valuations such
as history-dependent valuations.

Future work would also focus on the question of equilibrium. Indeed, we
would have to compute the expected gain of an SB-player against a Bellman-
opponent and compare it to the expected gain using the Bellman strategy. This
comparison would either show that the auction has no Nash equilibrium or that
the Bellman strategy is a Nash equilibrium. Furthermore, we have compared
numerically the Bellman strategy and the perfectly informed play. We could
extend this study by having theoretical guarantees such as explicit lower bounds.
Lastly, one could study the scaling of this result in higher dimension auctions
such as the SAA (Simultaneous Ascending Auction) where players are allowed
to bid on multiple items rather than a number of items, raising their prices
individually.
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9. Appendix

9.1. Proof of Lemma[Ig
Proof. Let v a valuation. Let Vt,Vk, V4, B”(t, k,0) = min(BY (¢, k,9),0"(t)). Let
ko be the initial demand of a 8”-player.
Bo  =ko
/Bt-‘rl :Bv(t+1aﬁt7au(t))
(B¢) represents the sequence of moves for a 3”-player. (o) represents the se-
quence of moves for a o"-player. We set ; = min(o, ;) which is the se-
quence of moves for a 3-player. Let TP = inf{r > 0|8, + 0¥ (t) < m} (resp.
(TP = inf{r > 0B, + o"(t) < m})) be the stopping time such as the auc-
tion terminates at 7% (resp. 7). We immediately have that 77 < T since
Vt, By + 01 = P + ;. Let U := v(Bps) — Brsprs_, the utility by playing 8 and
U :=v(Bps) — Brapys_, the utility by playing 3.

We have two cases:

1. TP = T#. In this case, either Bps = Brs and

We define { and similarly, V¢ > 0,0, = o"(t).

U(BTB) - BT/EPTBA =v(Brs) — Brsprs—1 (4)
or BTB = 0,5 = Ors, yielding

U(Bq‘ﬁ) - IBTf}pT571 = 'U(UTE) — O0raP1B_1
(ops) — opsprs_q (5)

(5Tﬁ) — Brsprs_1

v
v

WV

Hence, U >U.
2. TP # TP hence T? < T?. We necessarily have BTB = op5 (otherwise T8
= TP) and P < prs. therefore,

v(ﬁTﬁ) - ﬂTngﬂfl < U(ﬁTﬁ) - BTng5,1
S v(ogs) = opaPri_y (6)

= U(BTB) - ﬁTﬁpTﬁfl
therefore, on {TB # TP}, U > U and on {Tﬁ~ = T7}, we have U = U. Hence,
if P77 # TP) > 0 then, E[U] < E[U] which is absurd since E[U] > E[U].
Thus, TP = T# a.s. and U > U. This implies U = U. Since for all round ¢, for
all bids k£ and 4, B(t,k,d) < B(t, k,0), we have Vt,Vk, V0, B(t, k,d) = B(t, k,0).

Furthermore, 8 = J verifies Vt, Vk, V6, B(t, k, ) < o(t) which ends the proof. O

9.2. Proof of Lemma[30

Proof. There exists 7 such that Vj € {1,....,m},Z; = ZT(J-) with 7 a random
variable of S, the set of permutation of {1,...,m}.
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Let U be an open set of R™.

P((Z1, s Zm) €U) = Y P((Zo(1), oo Zom)) € U0 =7)

cESH

= Z P((Zo(1)s - Zom)) €Uy Zo1y Z o = Zog(m))
cESH

Hence for o € S, (Zo(l), - Za(m)) has the same law as (Zl, s Zm) there-
fore,

P(Z1, s Zm) €U) = > PU(Z1, 000 Zm) €U, Z1 > oo > Ziy)

c€Sy,

= m\P(Z1, .0 Zm) €U, Z1 > o > Zy)

— m! /R F2.(@) e f () L. 3, (2) Licrr(2)d2

m!
- U ZTlZe[Ovzmax]m(2)1212...>zm(z)d2
max

9.3. Proof of Lemma[3]]
We have

P(0(pry1) = 0t41|0(pe) = 0¢) = ((n = jm)t /A Loz 220 im (z)dz

Z{m P(6(pe) = 0t)

where A is defined in the first part of Proposition 29[s proof.

On one hand, by computing the characteristic function of 6(p;) ®s(p,), we
obtain that §(p;) follows a binomial law of parameters (n—1)m and u = 1— 22—,
First notice that for all ¢ € {1,...,n — 1}, for all j € {1,...,m},

E[eitl(zﬁﬁ’t)] = / exp (itl(z > pt))dP(z)
R

Pe Zmax it
= / dz + / ¢ dz
0 Zmax Pt Zrnax

Dt it Zmax — Dt Dt it
= +e = +e 1-—
Znax Zmax Zmax (

Dt
Zmax )
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Then,

Vt € R, Dy, (1) = E[eP1)]
_ ]E[ it Z(n 1)m 1(Zj>Pt)]

(n—1)m

= [ H eit1(Zi>pe)]

Jj=1

-1 m

H tl(Z >pt)

=1 :

1 m
H ztl(Z >pt)

i bt bt
) t) = ( (1 —
w0 =020 2o

n

H::]

)(n—l)m

Hence, P(8(p;) = 6,) = ("50™) (1 — 2) (2) " 0"
On the other hand,

/Alz1>.,.>zm(z)dz:/A1z1>...>z5t+1(Z)1z5t+1+1>...>z§t(Z)1z5t+1>...>zm(z)dz

= (/ 1212...225t+1 (Zlv~'~7z5t+1)d(217~'~7z5t+1)>
(pt+1yZmax]5t+1

X 125 L1225 (Z5t+1+1,...,Z(;t)d(z(;tJrl_;,_l,...,Z5t)
(pr,pega]®t 01 o '

X(/ 155t+1>--->zm(25t+17"'7Zm)d(z5t+17"'7zm))
(0,ps](n=1)m—25¢

2k —Pt+1

Let us define for all &k, up = = v and a(ug) = pi41 + (Zmax — Di+1)Uk

Il :/ 1Z1>"'225t+1 (21,...725t+1)d(21,...,Z§t+l)
(Pt+1,Zmax]tH1

= (Zmax - pt+1)6t+1 /

(0,141 la(ul)>~»-2a(u5t+l)(u1a ey U6t+1)d(U1, ey ’u,(;tJrl)

= (Zmax — D141)" /0 e Luz. s, (U1s s g, )d(u, - us, )

= (Zm’}x Pt+1 5t+1/ / / ldu(;t+1)du(5t+1_1)...>du1
0,1] J(0,u1] Ou,;tJrl_l]

Ot41
= (Zmax _pt—i-l)(sﬁ—1 [51 | (l)
t+1-

(Zmax - pt+1)5t+l
(Ge41)!
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5, )0t =041
_ (pt+1 Pt) and

We can derive 15 and I3 using the same method: I, = Gr—d )]
(n—1)m—&;
_p
I3 = m Lastly,

- —1)m—s
(Zmax = Pe1)*+ (Pegr — pi)* 5”1]91%” Dm0,

/A Li>.>z,(2)dz = (641110 — 8pe 1)) ((n — 1)m — &)!

Thus, letting P5,, |5, = P(6(pe+1) = 0¢41(0(pe) = 0t), we have:

]P)fs“rllét _ ((n(;_ll))t:,)' - fA 121>...>52m (Z)dz(n_l)m_6
Zmax (0™ (1= 2=)" (£2) '
_ ((n— ymy e e
ZI(I?a;Um ((n—&l)m)(l _ ﬁ)ét(ﬁ)(nfl)mfét
¢ _ < d¢ > (Zmax — Peg1)" " (g1 — pe)°t 0+
6t+1|6t B 6t+1 (Zmax _pt)ét

Zmax — Pt Zmax — Pt

( 6t ) max — Pt+1 )6t+1 (1 _ Zmax — Pt+1 )5t—5t+1
5t+1

9.4. Proof of Lemma
First, P(§(pi+1) = 6|0(pe) =0) =1 <= § = 0 since (6(p)) is non-increasing
and non-negative. Let us fix ; > 0 and 041 € {1,...,0:}. We denote by Pgt+1‘5t

the probability P(0(pi+1) = d41|6(pe) = 0¢).

P5, 15, = P((n = 1)m = Np, a7z, = Si1|(n = 1)m — Np,az, = 0)
=P(N :Ut+1A21 = (n—1)m — 0411 Np,az, = (n — 1)m — &)
=P(Np,,, = (n—1)m — 641Ny, = (n — 1)m — &)
P(sz+1 = (n—1)m — 0¢y1, N =(n—1)m—d)
P(N,, = (n— 1)m 0r)
_ P(Np,,, = Np, =6 — 6141, Np, = (n — 1)m — 4y)
P(Np, = (n—1)m — &)
B P(Np,, — Np, = 6 — 6441)P(Np, = (n — 1)m — &)
P(N,, = (n —1)m — &)
= ]:P)(Npt+l — Np, =01 — dit1)
— o~ Mper1—pe) (A(Prg1 — pr))0e 01
(0 — 41!
_ ap(QAP) T
- (0= Gre1)!
Now,
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P((n - 1)m pr+1/\Z1 = O|(Tl - 1)m - pr,/\Zl = 6t)
= IED(‘]\'fpf,-§-1/\Z1 = (n - 1)m|NPt/\Z1 = (n - 1)m - 5t)
P

=P(Np,y, 2 (n—1)m | = (n—1)m —d)
P(Np,,, = (n—1)m =(n—1m—74)

(
P(N,, = n—l)m 5;)

_ P(Npt+1 B Nm = (;t? Pt — (n - l)m B 515)
o P(N,, = (n—1)m — &)
PNy — Np, 2 8)P(Np, = (n—1)m — &)
N P(N,, = (n—1)m — 6;)
= IE”(Nthrl —Np, = 6)
= ZP pirr — Npo =)

j=0¢

All in all,

e APy oo DAY g5
LT +1
P(6(pes1) = d141|0(pe) = 01) = { aap oApyh-slh

@ =5 otherwise
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