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Abstract

We study the dynamic assortment planning problem, where for each arriving customer, the
seller offers an assortment of substitutable products and customer makes the purchase among
offered products according to an uncapacitated multinomial logit (MNL) model. Since all the
utility parameters of MNL are unknown, the seller needs to simultaneously learn customers’
choice behavior and make dynamic decisions on assortments based on the current knowledge.
The goal of the seller is to maximize the expected revenue, or equivalently, to minimize the
expected regret. Although dynamic assortment planning problem has received an increasing
attention in revenue management, most existing policies require the estimation of mean utility
for each product and the final regret usually involves the number of products /N. The optimal
regret of the dynamic assortment planning problem under the most basic and popular choice
model—MNL model is still open. By carefully analyzing a revenue potential function, we
develop a trisection based policy combined with adaptive confidence bound construction, which
achieves an item-independent regret bound of O(+/T'), where T is the length of selling horizon.
We further establish the matching lower bound result to show the optimality of our policy. There
are two major advantages of the proposed policy. First, the regret of all our policies has no
dependence on IN. Second, our policies are almost assumption free: there is no assumption on
mean utility nor any “separability” condition on the expected revenues for different assortments.
Our result also extends the unimodal bandit literature.

Keywords: dynamic assortment optimization, multinomial logit choice model, trisection
algorithm, regret analysis.

1 Introduction

Assortment planning has a wide range of applications in retailing and online advertising. Given a
large number of substitutable products, the assortment planning problem refers to the selection of a
subset of products (a.k.a., an assortment) offering to a customer such that the expected revenue is
maximized. To model customers’ choice behavior when facing a set of offered products, discrete
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choice models have been widely used, which capture demand for each product as a function of the
entire assortment. One of the most popular discrete choice models is the the multinomial logit model
(MNL), which is naturally resulted from the random utility theory where a customer’s preference
of a product is represented by the mean utility of the product with a random factor [18]. In many
scenarios, customers’ choice behavior (e.g., mean utilities of products) may not be given as a priori
and cannot be easily estimated well due to the insufficiency of historical data (e.g., fast fashion sale
or online advertising). To address this challenge, dynamic assortment planning that simultaneously
learns choice behavior and makes decisions on the assortment has received a lot of attentions [7,
19, 21, 2, 3]. More specifically, in a dynamic assortment planning problem, the seller offers an
assortment to each arriving customer in a finite time horizon of length 7T'. The goal of the seller is to
maximize the cumulative expected revenue over 1" periods, or equivalently, to minimize the regret,
which is defined as the gap between the expected revenue generated by the policy and the oracle
expected revenue when the mean utility for each product is known as a priori.

Despite a lot of research in the area of dynamic assortment planning under various choice models
(see Section 2), the optimal policy for the most fundamental uncapacitated MNL model still remains
open in the literature. A natural idea to tackle this problem is to conduct some form of maximum
likelihood estimation (MLE) of mean utilities of different products on-the-fly, and then select the
assortment that maximizes the expected revenue based on the current estimate of mean utilities.
However, when the number of products NN is large as compared to the horizon length 7', accurate
estimation of mean utilities is extremely difficult, if not impossible, without additional assumptions.
In terms of regret analysis, this approach usually incurs a regret that is polynomial in N, which is
sub-optimal according to our lower bound result (i.e., Q(+/T)). Therefore, the following question
naturally arises: can we design dynamic assortment policies without explicit estimation of mean
utilities and achieve the optimal regret that is independent of N?

In this paper, we provide affirmative answers to this question under the most fundamental and
popular uncapacitated multinominal logit model. As mentioned above, the estimation of utility
parameters will be inaccurate when N is large and thus existing methods based on maximum
likelihood estimation cannot be directly used. We design several new techniques to address the
challenge. Under an MNL model, we leverage the structure of the optimal assortment in static
problems and convert the problem into a dynamic optimization of a carefully designed potential
function. In particular, the seminal result by [22, 14, 16] shows that the optimal assortment belongs
to the set of revenue-ordered assortments. More precisely, assuming that N products are revenue-
ordered with the revenues r; > r9 = ... = ry, then the optimal assortment must belong to the set
{3, {1}, {1,2},...,{1,..., N}}. Therefore, it suffices to only consider the following level sets of
products: for each cutoff parameter 6 > 0, we define the level set to be the products whose revenue
is greater than or equal to 6. Further, motivated by [19], we can define the potential function F(6)
to be the expected revenue when this level set is offered as an assortment.

To construct our policy, we first establish a set of important properties of the potential function
F(0), including 1) we show that the fixed point of F'(6) is the maximizer 6* and leads to the
optimal assortment; 2) we set up a reference line and comparing F'(#) with the reference line to
decide whether F' is increasing or decreasing locally at . Based on these properties, we propose
a trisection search policy that dynamically searches the maximizer 8* of the potential function and
achieves an optimal regret up to logarithmic factors in 7. Then we further develop an approach
with adaptive confidence levels to remove the logarithmic factor in 7'. The matching lower bound
result has also been established, which shows the optimality of the proposed policy. By exploring



the structure of the potential function, we no longer need to estimate N parameters of mean utilities;
instead, we only estimate the expected revenue of level sets at a few cutoff points. Before we present
an overview of our technical result in Sec. 1.1, we briefly highlight two important advantages of the
proposed policies.

1. First, the regrets of our policies have no dependence on the number of products N. This
property makes our result more favorable for scenarios when a large number of potential
items are available, e.g., online sales or online advertisement. And a key message behind
this result is that by exploring the structure of the problem, the explicit estimation of utility
parameters could be avoided in dynamic assortment planning.

2. Second, our policy is almost assumption-free: we only require the revenue for each product
is upper bounded by a constant and the knowledge of total selling horizon 7', which is usually
available in practice. We have no assumption on the mean utilities (e.g., the assumption that
the no-purchase is the most frequent outcome as in [2, 3]). This relaxation of assumptions
is possible because we do nort attempt to estimate individual mean utilities in our algorithms.
Moreover, we do not have any “separation condition” on the expected revenue between a pair
of candidate assortments, which has been assumed in the existing literature [19, 21].

1.1 Our results and techniques

The main contribution of this paper is an optimal characterization of the worst-case regret for dy-
namic assortment planning under the MNL model. More specifically, we have the following infor-
mal statement of the main results in this paper.

Theorem 1 (informal). There exists a policy whose worst-case regret over I time periods is upper
bounded by C1 VT for some universal constant Cy > 0; furthermore, there exists another universal
constant Cy > 0 such that no policy can achieve a worst-case regret smaller than Co\/T.

To enable such an N-independent regret, we provide a refined analysis of a certain unimodal
revenue potential function first studied in [20] and consider a trisection algorithm on revenue levels,
extending some ideas in unimodal bandits on either discrete or continuous arm domains [25, 12, 1].
An important challenge in our problem is that the revenue potential function (defined in Eq. (5))
does not satisfy convexity or local Lipschitz growth, and therefore previous results on unimodal
bandits cannot be directly applied (see the related work section 2 for details). Moreover, it is a
simple exercise that mere unimodality in multi-armed bandits cannot lead to regret smaller than
VNT , because the worst-case constructions in the classical lower bound in multi-armed bandits are
based on unimodal arms (see, e.g., [5, 6]).

To overcome these difficulties, we establish additional properties of the revenue potential func-
tion which are different from classical convexity or Lipschitz growth properties. In particular, we
prove connections between the potential function and the straight line F'(0) = 6, which is then used
as guidelines in our update rules of trisection. Also, because the potential function behaves differ-
ently on F'(0) < 0 and F(6) > 6, our trisection algorithm is asymmetric in the treatments of the
two trisection mid-points, which is in contrast to previous trisection based methods for unimodal
bandits [25, 12] that treat both trisection mid-points symmetrically.

We also remark that the trisection search policy leads to a regret O(+/T log T'), where the opti-
mal regret should be @(\/T ). The removal of additional log 7" terms in dynamic assortment selec-
tion and unimodal bandit problems is quite non-trivial, which requires new technical development.



In fact, most previous results on dynamic assortment selection [20, 2, 3] and unimodal/convex ban-
dits [25, 12, 1] have additional log T" terms in regret upper bounds. The removal of this log(7) term
is achieved by using confidence bounds with adaptively chosen confidence levels corresponding to
different amounts of data collected. At a higher level, our strategy shares a similar spirit to the
MOSS (Minimax Optimal Strategy in the Stochastic case) algorithm for multi-armed bandits [4].
On the other hand, the analysis is quite different from the analysis of the MOSS algorithm, involv-
ing new concentration inequalities and induction arguments tailored specifically to our model and
proposed policy.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Sec. 2 discusses the related work from both
revenue management and bandit learning fields. We introduce the model and notations in Sec. 3.
We further define the revenue potential function and investigate its properties in Sec. 4. The policy
and regret analysis will be provided in Sec. 5 and the lower bound results are developed in Sec. 7.
In Sec. 8, we provide some simulation studies to illustrate the performance of the proposed policies
and conclusion and discussions will be followed in Sec. 9. Some technical proofs will be relegated
to the supplementary material.

2 Related work

There are two lines of related work — dynamic assortment planning and unimodal bandits. We will
provide a brief review of both fields and highlight some closely related work.

2.1 Dynamic assortment planning

Static assortment planning with known choice behavior has been an active research area since the
seminal work by [23, 17]. When the customer makes the choice according to the MNL model,
[22, 14] prove the the optimal assortment will belong to revenue-ordered assortments (see Lemma 1
in Sec. 4). An alternative proof is provided in [16]. This important structural result enables efficient
computation of static assortment planning under the MNL model, which reduces the number of
candidate assortments from 2%V to IV and will also be used in our policy development.

Motivated by the large-scale online retailing, researchers start to relax the assumption on prior
knowledge of customers’ choice behavior. The question of dynamic optimization of assortments
has received increasing attention in both the machine learning and operations management society
[7, 19, 21, 2, 3], where the mean utilities of products are unknown and have to be learnt on the fly.
Motivated by fast-fashion retailing, the work by [7] was the first to study dynamic assortment plan-
ning problem, which assumes that the demand for product is independent of each other. The work
[19] and [21] incorporate choice models of MNL into dynamic assortment planning and formulate
the problem into a online regret minimization problem.

The work [19] is closely related to our paper, which analyzes the same revenue potential func-
tion and proposes a golden ratio search algorithm based on the unimodal property of the potential
function. However, only using the unimodal property leads a regret bound involving log(N) [19],
which is not N-independent. Moreover, the golden ratio search algorithm imposes a strong “separa-
bility assumption” (see Proposition 8 in [19]), which assumes a constant gap between the expected
revenues of any pair of candidate assortments, which may fail when the number of items N is large.
In this work we relax the gap assumption and also remove the additional log N dependency by a
more refined analysis of properties of the revenue potential function.



Table 1: Summary of the state-of-the-art worst-case regrets for dynamic assortment planning under
uncapacitated MNL and capacitated MNL, where T" and IV denote the length of the horizon and the
number of products, respectively. We also provide the reference for each result, either the theorem
number (when the result is first derived in this paper) or the reference. Here, the tilde-O notation 0
is used as a variant of the standard big-O notation but hides logarithmic factors.

Worst-case Regret  uncapacitated MNL  capacitated MNL (K < N/4)

OWT) O(VNT + N)

Upper bound (Theorem 3) (2, 3]
QWT) Q(VNT)
Lower bound (Theorem 4) (8]

Our paper is also closely related to recent work [2] and [3]. These work develop variants of UCB
and Thompson sampling type methods for capacitated MNL assortment models, where the size of
each assortment is not allowed to exceed a pre-specified parameter /. Here the capacity limit K is
usually much smaller than N. For the capacitated MNL model, the paper [8] further establishes a
lower bound result, which shows an Q(+/NT) regret lower bound exists provided that K < N /4.
By comparing this result with our result described in Theorem 1, it is interesting to see that the
regret behavior in capacitated and uncapacitated MNL models is significantly different (see Table
1). While the dependence on [V in regret is unavoidable in the capacitated case, this paper shows
that it can be got rid of in the uncapacitated case. We remove this dependence on N by designing a
novel policy that does not explicitly estimate utility parameters.

In addition to MNL models, there are some recent work studying dynamic assortment under
more complicated choice models, such as nested logit models [10] and contextual MNL models
[24, 9]. We also note that to highlight our key idea and focus on the balance between information
collection and revenue maximization, we study stylized dynamic assortment planning problems
following the existing literature [19, 21, 2, 3], which ignore operational considerations such as price
decisions and inventory replenishment.

2.2 Unimodal bandits

Another relevant line of research is unimodal bandit [25, 12, 1, 13], in which discrete or continuous
multi-armed bandit problems are considered with additional unimodality constraints on the means of
the arms. Apart from unimodality, additional structures such as “inverse Lipschitz continuity” (e.g.,
|p(i) — p(4)| = L|i — j| for some constant L, where p(7) denotes the mean reward of the i-th arm)
or convexity are imposed to ensure smaller regret compared to unstructured multi-armed bandits.
However, both conditions fail to hold for the revenue potential function arising from uncapacitated
MNL-based assortment planning problems. In addition, under the gap-free setting where an O (/T
regret is to be expected, most previous works have additional logT" terms in their regret upper
bounds (except for the work of [13] which introduces additional strong regularity conditions on the
underlying functions). In [11], a more general problem of optimizing piecewise-constant function
is considered, without assuming a unimodal structure of the function. Consequently, a weaker
O(T?/3) regret is derived.



3 Model specification

Let N be a finite set of all products/items with [A/| = N, and each item ¢ € A is associated
with a revenue parameter 7; > 0 and a utility parameter (a.k.a., preference parameter) v; > 0.!
Throughout the paper we conveniently label all items in A/ as 1,2, - - - , N. The revenue parameters
r1,- -+, TN are known to the retailer, who has full knowledge of each items’ price/cost; while the
utility parameters vy, - - - , vy are unknown. Let S = 2V be the set of all possible assortments. At
every time time ¢, a retailer picks an assortment S; € S (S; # ), and observes a purchasing action
it € Sy U {0}, where i; = 0 means no purchase occurs at time ¢. If a purchasing action is made
(i.e., iz # 0), the corresponding revenue r;, is collected. It is worthy noting that since items are
substitutable, a typical setting of assortment planning usually restricts each purchase to be a single
item.
The distribution of i; is modeled by the following multinomial-logit (MNL) model:

o v/ s, vi) G € S
Prlic = J] ‘{ L+ g ) =0, M

Define also R(S;) as the expected revenue by supplementing S; to a customer; more specifically,

R(Sy) = ) Prliy = j] ;= W @)
jes; +2 jeSe Vi
For normalization purposes the utility parameter for the “no-purchase” action is assumed to be
vo = 1. Apart from that, the rest of the preference parameters {vi}é\il are unknown to the retailer
and have to be either explicitly or implicitly learnt from customers’ purchasing actions {i;}?_;.
The retailer’s objective is to maximize the expected revenue over the 7' time periods. Such an
objective is equivalent to the “regret minimization”, in which the retailer’s assortment sequence is
compared against the optimal assortment. More specifically, the goal of the retailer is to design a
policy 7 that generates {S;}7_; to minimize the following cumulative regret:

T
Reg({Si}{—1) := > R(S*) —E"[R(S;)]  where S* ¢ arg max R(S). 3)
=1 €

Here, R(S;) = E[r;,|S:] is the expected revenue the retailer collects on assortment .S;. For nota-
tional convenience we define g = 0 corresponding to the “no-purchase” action.

Finally, throughout this paper we only make the following standard assumption on the revenue
parameters (see, e.g., Theorem 1 in [2]):

(A1) rop := max;en r; < 1.

We note that upper bound on the maximum revenue is assumed to be one without loss of generality,
since one can always normalize the revenues.

"From random utility theory, we have v; = exp(u;), where u; is the underlying mean utility. For the ease of
presentation, we will call v; the “utility parameter” since we only use v; throughout this paper.



4 The revenue potential function and its properties

The set S consists of 2%V different assortments, which poses a significant challenge on both regret
minimization (treating each assortment in S independently results in exponentially large regret) and
computation (as it is intractable to enumerate all assortments in S). To address the challenge, we
can reduce the number of candidate assortments in S by constraining such assortment selections to
“level sets”. In particular, for a given real number 6 > 0, define the f-level set to be

E@(N) = {Z'EN:M>9}

as all items whose revenues are not smaller than . For notational simplicity, we will use Ly (omit-
ting V' in the parenthesis) when the context is clear. Further, let

P:={Ly(N):0=0}<S “)

be the class of all candidate assortments in S that can be expressed as level sets. It is easy to verify
that |P| < N, which is significantly smaller than |S| = 2V,

It is well-known that the optimal expected revenue for the static assortment optimization prob-
lem will remain the same when reducing the candidate assortments from S to IP. More precisely, the
following lemma is a classical result in revenue management [22, 14, 16], which shows the optimal
expected revenue can be achieved by only considering the restricted level set class P under the MNL
model.

Lemma 1 ([22, 14, 16]). Under the MNL model, there exists an subset S* = N such taht R(S*) =
maxges R(S) = maxgep R(S5).

In other words, Lemma 1 suggests that it suffices to consider “level-set” type assortments Ly
and to find 6 € [0, 1] that gives rises to the largest R(Ly).

This motivates the following “potential” function, which takes a revenue threshold # as input
and outputs the expected revenue of its corresponding level set assortments:

The revenue potential function:  F(0) := R(Ly), 6 ¢€ [0,1]. ()

Intuitively, F'(6) is the expected revenue obtained by providing the assortment consisting of
all items whose revenues exceed or are equal to §. The potential function plays a central role in
the development of our dynamic trisection search algorithm and item-independent regret bounds.
Similar idea of studying the expected revenue of revenue-ordered items was also considered in [20].
But we will derive a more comprehensive list of properties of the potential function F' to facilitate
our algorithmic development and analysis. The derived properties in this section could also be
potentially useful for solving other assortment planning problems under the MNL.

Because item revenues r; are discrete, F' is a piecewise-constant function as illustrated in the
left picture in Fig. 1, where S = {s1, -, S;,} are the changing points of F'. More specifically,
we have the following proposition and its verification is easy from the definition and the discretized
nature of F.

Proposition 1. There exists cy,--- ,cm = 0 satisfying ¢; # cjy1 foralli = 0,--- ,m — 1, and
S={s1,,8m} S {n}f\il such that
m—1
F() =co- 1[0 < s1] + ci-I[s; <0< si1] + cm - 1[0 > sm], (6)

1

(2



A F(6) A F(0)
7(0) = 0
P
L —— o—
o— o—
O— O—
o— o—
0"
r r
S1 S2 Sm

Figure 1: Tllustration of the potential function F'(6), the important quantities F'* and 6*, and their properties.

where ¢, = 0.

Define F'* := maxo<i<m ¢i = Supysq F'(0) as the maximum value of F. By Lemma 1, we
have the following corollary saying that F'* equals the expected revenue of the optimal assortment.

Corollary 1. F* = R(S*).

We further establish some more refined structural properties of F'. For notational simplicity, let
F(z*) :=lim,_,,+ F(y) and F(z~) := lim,_,,- F(y).

Yy
Lemma 2. There exists 0* > 0 such that 6* = F(6*) = F'*.
Lemma 3. Forany 6 > 6*, F(0) < 0 and F(0) > F(6%).
Lemma 4. For any 6 < 0*, F(6) > 6 and F(0) < F(6™).

The proofs of the above lemmas are given in the supplementary material. Lemmas 2, 3 and 4
provide a complete picture of the structure of the potential function F', and most importantly the
relationship between F' and the central straight line () = 6, as depicted in the right picture of
Fig. 1. In particular, F' intersects with the y = =z line at #* that attains the maximum function
value F'*, and monotonically decreases as one moves away from #*, meaning that F' is uni-modal.
Furthermore, Lemmas 3 and 4 show that (1) F is left-continuous; (2) F'* lies below the y = x line
to the right of §* and above the y = x line to the left of #*. This helps us judge the positioning
of a particular revenue level 6 by simply comparing the expected revenue of R(Ly) with 0 itself,
motivating an asymmetric trisection algorithm which we describe in the next section.

S Trisection and regret analysis

We propose an algorithm based on trisections of the potential function F' in order to locate level 6*
at which the maximum expected revenue F* = F'(6*) is attained. Our algorithm avoids explicitly
estimating individual items’ mean utilities {vi}f\il, and subsequently yields a regret independent of
the number of items /N. We first give a simplified algorithm (pseudo-code description in Algorithm
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Input: revenue parameters 71, -+ , 7y, € [0, 1], time horizon T
Output: sequence of assortment selections Sy, Sa, -+ ,S7 € N

Initialization: ag = 0, by = 1;
forr=0,1,--- do
Ty = %aT + %bT, Yr = %aT + %bT ; = trisection
lo(xr) = Lo(yr) = 0, up(zr) = uo(y,) =1; = initialization of confidence intervals
po(z:) = poly-) =0; = initialization of accumulated rewards
for t = 110 16[(y, — x,)"2In(T))] T do
if (-1(yr) < yr < wi—1(yr) then pi(yr), be(yr), ur(yr) < EXPLORE(yr,t,1/T?)
else pi(yr), e(yr), ue(yr) < pr—1(yr), b—1(yr), ur—1(yr) 5
Exploit the left endpoint a,: pick assortment S = L,_;
end
> Update trisection parameters
if uy(y-) < y- then a; 1 = ar, bry1 =yr;
else a, 1 = 27, 0741 = by}
end

Stop whenever the maximum number of iterations 7" is reached.

Algorithm 1: The trisection algorithm.

Input: revenue level 0, time ¢, confidence level §

Output: accumulated revenue p;(6), confidence intervals ¢;(#) and u.(6)

Pick assortment S = L(/N') and observe purchasing action j € S U {0};

Update accumulated reward: pi(0) = p;—1(0) + 75 ; >7rg =0

. 0 lo 0
Update confidence intervals: [£;(0),u;(0)] = £ ti ) + gg/ ),

Algorithm 2: EXPLORE Subroutine: exploring a certain revenue level 6

1) with an additional O(/logT') term in the regret upper bound and outline its proofs. We further
show how the additional logarithmic dependency on 1" can be removed by using more advanced
techniques.

To assist with readability, below we list notations used in the algorithm description together with

their meanings:

a, and b;: left and right boundaries that contain 6*; it is guaranteed that a, < 6* < b, with high
probability, and the regret incurred on failure events is strictly controlled,;

x, and y.: trisection points; =, is closer to a, and y; is closer to b;;

¢(y-) and us(y,): lower and upper confidence bounds for F'(y;) established at iteration ¢; it
is guaranteed that /;(y;) < F(y,) < ut(y,) with high probability, and the regret incurred on
failure events is strictly controlled;

pt(y-): accumulated reward by exploring level set £, up to iteration ¢.



With these notations in place, we provide a detailed description of Algorithm 1 to facilitate the
understanding. The algorithm operates in epochs (outer iterations) 7 = 1,2, --- until a total of T’
assortment selections are made. The objective of each outer iteration 7 is to find the relative position
between trisection points (z, y,) and the “reference” location #*, after which the algorithm either
moves a, to z, or b, to y,, effectively shrinking the length of the interval [a,,b;] that contains
0* to its two thirds. Furthermore, to avoid a large cumulative regret, level set corresponding to the
left endpoint a is exploited in each time period within the epoch 7 to offset potentially large regret
incurred by exploring y..

In Step 7 and 8 of Algorithm 1, lower and upper confidence bounds [¢;(y;), u:(y-)] for F(y;)
are constructed using concentration inequalities (e.g. Hoeffding’s inequality [15]). These confi-
dence bounds are updated until the relationship between y, and F'(y,) is clear, or a pre-specified
number of inner iterations for outer iteration 7 has been reached (set to n, := [16(y, —z,) 2 In(7?)]
in Step 6). Algorithm 2 gives detailed descriptions on how such confidence intervals are built, based
on repeated exploration of level set £,_.

After sufficiently many explorations of £,,_, a decision is made on whether to advance the left
bounary (i.e., a;+1 < x,) or the right boundary (i.e., b;11 < y;). Below we give high-level
intuitions on how such decisions are made, with rigorous justifications presented later as part of the
proof of the main regret theorem for Algorithm 1.

1. If there is sufficient evidence that F'(y,) < y. (e.g., ut(yr) < y,), then y, must be to the right
of 0* (i.e., y; = 0*) due to Lemma 3. Therefore, we will shrink the value of right boundary by
setting b1 < Yr.

2. On the other hand, when w;(y;) = y., we can conclude that x, must be to the left of 0* (i.e.,
xr < 0*). We show this by contradiction. Assuming that x, > 6%, since y, is always greater
than z, (and thus y, > 0*) and the gap between %, and F(y,) is at least i, — x, 2, the gap will
be detected by the confidence bounds and thus we will have u;(y,) < y, with high probability.
This leads to a contradiction. Since z, is to the left of 8%, we should increase the value of the
left boundary by setting a4 «— x-.

The following theorem is our main upper bound result for the (worst-case) regret incurred by
Algorithm 1.

Theorem 2. There exists a universal constant C7 > 0 such that for all parameters {vi}fil and
{ri}N satisfying r; € [0, 1], the regret incurred by Algorithm 1 satisfies

T
Reg({Si}_1) = E Y R(S*) — R(S;) < C1\/TlogT. (7)
t=1

5.1 Proof sketch

In the rest of the section we sketch key steps and lemmas towards the proof of Theorem 2. The
proofs of technical lemmas are provided in the supplementary material. We first state a simple
lemma showing that the confidence bound #;(y,) and wu;(y,) constructed in Algorithm | contains
F(y;) with high probability.

2By Lemma 3, we have y» — F(y-) = y- — F(z:) = yr — z~+

10



Lemma 5. With probability 1 — O(T~1), £,(0) < F(0) < () for all t.

The following lemma, based on properties of the potential function F' and Lemma 5, establishes
that (with high probability) the shrinkage of a, or b, are “consistent”; i.e., 8 is always contained in
[ar,b;]. Its proof is based on the intuitive two-case analysis discussed before Theorem 2 and will
be provided in the supplementary material.

Lemma 6. With probability 1 — O(T'), a, < 0* < b, forall T = 1,2,--- , 79, where T is the
last outer iteration of Algorithm 1.

Using Lemmas 5 and 6, we are able to prove the following lemma that upper bounds the regret
incurred at each outer iteration 7 using the distance between the trisection points z- and y.

Lemma 7. For 7 = 0,1,--- let T(7) denote the set of all indices of inner iterations at outer
iteration 7. Conditioned on the success events in Lemmas 5 and 6, it holds that
E > R R(S;) < e llogT. (8)
teT (1)

We are now ready to prove Theorem 2.

Proof. Recall the definition that £, = y, — x, for outer iterations 7 = 0, 1, - - - . Because after each
outer iteration we either set b, 1 = y, or a;+1 = T, it is easy to verify that e, = (2/3) - ;1.
Subsequently, invoking Lemma 6 and using summation of geometric series we have

T 70
EY R(S*)—R(S) s > e logT < &' logT, )
= 7=0
where 7y is the total number of outer iterations executed by Algorithm 1. On the other hand, because
at each outer iteration 7 the revenue level a, is exploited for exactly n, = 16[(y, — z,) 2 In(T?)]
times, we have
T>=2n4 2 5*2 logT. (10)

Combining Eqs. (9) and (10) we conclude that Reg({S;}7_,) < v/TlogT. O

6 Improved regret with adaptive confidence levels

In this section we consider a variant of Algorithm 1 that achieves an improved regret of O(+/T)). The
key idea is to use an adaptive allocation of confidence levels, by allowing larger failure probability
as more data are collected. This is because later failures result in smaller accumulated regret. Such a
strategy is motivated by the MOSS algorithm [4] for multi-armed bandits. However, our analysis is
quite different from [4], involving new concentration inequalities and induction arguments tailored
specifically to our model and proposed policy.

We start with a new uniform concentration inequality for adaptively chosen confidence levels.

Lemma 8. Let X1, .-, X be i.i.d. random variables with mean p and satisfy a < X; < b almost
surely for all £ € [L]. For any § € (0, 1], it holds that

[We ZX \/2(6_@21“(8/(56))] >1- L. (11)
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The proof of Lemma 8 is placed in the supplementary material, based on a careful doubling
argument with Hoeffding’s maximal inequality ([15], re-phrased in Lemma 16). Compared to the
classical Hoeffding’s inequality (Lemma 15) with the union bound, one notable difference is the

increasing “failure probability” as ¢ increases (effectively £9 in w instead of 9).
This allows the confidence intervals to be much shorter for large ¢.

With Lemma 8, we are ready to describe the variant of Algorithm 1, which attains the tight
regret bound. Most steps in Algorithms 1 and 2 remain unchanged, and the changes are summarized

below:

- Step 3 in Algorithm 2 is replaced with

[4(0), wa(0)] = 23 [ 2EA0] 12

- Step 7 in Algorithm 1 is replaced with EXPLORE(y,,t,1/T); correspondingly, the number of
inner iterations is changed to n, = 8[(y; — ) 2 In(8T (y, — z,)?)].

The first change for improving the regret is the way how confidence intervals [¢;(0), u.(6)] of
F () is constructed. Instead of using fixed confidence level 1/72 as in the baseline policy, in the
revised policy varying confidence levels are employed, with “effective” failure probabilities increase
as the algorithm collects more data.

We also remark that similar confidence parameter choices were also adopted in [4] to remove
additional log(7T") factors in multi-armed bandit problems.

The following theorem shows that the algorithm variant presented above achieves an asymptotic
regret of O(+/T), considerably improving Theorem 2 with an O(y/T log T) regret bound. Its proof
is rather technical and involves careful analysis of failure events at each outer iteration 7 of the
trisection algorithm. To highlight the main idea behind the proof, we provide a sketch of the proof
in Sec. 6.1 and defer the entire proof of Theorem 3 to the supplement.

Theorem 3. There exists a universal constant Cy > 0 such that for all parameters {v;}¥ | and
{ri}¥, satisfying r; € [0,1], the regret incurred by the variant of Algorithm | described above

satisfies
T

Regret({S;}/_;) = E Y. R(S*) — R(S) < CiV/T. (13)

t=1

6.1 Proof sketch

We sketch key steps and lemmas towards the proof of Theorem 2. The proofs of technical lemmas
are provided in the supplementary material. We first define some notations. Let 7 = 0,1,--- be
the number of outer iterations in Algorithm 1, e; = (y, — z,) be the distance between the two
trisection points at outer iteration 7, and n, = 8[¢;2In(8Tc2)] be the pre-specified number of
inner iterations. Recall also that * = F(0*) = F* is the optimal revenue value suggested by
Lemma 2.

Define the following three disjoint events that partition the entire probabilistic space:

e Event & (7): 6* < a, < by,

12



e Event &(7): ar < 0* < by
e Event &3(7): ar < by < 0%,

Let 79 € N be the last outer iteration in Algorithm 1. Let also 7 (7) < [T'] be the indices of inner
iterations in outer iteration 7, satisfying |7 (7)| < 2n, almost surely. For w € {1, 2,3}, 7 € N and
a, 3 € R, define

VW (a, B) = E Z > R R(S)|Eu(T), lar — 0% = a,|F(ar) —a-| = B|. (14)
T'=TteT (7')
Intuitively, ¥%(«, ) is the expected regret Algorithm 1 incurs for outer iterations 7,7 + 1, -+ , 79,

conditioned on the event £,,(7) and other boundary conditions at the left margin a-.

The following three lemmas are the central steps in our proof, which establish recurrence rela-
tionships among ¢ («, 3), for w € {1,2,3}. The proofs are technically involved and, as we have
mentioned, deferred to the supplementary material. To simplify notations, we write a,, < b, or
b, 2 ay if there exists a universal constant C' > 0 such that |a,,| < C|b,| for all n € N.

Lemma 9 (Regretin Case 1). ¢} (v, 8) < BT+Y7_ | SUpA-. AT exp{—n,A2}+0(e ! log(Te2)).

Lemma 10 (Regret in Case 2). ¥2(a, 3) < O(e;!log(Te2)) + wTH(aQ,Bz) + ¢T+1(a3, Bh) -
O(log(Teg)/(Tsz))+supA>5T T+1(a1’ (A))exp{ —n, A2} for parameters af, BL(A), o, By, ok, B4
that satisfy 51(A) < A and ofy < 3e.

Lemma 11 (Regret in Case 3). ¥2(a, 8) < oT

We are now ready to complete the proof of Theorem 3 by combining Lemmas 10, 9 and 11.

Proof. We first get a cleaning expression of ! (c, 3) using Lemma 9. First note that A —
A exp{—n,A?} attains its maximumon A > 0at A = 4/1/2n.. Alsonote that n, = [8c;2In(872)]
and therefore 4/1/2n, < e,. Subsequently,

70

70 70
Z sup AT exp{—n,A?} < Z e, T exp{—n,e2} < Z e, T exp{—In(Te2)}

A>eq T'=T7 T'=T7

Z e-t =0(er), (15)

T'=7

T'=7

where the last asymptotic holds because {¢,} forms a geometric series. Subsequently,

P, B) < BT + Z O(e;: log(Te2)). (16)

It remains the bound the summation term on the right-hand side of the above inequality. De-
note s, = ;' In(Te2) = p~™ In(Tp*"), where p = 2/3. We then have s, = p™ 7 [1 +
1n pr(TO*T/)]STO < 2(7-0 _ 7./ + l)pTﬂfT/ ln(l/p) fOr all 7_/ < T()- Subsequently,

70 70

Z Sy < Z 2o — 7 + 1)p™ " In(1/p) - Sro S O(1) - 5. (17)

T'=T 7/=0
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Therefore,

Ui, B) < BT + O(er, log(Te2). (18)

We are now ready to derive the final regret upper bound by analyzing wg(a, B), because the

event £5(0) always holds since 0 < 6* < 1. Applying Lemma 10 with Lemma 11 and Eq. (18), we
have forall 7 € {0,1,--- , 79} that

In(Te2)

T

¢ (Oé B) 1/}7-',-1(0427 62) + O( - IOg(TE )) + O(gTT) : TEQ

+ sup (AT + O(e; log(T€2)))) exp{—n, A%}

A>er

< 2,1(ah, B5) + O(e; " log(T<2)) + sup AT exp{—n, A%

A>er

+O(e; log(Te2,)) - exp{—n,e2}. (19)

Using the same analysis as in Eq. (15), we know supa . AT exp{—n,;A?} < O(e;!) and exp{—n.e2} <
1/(Te2%). Subsequently, summing all terms 7 = 0,1, - - - , 7 together we have

Z O(etlog(Te2)) + O(e;) log(TetzO)) :

Te2
< aTol log(Te2) - (1+ 1/(T€2)). (20)
Finally, note that n,, = 6;02 and n,, < T, implying that ¢, = 1/1/7. Plugging the lower bound

on &, into the above inequality we have ¥3(«, ) < +/T, which completes the proof of Theorem
3. O

7 Lower bound

We prove the following theorem showing that no policy can achieve an accumulated regret smaller
than Q(+/T) in the worst case.

Theorem 4. Let N and T be the number of items and the time horizon that can be arbitrary. There
exists revenue parameters r1,--- ,rn € [0, 1] such that for any policy r,

Sup Reg({S:}{_,) = VT

VL 21
e 384 @n

Theorem 4 shows that our regret upper bounds in Theorems 2 and 3 are tight up to /log 1" or
v/log log T factors and numerical constants. We conjecture (in Sec. 9) that the additional +/log log T’
term can also be removed, leading to upper and lower bounds that match up to universal constants.

7.1 Proof sketch of Theorem 4

We next give a sketch of the proof of Theorem 4. Due to space constraints, we only present an
outline of the proof and defer proofs of all technical lemmas to the supplement.
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We first describe the underlying parameter values on which our lower bound proof is built. Fix
revenue parameters {r;}~  as7; = 1,7 = 1/2and 73 = - - - = 7y = 0, which are known a priori.
We then consider two constructions of the unknown ut111ty parameters {vi}ﬁilz

Py: w01=1—1/4VT, vg=1, vg3=--- = vy = 0;
Pi: 01 =1+41/4VT, vg=1, v3=---=vy = 0.

We note that Py and P; also give the probability distributions that characterize the customer random
purchasing actions; and thus we will use P;[ A] to denote the probability of event A under the utility
parameters specified by P; for j € {0, 1}.

The first lemma shows that there does not exist estimators that can identify Py from P; with
high probability with only 71" observations of random purchasing actions. Its proof involves careful
calculation of the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence between the two hypothesized distributions
and subsequent application of Le Cam’s lemma to the testing question between Py and P;.

Lemma 12. For any estimator 12 € {0, 1} whose inputs are T random purchasing actions iy, - - - ,ip,
it holds that maxje(o 1y Pj[¢ # j] = 1/3.

On the other hand, the following lemma shows that, if the policy 7 can achieve a small regret un-
der both Py and P, then one can construct an estimator based on 7 such that with large probability
the estimator can distinguish between Py and P; from observed customers’ purchasing actions.

Lemma 13. Suppose a policy w satisfies Regret({St}t 1) < V/T/384 for both Py and Py. Then
there exists an estimator 1/) € {0, 1} such that P; [1/) # j| < 1/4forbothj =0and j = 1.

Lemma 13 is proved by explicitly constructing a classifier (tester) @ZJ from any sequence of low
regret. In particular, for r any assortment sequence {St}t 1, We construct w as 1/1 = 0if & T t 1e
St,2¢ S¢] > 1/2and = 1 otherwise. Using Markov’s inequality and the construction of {ri,vi},
it can be shown that if Regret({S;}7_,) > v/T /384 then ¢ is a good tester with small testing error.
Detailed calculations and the complete proof is deferred to the supplement.

Combining Lemmas 12 and 13 we proved our lower bound result in Theorem 4.

8 Simulation results

We present numerical results of our proposed trisection (and its improved variant) algorithm and
compare their performance with several competitors on synthetic data.

Experimental setup. We generate each of the revenue parameters {rl}f\; , independently and
identically from the uniform distribution on [.4,.5]. For the preference parameters {v;}Y , they
are generated independently and identically from the uniform distribution on [10/N, 20/N ], where
N is the total number of items available.

To motivate our parameter setting, consider the following three types of assortments: the “single
assortment” S = {i} for some i € N, the “full assortment” S = {1,2,---, N}, and the “appro-
priate” assortment S = {i € N : r; > 0.42}. For the single assortment S = {7}, because the
preference parameter for each item is rather small (v; < 20/N), no single assortment can produce
an expected revenue exceeding 0.5 x (20/N)/(1 +20/N) = 10/(20 + N). For the full assortment

15



Table 2: Average (mean) and worst-case (max) regret of our trisection (TRISEC.) and adaptive
trisection (ADAP-TRISEC.) algorithms and their competitors on synthetic data. /V is the number of

items and 7’ is the time horizon.
UcCB THOMPSON GRS TRISEC. ADAP-TRISEC.

(N,T) mean max mean max mean max mean max mean  max
(100,500) 349 381 128 297 109 224 768 7.68 1.99 1.99
(250,500) 543 562 281 495 793 342 757 757 223 2.23
(500,500) 734 755 490 495 7.02 434 743 743 223 223
(1000,500) 903 935 817 107 534 451 744 744 225 2.25

(100,1000) 73.1 782 136 279 1399 1750 8.69 8.69 3.90 3.90
(250,1000) 1137 1193 336 5.17 90.1 110.1 8.69 8.69 4.13 4.14
(500,1000) 136.8 1403 565 7.64 657 1139 938 938 3.80 3.80
(1000, 1000) | 160.8 1654 931 124 843 228 977 9.77 397 3.97

S =1{1,2,---,N}, because Zf\il rivi 5 0.45x15/N x N = 6.75 and Zf\il v; 5 15 by the law of
large numbers, the expected revenue of S is around 6.75/(1 + 15) = 0.422. Finally, for the “appro-
priate” assortment S = {i € N : 7; > 0.42}, we have Y ;¢ 7;v; > 0.46x 15/N x 0.8N = 5.52 and
Mg Vi > 15/N x 0.8N = 12. Therefore, the expected revenue of S is around 5.52/(1 + 12) =
0.425 > 0.422. The above discussion shows that a revenue threshold 7* € (0.4, 0.5) is mandatory
to extract a portion of the items {i € A/ : r; > r*} that attain the optimal expected revenue, which
is highly non-trivial for a dynamic assortment selection algorithm to identify.

Comparative methods. Our trisection algorithm with O(1/T log T') regret is denoted as TRISEC,
and its improved adaptive variant (with regret O(+/T)) is denoted as ADAP-TRISEC. The other
methods we compare against include the Upper Confidence Bound algorithm of [2] (denoted as
UcB), the Thompson sampling algorithm of [3] (denoted as THOMPSON), and the Golden Ratio
Search algorithm of [19] (denoted as GRS). Note that both UCB and THOMPSON proposed in
[2, 3] were initially designed for the capacitated MNL model, in which the number of items each
assortment contains is restricted to be at most K < N. In our experiments, we operate both the UCB
and THOMPSON algorithms under the uncapacitated setting, simply by removing the constraint set
when performing each assortment optimization.

Most hyper-parameters (such as constants in confidence bounds) are set directly using the the-

oretical values. One exception is our improved adaptive trisection algorithm (ADAP-TRISEC), in

which we replace the 4/ w confidence interval configuration with w. We ob-

serve that a smaller constant value leads to better empirical performance. Another is the GRS algo-
rithm: in [19] the number of exploration iterations is set to 34 In(2N)/3? where 8 = min;. ;s |R(L,,
R(Erj,) , which is inappropriate for our “gap-free” synthetical setting in which 5 = 0. Instead, we
use the common choice of +/T" exploration iterations in typical gap-independent bandit problems
for GRS.

Results. In Table 2 we report the mean and maximum regret from 20 independent runs of each
algorithm on our synthetic data, with different settings of N (number of items) and 7" (time hori-
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zon length). We observe that as the number of items (/V) becomes large, our algorithms (TRISEC
and ADAP-TRISEC) achieve smaller mean and maximum regret compared to their competitors,
and ADAP-TRISEC consistently outperforms TRISEC in all settings. Unlike UCB and THOMPSON
whose regret depend polynomial on N, our TRISEC and ADAP-TRISEC algorithms have no depen-
dency on N and hence their regret does not increase with N. Moreover, the separate exploration
and exploitation structure in GRS makes its performance somewhat unstable, which leads to a larger
gap between mean and maximum regrets.

9 Conclusion and future directions

In this paper we consider the dynamic assortment planning problem under uncapacitated MNL
models and derive an optimal regret bound, which is independent of N.

There are a few interesting future work. In this paper, we assume that the time horizon length
T is known. It is interesting to design “horizon-free” algorithms which adapt to the time hori-
zon T'. Moreover, the uncapacitated MNL can be viewed as a capacitated MNL with the capacity
upper bound K = N. It is known from [2] and [8] that the optimal regret is @(\/W ) when
K < N/4 and from this paper that the optimal regret is ©(1/T) when K = N. It is interesting to
investigate the phase transition from ©(v/NT) to ©(+/T). Finally, another direction is to investi-
gate “instance-optimal” regret bounds whose regret depends explicitly on the problem parameters
{ri}? 1, {vi}?_, and matching corresponding (instance-dependent) minimax lower bounds in which
{v;}?_, are known up to permutations. Such instance-optimal regret might potentially depend on
“revenue gaps” A; = R(S*) — R(L,,), where S* is the optimal assortment and r; is the revenue
parameter of the item with the ith largest revenue.
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This supplementary material provides detailed proofs for technical lemmas whose proofs are
omitted in the main text.

A Proof of technical lemmas in Sec. 4

A.1 Proof of Lemma 2

Let s < s’ be the two endpoints such that F'(sT) = F(s') = F* (if there are multiple such s, s’
pairs, pick any one of them). We will prove that s < F™* < s’, which then implies Lemma 2.

We first prove s < F*. Assume by contradiction that F'* < s. Clearly s # 0 because F'* > 0.
By definition of F' and F'*, we have

27‘ >s' T30

F*=F(d)=-"—="=22 — — i — F*)y; = F*. S1
(s ) 1 + ZT‘Z‘ZS/ (% T.g/sl(rl )UZ ( )

Because F'* < s, adding we have that
Y (ri—F*)v; > F* = F(s)>F* (S2)

T =8

This contradicts with the fact that F'(s) # F(s™) and that F* is the maximum value of F.
We next prove F* < s’. Assume by contradiction that F* > s’. Removing all items corre-
sponding to 7; = s’ in Eq. (S1), we have

Z(W—F*)WZF* == F(5/+)>F*' (S3)

r;>s’

This contradicts with the fact that F'(s'*) # F(s’) and that F'* is the maximum value of F'.

¥ Author names listed in alphabetical order.



A.2 Proof of Lemma 3

Because F'(0*) = 0* = F* and F™* is the maximum value of F', we have F'(f) < 0 for all § > 6*.
In addition, for any 6 > 6*, by definition of F' we have

FO)—F@0")=R({ieN :r;>0}) —R{ie N :r;>0}) (S4)
_ Zﬁ'?@ T Zri>9 T4
e Diriz0 Vi 14 Diri> Vi

_ (1 + Zri>9 Ui)(Zrl/O 7”7,’07,) - (1 + Zrl/ﬁ /UZ)(ZT'Z'>€ Tivi)

(85)

(1+ Zri% vi) (1 + Zri>9 v;) (S6)

_ (L + 20,0 Vi) (2, — Ti0i) — (2,20 Vi) (X2 i) S7)
(1 + Zm)@ UZ)(l + Zri>0 /Ui)

1 _%Zr >0 Vi [0 F(9+)] (58)

Because § > F(6) holds for all § > 6*, we conclude that § > F(6") also holds for all § > 6*.
Subsequently, the right-hand side of Eq. (S8) is non-negative and therefore F'(0) > F(67).

A.3 Proof of Lemma 4

If F(9) = F™* for all < 0* then the lemma clearly holds. In the rest of the proof we shall assume
that there is at least one jumping point strictly smaller than *. Formally, we let 0 < s1 < s2 <

- < s¢ < 0* be all jumping points that are strictly smaller than 6*. To prove Lemma 4, it suffices
to show that F'(s;) > s; and F'(s;) > F(s;r) forallj =1,---,t

We use induction to establish the above claims. The base case is j = t. Because F'* is the
maximum value of F', we conclude that F'(s;) < F* = F(s;"). In addition, because s; < 6* =
F* = F(s;), invoking Eq. (S8) we have that F'(s;) < F(s;"). The base case is then proved.

We next prove the claim for s;, assuming it holds for s;,1 by induction. By inductive hypoth-
esis, F'(sj41) = sj+1 = s;. Also, F(s;r) = F(sj4+1) because there is no jump points between s;
and s, and subsequently F(sj) > s;. Invoking Eq. (S8) we proved F'(s;) < F(s;r)

To prove F'(s;) = s;, define v := (3, _,, vi)/(1+ X, 5, vi). Itis clear that 0 < 7; < 1. By
Eq. (S8), we have

F(sj) = sj = F(sj) = F(s]) + F(s]) = s; (S9)
= 55 = FGH| + F(sT) - 55 (S10)
= (1—7) [F( j)—s]] (S11)

As we have already proved F' (s;r) > s;, the right-hand side of the above inequality is non-negative
and therefore F'(s;) > s;.



B Proof of technical lemmas in Sec. 5

B.1 Proof of Lemma 5

Let § = 1/T? be the confidence parameter in Algorithm 2. By Hoeffding’s inequality (Lemma 15)
and the fact that 0 < F'(0) < 1 for all §, we have

Pr[F(9) ¢ [4(6), w(6)]] = Pr [ 20— pio)| = ‘”] 1)
< 2exp {—2t- 1n(21t/5)} <20 =2/T. (S13)

Subsequently, by union bound the probability of F'(6) ¢ [¢+(0),u.(0)] for at least one ¢ is at most
o(T—1).

B.2 Proof of Lemma 6

We use induction to prove this lemma. We also conditioned on the fact that ¢;(z,;) < F(z,) <
ut(xr) and ly(y,) < F(yr) < w(y;) for all ¢ and 7, which happens with probability at least
1—O(T~!) by Lemma 5.

We first prove the lemma for the base case of 7 = 0. According to the initialization step
in Algorithm 1, we have a; = 0 and b, = 1. On the other hand, for any 6 > 0 it holds that
0 < F(0) < F* < 1. Therefore, 0 < 8* < 1 and hence a, < 6* < b, for 7 = 0.

We next prove the lemma for outer iteration 7, assuming the lemma holds for outer iteration
7 —1(e., a;—1 <7r* < by_1). According to the trisection parameter update step in Algorithm 1,
the proof can be divided into two cases:

Case 1: uy(yr—1) < yr—1. Because £(yr—1) < F(yr—1) < u(yr—1) always holds, we conclude in
this case that F'(y,—1) < y,—1. Invoking Lemma 4 we conclude that b, = y,_1 > 6*. On the other
hand, by inductive hypothesis a, = a,_1 < 6*. Therefore, a, < r* < b,.

Case 2: ui(yr—1) = yr—1. In this case, the revenue level y,_; must be explored at every inner
iteration in Algorithm 1 at outer iteration 7 — 1, because u;(y-—1) is a non-increasing function of ¢.
Denote ¢, = y, — x, and n, = 16[e;2In(7?)] as the number of inner iterations in outer iteration
7. Subsequently, the length of the confidence intervals on y-_1 at the end of all inner iterations can
be upper bounded by

In(72 1
|ue(yr—1) = le(yr—1)| < 2 (%) —e;h. (S14)
nr 2
Invoking Lemma 5 we then have
1 — Tre 1 — Tre
Flyr—1) = blyr—1) = wlyr—1) — % > Y1 — ‘1“2*1 (S15)

We now establish that z,_; < 6%, which implies a, < 6* < b, because a, = x,_1 and
b; = by_1 = 6* by the inductive hypothesis. Assume by contradiction that x._; > 6*. By Lemma
3, F(x;—1) < z;—1and F(z;—1) = F(y,—1). Subsequently,

Yr—1 — Tr—1

5 ; (S16)

F(yT—l) S Tr1 = Yr—1 — (yT—l - xr—l) <Yr—1—



which contradicts Eq. (S15).

B.3 Proof of Lemma 7

This lemma upper bounds the expected regret incurred at each outer iteration 7, conditioned on the
success events in Lemmas 5 and 6.

We analyze the regret incurred at outer iteration 7 from exploration of y and exploitation of a,
separately.

1. Regret from exploring y,: suppose the level set £, (N) is explored for m, < n, times at
outer iteration 7. Then we have w,,_(yr) = y,. In addition, by Lemma 5 and widths in the
constructed confidence bands ¢, _(y,) and uy,, (yT) we have with probability 1 — O(7~1) that
b, (Yr) < F(yr) < tum, (y-) and |upm, (y7) — . (y7)] (In(7?2)/2m,. Subsequently,

lnT
F(yr) = b, (yr) = um, (yr) «/ 2m ;=2 (S17)

Note also that y- > a, = 0* — 3¢, = F* — 3¢,; we have

InT

ms

F* — F(y,) <3, +2 (S18)

By Lemma 2, F* = R(S*) and therefore the right-hand side of the above inequality is an upper
bound on the regret incurred by exploring revenue level y, (corresponding to the assortment
selection £, ) once. As the exploration is carried out for m, times, the total regret for all
exploration steps at revenue level 2, can be upper bounded by

InT
T[3€T+2 1 ]<3m767+ dm;InT < 3n,e, + 4nTlnTS5;llogT. (S19)
Vo,

Here the last inequality holds because n, < 162 In(T?).

2. Regret from exploiting a,: by Lemma 6, a; < 6%, and therefore F'(a,;) > a.. In addition,
ar = 0* — 3¢, by the definition of £,. Subsequently,

F(a;) = a; = 0" —3e, = F* — 3¢,. (S20)
Re-organizing terms on both sides of the above inequality and noting that F* = F'(S*), we have
F(S*) — F(ar) < 3e,. (S21)

Therefore, the regret for each exploitation of revenue level a (corresponding to the assortment
selection L,_) can be upper bounded by ;. Because the revenue level a, is exploited for n.,
times and n, < 162 1In(T?), the total regret of exploitation of a, at outer iteration 7 can be
upper bounded by

ny-3e; S et logT. (S22)



C Proof of technical lemmas in Sec. 6

C.1 Proof of Lemma 8§

Without loss of generality we assume X7, - -+, X, € [0, 1] almost surely, while the general case of
X1, -+, X1 € [a,b] can be dealt with by a simple re-scaling argument. Denote k := |logy L|. For
each /e {1,2,4, -, 2"“}, by standard Hoeffding’s inequality (Lemma 15), we have

14
1 In[8/(60)] Y4
=1
Subsequently, by union bound and the fact that 1 + 2 4 4 + - - - + 28 < 281 < 21, we have
L
1 In[8/(6¢)] oL
Pr|Ve=1,2,4,- 2" |- Y X; —p| <\ ———=| =1- . S23
r [ 2,400,281 ; z : 5 (S23)
Next consider any £ € {1,2,4,---,2*}. By Hoeffding’s maximal inequality (Lemma 16), we
have
. . . l Y4
Pr Vi < min{l,n — £}, |Xpp1 + -+ Xepi — i p| < 5111[8/((%)] >1- R

Again using union bound overall £ = 1,2, 4,--- ,2% and the fact that 1 + 2+ 4+ .-+ 2F < 2kl <
2L, we have

l oL

Xop1+ 4 Xpys —i-pf < 511[1[8/(56)] >1-=.
(S24)
Combining Eqs. (S23,524), we have with probability 1—4& L uniformly overall £ = 1,2, 4, - - , 2"

and ¢ < min{¢,n — ¢} that

(X1 4+ X+ X1 + -+ Xowg — (€ + 9| < /201n[8/(60)].

Dividing both sides of the above inequality by (¢ + i) we complete the proof of Lemma 8.

Pr lwz 1,2,---,2% i <min{l,n — ¢},

C.2 Proof of Lemma 10

First analyze the expected regret incurred at outer iteration 7. by exploiting the left end-point a.;
(corresponding to assortment L, ) for n, iterations. Also, because a, < 6* < b, conditioned
on &(7), by Lemmas 2 and 4 we have F(a;) = ar = 0* — |by — a;| = F(6*) — |b;r — a;| =
R(S*) — 3e.. Subsequently,

Regret by exploiting L,.: < 3e;-n; < 6;1 log(Tez). (S25)

Next we analyze the expected regret incurred at outer iteration 7 by exploring the right trisection
point y, (corresponding to assortment £, ). This is done by a case analysis. If y, < 0%, then
the regret incurred by exploiting £, at outer iteration 7 is again upper bounded (up to numerical



constants) by e-1log(T2), similar to Eq. (S25). Otherwise, for the case of y, > 6*, define
A; =y, — F(y,). By Lemma 3, we know A, > 0, and also by Lemma 2, each exploration of
L, incurs a regret of no more than A;. Let m, be the number of times L, is explored at outer
iteration 7. By definition of the stopping rule in Algorithm 1, we have

pr[mTﬂ]gpr[m 21n<8T/€>>yT]

/ ¢
— Pr % CF(y) = A — W (S26)

Because py is a sum of ¢ i.i.d. random variables with mean F'(y;) and values in [0, 1] almost surely,
applying Hoeffding’s inequality (Lemma 15) we have

Pr[m, > ] < exp {fz (Via, - 21n(8T/€)>2}

1 if A; < /8In(8T/0)/¢;
exp{—(A2/2}, otherwise.

Subsequently,

nr nr
Regret by exploring L, : < Z (A Pr[m, = (] < Z ArPrim; = /]

801

n(T
/ 0 Z A, exp{—(A2/2} (827)
=ty
ee}
toIn(T/0o) + sup A exp{—LA%/2} (S28)
A>\/8ln(8T/£0)/€0 EZ@O
A2
Lo In(T/4y) + sup A exp{ £0A2/2}
As+/8In(ST/lg)/ls L — exp{—A?/2}
A2
Lo In(T/4y) + sup A exp AAQ/Q}
Ao BT )l L eXPI—A%/2)
81In(8T/4y) 1
LoIn(T/¢ . 2
oIn(T/bo) + 4 1 —exp{—41In(8T/ty)} (529

Here in Eq (S27), £y is the smallset positive integer not exceeding n- such that A, > /81n(87"/¢y) /.
(If A < 4/8In(8T'/4y) /Ly holds for all 1 < ¢y < n, then the second term in Eq. (S27) is 0 and
one can convemently set /o = n. + 1 in this case.); Eq. (S28) holds because

logg £o] [logs 4o]
n(T n(7T/27)
4/ /e 2]«/ / Z A2 In(T/27) < /0o In(T/ly);



Eq. (S29) holds because A — Ae~2%/2/(1 — ¢=2%/2) is monotonically decreasing on A > 0.
Finally, because £y < n, and n, < e-2log(Te2) > -2, we have

~ T
Regret by exploring L. < v/n; In(T/n;) < ;" log(T<2). (S31)
Finally, we consider regret incurred at later outer iterations 7/ = 7 + 1, - - - , 79. This is done by

another case analysis on the relative location of 8* with respect to a1 and b, 1:

- E(T41): ars1 < 0% < bryq: the additional regret is upper bounded by 12, (o}, 3}) for some
values of o/}, 3] that are not important;

- &(1 4+ 1): 0% < ar41 < bryq: the additional regret is upper bounded by ! (%, 85) with
Bh < Ar = y; — F(y,) and the value of o, not important;

- &(T 4+ 1): ary1 < b1 < 0*: the additional regret is upper bounded by 92, (%, 84) with
oy < 3¢, and the value of 35 not important.

It remains to upper bound the probability the latter two cases above occur. £;(7 + 1) occurs if
for all inner iterations ¢ € 7 (7), the exploration step fails to detect F'(y;) below y,, meaning that

B4/ w >y, forall £ € {1,--- ,n,}. Also note that because 0* < a,+1 =z, = yr — &,
by Lemma 3 we know that A, = y, — F(y,) = &,. Using Hoeffding’s inequality, we have

Pr[&i(r +1)] < Pr | vy, % CF(y) > A, — 2111(5?/5)
<Pf[pnT—F(yT)>AT_ 2In(87/¢)
nr Ny

< exp {—2 (ﬁAT - 21n(8T/nT)>2}
<exp{-n,AZ}. (S32)

Here Eq. (S32) holds because /A, > \/nre, = +/8In(8T2) > 2,/21n(87/n,) by the choice
of n,.
The E3(7 + 1) event occurs if the exploration step in Algorithm 1 falsely detects y, > F(y;) at

some stage £ € {1,--- ,n,}, meaning that £ + 4/ w < y,. Note that because b, 11 = y, <
0*, by Lemma 4, we know F(y,) > y,. By Lemma 8,

Pr[&s (T + 1)] = Pr [36, % <y — \/@]

<Pr|36,|2% — F(y)| > 2In(87/¢)
14 14
n, _ In(Te2)
< T < T
ST S T2 (833)

Combining all regret parts we complete the proof of Lemma 10.



C.3 Proof of Lemma 9

The regret for all outer iterations after 7 (conditioned on &;(7) : 0* < a, < b;) consists of two
parts: the regret from exploiting £, , for 7/ > 7, and the regret from exploring L.

For any 7" € {r,7 4+ 1,--- , 70}, the expected regret from exploiting L,, can always be upper
bounded by O(z-:T_,1 log(T?,)) by the same analysis in the proof of Lemma 10 (more specifically
the array of inequalities leading to Eqgs. (S28) and (S30)), regardless of the values of o and 3. This
corresponds to the D77 _ 0(5;1 log(T€%)) term in Lemma 9.

We next upper bound the expected regret incurred by exploring £, , for all =771+l ,70.
Because a, — F(a;) = S by the definition of ¥} («, 3), the expected regret incurred by exploring
Lo, €{r,7+1,--- 70} is at most ST assuming a; = ary1 = --- = ar,. It then remains to
bound the additional regret incurred by the movements of a, in subsequent outer iterations.

Let W = {7{,73,--- ,7,} be outer iterations at which the update rule a,,; < z is applied.
We then have the following observations:

1. Each 7/ € W would incur an additional regret upper bounded by AT, where A, = y,.. —
Fyr) = e

2. For each 7" € {r,7 + 1,--- , 70}, the probability update a, .1 <« x. is applied is at most
exp{—n A}, using the same analysis in the proof of Lemma 10 (more specifically the array
of inequalities leading to Eq. (S32)).

Summarizing the above observations, by the law of total expectation the expected regret from ex-
ploring £, _, at subsequent iterations 7' > 7 can be upper bounded by ST'+>.7)__supa.. AT exp{—n,A2%}.

C.4 Proof of Lemma 11

Because a; = 6* — a < 0%, by Lemma 4 we have F(a;) = a, = 0* —a = F(6*) — a.
Subsequently, F'(S*) — F(a;) < « thanks to Lemma 2. Also note that conditioned on £3(7), the
revenue levels explored or exploited at each time epoch t € T ('), 7 < 7/ < 7 are sandwiched
between a, and 6%, and therefore R(S*) — R(S;) < a. Hence, ¥2(a, 8) < a-EX0__|T(7)| <
aoT'.

D Proofs of technical lemmas in Sec. 7

D.1 Proof of Lemma 12

We first state a lemma that upper bounds the KL divergence under Py and P; for arbitrary assortment
selections S € S.

Lemma 14. Forany S € S let Py(S) and Py (S) be the distribution of the purchasing action under
Py and Py, respectively. Then KL(Py(S)|P1(S)) < 1/18T.

Proof of Lemma 14. If 1 ¢ S then Py(S) = Pi(5) and therefore KL(FPy(S)|Pi(S)) = 0. In
addition, because v; = 1; = 0 for all ¢ > 3, the items apart from 1 and 2 in S do not affect
the distribution of the purchasing action under both Fy and P;. Therefore, it suffices to compute
KL(Py({1})]| P ({1})) and KL(Py({1, 2} | P1 ({1, 2})).

Before delving into detailed calculations, we first state a simple proposition bounding the KL
divergence between two categorical distributions. It is simple to verify.



Proposition 2. Let P and () be two categorical distributions on J items, with parameters py,--- ,pJj

and qu,- - ,qy respectively. Denote also € := p; — q;. Then KL(P||Q) < Z‘j]:l si/qj.

We first consider KL(Py({1})|P1({1})). By definition, Py(i = 1/{1}) < 1/2 — 1/24+/T and
Pili = 2|{2}] < 1/2 + 1/24+/T. Also, min;—q 1{Py(i|{1})} = 1/3. Subsequently,

1/144T 1 1
X < <

KL(Py({1})|P1({1})) < 2 1/3 247 T 18T

(S34)

We next consider KL(Py({1,2})[|P1({1,2})). Note that Py(i = 0|{1,2}) > P1(i = 0|{1,2}),
Po(i = 1{1,2}) < Pi(i = 1/{1,2}) and Py(i = 2|{1,2}) > Pi(i = 2|{1,2}). Also, Py(i =
1{1,2}) < 1/3—1/48/T, Py(i = 1[{1,2}) > 1/3+ 1/48v/T and ming<;<2{ P1 (i|{1,2})} > 1/4.
Subsequently,

1/576T 1 1
X < <

KL(Fo({1,2})[ 1 ({1,2})) <3 14 T 48T T 18T

(S35)

The lemma is thus proved. O
We are now ready to prove Lemma 12.

Proof of Lemma 12. Denote |P — Q|lrv := 2supy |P(A) — Q(A)| as the total variation norm
between P and (), and let P(?T, P1®T denote the distribution of {i; ]St}thl parameterized by Fy and
P,. By Pinsker’s inequality and the conditional independence of i; conditioned on S;, we have

T
|PET = PET |1y < £/2KL(PET|PET) < sup 2] [KL(Py(S)|P1(S)  (S36)
S 1 7"'7St t=1

< V2T - sup /KL(Py(S)||P1(S)) < V2T - 4/1/18T < 1/3. (S37)
S

Using Le Cam’s inequality we have

(1= 188" = PET ) = <, (S38)

N | —
W =

inf max P; [12 # j] >
$ 3=0,1

D.2 Proof of Lemma 13

Denote po := 1/T-Y_ I[1 € 8,2 ¢ Si], o1 := 1/T-3_ 1[1,2 € S, p2 := 1/T-S_ T[2 € S;, 1 ¢ 5]
and @ :=1/T - ZL I[1,2 ¢ S;]. Because the four events partition the entire probability space, we

have py + p1 + 2 + @ = 1. In addition, it is easy to verify that S* = {1} under P, and under P;.
Subsequently,

Reg.(T)  _ o L p2th
T S o12VT 24
Reg(T) _ o1 p2+49
T T 4_VT 6

under Fpy;

under P;.




Using Markov’s inequality and the fact that Reg,. (T') < +/T/384 under both Py and P;, we have

£0 2+ © 1 01 2+ O 1 } 1
P, + > + > < -. (839
0 [12ﬁ 24 96T ASY/T 6 96T (539)

4
Subsequently, because o + o1 + p2 + O = 1, we know that po > 1 /2 with probability > 2/3 under
Py and po < 1/2 with probability > 2/3 under P;. Define 1) as

~_ [0 ifpy>1/2
Y= { 1 if po < 1/2. (540)

1
:|<4 and P1|:

The estimator 12)\ then satisfies Lemma 13 by the above argument.

E Concentration inequalities

The following lemma is the celebrated Hoeffding’s inequality [15].

Lemma 15. Suppose X1,--- , X, are i.i.d. random variables with mean p and satisfy a < X; < b
almost surely for all i € [n]. Then for any t > 0,
1 ¢ 2nt?
Pri|— ) X;—pl>t| <2 — - S41
r[n; i —p ] eXp{ (b_a)Q} (S41)

The following lemma is the Hoeffding’s maximal inequality, also by [15].

Lemma 16. Let X1, -- , X, be i.i.d. random variables with mean i and satisfy a < X; < b almost
surely for all i € [n]. Then for any t > 0,

212
Pr[we[n],X1+---+Xi>i-u+t]<exp{—}. (542)
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