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Abstract

In online sales, sellers usually offer each potential buyer a posted price in a take-it-or-leave
fashion. Buyers can sometimes see posted prices faced by other buyers, and changing the price
frequently could be considered unfair. The literature on posted price mechanisms and prophet
inequality problems has studied the two extremes of pricing policies, the fixed price policy
and fully dynamic pricing. The former is suboptimal in revenue but is perceived as fairer than
the latter. This work examines the middle situation, where there are at most k distinct prices
over the selling horizon. Using the framework of prophet inequalities with independent and
identically distributed random variables, we propose a new prophet inequality for strategies
that use at most k thresholds. We present asymptotic results in k and results for small values of
k. For k = 2 prices, we show an improvement of at least 11% over the best fixed-price solution.
Moreover, k = 5 prices suffice to guarantee almost 99% of the approximation factor obtained
by a fully dynamic policy that uses an arbitrary number of prices. From a technical standpoint,
we use an infinite-dimensional linear program in our analysis; this formulation could be of
independent interest to other online selection problems.

1 Introduction

Pricing is one of the elements of a business operation with the highest impact on profitability [37].
A recent survey by McKinsey [6] shows that a 1% improvement in pricing can yield a 6% increase
in profits, while in contrast a 1% reduction in variable costs can produce up to a 3.8% increase
in profits. Strategic and dynamic pricing is as old as business and widely studied. Nevertheless,
the deregulation of airline prices in the US in 1978 and the development of revenue management
generated significant interest in pricing from the research community [43]. Despite the success
of dynamic pricing from a profitability viewpoint, in many businesses changing prices too often
could be considered unfair from the customers’ standpoint, particularly when customers can learn
the prices faced by others [21, 38|, 39]. Therefore, fixed-price policies are often preferred over
dynamic pricing, particularly in retail transactions [37]. Although a fixed price is considered fairer
than its dynamic counterpart, it can lead to suboptimal revenues; this generates a natural tension
between revenue and customer goodwill. Particularly for products that will perish over time, such
as food, airplane seats, and sponsored ads, it is natural to consider price variation. In this work
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we explore a middle ground, dynamic pricing with limited prices, using the context of Bayesian
online selection and, more precisely, the prophet inequality problem.

We use the prophet inequality problem as an underlying model for online selection. The prophet
inequality problem is one of the classical problems in stopping theory, and has recently gained
increasing attention for its deep connections with pricing problems [10, 14, 23]. In the classi-
cal formulation of the prophet inequality problem, there are n nonnegative independent random
variables (r.v.) Xj,..., X,, and a decision-maker (DM) observes their values sequentially. Upon
observing a value, the DM must immediately decide whether to accept or reject the value. Accept-
ing stops the process, and the DM gets the observed value as a reward, while rejecting the value is
irrevocable and allows the DM to observe the next random variable’s value. The DM’s goal is to
maximize their expected value. To benchmark the DM’s strategy, the value obtained by the DM is
compared against the maximum value in hindsight, E[max; X;| — the so-called prophet value — and
the goal is to obtain a lower bound on the ratio between the DM’s value and the prophet value.
It is known that a simple threshold strategy that computes a value x and accepts the first observed
value that surpasses x attains a ratio of 1/2, and this result is tight; see e.g. [32}42]. This simple
threshold solution is appealing for pricing mechanism design in online sales, as we can interpret
the threshold as a price [10]. A posted-price mechanism (PPM) is a method to sell items where
a seller offers a menu of prices to each buyer in a take-it-or-leave-it fashion. The solution to the
classical prophet inequality problem exhibits this posted pricing form, where the value of X; could
be interpreted as the valuation of the i-th buyer. Recent works have established the equivalence
between PPMs and prophet inequalities in several settings [10, 23, [14].

In massive markets, assuming identical valuations is reasonable when granular information about
buyers’ valuations is hard to come by. In this case, the prophet inequality problem corresponds
to the observation of independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) random variables X3, ..., X,.
Hill & Kertz [25] were the first to show that a prophet inequality with an approximation ratio
better than 1/2 can be obtained in the i.i.d. setting, with an impossibility result showing that no
ratio better than ¥ ~ 0.745 can be attained, where B = 1/7% is the (unique) solution of the equation

fo —1+4y(logy —1))"'dy = 1. Recently, Correa et al. [13] showed an algorithm that attains a
prophet inequality of 4 for any number of random variables 7.

As opposed to the solution of the prophet inequality problem for general independent random
variables, which we can solve by computing a single threshold (for instance, the median of max{X; :
i € [n]}), the optimal solution for the ii.d. prophet inequality problem consists of n decreasing
thresholds, computed via dynamic programming [25] or by sampling 1 thresholds from a tailored
distribution [13]. These solutions are fully dynamic as they change the thresholds of acceptance as
time progresses. In the pricing language, this is equivalent to every buyer observing a new posted
price. On the other hand, the best fixed threshold policy for the i.i.d. prophet inequality guaran-
tees a fraction (1 — 1/e) of the prophet value [13]. In this work, we fill the gap between these two
extremes. Using the lens of optimization, we provide near-optimal solutions for the problem of
selecting at most k thresholds over a time horizon of length 7.

1.1 Problem Formulation and Summary of Contributions

The inputs of the problem are (1) a distribution D with nonnegative support, (2) n i.i.d. random
variables Xj, ..., X, ~ D drawn from this distribution, and (3) a fixed integer k > 1. A decision-
maker (DM) observes the realizations of Xj, ..., X, sequentially and needs to decide whether to
accept the observed value and stop the process, or irrevocably move on to the next value; the goal
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Figure 1: Illustration of a k-dynamic policy, with thresholds plotted over the time horizon. For each
interval I; = [i;—1 + 1,i;], we have an associated threshold %;. The first outcome of the random
variables with index in I; that surpasses X; is accepted. In the picture, this occurs at the second
value observed in the third interval I5.

is to maximize the expected accepted value. If the DM implements an algorithm or policy A, we
denote the value collected by A as E[X 4]. The algorithm A is said to attain a y-approximation (of the
prophet value) if E[X4] > 7 E[maxc|, X;] for any input distribution D. The prophet inequality
literature has focused on finding an algorithm A* that maximizes +.

In this work, we are interested in k-dynamic algorithms (or policies), which choose at most k time
intervals [1,71], [i1 +1,12],.. ., [ix—1 + 1, 1] and compute a static threshold in each window %, ..., Xk
such that the first value X; observed in [i; + 1,i;11] that exceeds X; is accepted; see Figure

Formally, we are interested in solving

Yie= sup inf _ E[Xa]
i Ddistr. _ E[max;ep) Xi|
k-dynamic X1, Xu~D

For k = 1, we obtain the static solution that guarantees v, ; ~ 1 —1/e for n large. For k = n we
obtain the fully dynamic solution that guarantees 7, , = ¥ ~ 0.745. Our goal is to understand
7y, x for intermediate values of k and provide new prophet inequalities for the i.i.d. problem under
k-dynamic policies.

Summary of Contributions We present an extensive study of k-dynamic policies and new prophet
inequalities. We restrict our attention to solutions where the sizes of the intervals [1,7], [i1 +
1,i5),..., [ix—1 + 1, n] are fixed up front. Our first result is a universal lower bound for 7}, via an
infinite linear program. This infinite linear program is oblivious to the input distribution and its
solution yields a distribution for each interval that computes a value g € [0,1], from which we
obtain a threshold x; via the equation g = 1 — F(x;), where F is the CDF of the input distribution
D. We characterize the optimal solution of this infinite linear program using duality. Since the
optimal solution is difficult to analyze for finite n, we study its asymptotic behavior when n — oo
and k is fixed. We show that the asymptotic behavior of the objective of the infinite linear program
is (1 — Clogk/k), for k large but constant. This shows that as k grows, k-dynamic algorithms



obtain the optimal ratio of a fully dynamic solution. We also provide results for k = 1,...,10,
which empirically show that -y} , is already close to the optimal approximation 7 for k > 5; see

Figure[1.2]below.

1.2 Technical Results

As in [13], we focus on quantile-based policies. The idea is to compute k values gy, . . ., gx indepen-
dently from the input distribution, and then compute k thresholds xi, ..., x;, where g; = P(X >
x¢). The algorithm splits the time horizon into k windows of time and in the ¢-th interval accepts
the first value exceeding x, if one is observed. The k values gy, ..., qx are randomly sampled
from k distributions. Our first result establishes a lower bound over 1}, ; and a mechanical way to
construct these k distributions.

Theorem 1 (Approximation Guarantee for Fixed Time Windows). Let 71, T, . . ., Ty be nonnegative
integers such that n = 1 + T + - - - + T. Then, vy, , is at least the value of

YLl (- (1)) aydg

sup inf —
wlk]x[0,1] >R, uel0,1] n(l—u)"t
s.t. 1
(P)n,k /0 061,51 dq S 1
1 1
/0 tpp1,5dg < /0 (1—q)"a4dg Vi e [k—1].
Furthermore, we fully characterize the optimal solutions of the program (P), x when 7 = -+ = T_q >

TkZO.

Notice that (P),,  is independent of the input distribution D, yet it provides a prophet inequality.
Moreover, from a solution of (P),; we can obtain a policy as follows. Given a solution a =
{&1 4}t of (P),x, we sample g; according to the probability mass distribution a;,,/ fol atqdg. The
feasible region codifies all the policies that work by sampling values g3, . . ., gx, while the objective
is a lower bound of the ratio E[X4]/ E[max;c[, X;], where A is the policy that uses thresholds x;
computed via q; = P(X > x;). We reformulate (P), ; as an infinite-dimensional linear program.
This allows us to use duality to fully characterize the optimal solution when gy = --- =1 =71
andn/k <t < n/(k—1). The optimal solution & = {a; 4}, exhibits disjoint consecutive supports
in [0,1] for different t. As a consequence, the sampled values gy, ..., g are increasing, and the
resulting thresholds are decreasing. For the case k = nand 7 = --- = T, = 1, the optimal
solution of (P), , recovers the distributions from [13].

We further the study of v, the optimal value of (P), s and approximation for the k-dynamic

nk’
policies, in the particular case of 73 = -+ = 1,1 = [n/k], 7t = n — (k — 1) [n/k]. Our next result

gives an asymptotic lower bound on v}, ; and hence, also an asymptotic lower bound over 7, .

Theorem 2 (Asymptotic Lower Bound). There is a constant cy such that for n large and k < n,

* x - logk k2
’Yn,kZUn,kZ“Y(l—Cl (I§+n))

Here, B = 1/ is the unique solution offol(,B —1+y(logy—1))tdy = 1.
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Figure 2: Asymptotic approximations obtained by our method. The plot represents v, for k <5.

Thus, if n goes to infinity, the optimal prophet inequality for k-dynamic algorithms approaches ¥
at least as fast as (1 — c1logk/k). To show Theorem |2, we let the number of random variables n
grow with an appropriate scaling of the time horizon [n], and we analyze a version of (P),, s that is
free from n. We call this model the infinite model, while for finite n, we refer to the problem as the
finite model. We also characterize the optimal solutions of this infinite model, and show that the
optimal value v}, , in the finite case converges to v, ;, the optimal value of the infinite model. We
also show that the solution in the infinite model approaches the points of an ordinary differential
equation (ODE) that has appeared before in the literature; see e.g., [13,29]. This allows us to show
that v} , > 7(1 — " logk/k), where c” is a universal constant independent of k. By backtracking
from the infinite model, we can recover solutions for the finite model with the guarantee exhibited
in Theorem 2|

From the infinite model, we can deduce a limit to our approach with intervals of the same length.
This partially complements Theorem 2, by showing an upper bound over v, that converges to

J.
Theorem 3 (Asymptotic Upper Bound). There is a constant cp such that for k large enough

log k
lim ;) = v §7<1—C2 ,% >
We also examine the setting with a small number of thresholds, k-dynamic policies for small values
of k. As we indicated, we can obtain policies for the finite model from its infinite counterpart.
Moreover, a simple greedy procedure allows us to compute optimal solutions of the infinite model,
provided that we can compute the integral of —logy/(1 — y/¥). In Figure we present some
of the values computed for small k. In Section |6, we present further approximations for k < 10.

We remark that there is a gap between v}, and 7} ;. One part of this gap is introduced because
we use a lower bound on the ratio E[X4]/ E[max;c[, Xi]. For instance, for k = 1, v}, ; = 6/7* =

0.607 (see Corollary [13|in Section , while it is known that 7%, ; = limyse07;,; = 1 -1/ =
0.632 [13]. Equivalently, it can be shown that the dual of the linearized version of (P),x (see



Section @) has a feasible region that strictly contains (the inverse of) all possible distributions for
the prophet inequality problem. A second part of the gap is introduced because we use intervals
[1,i1],..., [ix-1 + 1,n] of equal length. Our results show that these gaps disappear as k grows
(Theorems [2|and [g).

1.3 Organization

We follow this section with a summary of related work. In Section (3, we present our algorithm,
and we show that the solutions of (P),, s offer an approximation that implies a prophet inequality
for our problem. In Section[d} we characterize the optimal solutions of (P),, for a particular choice
of size of intervals. Since the optimal value of (P), \ is hard to analyze for finite 1, in Section
we present an asymptotic analysis of v, , by studying the infinite model. In Section@ we present
analysis for small number of thresholds k.

2 Related Work

The prophet inequality problem was introduced by Krengel & Sucheston [32]. The initial solution
was fully dynamic and obtained via dynamic programming, with a tight approximation factor
guarantee of 1/2 of the prophet value; see also [24]. Samuel-Cahn [42] showed that a simple
threshold strategy is enough to achieve the same guarantee; a byproduct is that the order in which
the random variables are observed is immaterial. The survey [26] offers a classical overview of
prophet inequalities, while [12] present recent advancements.

The study of the i.i.d. prophet inequality problem started with Hill & Kertz [25]]. For every n, they
provided constants 1.1 < a4, < 1.6 so that

E [maxie[n] Xi] <au,sup{E[X{|:T €T},

where 7, is the set of stopping times for Xj, ..., X,;; the bound a, is best possible. Later, Kertz [29]
showed that a, has a limit B ~ 1.341, which is the unique solution to the equation fol (y(1—
logy) + (B — 1)) 'dy = 1. Nevertheless, for finite 1, the best known prophet inequality was
(1 —1/e) until [I] showed that a prophet inequality of 0.738 was possible. Recently, [13] showed
that the approximation 1/ = 0.745 of the prophet value is achievable for any finite n. This
approach is based on quantile stopping rules, computing n probabilities of acceptance g1 < --- <
gn (independent of the input random variables) and converting these into thresholds via q; =
P(X; > x;). The values g; are obtained from distributions in a similar fashion to our method,
and for k = n thresholds, we recover their distribution. Nevertheless, unlike their approach, we
obtain the distributions as a byproduct of an optimization problem. The idea of quantile stopping
rules can be found in [42] and has been used to construct strategies for other problems, such as the
secretary prophet problem [15].

The theory of prophet inequalities has resurfaced in recent years because of its connections with
auctions and, in particular, with posted priced mechanisms (PPM), which are now used in on-
line sales (see, e.g., [2, 10, 16, 23} 31} 40]). The first works showcasing the applicability of prophet
inequalities in PPMs were [10, 23]. They show that any prophet-type inequality implies a PPM
with the same approximation guarantee; the converse was recently shown in [14]. In particular,



our results for k-dynamic policies imply PPMs with few prices. The connection with pricing prob-
lems has motivated extensions of prophet inequalities with knapsack constraints [28)} [16], matroid
constraints [23] [31] and other combinatorial constraints [40, 18]. For an overview of prophet in-
equalities and pricing, see [35]. Pricing problems with limited prices have recently been studied
in [3], in the context of multi-unit prophet inequalities where at most m values are selected. This
model selects k prices and runs at most k passes over the values, selecting at most m. In contrast,
we make only one pass over the values; see also [28| 17, 9].

Recent works have also focused on models without complete knowledge of the underlying distri-
bution of the random variables. For the general case where random variables do not necessarily
share the same distribution, it is known that one sample from each distribution is enough to guar-
antee (asymptotically in 7) an approximation of 1/2 of the prophet value; see, e.g., [4]. For the
i.i.d. prophet inequality problem, more samples are required to improve the guarantee. In [11], it
was shown that O(n?/¢) samples from the distribution are enough to learn it and guarantee a fac-
tor 7 — O(e). This result was improved in [41] by requiring only O(n/e®) samples. Even though
in this article we assume knowledge about the common distribution of the random variables, our
results extend to the sampling setting by adapting the methods from [11} 41]].

Our analysis uses linear programs, and several (different) linear programs have appeared in the
design of algorithms for online/sequential problems. Examples include online/stochastic match-
ing [36, 22] and online knapsack [5] 30]. Closer to our problem is the design and analysis of
algorithms via linear programs for secretary problems [7, 8]. In prophet inequality problems, the
literature has several factor-revealing linear programs, e.g., see [19,33]. Recently, [28] presented
tight guarantees for the multi-unit prophet inequality problem using a linear program. In con-
trast to this and other works, our (infinite-dimensional) linear program is indexed by quantiles
q € [0,1], where g is tail probability of obtaining a value of at least x. This differs from formula-
tions in the literature based on the support of the random variables, with most of them assuming
finite supports. To our knowledge, linear programs similar to ours have not appeared in the liter-
ature.

3 Prophet Inequality with a Bounded Number of Thresholds

In this section, we introduce our algorithm and the main idea of the analysis. Given n and k, we
split the times 1, ..., n into k consecutive intervals of size 7j,..., T (71 + - - - + Tc = n). Namely,
Iy = [it-1+1,if) for t € [k], where iy = 0 and iy = i;_1 + T, for t € [k]. We solve an infinite-
dimensional linear program that receives n, k, 7y, . . ., T as parameters and use its solution to com-
pute distributions from which we sample k numbers g, ..., gx € [0,1]. We compute k thresholds
X1, ..., X from these numbers via g; = P(X > x;), and the algorithm accepts the first value that
exceeds its corresponding threshold. We assume the input distribution D is continuous; this is
a typical assumption in the literature (e.g., [34]), since we can smooth a discrete distribution by
adding some small random noise at the expense of a small loss in value. We present the formal
meta-algorithm in Algorithm



Algorithm 1: Meta-Algorithm

Input: Integers 1, . . ., T. Continuous distribution D with nonnegative support. Functions
Klyenen, Ot [0,1] — R+.
1 Letip = 0.
2 fort=1,...,kdo
Sample g; ~ Q;, where Q is the distribution with CDF foq g dg/ fol wp g dg.
Compute largest ¥; such that g; = P(X > x;).
Upon scanning X;, 11,...,Xj, ,+7, accept the first value that is at least x, if any.
Update iy = i;—1 + .

SN U = W

The meta-algorithm (Algorithm accepts any set of non-negative integrable functions {a; 4 }; with

fol atydq > 0. We obtain prophet inequalities by considering solutions {a;,}; of the following
infinite-dimensional linear program, a reformulation of (P),, x:

sup (4
a:[k]x[0,1] =R+ 1
v>0
ot | mgdg <t )
1 1
<CLP>71,’ffﬁTk /O arr1,4dg < /O (1—q)"aqdq Vie[k—1] ()

k Tt
on(l—u)"1 < Z/l <1_(1_q)> wr g dg Vue[0,1]. (3)
=174 q

We add variable v to linearize the objective.

For the sake of clarity, we suppress the subscripts 7, ..., 7 from (CLP), k. In the next section, for
the case 1 = --- = T4_1 > T > 0, we characterize the optimal solution of (CLP), . The next
result shows that we can obtain prophet inequalities from solutions of (CLP), s; a byproduct of
this result is that 7, , > v} |, where v} | is the optimal value of (CLP),x.

Proposition 4. Suppose that (& = {14}, 0) is a feasible solution for (CLP), . Then Algorithm
run with the input T, ..., T and aq, ..., a, guarantees E[X 4] > v E[max; X;| for any distribution D
with nonnegative support and Xy, ..., X, ~ D.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that « satisfies constraints (I)-(2) at equality. Let F be
the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of D (and so Xj, ..., X;). For simplicity, we refer to

Algorithmby A when run witha and 7, . .., T,. We also denote by M; = fol at,5 dq the integral of
Atq in [0,1]. Let Q; be the random ¢ selected during the scanning of interval I;; hence, the density
of Q;, the quantile of the ¢-th interval in Algorithrn is a;,/ M;. We say that A reaches interval I if
A has not chosen a value in the intervals I, ..., I;_1.

Claim. The probability that A reaches interval I is P(A reaches I;) = fol(l —q)"ap1,dq = My, with
noq = 1forallq € [0,1] and 19 = 0.

Proof of claim. We prove this by induction in t. For t = 1, we have,

1 1
P(Areaches ) =1= / o dg = / a1,,dg = My.
0 0



Assume that the result is true for t > 1 and let us show it for ¢ 4- 1. Note that
1 1
P(A reaches I;) = / (1—q)"'a;_14,dg = / atgdg = M;,
0 0

using Constraints (1)-(2). Then, using g = P(X > ) if and only if x = F~1(1 — g), we have
P(A reaches I;;1) = P(A reaches I;) x P(No value > x;in I;)

1
= M; x / @P(Novalue >xinly | Qr =¢q)dg
0 Mt
1
= / w g P(Vi=1,...,1:X; < F71(1 —q))dg  (using x; = F1(1—Q;))
0

1
= /0 apg P(Xy < F’l(l —q))"dg

1
:/0 (1 —q)" dg.

In the first equality, we used the independence of values in I; with respect to valuesin Iy, ..., I;_.
From the first to second equality, we conditioned on the event Q; = g and the inductive hypothe-
sis. The equality P(A reaches I;1) = M;1 follows from Constraint () and the assumption that it
is tight. O

Claim. The expected value obtained in interval I; by A, conditioned on being reached, is

L tagg (1-(1—¢q)"
F(1— /’q<>dd.
/0 a-u [ 3 ; gdu

Proof of claim. Suppose we sample Q; = g for interval I;; then, if we ever observe an X; with value
at least x; = F~!(1 — Q) in I, the expected value obtained equals E[X | X > x;]. Thus, the
expected value obtained in interval I; can be computed by conditioning on Q; = g,

1
/ uctqu =1,...,%: X, >F'(1-¢)EX|X>F(1-q)]dq
tq - 1 /oo
- I-(1-=q)") - xdF(x)d
OMt( ( q))q F’(lq) ()q
= / Ktq (1 — U= > / F'(1—u)dudg. (Change of variable x = F~1(1 — u).)
The conclusion follows by changing the order of integration between u and 4. O

Using these two claims together, we obtain
k1 1 1—(1—=g)"
E[X4] = Z/ F 11— u)/ Nt g <(q)> dgdu.
=170 u q

A similar calculation yields

E[max;X;] = fol F'1—u)n(1—u)"'du.

Therefore,

(1—q)"
_EBXal o Tt fux tq( : >dq
E[maxi Xl'] T uel0,1] 1’1(1 - u)n—l

which finishes the proof. O

>0,



4 Optimal Solution for Equidistant Thresholds

In this section, we characterize the optimal solution of (CLP),y whentg = 7o = -+ = T_1 >
T > 0 proving the second part of Theorem|I} Since this optimal solution is hard to study for finite
values of 7, in the next section (Section[5)), we study its asymptotic behavior in # for any fixed k.

Lett=7 = =T 1and o = tp = n— (k—1)T > 0. We assume that 7,0 > 1. By abusing
notation, we keep denoting the infinite dimensional linear program by (CLP),, x,

sup v
a:[k]x[()>,10}—>R+ 1
ot /0 a1,9dg <1 (4)
1 1
(CLP)nk /0 tp1,9dg < /0 (1—q) ar,ydg vte k-1 (5
k 1 _ — g\t
on(l—u)"1 < Z/ (quq)) wr g dg Vu e [0,1]. (6)
t=1"4

In order to characterize the optimal solution of (CLP), ; we use duality theory. The dual of
(CLP),,  corresponds to the problem (DLP),,

inf dl
HeM[0,1]
>0 1—(1—q)" )
(DLP),, St dr > (q) ul0,q1 + (1 —q)"dyya Vit e [k—1],Yq€[0,1] (7)
1
1 S/O n(1—u)" ' dp(u), (8)

where M [0,1] is the space of positive Borel measures over [0,1]. We also use the notation
b
[ £l dpen) = f () dp o).

Proposition 5 (Weak duality). For any feasible (x,v) for (CLP),, x and feasible (u,d) for (DLP), \ we
have dq > v.

Proof. Integrating Inequality (6) with respect to u, we have

/01 (1—u)" " dp(u) /OH/u (1_ — )at,qdqdy(u)
_/ Z"‘“?( - )/du

(Change order of integration since everything is nonnegative)

1k=1 1
< /0 Y g (di— (1—q)%dsia) dg +/o Xk qdx dg
=1

(By using Inequality (7))
1 k 1 1
=d / a1,4dg + Zdt </ argdg — / (1—g)"a14 dq>
0 = 0 0
<d (By using Inequalities () and (5))
The conclusion follows by using Inequality (8) in the first line. O
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We prove strong duality between (CLP), x and (DLP), x by exhibiting primal and dual solutions
with the same objective value. We devote the rest of the section to this task, proving the next
result.

Theorem 6. Strong duality holds between (CLP), y and (DLP),yif 11 = -+ = Tp—1 = T, withn/k <
T<n/(k-1).

4.1 Primal Feasible Solution

Consider the functions

o {vl(l’%n(n -1)(1- Q)nle[stfl,sd(w t=1,...,k—1
tg = .
Uﬁ”(” - 1)(1 - q) 21[£k71,8k](q) t = k’

where 0 = g9 < g1 < --- < g < 1. The goal is to demonstrate that there is a choice of €1, ..., &
such that («, v) is a feasible solution for (CLP),, x. Using Constraints {@)-(5), this is the case if

1=on(n—1) /0gl 1_(1(1_(1)T(1 —q)"2dg

& (1—q)7q(1—q)" 2 /“*1 q(1—q)" 2
dg = B qp r=1,... k-2,
/su 1—(1—qF 17 ), 11—

€p _ )7 _ )2 € _ )2
/k A=) gl =)
3

k=2 1_(1_‘7)T = fk—l]‘_<1_q)0 v
and ¢, = 1; this last constraint on ¢, is necessary to satisfy Constraint (6). From this system of
equations, for a fixed v > 0 we can define ¢; = £1(v) uniquely. Once ¢; is defined, ¢; is uniquely
defined by ¢, itself defined as a function of v. In general, every ¢; is uniquely defined as a function
of v. In the next proposition we show that the ¢; are decreasing as a function of v, and that there is
a v* > 0 such that g, (v*) = 1.

Proposition 7. For t = 1,...,k, & = €:(v) is differentiable and strictly decreasing in v. Moreover,
el < —1/(v*n(n—1)).

The proof of this proposition is deferred to Appendix|Al As a corollary, we obtain that « defined
as above is feasible for (CLP),; .

Corollary 8. There is a v* > 0 such that e, (v*) = 1. Hence, the solution («,v*) is feasible for (CLP), x

and has objective value equal to v*. Thus, v}, , > v*.

Proof. A simple calculation shows that (1) < 1 (see Proposition21]in Appendix[A). Also, for any
differentiable function f : R — R, such that f/(x) < —c/x? we must have lim,_,o; f(x) = +oo
(here c is a constant). Thus, using the previous proposition, we can find a value 0 < v* < 1 such
that e = €,(v*) = 1. The remaining conclusions follow from the construction of & and v*. O

4.2 Dual Feasible Solution and Strong Duality

In this subsection, we construct a feasible solution for (DLP), , with objective value v*. This shows
that strong duality holds and v}, = v*. Let ey < --- < g be the values obtained in the previous
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subsection. We define a set of auxiliary quantities that help define a measure y. With this measure
p, we define a sequence of d = {d };c ) such that (y,d) is feasible for (DLP), x and has objective
valued; = v*. Recallthat t=11 = ---=17_jandoc =71. Forr=1,...,k—1, let

(1H T TS By
ar =70 —1
1+ Y T n,
These values hold several important properties that we list in the following proposition. The proof
is a simple calculation, skipped for brevity.

and

Proposition 9. The values ay, . . ., ay satisfy the following properties:

1. Foranyt <k—1,a; > a;1.

ar— a1 (1 —e)™)er (a1 — Ao (1 — &)1 ) gy

(
2. F F<k—1, _
oranyt = 1—(1—¢)™ 1—(1—¢)mn

3. Foranyt <k —1, (ar — apy1) = (41 — ar42)hy.

Now, consider the function F defined over [0, 1] as

k T
(ar — ﬂt+1(1 —q)")q
Z q)Tt 1[8“,],&) (q)’
t=
with a1 =0, 7T =17 = -+ = 1 and ¢ = 7. Then, by the construction of ay,...,a, F is

continuous over [0,1). Moreover, F is strictly increasing, which can be verified by deriving the
function F in each interval (&;_1,¢;).

We extend F to R by setting the extension to 0 in (—c0,0) and F(1) in [1, +-o0). We keep denoting
this extension by F. The function F is right-continuous and nondecreasing. Thus, we can define
the Lebesgue-Stieltjes measure jr generated by the function F (see Chapter 1 in [20]). Note that

pr € M[0,1], up(0,9) = F(q) — F(0) and 1[0, 4] = F(q).
We construct dy, dy_1, ..., d; to satisfy Constraints (7)) as

dy = sup {<W> purel0,q]+ (1 - q)“dm}

ge[0,1] q
1—-(1-gq)"
o { <(q)> F(q) +(1 - Q)Ttdtﬂ} '
g€[0,1] q

Lemma 10. The solution (yr,v) is feasible for (DLP),, . Moreover, it has objective value d; = v*.

12



In the rest of this subsection, we present the proof of this lemma. We verify first that yr satisfies
Constraint (8); indeed,

[ n =y () = [Cnn-1) [0 g2 dgapr ()
1
—n(n=1) [ [" dur(u)(1- gy

& (ap —ap (1 —q)" ne
71—1 Z/&] t t+1 q) )q(l—q) qu

—q)"
—nn—1)(a M d
Yo =g 1
wr gl—g)"? e g(d—g)?
+ Z A1 (/ 1-— (1 — q)Tt+1 dq ey 1— (1 _ q)n dg
=@:L
v*

By construction, (yr, v) satisfies Constraint (7). To finish the proof of Lemma [10} we need to show
that d; = v*. This is a consequence of the following more general result.

Proposition 11. Forany t =1,...,k, we have d; = a;. In particular, for t =1, d; = a1 = v*.

To prove this proposition we define g;(q) = (1 — (1 —¢q)%)g 'F(q) + (1 — q)%a;;1. Starting at
t = k, we show that dy = sup, 1 {gk(es) } and that gi(e1) < - -+ < gi(ex) = ay. This shows dj = ay.
Now, assuming that the result is true for t 4 1, we can proceed by backward induction and show

that d; = sup{sup,_,{g:(es)}, sup,. {gt(es—1)}}. We again show gi(e1) < -+ < gi(er) = a
and gi(ex—1) < gi(ex—2) < -+ < gi(et) = ay and this shows d; = a;. We defer the details to

Appendix

5 Asymptotic Analysis

We characterized the optimal solution of (CLP),  in the previous section. This characterization is
implicit in terms of €1, . . ., &, and thus not easy to analyze for finite n. In this section, we focus on
analyzing the optimal Value v, i for k fixed and large values of n. For this, we let n go to infinity
and study a model 1ndependent of n that we call the infinite model. We also show that the infinite
model is not far from the finite model; specifically, we show that v}, converges to the optimal
value v, , of the infinite model, and, as a byproduct of our analysis, we show that from solutions
to the infinite model, we can recover solutions to the finite model (see Theorem .

Our approach can be interpreted as follows. By re-scaling the index q € [0,1] in both (CLP),
and (DLP), x via the transformation 4 = — log y/n and letting 1 go to infinity, we obtain two new
problems that are independent of n. The limits of these optimization problems are

13



sup v
w:[k]x[0,1] >R

v>0 1w1y
—Zdy <1 9
s.t. /0 y U ()
1 1
0 y 0 Yy
i Tyt d vy € [0,1] (11)
vy < /< >w, ye |01},
=) \“ylogy) Y
and
inf [Il]
HEM[0,1]
= s (127 11 kg vt e [k, v € [0,1 12
(DLP)w; St 2\ Thogy iy +y i ek,vyelo,1] (12
1< dzi(y). 13
< Jon? 1(y) (13)

Proposition 12 (Existence of Solutions and Strong Duality). (DLP)e x and (CLP) i both have finite
optimal solutions and their optimal values coincide.

The proof is similar to the analogous proof for finite n, and is deferred to the Appendix. As in the
previous section, we can characterize the optimal solution of (C LP)oo,k as

« Yylogy
Wy = —Uoo,kl _ yl/k (ynyr—l)(y ),

withyo =12>y1 > -+ >y, = 0, and v, is the optimal value of (CLP)e . A byproduct of this
characterization is the following simple result.

Corollary 13. For k = 1, we have v, ; = 6/ 2.

Proof. For k = 1, the optimal solution of (CLP),; becomes

« ylogy
0,1 1 —y

wl,y = —0

The value vy, ; is then determined by

-1
. I logy 71_ 1 6
O

Notice that v, is also defined implicitly as a function of y1, ..., yx. In Section we show that
Y1,--.,Yx converge to the points produced by an ODE. This will allows us to produce tight guar-
antees for U:o,k. Before this, we show that the finite model converges to the infinite model.

Theorem 14. Fix k > 1. There is a constant ¢ > 0 such that for large n
1 - k>

where ¢, — 0 in n for k fixed. In particular, since yi_, does not depend on n, we have v, — v% | as
n — co.
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In the next subsection we show that y;_; > 1/32k. Hence, the theorem implies a prophet in-
equality guarantee of vy, , > v} (1 — Ck?/n), where C is a constant. It is worth remarking that
Corollary |13/ and Theorem |1 1mply Uy — 6/ 7%; hence, the objective value of (P), 1 has a gap
with the best prophet inequality for nonadaptive policies.

To prove Theorem (14, we use the optimal solution of (CLP)OCJ k, still denoted (w, v, ;), and we
construct a solution («, v*) of (CLP),, x, where the value v* approaches v, ,. This shows the lower
bound for v? .. For the upper bound, we use the optlmal solution (7, d) of (DLP) k and construct
a solution (y, d*) of (DLP),x, where df is at most v}, ; (1 + ¢, x). In the remainder of the section, we
prove the lower bound, because it also presents a way to construct policies from the infinite model.
The term ¢, x in the upper bound of Theorem (14| converges to 0 due to Lebesgue’s dominated
converge theorem and it does not have a closed form that depends only on k and n as the lower
bound does. We defer the complete proof of Theorem [14|to Appendix

5.1 Approximation of the Limit Guarantee

In this subsection, we prove tight bounds on vy, for large values of k, showing that vy, , — 7
when k — co. More specifically, we show the followmg result.

Theorem 15. There are constants a,b > 0 such that for k large enough,

_ log k log k
'y<1—a1§><vwk< <1—b ]i; )

where B = 1/% =~ 1.341 is the unique solution off0 w(l—logw)+ (B—1))" dw = 1.

The idea of the proof is the following. For k large enough, the values1 =yp > y1 > -+ > y3_1 >
Y = 0 that define the optimal solution of (CLP)«x approach points in the solution of the ordinary
differential equation (ODE)

w'(t) = w(t)(logw(t) = 1) = (B—1)

Specifically, we show that the sequence x; defined by Euler’s method (see Chapter 1 of [27]) of the
ODE is O(logk/k) away from y;. This allows us to produce an approximate upper bound of y; in
terms of w(t/k), where w is the solution of the ODE. If B , were larger than (1 + ¢)B, with ¢ =
O(logk/k), our bound would imply y; < 0, which is a contradiction. Therefore, ok S (1+c¢)B,
which means v}, > (1 —c¢). The proof of the upper bound is similar. In the remainder of the
section, we formahze each of these steps for the lower bound on v} ,; we defer the details of the

upper bound to Appendix B.

To ease notation, we write f* for B, ;. We also assume * > 1.25, which we validate later. From
the solution (w,1/B*) of (CLP)x, we can deduce that the sequence 1 = yo > y1 > -+ > Y1 >
yx = 0 satisfies

ook’

* Yo _logy
P = p 1—yl/k
v —y"Flogy v —logy
— 22 :/ —2=d t=1,...,k—1.
/yt+1 1—yl/k Y v L—yt/k Y
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From this system, we obtain the implicit recursion

v —lo .
/y ygl/yk dy = " —1+y:(1 —logys), (14)

t+1 1-

fort =0,...,k — 1. Note that the right-hand side of this expression corresponds to the negative of
the ODE right-hand side if we replace w(t) by y;. From here, we can extract a sequence defined as

X():O

X¢41 = mMax {O,xt - % (B"—1)+x(1 —logxt))} .

This sequence can be interpreted as the output of Euler’s method applied to the ODE with step-
size 1/k. We can then show the following lemma.

Lemma 16. Forany t =0,1,...,k x; < y; < x; +4log(32k) / k.

For the proof of this lemma, we define an additional sequence z; that can also be interpreted
the output of Euler’s method with a slightly different step size. We show that x; < y; < z; <
x¢ + 41og(32k) /k, from which the result follows; the details are deferred to Appendix

Let w be the solution of the ODE; since g* > B, w(p*) = 0 for some p* € [0,1]. We extend w to
[0,1] by setting w(t) = 0 for t € [p*, 1], and keep denoting this extension by w.

Lemma 17. Forany t =0,1,...,k x; < w(t/k).

The proof of this lemma is by induction in ¢, and is similar to the proof of Lemma 7 in [13]].
However, there are some technical details that must be addressed in our case, since we are utilizing
a different sequence of points to approximate w(t/k). We defer the proof to Appendix[B.3|

Before presenting the bound over %, we need to quantify p*. Using Equation (14), we can show
that y,_y > ¢/(32k) (see Proposition 27 in Appendix [B.3). This result combined with Lemmas
and [17|show that p* > 1 — 256 log(32k) / k.

Now, let p : [0,1] — [0, p*] be the inverse function of w, the solution of the ODE. We show in the
Appendix that w is strictly decreasing and at least twice differentiable, which implies that p is also
strictly decreasing and differentiable. Then,

p(1) = p(0) = [ p'Cw)dv = [/ o) o= [ oS

Thus,

1 dw
— o0 >1—¢,
/0 B* — 14+ w(1l—logw) pr= ¢
where ¢ = 256 log(32k) / k.
Let I[(B) = fol(,B —1+w(1 —logw))~!dw. Function I is strictly decreasing and for B ~ 1.341 we

have I(B) = 1; see, e.g. [29,[13].
Lemma 18. We have * < B(1 + 2¢).
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Proof. By contradiction, assume that 8* > B(1 + 2c). Now, for any w € [0, 1], we have
(1+2c)p—1+w(1l—logw) > (142¢c) (B—1+w(1—logw)).

Thus, rearranging this last inequality and integrating over w € [0, 1], we obtain

I =
1+2c (ﬁ) 1+ 2c

I((1+20)B) < <1-c<p =I().

Using the monotonicity of I, B* < (1 + 2c)B, which is a contradiction. O

This result implies

>5(1—20) =75 <1 —5121(’55(;’2]()) ,

which finishes the proof of the lower bound in Theorem The proof of the upper bound is
similar; the details are in Appendix

6 Prophet Inequalities for a Small Number of Thresholds

6.1 Prophet Inequality for k = 2 Thresholds

In this subsection, we numerically compute the prophet inequality that our methodology attains
for k = 2 thresholds. We work with the infinite model, and parameterize our solution via 6 €
(0,1), such that 7y = 0n in the finite model. Optimizing over 6 then gives the optimal threshold.

Repeating the same process as in the previous section, we can compute v, ,(«) by solving

[ (2o () o)
f / 1y d
e yér[}m{ 0 (—IOgy Wi T\ Tlogy ) Y

(CLP)co(8) /0 Tdy <1

1w,y 1w
=Y 3 </ 0 qy,
/0 Y Y= oy Y Yy

with 6 > 1/2; recall that our guarantees work for 71 > T, which in the infinite model translates
into 6 > 1/2. For any 0 < v < v,,(6), we can construct feasible solutions of the form

yIOgy1

. yIOgy 1
1-yf

Wiy = o) V), @1y = —037— e

(2 ()

where yp = 1, y1 € [0,1] and y», = 0. The existence of y; € [0,1] such that (@;,);—1> is a feasible
solution to (CLP),2(6) can be deduced from Proposition [7]and the limit model; we skip details
for brevity. Note that the value y; is implicitly defined in terms of v. To find y;, we proceed as

follows. Let Hy(x) = [; —(1 —y?)'logydy with ¢ € {6,1 — 6}. Note that
1 1o 1 Mo
Ho(yo) — Hiyn) = 5 [ “bdy and Hio(y) —Hioo(y) = [0 ay.
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Then, from the constraints of (CLP)«2(0), we deduce that (;,. );—1 2 is feasible if there is y; € [0, 1]
such that

1
5~ Holyo) + Ho(y1) 20 (15)
Hy(y0) — Ho(y1) — Hi-6(y1) + Hi-6(y2) + yo(logyo —1) —y1(logyr1 —1) > 0 (16)
holds, where yy = 1 and y» = 0. We compute y; by setting
Y1 = mm{y S [O,l] :1/0— Hg(l) —I—Hg(y) > 0} .

It is easy to verify that y; tightens Inequality (15). Moreover, Inequality will hold if and only
if v < v%,,(0). When v = v} ,(6), both Inequalities (15)-(16) must be tight; then we have the
following result.

Proposition 19. Let 6 > 1/2. If v = v} ,(0) and yy is defined as above, then y, defines the optimal

00,2

threshold for the optimal solution of (CLP)co(8).

Given a fixed § > 1/2 and v < v}, ,(6), the value y; can be approximately computed by a sim-
ple bisection procedure. We discretize [0,1] in intervals of length 1/¢ and in O(log¢) bisection
operations we obtain an approximate optimal solution y;. We can also run a bisection over v and
obtain a solution v with |v — v, ,(0)| < din O(log1/6). We finally discretize [1/2, 1] in multiples
of 1/r and run the aforementioned subroutine for each 6. Overall, computing an approximation
ratio that is at worst J units off from the best approximation that our methodology can attain
takes O(rlog(1/9)log(¢)) iterations. Each iteration requires computing H,, which we perform
numerically.

We set r = 1000, 6 = 1078 and ¢ = 10!2. With these values, we obtain an experimental maximum
at 0* = 0.610 with v ,(0*) ~ 0.7048 and y; ~ 0.2620; see Figure 3| for other values v}, ,(6) as a
function of 6 € [1/2,1]. Numerically, we observe that as 6 goes to 1, v}, , goes to v}, | = 6/ 7% (see
Corollar. Also, the difference between v, ,(1/2) ~ 0.701 and v, ,(0") ~ 0.704 is less than
0.4%. Nonetheless, empirically we observe that optimizing over the length of the intervals does

give a significant improvement over the approximation.

6.2 Prophet Inequality for k = 3,...,10 Thresholds

We extend the approach in the previous subsection to find nearly optimal solutions of (CLP)« x
for equidistant time intervals. In this case, for 0 < v < v}, we can construct feasible solutions of
(CLP)oox by using the functions

. ylogy
Wy = U7 y1/k1(yf,yt_1)(y)'

wherel =yg > y1 > -+ > yr_1 > yx = 0. Again, the values yy, ..., yx_1 are implicitly defined as
a function of v. Thus we use auxiliary optimization problems to find them. Let H(x) = fox —(1-
y/F)~1logy dy. Then,

1 tay
Hlper) —H) = 5 [ dy
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Figure 3: The line represents the numerical values of v}, ,(6) computed with the procedure de-
scribed in this subsection. As 6 goes to 1, we observe numerically that vy, , goes to 6/ 2.

For v < v7,,, we can rewrite the constraints satisfied by (@)%, as a function of H,

- Ho) +Hp) 20 (17)

H(yo) —2H(y1) + H(y2) + yo(logyo — 1) — y1(logy:1 —1) > 0 (18)

H(yx—3) —2H(yx—2) + H(yx-1) + yx—3(logyx—3 — 1) — yx2(logyx>—1) >0 (19)
H(yx—2) — 2H(yk-1) + H(yx) + yk-2(logyk—2 — 1) — yx-1(logyx-1 —1) > 0, (20)

where yg = 1 and y; = 1. We compute y; by solving
y1 = min{y € [0,1] : 1/0— H(yo) + H(y) > 0}.
Once yo, Y1, . . ., yi—1 have been determined, we find y; by solving
yr = min{y € [0,y11] : H(y+-2) —2H(yi-1) + H(y) + yr-2(logys—2 —1) —yr—1(logy;—1 — 1) > 0}.

Similar to the previous subsection, since H is monotone, we can guarantee thaty;, .. ., yx_1 defined
above satisfy Inequalities (17)-(20), if and only if v < v%,,. Thus, we have the following result.

Proposition 20. Ifv = vy, and y1,..., Yk are defined as above, y1 > yo > - - - = yx—1 are the optimal
thresholds defining the optimal solution w of (CLP) s k.

We numerically compute the values yy,...,yx_1. Given a equidistant discretization of the inter-
val [0, 1] with step size 1/¢, we can solve each problem in time O(log ¢) via bisection. Therefore,
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k Approximation
1 6/

2 0.704

3 0.7233

4 0.7321

5 0.7364

6 0.7389

7 0.7405

8 0.7416

9 0.7423

10 0.7428

klarge | (1 —©(logk/k))y

) ¥~ 0.745

Table 1: Numerical values of v:o,k computed with the aforementioned procedure, where k is the
number of threshold used.

in O(klog/) time we can compute the k — 1 values v, ..., yx_1 that by construction satisfy Con-
straints (17)-(19). If they also satisfy Constraint then we have successfully constructed a feasi-
ble solution. We run a bisection in v < v, to obtain a solution that is at most J far away from the
optimal solution, in O(log1/J) iterations of the subroutine.

Table (1) details the values obtained for k = 3,...,10. We numerically computed these values for
¢ =10" and § = 1078. We skip the description of v, . .., y;_1 for conciseness.

7 Final Remarks

In this work, we examined a version of the classical i.i.d. prophet inequality problem, where at
most k thresholds are selected. We presented an infinite linear program that provides a lower
bound over the optimal approximation factor that a k-dynamic policy can attain, and characterized
the optimal solutions using duality. Since the optimal value of this linear program, v} ,, is hard
to analyze for finite n, we provided an asymptotic analysis in n. We showed that for k large,
0o = lim, vy, = 7 (1 — O(logk/k)). We also provided results for small values of k.

Surprisingly, for small values of k, we obtain significant improvements over the best static solu-
tion. For example, just considering k = 2 thresholds already gives an 11% improvement over
the best static solution. Furthermore, for k = 5 thresholds our approximation is roughly 1.2% far
from the optimal approximation attainable by a fully dynamic solution. We hope this motivates
the study of policies that constrain the number of decisions over time in different decision-making
settings that include multi-unit/cardinality constraints, combinatorial constraints, and other prob-
lems, such as secretary problems.

Aswesaw in Section our results exhibit a gap between U;;,k and 'y;;/k. This gap is composed of two
parts. The first part of the gap comes from considering a lower estimate on the approximation ratio
E[Xarc]/ E[max; X;]. The second part of the gap comes from considering equidistant intervals.
Our results show that this gap vanishes as k grows. The first part of the gap is the most influential
one, as even when k = 1, we already have that vy, , =6/ 72, while Yoo = 1 —1/¢; see Corollary
By considering a formulation with extended indices (quantile g, index of the interval ¢, length of
the interval 1;), we can eliminate the second part of the gap. This creates a more convoluted
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formulation from which we can recover algorithms in the same manner as in this work. However,
the practical benefits of this may be minimal. As we show in Section[6] for k = 2 the solution that
sets the interval lengths to n/2 guarantees a competitive ratio of 0.701, while optimizing over the
length of the intervals only yields a competitive ratio of 0.704.
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A Missing Proofs from Section [4]

Proof of Proposition[/] For short, we are going to write €, to denote ¢}(v), the derivative of ¢; with respect to
v. The proof of the proposition proceeds by induction in . For ¢t = 1 we have

1M q _\n=2 -1 a(l-e)"?,
n(n —1)o _/o pycpus iU L By pring Sy o L

From here, we can deduce that €| < 0. Before proving the inductive case, let’s show an identity.

Claim1. Foranyt=0,...,k—1,

i gl-g)*> 1 /Ef 2
/gt 1_<1_q)m1d%m(n_1) a1 =) dg.

Proof. Let
et 1— n—2
At:/ q(1—4q) ~dq.
g 1—(1—q)"
Fort=1,...,k—2,wehave

€t
A — Ap = —/ q(1—¢q)"2dq.

€t-1
For t < k—1, 7 = T and we can telescope the RHS of this identity, while the RHS will be an integral from
0 to &;. This exactly gives us the result of the claim for t < k — 1. To prove the result for t = k — 1, we just

need to notice that ( ) )
&k q 1— q n— /Sk—l )
——dg=A;_1 — 1—9g)"“dg.
/ek,l 1 _ (1 _ q)a q k—1 q( q) q

€2

Here we use the identity of the claim for A;_; one more time and conclude the result. O
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Using the claim, we can derive v and obtain,
gr1(1—g01)" 2 d = -1
T—(1—gq)® 7 02n(n—1)

-1 (1—¢)u+

— 1— n—2 /.
v’n(n—1) + 1—(1—¢)un er(l—e)"

Et(l — 81})”72 ,

— Et(l — St)nizelt + 1= (1 — Et)T’”rl €t

Using induction, we can show that the RHS of the equality is negative. Therefore, ¢}, ; < 0.

Moreover, for any ¢t > 0 we have

— — T —
L (e

/
€ < - ,
H1S T =) \ern (1 — e 2) = Za(n—1)
where we used the fact that 1 — (1 — g;,1)%+1 = 2?:*(1)_1 erp1(1—e41)" > €141, O

Proposition 21. We have ¢;(1) < 1.

Proof. First, we prove by induction in ¢ that €;(1) < t7/(n(n — 1)) for t < k — 1. We use this result to show
thateg(1) < (k—1)t+0)/(n(n—1)) =1/(n — 1), which implies the result.

For the sake of notation, we write &; = €;(1). Now, for = 1 we have

1 B €1 q(l—q)"—l 1 .
m—/o (g M2 ot - - h.

From here, by rearranging the inequality and using Bernoulli’s inequality, we obtain ¢y < 7/ (n(n —1)).

Assume the result for t > 1 and let us show it for t +1 < k — 1. By using the identity in the previous
proposition’s proof, we have

€41 —qg)"2
n(nl—l) Z /gt f(_l (1q_) 741> T(nl— 1) (1—e)" = (L —en)" ).

Rearranging terms, using the inductive hypothesis over ¢; and Bernoulli’s inequality, we obtain
t
> (1—T> SRR P N
n n

Using Bernoulli’s inequality one more time and rearranging terms we obtain ¢;,1 < (t+ 1)t/ (n(n —1)).

(1)1 > (1—e)" !~

A

The calculation for ¢ is similar to the previous analysis and is skipped for brevity. O

Proof of Proposition We prove the result by backward inductionin t = k,k —1,..., 1. Before we proceed
with the proof, we need a fact that can be deduced from Proposition 9]

Claim 2. Fix t € [k]|. Then for any s,
1—(1—¢g)™ 1—(1—¢e5)"
(as — ast1) (1_(1_82)Ts> = (As11 — As42)(1 — &)™+ (1_(1_553M :

Now, let

g(q) = (““{‘”) F(g) + (1 — @) arsn.
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We begin the backward induction for the proof at t = k. Using 1, = 0 < 7, for any s, we have

dp = sup {gx(q)}
q€[0,1]

— sup {(a =)
selk]
q€[es—18]

= sup {gk(es)},
se(k]

1-—(1—q)%

1-(1- q)rs> +(1-01- Q)Tk)ﬂsﬂ}

where we used the fact that the function g — (1 — (1 —¢)?)/(1 — (1 — q)?) is nondecreasing if b > a, and
the function g — (1 — (1 — g)”) is always increasing. Note that for s = k, g (ex) = ax. We claim that for any
s <k, gr(es) < gk(es41). Indeed, using Claim 2] with t = k, we have

gules) (a5 = aesr) (oo ) + (1= (1= &)
(a1 =) (1 =)™ (T ) + (1= (1= s
=(8541 — a542) (m) + (1= (1—&)%)assr

1—(1—e541)"
<(as41—asy2) (1 — (i e i—SlH) + (1= (1 —e541)*)as+2,
s

where in the last inequality we used the monotonicity of g ~— (1 — (1 —4)?)/(1 — (1 — q)?) and the function
g+— (1—(1—gq)7). This shows that gx(es) < gx(€s+1). From here we deduce that dj = a.

Now, assume the result is true for t + 1 and let us show it for t < k. We have

o= sup {(FEEE) Fly+ (1)

q€[0,1] 1

= sup {g:(q9)} (Induction)
q€(01]

( — ) T T }

= su as — dg — 4+ (1-(1—9)")ag1+(1—q)"a

sup {o =) (205 ) + 0 G0 + (1= )%
qe[gsflrss]

= sup {sup{gt(ss)},ilirt){gt(es_l)}} :

s<t
The last equality can be justified as follows
e Fors <t 7, =1 = Tand so, for g € [e5_1,¢;5], we have

gt(q) = (as —as11) + (1= (1 —q) )as1 + (1 —q)"ar

since as;1 > ;1 (Proposition[9), we have that g;(g) is increasing in [e5_1, €5]. Thus,

sup  {g:(q)} = ge(es).

qe[ss—l/fs]

e Fors > t, wehave 7; < 7y and so, for q € [e5_1, €], we have

1(0) = (1= 0) (T 5 )+ (1= (1= ) + (1 =)
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The function g — (1 — (1 —¢)™)/(1 — (1 — q)™) is nonincreasing since Tt > T;. Also, a1 < ap41.
Thus,

sup  {gt(q)} = ge(es—1)-

qe[ss—llfs]

Now, for s = t, g(e5) = gt(e+) = ar. Using Claim we can show again that g;(es) < g¢(es41) fors < t. To
conclude, we will show that g¢(e5) < gt(es—1) for s > t. Indeed,

1—(1—esq)" .
Si(es—1) = <(8jl)) Fes—1) + (1 —es_1)"ar1q
o
1—(1—es_q)%
- (1_E1_£S37§> (as —as11(1 —e5-1)") + (1 — &5-1)"ar1

(Using continuity of F. See also Proposition[J)

= (as — as11) (1:8::32) +(1—-(1—e51)")ag1+ (1 —e51) a1
> (Cls - {Ils+1> (1 : Ei : :;Z) + (1 - (] — gs)Tf)aerl + (1 - gs>Ttat+1
= gi(es),

where in the last inequality we used again that the function g — (1 — (1 —¢4)%)/(1 — (1 —¢)™) is nonin-
creasing since T; > T, and that a; 1 < a411. Thus, d; = a; and this finishes the proof. O

B Missing Proofs of Section 5

Proof of Strong Duality in the Infinite Model. The proof is similar to the finite model case, with finite n. We set
the primal solution of (CLP)j « to be

« ylogy

Wiy = —0 1_ yl/kl(ytryt—l)<y)

withyg =1 > y; > --- > y; and v* such that y; = 0. Repeating verbatim the proof in Section {f}, we can
easily show the existence of such a v* and that the value of (CLP)j o, namely v ,, is at least v*.

To show the optimality of v*, we produce a dual solution of (DLP),,  with objective value v*. Define

k k 1/k
a; = o* (1 + Yol lo=< ya/ )
1 + Zlﬂf’:l HI(;:T y(lr/k

and a1 = 0. Then, the function
—u/k

k
ar — agyie
G(u) = “t_zl <1—e”/k> 1[ut_1,u,)(”)

is right-continuous in (0, +o0) and increasing for u > 0, where u; = — log y; for all ¢, and we use u; = +oo.
The function G defines a Lebesgue-Stieltjes measure y over [0, +o0) via

uG(E) = 610y (E)G(0) + G'(u)du,

EN(0,+c0)

where G(0) = lim,,_,o+ G(u).
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Let 7ic(E) = u(P~Y(E)) be the pushforwad measure, where P : [0,+c0) — (0,1] is P(u) = e *. Then
P~(y) = —logy. So, fory > 0,

#ly, 1] = pgl0, —logy]
= G(0) + pc(0,— log¥]
= G(0) + G(—logy) — (0)
ar—a /k =
= G(~logy) = —logyZ (%) Ly, 1) (7)-

Then,
ydu / 011 / dy dz(y
= / /[,1] duc(y) dy

k
_ ar — ay 1]/ N\ q—
= / —logy Z ( +1/k > Ly, ) () dy

=1

We define dy, . .., d;11 recursively as follows. Let d; 1 = 0; for t < k, we have

d sup {<1y1/k> uly 1]+y1/kd }
t = 7 1 .

Thus, the solution (7, d) is feasible for (DLP)q . Moreover, d; = v* as a byproduct of the following
general result.

Proposition 22. Forallt =1,...,k d; = as.

The proof of this proposition is analogous to the proof of Proposition[I1]in Section [4] O

B.1 Proof of Lower Bound in Theorem 14

In this subsection, we show that v} | is lower bounded by the term (1+4logyx_1/(n—1) — ck?/n)v, gy
where c is a constant. To prove this bound, we take the optimal solution of (CLP), denoted (w, v} ;) and
we construct a solution (a, v*) of (CLP),, x, where the value v* holds the aforementioned lower bound.

Before describing «, we need to introduce some intermediary values. Fix § > 0 to be a small number,
and let n be large enough so that y;_1 > e~(1=9)(=1) In principle, n could depend on §; however, if we
assume § < 1/2, it is enough to take any n > —log ,/yx_1, which is independent of §; this is crucial for the
conclusion of the proof. Consider the scalars

_(n-1 logyr 1\ "
o= (0) (rsins)

fort =1,...,k Note that c;11 < ¢ since yx_1 € (0,1). Define the family of functions « as

1—5 - (1-0)(n-1) 1- Uk
Rtq = cnw, g1 1g1-5)(q) + <(5) 1[175,1](11)/0 "ty | Zlogy dy

First, we verify that Constraints (4)-(5) hold, and then we define v* such that («, v*) is feasible for (CLP),x,
with o* = (1 +4logy;_1/(n—1) — ck?/n)v’, i for an appropriate constant c.
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For t = 1, we have

/lzx dg=c; " /l Py g (change of variable, ¢ = —logy/(n — 1))
o =TT iy Ty Y & /1= 708y

=1.

<c
> 11’1—1

Note that we implicitly use that the support of wy 4 is in [y1,1], and y1 > yx_1 > e~ (1=0)(n=1),

The following proposition bounds the error of approximating y'/* by (1 + logy/(n — 1))7, where T =
[1/k]. The proof is a simple calculation, deferred to Appendix[B|

Proposition 23. For y > y,_q we have

logy 1/k log yx_1
(1+ ) >y 1+4k(n—1)

Proof. We have

logy =tk 1 1
n—1  n—1Jypwu
Tk 1/7k
> - — .
- n-—1 (1 Y )

Then,

logy Tk 1/7k 1/7k th—(n—-1) “1/7k
1+ 7121 ﬁ(l—y )Zy 1+ n (1_yk—1 ).

where we used v > yx_1. Now,

log 1y, lo
1tk _ ,—logyx_1/k S Yk—1 —1/7k gYk-1
v Y /T 0gYk—1/T Sl_Q_T = 1 Vi1 /T >2—°2°" = %

using yx_q > e~ (178("=1) and for n large, — log yx_1 < Tk. We now elevate 1+ logy/(n — 1) to the power
T and use the previous bound to obtain

1o 330) 2o (2 (22) 2m0),

where in the last inequality we used Bernoulli’s inequality, (1 + x)" > 1+ rx. The conclusion now follows
by using T = [n/k] < n/k+1,and so

tk—(n—1) n 1 1
-~ @7 — - — — — <
2 T k+k<1+k_2,

which finishes the proof. ]

Now, for1 <t < k — 1 we have

1 n 1 logy thy
_a)T > :
/O (1—-9q) argdg > c _1/<15)()(1+n—1) y d

l IOg]/k 1 /1 1/k (Ut,q
>
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since the support of wy 4 is contained in [yt, y;—1] and y; > yj_q. Also,

) ; 1 Wi e—(1-0)(n—1) 1— yl/k
dg = / g / d
/0 apy1,0dq =y n1 )00 y Y+ crpin 0 Wty —ylogy Y

n 1wy,
< Gl 1/0 Tydy
1 W41,
< Ct+1n 1 /O yl/kTy dy

1
g/o ath(l—q)”/kdq.

In the equality we use the fact that 1;% > (1—-68)(n—1)fory < e (17901 and in the last inequality

we use Cyy1 = Ct ( + 4l°(g . )1 ) With this, we have shown that « satisfies Constraints {@)-(5).

Let v = v}, ,, wherecy = (1—6)(1 — k?/n)cy. We now prove that (a,v) satisfies Constramt@ Before we
do this, we need the following facts, proved in Appendix B}

Proposition 24. Foranyy € [0,1] and t € [k],

logy k2 1/k
where v = [n/k| ift <kand 5y =n— (k—1)[n/k].

Proof. We do the case 7; = T = [n/k] for t < k and the case T} separately:
logy T/(n-1)
<1 + — 1) Sy
< y”/(k(”_l)) (since [n/k] > n/kandy < 1)
< yl /k
From here, we can deduce the inequality for t < k. For 7, we have the following. First, it is easy to verify

that
T=n—(k—1)[n/k] > (1 —=Kk/n)[n/k] = (1 —K*/n)t.

Thus, repeating the same calculations as before, we have

logy K T/ (n—1)
< %
(1+n1> Sy

< y(l—kz/n)r/(n—l)

< R/ /K,

Now, an easy calculation shows that inf, [ 1)(1 — o(1=F/m) /(1 —v)) > (1 —k2/n). Thus, for any y € [0,1],

we have ) )
k
1— (1+1110§y1) > 1Rk > (1_’;> (1— y'/%).
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Letu € [0,1 — J); using the definition of « and the previous proposition, we get

ko 1—(1—¢g)" ket (1= (141 n/k
Z/ a, (1-9) dq:”Z/_ o ooy ( ogy/n) dy
" = Je-a-00-1)

i q y —logy
k e~ (1-0)(n-1) 1yl
+(1-=0)n) c / w, d
5y W\ =ylogy ) Y
ko e g7k
- Y
> Cn / d
t; 0 Y ylogy <Y
kanvzo e u(n=1)

Foru € [1—-4,1), we have

k _ A\ _ k (1) (n-1) -
Z /1p¢th (qu}> dg = (175)11(1 : u) Z/O wry (1 yl/k> 4

q =1 —ylogt

> 5ot pn (1 ; U) ~(1-8)(n-1)

Y

o*n(1—u)" 1,
where in the last line we used the fact that the function f(u) = (1 —u)e~1=)=1/5 (1 —u)"1is
concave, f(1—06) >0, f(1) =0and f'(1—-6) >0, f(1) < 0; hence, f(u) > 0in [1 —6,1].

This shows that («, v*) is a feasible solution of (CLP)y ,, and therefore v} , > ;0% . Since v’ is indepen-
dent of 4, we can take § — 0 and obtain v} , > (1 — k?/n)ckv’, . By using Bernoulli’s inequality over ¢y, we

conclude )
* k logykfl *
>(1-=— —oJl )
Un,k—(l n) (1—1—4 p— Voo k

This finishes the proof of the lower bound in Theorem

B.2 Proof of Upper Bound in Theorem

In this Subsection, we show that v}, is upper bounded by a term that converges to v} ,. We take the

optimal solution (,d) of (DLP)x and we construct a new solution (y,d*) of (DLP), \ that shows the
desired property.

For simplicity, we assume that 1 /k is an integer, thus 7y = - -- = 7 = n/k. This fundamentally does not
change the upper bound.

Recall the definition of G given at the beginning of this section,

k —u/k
ar — az11€
G(u) = u; ( 1— e—u/k ) l[utflfut)<u)'

This function is right-continuous and nondecreasing. Now, let F(q) = G(gqn)/n. Then, F is also right-
continuous and nondecreasing. Thus, we can consider the Lebesgue-Stieltjes measure generated by F, that
we denote yr. Note that

uel0,4) = E(g) = - Glgnm) = Tigle 1],
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where 7i; is the pushforward measure induced by G and the function P(u) = e (see the proof at the
beginning of the section). Let ¢, = fol n(1—u)""'dur(u). Then,
! 2
ew= [ n(n=1)(1—q)""ur[0,q]dg

= '1n(n—1)(1—q)”‘2F(q) dq

0
1
= (n—-1)(1—¢q)" *ugle ", 1]dg
0
1
= efn(n—l)(1+10gy/n) Fgly,1 ]y dy

-1\ /v s (1+1 =2
- <” n >/en /e—n ( Ogyy/n) dy dpig(s).

Let fu(s) = Lp-nq(s ) [y (1 +1ogy/n)"2dy. A51mple proof shows that f,(s) — f(s) =sasn — oo.
Moreover, f,(s) is bounded by the function ¢2f(s) = e?s which is integrable with respect to 7i . Thus, using
Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem, we obtain

1 1
cn = /O £(s) dfig(s) = /O sdiig(s) = 1.
Define pf = pr/cy. Then,
1
/ n(1—u)" " tdulk(u) =1.
0

Let
1.1
di =c, a,di,

where a,; = (1 — 20k/n)k~*+1. We now prove that (yf,d*) is feasible for (DLP), ;. For this, we need the
following result. The proof is deferred to end of the subsection.

Proposition 25. For any q € [0,1], 1 — e~ /K > (1 —20k/n) (1 —(1- q)”/k).

To prove that (u}, d}) is feasible for (DLP),, x, we only need to show that
. 1—(1—q)k .
df > sup {<(Q)> Hel0,q] + (1 q)””‘dm}.
9e[0] 1
Let g € [0,1]; then

*
Cntxn,tdt = dt

1—e an/k — [,—qn —qn
2| = | Agle™ ™ A + ey (y=e)
qn
K\ [(1—(1—q)"k
> (1 - 2071) <(qq)> HE0, glen + (1 —g)" dp i (Prop.[25)
k 1—(1—q)k .
> (1 - 20n> Cnlty t4+1 <<(qq)> 1pl0,q] + (1 — c])”/kdtH) . (Def. of di ;)

We canuse ay, ; = (1 —20k/n)ay 11, with a,, 1 = 1, to simplify terms. From here we deduce the feasibility
of (y,d*) in (DLP), .

31



Now, to show the upper bound of v ,, we can minimize over (u,d) feasible for (DLP),, ; and obtain the

guarantee

* * . —1.-1 _ 1 -1 %
vn,k < dl =Cy lxn,ldl =Cy “n,lvoo,k’

which concludes the proof of the upper bound in Theorem
We close this subsection with the proof of Proposition

Proof of Proposition25 Recall that e™7 < 1— g+ ¢?/2. Thus, it is enough to show that for any q € [0,1],

ok s A=q—g/2" — (1" _f-q+4/2)~ f(1-q)

n - 1—(1—g)/k f(1) = f(1—4q) ’

where f(q) = x"/k. Note that f is convex. Now, we divide the proof into two cases: 4 < 10k/n and
q > 10k/n.

e For g < 10k/n, note that
2

1. N .n—g=1-g+TL
Ta+(1-1) a-p=1-9+L.
Thus, using the convexity of f, we have
f-q+4*/2) - f(1—q)
f) =f1=q)

e Forg >10k/n,1—(1—¢)"* >1— (1 —10k/n)"* > 1 —¢710. Thus,

<

IN
ol
=

N =

fA—q+a*/2) - fA—q) _ (n/k)(1—q+q*/2)"*'¢%/2
f(1) = f(1-q) - 1—e10 '

where we used the mean value theorem on f and the monotonicity of f'(x) = (n/k)x"/¥~1 to bound
the numerator. Now, if g > 1/2, then
5\ " /k—1 k
het < 5=
(5) ==
for n large enough.

f—q+q/2) - f(A—q) _
f(1)—f(1—-9q) B

If ¢ < 1/2, we proceed as follow. Let h(q) = (1 — g+ ¢?/2)"/*14%/2. Then, h(0) = 0, k(1) =

(1/ 2)”/ k=1 and, using basic calculus, / has two critical points,

n
k

1+ (k/n) — /1 —6k/n+ (k/n)? 1+ (k/n)+ /1 —6k/n+ (k/n)?
qm= 2 ’ 2 — > .
It can be shown that / is increasing in [0, 41] and decreasing in [q1,g2|. Moreover, g, > 1/2, and we

know the behavior of £ (17}76373(2()1?; ()17:7) in that case. Thus, we only need to bound the value of 11(g1)

to conclude. It can be shown that g1 < 6k/n; hence h(g;) < 18%. Thus,

fA—q+¢*/2)—f(1—q)
f(1)—f(1—9q)

< 20&/
n

which finishes the proof.
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B.3 Missing Proofs of Subsection [5.1]

In this subsection, we present the proofs of Lemma(l6land Lemma(17] We begin with the proof of Lemma([l6]
We divide its proof in several lemmas and propositions.

Lemma 26. Foranyt < k — 1, we have

/- 2 _ _
/f logy dy < k (k=1)/k  (k l)/k).

k(yt_ytﬂ) < 1/k = k_l(yt —Yin

Proof. The proof follows by simply making the change of variable x = y'/¥ in the integral and using the
factthat1 < —logv/(1—v) <1/vforanyv € (0,1). O

As a corollary, we have the following lower bound over y;.

Proposition 27. For k > 4 and for any { we have y,_, > ¢/ (32k).

Proof. For any w € [0,1], we have w(1 — logw) > 0. Then,

Br—1<B" —1+y:(1—logy:)

v logy
— [ - d

Y1 11— yl/k

K eenk (k1)
< g ).

Using vy = 0, this shows thatfort =0,...,k—1,

yglizl)/k > g(ﬁ - 1k)2(k— l)'

The bound now follows because * > 1.25. O

From the corollary, we obtain the lower bound vy > 1/(32k).

Define the two following sequences. Let xg = 1, zg = 1 and
1 *
41 = max (0, x — ¢ (B —1+x:(1—logxt)) ¢,

1 *
Zpp1] = max{O,Zt - W (ﬁ -1 +Zt(1 —loth))}.

If we ignore the max operator, the sequences represent the Euler method applied to (ODE) with step-sizes
1/kand 1/( (32k)1/ kk), respectively. The following result states the order between elements x¢, y¢ and z;.

Proposition 28. Foranyt =0, ...,k we have x; < y; < zy.

Proof. For the first bound, we use the lower bound found in Lemmato deduce that forany t =1,...,k—
1,
1 .
Y1 = Yt — % (B" =1+ y:(1—logyt)).

From here, it is evident that x; < y; forallt =0,..., k.
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For the second bound, we need to use the fact that y;_y > 1/(32k). Lett +1 < k — 1; then

. v logy
P =1+ (1 —logy) :/ dy
y 1_yl/k

t+1

K2 (y<" N/E 1)k

< k— t+1
= k(&)™ (yt Yir1) (Mean value theorem)
< k(326) (vt — yer1)- (yk_1 > 1/(32k))

Reordering terms, we obtain

1 .
Vi1 Sy — W(ﬁ —1+y:(1—logy:)),

from which the bound y; < z; follows for t = 0,...,k — 1. Since zx > 0 = yy, the bound holds for any
t=0,...,k O

The next result states that the sequence x; and z; are at most O(log k/k) far from each other.

Proposition 29. z; — x; < 4log(32k) /k, foranyt =0,... k.

Proof. Let f(x) = x(1—1logx). Lete; = z; — x; > 0. We show that e; < 4tlog(32k)/k?. The result is true if
zp11 = 0. So, for z;,1 > 0 we have

€yl = Zp41 — Xt

G L) 3 1)

—o+ (1 - (32;)1/k) 2 (F) = Flz) + fla) (1 - W) '

< z

Note that
1 log(32k)

T (32K Uk = ko’

for k > 6, using e* < 1+ 2x for x < 1. Since f* < 2 and f(x) < 1forany x € [0,1] and f(x¢) < f(z¢) since
z; > X, we have

(32k)l/k 610g(32k)/k _ 1 S 2

log(32k)
k2

Solving this recursion gives us the desired inequality. O

err1 <e+4

Proof of Lemma[16] Proposmon immediately gives us x; < y; forallt =0,...,k. Proposition in com-
bination with Proposition 29 gives us the bound y; < x; + 4log(32k) /k for all t =0,...,k. This finishes the
proof. O

Proof of Lemma For the proof of this lemma, we need several properties of w, the solution of (ODE), that
we list below. Property 1 and 2 are easy to deduce, while the proof of property 3 appears in [13].

1. " = w'logw > 0, and so w is convex.

2 w///

3. w4w(logw —1)/k+log(w)(w(logw —1) — (B* —1))/(2k%) > wk/*=1) (k — 1) /k, for any real k > 2.
This is a byproduct of Proposition D.1 in [13].

> 0. In particular, w’ is a convex function.
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We show that x; < w(t/k) by induction in ¢. For t = 0, we have w(0) = 1 = x(. For t = 1, using the
convexity of w, we have w(1/k) > w(0) + w'(0)/k = 1 — B*/k. On the other side,

1 * 1
x1:xo—k(ﬁ*—l—i—xo(l—logxo)):l—i§w(k>.

Assume the result is true for ¢ and let us show it for t + 1. If w(t/k) = 0, then x; = 0 by the inductive
hypothesis; hence, x;1 = 0 = w((t + 1) /k). Let’s assume that w(t/k) > 0.

Claim 3. Letp € [t/k, (t+1)/k]; ifw(p) > 0, then

w(p) > xp — % (B* =14 x:(1—1logxy)).

Proof. The resultis immediate if x; = 0. Thus, let us assume that x; > 0. Using the Taylor expansion around
t/k, we have

_ 2 _ 3
w(p) = w (t/K) + (p — t/k)! (1/) + E I gy 4 O HRE g
WAV
w (t/k) + (p—t/k)w' (t/k) + wy’ (t/k),
since w”’ > 0 by the second property listed above. Now, the function
WAV
o (p -t/ (1/) + L 41

is decreasing because its derivative is upper bounded by w’(p) < 0 due to the convexity of w’ (see the
second property of w above). Thus,

o ze (i) <k) = (i)

<k) logw<t>> <w(t/k) (10gw(t/k)—1)—(/3*—1)>
1

k k

+
k— k/(k 1) g1
Zk“’<k>

(k—1)

k
k=1 k/k-1) _p =1
kot k-
In the second inequality we used the third property of w listed above, and in the last inequality we used
the inductive hypothesis. Now,

>

D = gy o ETD = el /(1) > (1 R ! logxt> = kﬁlxt + *kitl (logxt —1)

by using the standard inequality 1 + x < e* for any x. The claim now follows by plugging this 1nequahty
in the inequality above.

Thus, for p € [t/k, (t +1)/k] with w(p) > 0, we have

1
Xp11 = max {O,xt - E('Bz" —14+x(1— logx))} < w(p).

If p* € [t/k,(t+1)/k], since w(t/k) > 0, then p* > t/k, where p* = inf{p € [0,1] : w(p) = 0}. By the
continuity of w we obtain

t+1 .
w|—— ) =0=w(p") = lim w(p) > x441.
( k ) (") pI/p* () 2 e

If p* & [t/k, (t+1)/k|, then we obtain immediately that w((f +1)/k) > x;41. This finishes the proof of
Lemmal[l7Z O
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B.4 Proof of v, < (1 —clogk/k)

To achieve an upper bound for v, , we follow a similar approach to the one used in the proof of a lower
bound of v, ;. The idea is to study p*, the value p € [0,1] such that w(p) = 0, where w is the solution of
(ODE). For the lower bound of v}, we showed that p* > 1 — Clogk/k. We defined

1 dw
1B) :/0 B—1+w(l—logw)’

which is decreasing in g and I(B) = 1. Using these two facts, we deduced that 8* < B(1 + C'logk/k). We
plan to use a similar approach for the upper bound of v, . We aim to show that p* <1 — clogk/k for some
¢, which will imply that * > B(1 — ¢’ logk/k).

Recall the definition of the sequence z; presented in the previous subsection:

Z(]:O

1)1/kk([s* —1—|—zt(1—logzt))}.

Zy41 = max {O,Zt — 32k

By repeating the same analysis as in the previous subsection (see the proof of Lemma [17), we obtain the
following result.

Lemma 30. w(t/k(32k)V/*) >z foranyt =1,...,k.

The following result controls the distance between w(t/k) and w(t/ (k(32)'/¥)). The proof follows by the
convexity of w and we skip it for brevity.

Proposition 31. Foranyt =1,...,k w(t/k) > w(t/ (k(32k)V/*)) — 210g(32k) /k.

The next proposition controls the error of p* from above.

Proposition 32. We have p* < 1 — 321log(32k) /k.

Proof. Using the two previous results and Proposition[28 we obtain
w(t/k) > yr — 21og(32k) / k.
Let t' € [k] be the minimum value such that w(# /k) = 0. Thus, p* < #'/k. Using Proposition 27, we have

k—t _log(32k) t log(32k)
e / > — — > — 9o 7
0=w(t'/k) = o — 2B — — > 1 e

Therefore, p* < 1 — 32log(32k) /k. O

Let
dw

1
1p) = ./0 B—1+w(l—logw)’
o) I(B) =1, WithB =1/%,and I(B*) = p* <1 —32log(32k)/k.

Lemma 33. We have B* > B(1 + 161og(32k) /k).

Proof. Let c = 8log(32k)/k. We assume by contradiction that f* < B(1 + c). Then,

(1+c)B—1+w(l—logw) < (1+4c)(B—1+w(1l —logw)),

for any w € [0,1]. Thus, I((1+c)B) > I(B)/(1+4c) > 1 — 4c. Since the function I(-) is strictly decreasing,
we must have I(f*) > 1 —4c = 1 — 32log(32k) /k, which is a contradiction. O
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From this lemma, we obtain that

. 1 ¥ _ log(32k)
Uook = Br = (T4 8log(320)/k) = ! (1 )

which finishes the proof of the upper bound in Theorem
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