arXiv:2501.18049v1 [cs.LG] 29 Jan 2025

Joint Pricing and Resource Allocation:
An Optimal Online-Learning Approach

Jianyu Xub?, Xuan Wang?, Yu-Xiang Wang?, and Jiashuo Jiang?

!Carnegie Mellon University, PA
2Hong Kong University of Science and Technology, Hong Kong SAR
3University of California San Diego, CA

January 31, 2025

Abstract

We study an online learning problem on dynamic pricing and resource alloca-
tion, where we make joint pricing and inventory decisions to maximize the overall
net profit. We consider the stochastic dependence of demands on the price, which
complicates the resource allocation process and introduces significant non-convexity
and non-smoothness to the problem. To solve this problem, we develop an efficient
algorithm that utilizes a “Lower-Confidence Bound (LCB)” meta-strategy over multi-
ple OCO agents. Our algorithm achieves 0(\/ Tmn) regret (for m suppliers and n
consumers), which is optimal with respect to the time horizon T. Our results illustrate
an effective integration of statistical learning methodologies with complex operations
research problems.
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1 Introduction

The problem of dynamic pricing examines strategies of setting and adjusting prices in re-
sponse to varying customer behaviors and market conditions. The mainstream of existing

works on dynamic pricing, including Kleinberg and Leighton (2003); Broder and Rusmevichientong
(2012); Cohen et al. (2020); Wang et al. (2021b), focuses on the estimation of demand
curves while putting aside the decisions on the supply side. Another series of literature,
including Besbes and Zeevi (2009); Chen et al. (2019, 2021a); Keskin et al. (2022), takes
supply and inventories into account. However, these works simplify the supply cost as uni-

form and static, underestimating the difficulty of allocating products through sophisticated

supply chains among multiple parties such as factories, warehouses, and retailers.

On the other hand, the problem of resource allocation — to serve different demand classes
with various types of resources — presents a complex challenge within the field of operations
research. Analogous to online dynamic pricing, the recent proliferation of e-platforms has
magnified the importance of developing online allocation algorithms that efficiently manage
supply and demand on the fly while maximizing cumulative utilities. However, traditional
approaches in resource allocation are insufficient in depicting scenarios where the demand
is stochastic and dependent on the price. Therefore, it is critical to develop price-dependent
online allocation models and methodologies that can simultaneously learn the demand curve
and optimize the joint decisions on price, inventory, and allocation.

This work introduces a novel framework for tackling the online pricing and allocation prob-
lem with an emphasis on learning under uncertainty. More specifically, we consider a prob-
lem setting where both the price and inventory decisions are made at the beginning of each
time period, followed by inventory allocation based on the realized price-dependent stochas-
tic demands during that period. We summarize the proposed framework as follows:

Pricing and Allocation. For t =1,2,...,T :

1. Determine the inventories of m suppliers as I := [I1,15,...,1,]" and incur an immediate
inventory cost Y i v - I;.

2. Propose a price p; for all n consumers.

3. Based on the price p;, consumers generate their demands as D= [D1, Do, . .. ,Dn]T.

4. We allocate inventories I to satisfy demands D. The allocation from Supplier 7 to
Consumer j is denoted as X; ;. The total supplying cost is ;" -7 | Cij - X 5.

5. We receive a payment from the consumers as y .-, Z?:l pt - X ; in total.

As described above, we assume that the inventories are perishable and the leftover inventory
cannot be carried over to the following period. Furthermore, we assume that the price is
identical for all consumers. We formalize the above process as solving the following two-
stage stochastic programming problem:
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Here g(f, P, 5) is the minimum negative net profit under the best allocation scheme given

-

inventories I, price p, and realized demand D (see Eq. (2) for its definition).

1.1 Summary of Results.

In this work, we establish a novel framework of solving online pricing and allocation problem
under demand uncertainties. Our main contributions are threefold:

1. Algorithmic Design against Non-Convexity. We propose an efficient online-
learning algorithm for the (price,inventory) joint decision problem, which is highly
non-convex. To navigate to the global optimal decisions among many sub-optimals,
our algorithm incorporates an optimistic meta-algorithm with multiple online convex
optimization (OCO) agents working locally.

2. Closed-Form Allocation Scheme. We present an algorithm that outputs a price-
dependent closed-form solution to the optimal allocation problem.

3. Regret Analysis. Our algorithm achieves O(\/ T'mn) regret, which is optimal with
respect to T' as it matches the information-theoretic lower bound in (Broder and Rusmevichientong,

2012).

1.2 Technical Novelty.

To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to study dynamic pricing and inventory control
under the framework of online resource allocation with uncertainty. Some existing works,
such as Wang et al. (2021b); Chen and Gallego (2021), focus on related topics. However,
their approaches are not capable of overcoming the significant challenges in our problem
setting, including the local convexity, multiple suboptimals, and non-smoothness. As a
consequence, we develop new techniques to solve the problem.

Confidence bound in vertical and horizontal directions. According to our problem
setting, we suffer from bandit feedback and mon-convexity with respect to price p. Existing
methodologies in dynamic pricing mostly adopt continuum-armed bandits to resolve the
challenges, nonetheless leading to O(T 2/ 3) regret that is sub-optimal in our setting. In this
work, we design an O(\/T )-regret algorithm, which makes a careful and novel use of the
piecewise-convex property of the objective function. Specifically, we assign an agent to work
on each convex interval, conducting online convex optimization (OCO) in local domains.
Each agent maintains two high-probability confidence bounds: (1) A wvertical bound on the
value of local optimal, updated at the end of each sub-epoch. (2) A horizontal bound on
the location of local optimal, updated at the end of each epoch.



Lower-confidence-bound (LCB) strategy over agents. In order to distinguish among
every local-optimality iterated by a local OCO agent, we develop an LCB meta-algorithm
over those agents. With the help of the vertical bound of each agent, we estimate the least
possible value in each convex interval within reasonable error, and select the most opti-
mistic agent (i.e., the one with the least lower bound) to make decisions in the following
sub-epoch.

Closed-form solution of the second-stage LP. In the second stage when inventories
are allocated to fulfill the realized demands, we solve a linear program (LP) that maximizes
the net profit under the corresponding demand and supply constraints. In this work, we
develop an efficient polynomial-time algorithm that achieves a closed-form solution to this
LP. (On the contrary, an LP is generally not guaranteed to have closed-form solutions.)
We also show the dependence of this solution on the price p, from which we derive the
piecewise-convex property of the objective function.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we review the relevant
literature, contrasting existing approaches with ours. Section 3 lays out the preliminar-
ies, including notation and problem setup. In Section 4, we introduce our learning-based
algorithm and highlight its novel structures. Section 5 provides the regret analysis and
theoretical guarantees. We finally discuss potential extensions in Section 6 and conclude
this paper in Section 7.

2 Related Works

In this section, we present a review of the pertinent literature on pricing, allocation, and
online convex optimization (OCO) problems, aiming to position our work within the context
of related studies.

Dynamic Pricing. Quantitative research on dynamic pricing dates back to Cournot
(1897) and has attracted significant attention in the field of machine learning (Leme et al.,
2021; Xu and Wang, 2021; Jia et al., 2022; Choi et al., 2023; Simchi-Levi and Wang, 2023).
For single-product pricing problems, the crux is to learn the demand curve and approach
the optimal price. Under the assumptions of bandit feedback and kt-smooth demand

curves, Wang et al. (2021a) achieves an O(T%) regret. However, their methodologies
are not applicable to our setting: Our objective function is only Lipschitz continuous,
leading to £ = 1 and an O(T2/ 3) sub-optimal regret. In contrast, the piecewise con-
vex property in our problem enables advanced methods to achieve a better regret. An-
other stream of works considers the heterogeneity of pricing processes, which includes
item-wise features (Javanmard and Nazerzadeh, 2019; Cohen et al., 2020; Luo et al., 2021,
Xu and Wang, 2022; Fan et al., 2021; Luo et al., 2022; Tullii et al., 2024), heteroscedastic-
ity of valuations (Wang et al., 2021a; Ban and Keskin, 2021; Xu and Wang, 2024), time-



instationarity (Leme et al., 2021; Baby et al., 2023) and price discrimination (Chen et al.,
2021c; Cohen et al., 2021; Eyster et al., 2021; Cohen et al., 2022; Xu et al., 2023; Karan et al.,
2024). However, most of them are analyzing the differences (and their down-streaming ef-
fects) either in price or in demands, instead of the allocation process as we are concerned
in this paper.

Pricing and Inventory Co-Decisions. The incorporation of inventory constraints into
dynamic pricing problems began with the work of Besbes and Zeevi (2009) which assumed
a fixed initial stock, and decisions of replenishment were later allowed in Chen et al. (2019).
More recent studies, including Chen et al. (2020); Keskin et al. (2022), assumed perishable
goods and took inventory costs into account. The stream of work by Chen et al. (2021a,
2023) further assumed the inventory-censoring effect on demands. However, none of them
consider the heterogeneity of supply, nor the impact of prices on the allocation process. In
our work, we not only model the inventory cost of each warehouse individually, but also
depict the unit supplying cost from Warehouse ¢ to Consumer j as a unique coefficient

Resource Allocation. There is a broad literature on the study of resource allocation
and various policies have been derived under various settings (e.g. Reiman and Wang 2008;
Jasin and Kumar 2012; Ferreira et al. 2018; Asadpour et al. 2020; Bumpensanti and Wang
2020; Vera and Banerjee 2019; Jiang et al. 2022). Notably, the intersection of pricing and
resource allocation has also been studied, for example, in Chen et al. (2021b) and Vera et al.
(2021). However, previous works have primarily focused on either the allocation decision or
the pricing decision separately. In contrast, in our paper, we consider a two-stage process
where we first make the pricing decision which affects the demand, and then make the
allocation decision. This feature distinguishes our paper from previous works on (price-
based) resource allocation.

Online Convex Optimization (OCO). OCO models a scenario where decisions are
made iteratively, facing a series of convex loss functions, with the objective of minimiz-
ing cumulative regret over time (Shalev-Shwartz et al., 2012) or within certain budgets
(Jenatton et al., 2016). In our work, we adopt zeroth-order methods in Agarwal et al. (2011)
when we iterate within each local convexity interval. For a detailed review of classic and
contemporary results on OCO, we kindly refer readers to Hazan (2016).

3 Preliminaries

In this section, we rigorously define the problem we are studying. We firstly formulate
the offline version of the problem as a two-stage stochastic program in Section 3.1. The
properties of its solution are presented in Section 3.2. We then develop the formulation



of the online version in Section 3.3, where the demand parameters are unknown. Finally,
we present assumptions that are crucial to our online algorithm design by the end of this
section.

3.1 Offline Problem Setting

We consider the following scenario where a retail company makes their decisions with the
goal of maximizing its net profit. Suppose the company produces and sells identical prod-
ucts, and it has m warehouses and n retailers. In general, this company faces the following
three problems on inventory, pricing and allocation:

1. What are the appropriate quantities each warehouse should load?
2. What is the optimal price that retailers should set?

3. How to allocate inventories from warehouses to stores in the face of heterogeneous
supply costs?

To address these questions, we model the problem as a two-stage stochastic program.

(i) In Stage 1, the company makes inventory decisions I = [I1,I,...,1,]", where I
represents the inventory level of Warehouse i. Each unit of inventory at Warehouse
¢ incurs an inventory cost ;.

In addition, the company decides a uniform price p for the products.

(ii) In Stage 2, a stochastic demand D = [D1, Dy, ...,D,]" is generated based on the
price p, where D; represents the demand at Retailer j. Then the products are allo-
cated from warehouses to stores in order to fulfill the realized demand. Each unit of
supply from Warehouse ¢ to Retailer j incurs an allocation cost Cj ;, and each unit
of fulfilled demand increases the total revenue by p.

The company aims to make the best (inventory, price) decisions that maximize their net
profit, which can be formulated as the following optimization problem (where we equiva-
lently minimize the negative net profit):

TFW’ ) +Ezlo(I,p, D)lp] (1)



where

g(f,p, = min ZZ -p+Ci ;)X
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> Xi; < Dj,Vj € [n]
i=1

n
> X < I,Vi€ [m].
j=1
Here X; ; represents the quantity of inventories allocated from Warehouse ¢ to Retailer j,
and g(f P, 5) is the optlmal obJectlve value of the second-stage problem, which optimally
allocates inventory I to demand D based on price p and cost parameters {C; ;}.

It is worth noting that the distribution of demand D is dependent on the price p, and the
minimization over p and I takes this into account. However, the solution to g(I,p, D) is
not relevant to this dependence, as it is solved after the realization of D.

We denote an optimal solution to Eq. (1) as (p*,f *), and denote an optimal solution to
Eq. (2) as X*. Since Eq. (2) is a linear program, we may directly solve it with any off-the-
shelf optimization tool. However, in order to solve Eq. (1), we have to know the distribution
of D and how it is dependent on the price p, both of which are not directly accessible from
the seller’s side as they do not have the full knowledge of the entire market. In the next
subsection, we will discuss how we can “learn” the demand distributional function under
mild assumptions.

3.2 Solution to g(f, P, ﬁ)

Before we study the online problem, we first provide a solution to the optimization problem
in Eq. (2) and investigate the properties of g(I,p, D). We firstly propose a greedy algorithm
to solve Eq. (2).

We show the correctness of Algorithm 1 as follows.

Theorem 3.1. The matriz X returned by Algorithm 1 is an optimal solution to the opti-
mization problem in Eq. (2).

While the complete proof of Theorem 3.1 is relegated to Appendix A.1, we provide a high-
level idea of the proof below. Notice that Eq. (2) presents a linear program (LP), and
therefore strong duality holds. The proof is conducted in the following steps:

1. Construct the dual problem of Eq. (2).



Algorithm 1 Greedy g(f, p,l_j) solver

10:
11:

1: Input: Parameters C; j,i € [m],j € [n]; Variable TeR™ peRT,DeR
2: Sort {(i,7)}:=7/5" tuples into {(zk,]k) mn - according to Algorithm 2.

3:

4: Find K € {0} U [mn] such that

i=1,j=
:—OandC

Tmn+1 7,77nn+1 .

Denote C;

io0.jo = Pmax as a complementary definition of {Cj . }.

CivaK <p< CiK+17jK+1 (3)

Let [ + I,D + D, X « Qmxn,
for Epoch £ =1,2,3,...,K do

Set Xj, j, < min{ Zk7Djk}'
Update I;, <« I — Xip jp-
Update D — D — Xy -
end for
RETURN X.

Algorithm 2 Sort tuples {(i,)}/= T]j " as follows:

Input: {(i,7)} tuples.

for each different pairs of tuples (7,7) and (i, ;') do
If C;; < Cy jr, then (1,7) < (', 7).
If C;j = Cy o and @ > 7', then (i,7) < (7, 7).
If C;j =Cyjri=14 and j > j/, then (4,7) < (¢, 7).

end for

Output: {(ik, jr) 1724 -

2. Propose an algorithm that solves this dual problem and propose a feasible dual solu-
tion.

3. Show that the value of this dual solution equals that of the primal solution provided
by Algorithm 1.

Next, we show the marginal convexity of g(f, D, ﬁ)

Lemma 3.2. The function g(f, D, ﬁ) defined in Eq. (2) is marginally convex on I and on

D.

The key to proving Lemma 3.2 is to show that g(f, D, ﬁ) is the piecewise maximum over a
group of linear functions. Please refer to Appendix A.2 for details.



3.3 Online Problem Setting

Due to insufficient knowledge of the actual demand distribution, the company might pro-
pose (p, I ) pairs that are suboptimal, leading to lower net profits compared to the optimal
solution. However, the company has observations on the realized demand at each store,
which enables them to estimate demand and subsequently enhance their decision-making.
In what follows, we study the online decision-making problem of setting prices and manag-
ing inventory.

Denote py, ft and ﬁt as the price, inventory and realized demand in each time period
t =1,2,...,T, respectively. We make the following semi-parametric assumption on the
demand model.

Assumption 3.3. Assume the realized demand is linear and noisy. Specifically, assume
Di=a—b-p+ N, (4)

Here d, b Nt € R" are the base demand, the price sen81t1v1ty parameter, and the market
noise of the retailers’ demand, respectively. Assume @, b are fixed, and N, are samples drawn
from identical and independent distributions (i.i.d.) over time ¢, such that E[Nt] =0.

Given the linear-and-noisy demand model in (4), we define the cost function that we aim
to minimize. Denote

QU,p) =, 1) +Eglg(I,p,d—b-p+ Ny)| 5)
Qt(f,p) = (7, _)> +9(fyp755— g'p‘i‘Nt)

Based on the definition of functions ) and @Q; above, we know that Qt(f, p) (and therefore
Q(I,p)) is marginally convex on I, since g(I,p, D) is marginally convex on I (according to
Lemma 3.2) and (¥, I) is linear. Also, we have the following properties.

Lemma 3.4. Denote Cj, j, = 0 and C; = Pmax- For any K € {0}U[mn], function

ITmn+1 Janrl

Q.(I,p) is Lipschitz and marginally convex on p in range (Cix.ixs Cigin iz

We defer the proof of Lemma 3.4 to Appendix A.3. Furthermore, we get following results
(in a non-trivial way).

Lemma 3.5. Define an optimistic cost function W (p):

W(p) = %Q%Q(I \D)- (6)

W (p) is Lipschitz. We denote its Lipschitz coefficient as Ly for future use. Also, for any
K € {0} U [mn], function W (p) is convex in range [Ciy jr» Cigr jrir)-

The proof of Lemma 3.5 is relegated to Appendix A.4. Finally, we define the regret as the
relative loss on net profit compared to that achieved by optimal decisions.



Algorithm 3 LCB Meta Algorithm

1: Input: m,n, T, sorted supply costs {C;, j, }7"

2: Initialization: Agents Ag (defined in Algorithm 4) and parameters Wk = 0,Ak :=
400, LCBg := —00, K =0,1,2,...,mn, global parameters dg, ng.

3: while ¢t < T do

4 Let K := argmin g ¢ u0 LC Bk

5 Run agent Ay for one sub-epoch, and get updated Wk and Ag

6: Update LOBgr < Wy — 34 - Ay for all K/ =0,1,2,...,mn.

7: end while

Definition 3.6 (Regret). At each time t = 1,2,...,T, denote I; and p; as the inventory
and price decisions, respectively. Define

T
Reg = Q(I;,p;) —min Q(I,p) (7)
t=1

Lp

as the regret of decision sequence {(I;, p;)}L_,.

Before we conclude this section, we present some assumptions that are crucial to our algo-
rithm design.

Assumption 3.7 (Boundedness). We assume boundedness on the norms of 7, d, 5, I and
on price p. Speciﬁcall_y, there exist constants Ymax, Gmax; bmaxs Imax, Pmax such that ||7]|eo <
Ymaxs |@]loo < @maxs [|0]loo < bmaxs 11 < Imax and p € [0, pmax]. Without loss of generality,
W€ assuInNe Ymax, dmax; bmax, Imax, Pmax > 1.

Assumption 3.8 (Knowledge over parameters). We have full knowledge on the problem
parameters 7, {C; ; }Z’i? j=1 and the boundedness parameters Vmax, Gmax, Omax, Imax, Pmax P€-

fore t = 0. We have no prior knowledge on the model parameters a, b nor any information
about the distribution of V.

4 Algorithm

In this section, we present an online learning algorithm that proposes asymptotically opti-
mal (inventory, price) decisions.

4.1 Algorithm Design Overview

We design a hierarchical algorithm to solve this problem. Algorithm 3 serves as the main
algorithm, where we initialize (mn + 1) agents Ax for K = 0,1,...,mn and run each of

10



Algorithm 4 Optimization Agent K
1: Input: Price interval [Ciy i, Cig.r gy, ), Parameter 6, ng, Ly .
2: Output: Wg, Ax (at the end of each sub-epoch)

3: Imitialization: Li1 = Cig e, Ukt = Cipli i Wi = 0,Ax = oo, and
_ 3Lka1+Uk; _ Lg1+Ugr; b _ Lg1+3Ugk
g1 = —F CK1= 5 —,0Kk1=—"—7F——.
4: for p = ak 1,01, ck,1, do
5. Propose inventory Iy := [1,1,...,1]" and price p.
6:  Record the marginal function of I as Qo (I, p).
7. Find Ik 10(p) := argminy Qo ([, p).
8: end for
9: STAGE 1: Search for optimality asymptotically

10: (See Algorithm 5 for details)

11: STAGE 2: Complementary sampling to enhance Ag
12: (See Algorithm 6 for details)

13: STAGE 3: Pure local-exploitation

14: (See Algorithm 7 for details)

them for a period of time. The design of each agent Ay is defined as Algorithm 4, which
contains the following three stages:

(i) In Stage 1 (presented as Algorithm 5), we search for the local optimal decision within
each Ag’s domain.

(ii) In Stage 2 (presented as Algorithm 6), we gather sufficient number of samples to
ensure the confidence bound of Ag is converging at a proper rate.

(iii) In Stage 3 (presented as Algorithm 7), we do pure exploitation on the local optimal
of Ak, while also updating the confidence bound.

In the following subsections, we will introduce each component of our algorithm design
(including the meta-algorithm and each OCO agent) in details.

4.2 Meta-Algorithm: a Lower-Confidence-Bound (LCB) Strategy

Since we have full-information feedback over any decision w.r.t. f, we may always propose
greedy inventories without causing bias. However, we only have bandit feedback w.r.t. the
price p, as we have no direct feedback on the prices we are not proposing. Therefore, we
conduct online learning on the optimistic cost function W (p) = min fQ(f, D).

Due to the piecewise convexity of W (p), we divide the price range [0, pmax]| into (mn + 1)
intervals [Ci jxs Cisirjnii], K = 0,1,...,mn. Within each interval, we initialize an OCO
agent Ay that is responsible for converging to the local optimal. However, we cannot run

11



Algorithm 5 Agent A Stage 1

1: for Epoch 7 =1,2,...,0(logT), do

2: Let K.+ = %,C}(’T: M,b}(ﬂ—: %

3: for Sub-epochs=1,2,...do

4: Let sub-epoch length ng := 2°

5: Define a flag := 0 for error-bar update.

6: for pr = ak +,bk r,cx r do

7 fort=1,2,...,ns do

8: Propose decisions (I:,pt) (fKTS 1(pr), Dr)-

9: Observe and record the marginal function Qt( pr) with respect to I.
10: end for

11: Define an aggregated function QK,T7S(f, Dr) = nis > Qt(f, Dr)-
12: Define the empirical optimal inventory

IK,T,AS(IA)T) = argminﬂQKTS(I ]57)

13: Denote QK,T,S,]&T Qk 7’8( KTS(pT) ﬁT)) and AK,T,S = 26\/—%

14: enc} for R

15: if QK TS0 K T > QK T80k~ + 4AKTS then

16: Update Lg T+l aK - Uk T+l UK - flag < 1.

17: else if QKTSGKT<QKTSbKT 4Ak s then

18: Update Lg T+l LK - Uk T+l bK - flag < 1.

19: else if QKTS CK < QK Ty8,0K - 4AK,T,S then
20: Update LK,'r-i-l — ai,r, UK,T+1 — UKJ, flag < 1.
21: else if QAKJ,S’CK’T < QK,T,s,bK,T — 4Ak s then
22: Update LK77—+1 — LK,T7 bK,T+1 — UKﬂ—, flag <+ 1.
23: end if
24: if flag == 1 then
25: if Uxr41— L rq1 > % then
26: Continue to Epoch 7+ 1 (without updating Wi or Ak).
27: else N .
28: Set ﬁ*K — CK,T) I}kﬂo — IK,T,S(CK,T)~
29: Break to STAGE 2 (without updating Wy or Ag).
30: end if
31: else if Ag .1 < Ag then
32: Update Ag AK,T,S—l; Wi <+ minﬁTe{CLK,T’cK,Tva,T} QK,T,S—I,ﬁ-r'
33: end if
34: end for
35: end for

12



Algorithm 6 Agent Ag Stage 2 (a sub-epoch totally)

1: Initialization: Set pj. = CK,T,f}kCO = fK,m(CKJ) from Stage 1, and Cx :=
logy /3 Pmax + 1.

2: if Ag < +oo then

3:  Define Ng o := %

4: else

5 Define Nk :=no = 6(logy/3 T + Ck)

6: end if

7. Let ri :=logy(Nk 2)

& forr=1,2,...,rx do

9. fort=1,2,...,m,:=2" do X

10: Propose decisions (ft,pt) = (f}k(7r_1,ﬁ*K).

11: Observe and record the marginal function Qt(f, D) with respect to I.

12: end for

13:  Set f}k” = argmianK,r(f, Pl ), where QKm(f,ﬁ}) = mir . 23:1 Qt(f,ﬁ}().
14: end for R

15: Denote I :=Ife . Qi = Qr.ric (I, Plc)-

16: Update Wk QA} — Ly - % and Ag + oK

vV Nk 2 )

multiple OCO agents simultaneously. Therefore, we require a meta-algorithm that serves
as a manager over these agents and determine which Ax to run at each time, so as to locate
the optimal price with the least cumulative regret.

To achieve this, we develop a lower-confidence-bound (LCB) meta-algorithm as shown in Al-
gorithm 3. We firstly ask each Ag agent to maintain a confidence bound [WK —34Ak, Wi+
34Ak] of its local optimal. Given this, the meta-algorithm then selects the agent K that
minimizes the lower confidence bound. As we further show that Ax ~ O(y/1/Tk) where
Tx is the total time periods that Ax has been running so far, we may upper bound the
cumulative regret as O(vTmn).

4.3 Agent Ag: a Zeroth-Order Optimizer

As described in Section 4.2, we divide the price range [0,pmax] into (mn + 1) intervals
(Cixins Circinisas K = 0,1,2,...,mn, within each of which the objective function W (p)
is convex. We then assign an agent Agx to each interval, conducting online convex op-
timization (OCO) locally. We require the agent Ag to learn and converge to the local

optimal pj, := argmin 1 W(p) over time, while also maintaining a valid er-

PEICik ir Cigyroixt1

ror bar [WK — 34Ax, Wi + 34Ak] that contains W(pj() with high probability. To achieve

13



Algorithm 7 Agent Ag Stage 3 (each ¢ as a sub-epoch)

1: Inherit py, IK e Qx TK(I Pjc) from Algorithm 6.

2: Denote IK —IKTK,QK QKTK(IK,pK)

3: Let Nk 3 < Nk o as its initialization.

4: while t <T do

5. Propose decisions (I, p}) = (IK,pK).

6: Update QK « Nrs ?\,};t%ut’pt), and Ng 3 < Ng3+1
T % ’ 1 é

7. Update Wk < Q) — Lw - 7 and Ag + \/ﬁ

8: end while

the optimal regret, we rely on the following properties of Ag:

(a) The cumulative sub-regret of A, i.e. performance suboptimality compared with
W (pk), is bounded by O(v/Tk) as an optimal rate of OCO (if we have run Ag for
Tk times so far).

(b) The error bar Ag is bounded by O(,/ ﬁ) as a requirement of the meta-algorithm.

In this work, we propose Algorithm 4 as the framework of Ax. In what follows, we elaborate
each component of Ag’s algorithmic design in detail.

Horizontal search space for p7.. In the design of Stage 1 algorithm as presented in
Algorithm 5, we adopt the framework of zeroth-order online convex optimization. Specif-
ically, we establish an epoch-based update rule of the search space of local optimal p7..
The search space (interval) for Epoch 7 =1,2,... is denoted as [Lk -, Uk r]. Within each
epoch, we divide the time horizon into a series of doubling sub-epochs to gather samples for
W(a), W (b), W(c) where a, b, c are the three quarter points. By the end of each sub-epoch,
we update the estimates and examine whether their estimation error bar is separable ac-
cording to certain rules. As we keep doubling the size of sub-epochs, the estimation error
bars are shrinking exponentially until they are separated. Then we reduce the search space
by one quarter and proceed to Epoch 74+ 1 Sub-Epoch 1. When the search space is as
sufficiently small as O(1/T"), we stop searching and proceed to Stage 2.

Vertical uncertainty bound for W (pj.). In Stage 1, we maintain an error bar Ag as
the confidence bound of estimating each local optimal W (pj). We show that the error
bar has a size of O(\/%T() if we have run Ag for Tk times so far. In addition to the
statistical concentrations, another intuition of this fact comes from Lemma A.9: If we
cannot distinguish among the value of each quaternary of a convex function due to their

uncertainty, then we may construct a comparable uncertainty bound for the optimal.
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Complementary sampling to enhance Ag. It is worth noting that Ax < 400 does
not exist for granted even after Stage 1. This is because we cannot update Ax when the
search space [Lg, Uk] is updated, i.e., no simultaneous “horizontal converging” and “vertical
converging”. As a consequence, if we are very “lucky” that we can always reduce the search
space in the first sub-epoch of every epoch until Ux ; — L, < 1/T, then we will have
Ak = 400 until Stage 2. We settle this issue in two approaches: (1) We upper bound the
time periods before any Ax < +00 by O(log T') based on the Pigeon-Hole Theorem. (2) We
have Stage 2 (Algorithm 6) as a complementary sampling stage without causing excessive
regret. By the end of Stage 2, we will have an ideal error bar for each agent Agk.

Pure local exploitation contributing to global LCB. From Agent Ag’s perspec-
tive, it runs pure exploitation in Stage 3 (Algorithm 7) without causing extra sub-regret.
However, it still keeps updating the estimates of Wk and Ak to facilitate the LCB meta-
algorithm.

4.4 Technical Novelty

To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to propose a methodology undergoing
“horizontal-and-vertical” convergence simultaneously. In contrast, existing works adopt ei-
ther “vertical convergence” such as bandits algorithms (which allow non-convexity of ob-
jective functions but cannot achieve O(v/T) regret even with smoothness assumptions),
or “horizontal convergence” which is applicable to many online planning and optimization
scenarios but requires global convexity assumptions.

5 Analysis

In this section, we provide the theoretical analysis on the performance of Algorithm 3. We
firstly propose our main theorem that upper bounds the cumulative regret.

Theorem 5.1 (Regret). Let ng = 6(log,/3 T + Ck) where C := 108, /3 Pmax + 1 and 6 =

48(2mn+1)T
€

2log - max{Pmax, Ymax | Imax- Algorithm 3 guarantees an O(\/ Tmn + mn) regret

with probability at least 1 — e. Here O() omits the dependence on log% and logT.

This regret rate is near-optimal with respect to 7', as it matches the information-theoretic
lower bound of £2(v/T) (see Broder and Rusmevichientong, 2012, Theorem 3.1), which de-
scribes a special case as m =n =1 and y; = C1; = 0 in our setting.

5.1 Sub-Regret and Confidence Bound of Ay

In this subsection, we present two lemmas that show the convergence of each agent Ag.
Specifically, Lemma 5.2 shows the “horizontal convergence” of (inventory, price) decisions
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towards the local optimal. Lemma 5.3 shows the “vertical convergence” of estimation error
A such that we are maintaining and updating a valid lower-confidence bound for the
majority of time.

Lemma 5.2 (Sub-regret of every Ag). For agent Ax defined as Algorithm /4 that has been
running for Tk time periods so far, the cumulative sub-regret is bounded by:

Tk
SRegic = 3 QUi Prc) — Wpie) = O(\/Tie). (%)
tr=1

The proof of Lemma 5.2 is relegated to Appendix A.5.
Lemma 5.3 (Validity of Ax). For any agent Ak has been running for Ty time periods

with Tre > 6(logy 3 T + Cr), we have A = O(\/%T{)

The proof of Lemma 5.3 is presented in Appendix A.6. From Lemma 5.3, we directly get the
following Corollary 5.4.

Corollary 5.4. After at most No := 6(mn + 1)(log, /3T + Cr) time periods, there does
not ezist any K € [mn] U {0} such that A = +00.

Furthermore, due to the piecewise convexity of W(p) and the convergence rate of A,
combining with Corollary 5.4, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 5.5. At any time t > Ny := 6(mn + 1)(logy/3 T+ Cr), we have

oL
LOBy < W(pl) and LCBy > W (pl) — 35Ax — TW (9)

Here Ly is the Lipschitz coefficient of W (p).
The proof details of Lemma 5.5 is displayed in Appendix A.7.
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5.2 Overall Regret

With the help of all the lemmas presented above, we are now ready to provide an upper
bound on the total regret.

mn T
Regr :=Y_ SRegk +» W(P,) — W(P*)
K=0 t=1
mn T 927,
<Y OWTr) + Y (35Ak + =50) + 6(mn +1)(1084/3 T + Crc) - dimax - Prna
K=0 t=No
mn mn T L
<0 1 T A 7.2V
SO (2 2 T 2 et ) (10
mn Tk 1
=0O(Vmn - T + Z Z —— +mn)
K—otr=1 VIK
=O(VTmn + Z 2y/ Tk + mn)
K=0
=0(VTmn + mn).

6 Discussion

Here we discuss some potential extensions of our work, serving as heuristics towards a
broader field of research.

Generalization to non-linear demands. We assume the demand D is a linear function
of price p, which is a widely-used assumption (see LaFrance, 1985). Meanwhile, we still
want to generalize our methodologies to a broader family of non-linear demands. Notice
that the second-stage allocation problem defined by Eq. (2) does not involve the formulation
of demand w.r.t. p. Therefore, we may still divide the price space into [Ciy ju, Cigerr igesn)
intervals, and run an individual online optimization agent within each interval. With a
similar analysis, we can achieve an O(T®(mn)'~®) regret, where o > 1/2 is dependent on
the demand family we assume. On the other hand, by selecting m = n =1 and C;; = 0,
we may have a lower bound at 2(7%).

Generalization to censored demands. In this work, we consider a warehouse-retailer
setting where the demand orders are realized and informed to the suppliers before they are
served. However, there exists another supply-demand relationship, such as groceries and
wholesales, where the realized demands are revealed only after the resources are delivered
from the supply side to the demand side as a preparation. In that case, we should estimate
the prospective demand and carefully balance the allocation among individuals in each
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side respectively, which goes much beyond a greedy allocation scheme as we solve Eq. (2).
Besides, the realized demand might be censored when supply shortage occurs, making the
problem more challenging. Therefore, we expect future investigations toward that new
problem.

Pricing and service fairness. Our model maintains fairness in the pricing process by
offering the same price to all consumers. However, while the greedy policy for resource
allocation is reasonable, widely adopted, and analytically optimal, it leads to differentiated
service levels among consumers. We anticipate future research focused on ensuring fairness
in service levels during resource allocation.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we study an online learning problem under the framework of pricing and allo-
cation, where we make joint pricing and inventory decisions and allocate supplies to fulfill
demands over time. To solve this non-convex problem, we propose a hierarchical algorithm
which incorporates an LCB meta-algorithm over multiple local OCO agents. Our analysis
shows that it guarantees an O(\/ T'mn+mn) regret, which is optimal with respect to T as it
matches the existing lower bound. Our work sheds light on the cross-disciplinary research
of machine learning and operations research, especially from an online perspective.
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A Proof Details

A.1 Proof of Theorem 3.1

Proof. We conduct the proof according to the proof sketch displayed after Theorem 3.1 in
the main paper.

Firstly, we construct the dual problem of Eq. (2). Here we denote C; j(p) :=—p+C; , and
we know that the sorting of Cj ; is identical to that of C; ; for any p € R. The Lagrangian
can be written as

L(X, A, i, \) .ZZCJXJ ZZAJX,J—FZ/L]ZXJ DY NO X - L)
i=1  j=1

=1 j=1 =1 j=1

_ZZ —Aij+ i+ i) i,j—z,uij— E Ail;.
J i
(11)

Here A € ]RTX",,u € R},A € RT. Therefore, the primal problem can be written as
minyx maxa , » L(X, A, p, A), and the dual problem is:

max I%}H L(X, A, u,\)

A, s
— Z,uij — Z Nil; if é@j — Ai,j + w; + Ai=0or Xi,j =0,Vi € [m],] S [’I’L]
j i
—00 otherwise.

(12)
This comes from the complementary slackness. Since Cj, j, < 0 for £ < K, the condition
of C,k i — Aigjr + 15, + Ai, = 0 is not necessarily satisfiable for those k € [K]. Given this,

the dual problem can be equivalently written as

n m
—mi}l\l E /Lij‘i‘ E )‘i[i
/"L7 . .
7j=1 i=1

(13)
st Cijp + 1, + Ny, > 0,k < K.
Denote h(p, \; I, D) := > i1 D+ 37 Al Also, define a new equation
W N 1LD, Q) - ZMJD +Z>\I +ZQk (Nig + 113,): (14)

By initializing Q = 0 and j;: f,ﬁ = D, we know that h(u,)\;f,ﬁ) = ﬁ(u,)\;iﬁ,@). In
the following, we conduct a series of equivalent transformations on h, which will further
induce an algorithm to solve the dual problem.

Notice that
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Algorithm 8 Equivalent transformation on h

— -

Initialization: Q =0,I=1,D = D.
for k=1,2,...,K, do

Set Qk < min{f)jk, fzk}

Update fik — fik — Q.

Update Djk — Djk — Qk
end for

i The value of B(,u, A; f, 5, Cj) is unchanged over the processing of Algorithm 8.

ii The {Q};" series we get from Algorithm 8 is identical to the {Xj, ; }/'™ series
from Algorithm 1.

In the following, we focus on proving this lemma

Lemma A.1 (Feasible dual solutions). The equation set of A € R, u € R}

Wi, = i, = 0, otherwise.
has a feasible solution.
Before proving Lemma A.1, we firstly propose and prove the following series of lemma.

Lemma A.2. After the operations of Algorithm 8, the total number of k such that Qp # 0
does not exceed min{K,m + n}.

Proof of Lemma A.2. According to Algorithm 8, the operation at time k leads to either
Iy = 0or Dj, = 0. On the one hand, there are at most k times of operations. On the
other hand, there are at most (m + n) number of I; and D; that can be reduced to 0. m

Lemma A.3. For ki, ko € [K|, k1 < ko, s.t. Qi # 0,Qk, # 0,ix, = ix,, then for any
k > ki we have either Qp =0 or ji # jk, -
Similarly, for ks, ky € [k], ks < ks, 5.t. Qky # 0,Qp, # 0, jig = Jjk,, then for any k > ks we

have either Qr, = 0 or iy # ik,.

Proof of Lemma A.3. We only show the first case here, and the second case is by symmetry.
Consider I,-k2 by the start of period k = ky: Since Q, # 0, we have I,-k2 > 0 at that time.

Also, since k1 < ko, we have fikl > 0 by the end of period k = k1. As a result, we have
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Dj, = 0 by the end of period k = k;. Therefore, for any k > ki such that ji = jg,, we
have Djk = 0 and therefore Q; = 0. [ |

Lemma A.4. Define a bipartite graph G(V, E), where V.= V1 UVa, Vi = [m], V3 = [n] and
E = {(ix, jx) for all k s.t.Qy # 0}. There exists a series of independent trees {T}}i_; such
that G =Ty UTyU...UT;. Here two independent trees T;,T; C G satisfies T; NT; = (.

Proof of Lemma A.J. We sufficiently show that there exists no loop in this bipartite graph
G(V,E). In fact, according to Lemma A.3, for any edge (ir,,jr,) € E, either i, or jg, is
a leaf node. On the other hand, there exists no leaf node in any loop. Therefore, no loop
exists in this graph. [ |

With the help of Lemma A.2, Lemma A.3, Lemma A.4, we may process to prove Lemma A.1.

Proof of Lemma A.1. Based on Lemma A .4, the set of tuples {(ix, jx), k € [K] s.t. Qr # 0}
can be separated as a series of disjoint "tree" sets. Therefore, we only need to prove
Lemma A.1 holds on a connected "tree" set. Denote this tree as T := G (Vp, E7), where
t = |T'| is the size (i.e. number of nodes) of tree T', Ep = {(i,,jk. ), 7 =1,2,...,t,1 < k1 <
ko <...<k <K}, and Vp := {ip_}_; U {jr. }._;. In the following, we show that there
exists {1, H_,>0,{\, }t_; >0 such that Wi, + iy, = —C fort=1,2,...,t

ey JT Ukr sJkr
We prove this proposition by induction on ¢ (denoted as the size of tree T').

= -C

(i) When ¢ = 1, the equation set reduces to My, + A Niklyjkl' A feasible solution

and )‘ih =0.

iy

is py,, = —Cj

kTR

(ii) Assume that the proposition holds for ¢ < N for some positive integer N. In the
following, we show that it also holds for t = N + 1.

Consider (ig,,jk, ) which is the edge in the first place. According to Lemma A.3, we
show that either ix, or ji, is a leaf of tree T": In fact, if ik, is not a leaf, then 373 > 2
st. ik, = ik, and jg, # jk,, and therefore k;, > k1. According to Lemma A.3,
for any k > ki,Qr # 0, we have ji # jr,. As a result, we have j,_# j; for any
T € [t],7 # 1. Similarly, if ji, is not a leaf, then i, must be a leaf. Without loss
of generality, assume ji, is a leaf, and therefore iy, is not a leaf (otherwise 7" is not
connected).

Denote 7" := G(Vp \ {jk, }, Er \ {(ik,, Jk,)}) as the rest of the tree T excluding jg, .
and we have |T'| = N and iy, € T’. According to the induction hypothesis that
holds for t = N. the equation set defined on tree T” has a feasible solution. Asa
result, there exists 7* > 2,7 € [t] such that i, = i) _,.. Notice that )‘ih = )\ikT* <

_éikT* e« < _éikl kg - Therefore, we know that _éikl gk, )‘i’%* > 0. By letting
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Hjp, = _éikl gk T Aiy_, and combine it with the solutions derived by induction
hypothesis, we have construct a feasible solution to the equation set as t = N + 1.

By the principle of induction, we have proven Lemma A.1. [ |

Now we are able to get back to the main stream of the proof. Denote the solutions to
Eq. (15) as (u*, A*), and we have

(16)
K ~
== Z Xir g Cir.ji,-

Therefore, we get a feasible solution to the dual problem shown in Eq. (13) whose value
equals —h(,u*,)\*;f,l_j) = Zle Xik,jkéik,jk- This further equals the value of the primal
solution to Eq. (2) proposed by Algorithm 1. Due to the duality, we know that the primal
solution is optimal. [ |

A.2 Proof of Lemma 3.2

Notice that Eq. (2) defines a linear programming which contains a matrix variable with
constraints on the (weighted) sum of each row and each column. Therefore, we may prove
a generalized version of Lemma 3.2, which is defined as follows.

Lemma A.5. Given parameters ¢ € R®, A € R'** B € RI*®, define the following opti-
mization problem

_|

g(I, D) := min c'x
zeR

s.t. x
A

B

Y

8 X
IATA
bl ~p ©

It holds that g(I, D) is convex w.r.t. [I; D).

Proof of Lemma A.5. Consider the Lagrangian of Eq. (17):

L(z,p, \; I, D) := ¢ a—p 2+ AT (Az—D)+n" (Bz—D) = (c—p+A" \+B n)Ta—A"T—"D.
(18)
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Therefore, we have

I,D) := L A\ 1, D L A\ 1, D
9(1,D): =min max (@, s Aym; I, D) = nax min (@, s A3 I, D)
= max min(c—pu+AA+B ) e —A"T—n"D
pANZ0 T
= max —\'[— n D
wyA,m>=0

st. c—pu+A"AX+BTn=0.
(19)
Here the second line is due to the strong duality of linear programming. Since the last line
indicates that g(f, 5) can be represented as the piecewise max of linear functions (which is
convex), we know that g(I, D) is also convex w.r.t. [I; D] jointly. |

A.3 Proof of Lemma 3.4

At the beginning, we define a few key quantities and notations. We denote C; j(p) =
—p+C; j as we did in Appendix A.1. Also, we adopt the notations I ~and D],c in Algorithm 1
as the remaining inventories and demands at each step k of allocatmg Xi, jp- Moreover,
we denote { X jk}l?:l as the optimal solution to Eq. (2) generated by Algorithm 1. Given

Algorithm 1 and Theorem 3.1, we know that g(f, p,ﬁ) can be written as the following
form

K
9 ch,yk -min{ ZmDyk} ZC%,M z*k,]k (20)
k=1
We firstly show that Qq(I,p) is Lipschitz, which is sufficient to show that g(I,p, D) is
Lipschitz. In fact, for any AI > 0, we have g(I + AL p, D) > g(],p,D) Al - Gy, j,
and g([ + Al p,D) (f,g ﬁ)ﬁ Also, for any AD > 0, we have g(f,p,D + AD) >
(I p,D)— AI-C;, g and g(I D, D—i—AD) < g(I p, D). Moreover, for any Ap > 0, we have
g(I,p+ Ap,D) > g(I,p, D) — Ap-||I|}y and g(I,p + Ap, D) < g(I,p, D) + Ap- | I]|1.
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Since Q4(I,p) = <’7, 1) + g(I,p, Dy(p)) where Dy(p —b-p+ Ny, we have

)=
= K
8Qt([=p) Z 8CZka( ) mln{ zk,D' }+Zéik7jk amln{ Zk’DJk}

8]) k=1 8]) " k=1 ap
K — — —
9(1,p,D) 0D (p)
Z mln{ () ]k} + < 85 |D—Dt(p)’ 8]9 >

k=1

_ Z min{7;,, D;,} + (o5 15=piwy D)
(21)

2 . N N = -
M’*“’ 228“““{ wsDid gy o0, BYT(5), B

- 22 amln{ i Di ) +gr7_[59(ﬂp,ﬁ)5

9 B . N
Zk alD Zk ]k,—b> —|—5TH59(17p7 D)b,p S [CiK,jKyc.

ZK+1JK+1]'
Here ’Hf)g(f, D, l_j) represents the partial Hessian matrix of g(f, D, l_j) with respect to D. As

=2(

we have shown in Lemma 3.2 that g is marginally convex on 5, we know that H 5 g(f, D, 5) =
0 and therefore ETHBQ(f, D, ﬁ)g > (0. Since b > 0 as we have assumed, it is sufficient to
show z/{f:l 215:1 —X;, j, 1s monotonically non-increasing with respect to D.

Now we Consider the following optimization problem

K
R(I,D) := XI%%EX” _H[Cikvjk < * Xig g
€ k=1
s.t. X@j >0
= . (22)
ZXi7j < Dj,Vj c [Tl]
i=1

ZXi’j < I;Vi € [m]

J=1

According to Lemma A.5, we know that R(I, D) is a convex function w.r.t. [I;D]. Also,
if we denote 1;, ;, := 1[Cy, j, < p], we will see —1;,_;, < —1; ., 4., Vk € [mn —1]. This
indicates the solution to Eq. (2) generated by Algorithm 1 is also an optimal solution to

Eq. (22).

Consider an arbitrary AD > 0. Since the optimal solution X* to R(I, D) is a feasible
solution to R(I, D + AD) (as the constraints get loose), we know that R(I,D) > R(I,D +
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Aﬁ) Therefore, we have Z£{=1 —Xi,,jz is monotonically non-increasing with respect to D.
This holds the proof.

A.4 Proof of Lemma 3.5

We firstly propose and prove a lemma that shows the number of singularities of function g.
Denote I*(p) := argminj Q(I,p), and we have

Lemma A.6. For any noise vector N, € R™, there exists at most 3™T™ number of p €
[Cixixs Cixir.jrin] such that g(I*(p),p,d —b-p+ Ny) is non-smooth with respect to p.

Proof of Lemma A.6. Recall that g(f,p, l_jt(p)) = ZIIC{:I(_p—i_Cikvjk) - X7 where X, j, =

minj. D;, (p): Therefore, the non-smoothness comes from the assignment of Xj, ; , which
Zk7 ~

further comes from Dj, (p).

To facilitate the proof, we slightly enhance the lemma by lettmg [ = a+7- p, and D =ad—b- P

and prove the lemma for any u, v, @, b>0. (Here we merge N, into @ as it is fixed. )
We prove this lemma by induction on m + n.

(i) When m+n =2ie m =mn =1, we have g(f,p, 5) = (=p+Cy,1) min{u; +vip, a1 —
bip}, which has 1 < 3™ singularities at most.

(ii) Assume that the lemma holds for Vm,n,m + n < Z for some integer Z > 2. Now,
consider the case when m +n = Z 4 1, and we have

g(I,p,D)
K
= (=p+ Ciyjy) -min{w;, +vi,p,aj, — by, -pt+ Z(_p + Ci i) - min{fik (p), Djk (p)}
k=2
= ]l[uil + vi, p < aj, — bjl 'p] ((_p + Cihjl)(uil + Uilp) + g( H(p) - (uil + Uilp)giwpv ﬁ(p) - (uil + Uilp)gjl))
+ ﬂ[uil + vy, p > aj — bjl 'p] ((_p =+ Oihjl)(ajl - bjlp) + g( _»(p) - (ajl - bjlp)€i17p’ ﬁ(p) - (ajl + bjlp)gjl)) :
(23)
Here ¢€; := [OLO,...,O, 1,0,...,0]" is an indicator vector which has only one “1".
Notice that g([(p) - (uh + Ui1p)€i17paD(p) - (ui1 + Uilp)gj1) and g([(p) - (aj1 -
b;j,p)€y, 0 D(p) — (aj, + bj,p)€j,) is discussed in m + n = Z. Therefore, from the
inductive hypothesis, we know that the total number of singularities is no more than
1+ 3% 4374 < 34+L

According to the principle of induction, we have proved this lemma valid. [ |
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According to the definition of W (p) given by Eq. (6), we have

W(p) = QU (p),p)

(24)

_9Q(I*,p) | 9Q(I,p) d I*(p)
- O oI ’

According to the definition of I*(p), we have % =0 at I = I*(p). Now we show that
9QU* (p).p)
Op

have

is a monotonically increasing function of p. According to the definition of @), we

A
— Lim _ lim ZZ...Z(g(**,p,a—z?-p+[—01+zlA,—02+z2A,...,—on+znA]T)+<7,f*>)

j=1
(25)
Denote
20, 20; 20,
. . A A A . . .
Qa(l*,p)=Y_> ... (g(f*,p,a— bop+[-Cr4 hA =CotbA, ..., ~Co+ 1, A7) + (7,1))
Ih1=11l=1 In=1
Pr{((NVi(j) € [=Cj + (I — DA, =C; + ; A))].
j=1
(26)

Due to the property that the limit operation preserves convexity, it is sufficient to show that
QA(f*,p) is convex with respect to p. According to Lemma A.6, we know that QA(f*,p)
has at most F := (%)" -3™*" pnon-smooth singularities. Without loss of generality, denote
them as

CiK,jK <P<P<..<Pg<(

and PE+1 = C

IK4+1,JK+1"

K+1,JK+1°

Also denote Py := C;

mas.

. Now we propose another two lem-
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Lemma A.7. Forp € (P.,Pet1),e =0,1,2,..., FE, we show that %}j’p) 18 monotonically
imncreasing on p.

Proof of Lemma A.7. Notice that

2C1 209 2Cn

0 T S & - 89( 7p7a_bp+Nt =
—Qal*p)=>_> ... ), Pr[((Ne(j) € [=C; + (j — 1)A, ~C; + [ A))
dp Op
I1=11l2=1 ln=1 j=1
20y 20y 2cn
A A n
0 ;
=Yy .. Z 9Qu(I",p) p), ﬂ —Cj+ (I — DA, —Cj + L A]).
li=112=1 In=1 p 7j=1
i} (27)
Here Nt = [-C1 + 1A, —Cy + 1A, ...,—Cp +1,A]". Now we consider the monotonicity
of aQt( o ) on each (Pe, P.41) interval. Since there exist no singularities in this interval, we

know that QtI * p € C? in this range, and therefore we have

dp ap oIop ~ dp ) Op2

0 0Qu(I*,p) dI*(p), 0*QuI*,p)
e P A =

op 9l dp Op (28)
= dIF(p), | PQuU*p)

Qu(I*,p)
—— v 7 >,

Op? >0

Here the second line that we swap the sequence of derivatives is due to the smoothness
within the (P., P.41) smooth interval, and the last line is from Lemma 3.4 which shows the
marginal convexity of Q¢(I,p) w.r.t. p. Therefore, we have proved the lemma. [ |

Lemma A.8. At each P, fore=0,1,2,...,E, we have W(P,) < W/(P;).

Proof of Lemma A.8. We firstly consider W’(P.”). According to the proof of Lemma A.7,
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we have

W(P) = tim W(p)
p—Fe
= lim 9 lim  lim Qa(I*,p)
p—P; Op A0+ C—+o00
201 202 2Cn,

A n
i e 55 S ettt Y € 0 na
2C1 202 2Cn
A n =
. . = . . aQt(I*7p)
= lim_ 1 NP (NG) € =G5 + (I — DA, —Cj + LA] - lim 2P
ALHSW;TOO;I; ;:: r[jol( G) € [F05 + (i = DA =05 + ;4] Tim ==
) 20y a0y
A A A

. . = 2 . 8@15( 7p)
< lim lim g E E Pr N(j)e[-Ci+ (I, —1)A, -C; +1;A] - hm
A0t C_>+°°l1:112=1 ln=1 [JQ( WG ) s p=r P 7

d =
= lim — Ui li I,
p_lgl+ Oop A0+ Coto Qa(l’.p)

= hm W (p)
p—>P
=W'(p7).
(29)
Here the fourth and the sixth lines are due to the Moore-Osgood theorem of exchanging
limits, as Q¢(I*,p) € C? when p € (P._1, P.) and p € (P., P.1) respectively. The fifth line
comes from Lemma 3.4: as Qt(f, p) is convex w.r.t. p, the left derivatives of LQ'})(;”) ) should
not exceed its right derivatives at any point p. [ |

Applying Lemma A.7 on Eq. (24), we know that W (p) is convex within each smooth interval
(P., P.41). Also, from Lemma A.8, we know that W (p) is convex at any singularity P, as
its left derlvatlves does not exceed its right derivatives. Combining those two properties,
we know that Q( ,p) is convex w.r.t. p. This ends the proof.

A.5 Proof of Lemma 5.2

The main idea of this proof originates from OCO with zeroth-order (bandit) feedback, as
is displayed in Agarwal et al. (2011). Specifically, we conduct the proof in the following
steps:

(a) When an agent Ak is in Stage 1, Epoch 7 and Sub-Epoch s, then we sequentially
show that
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(i) The aggregated function C);gms(f7 p) is concentrated to Q(I,p) for the three
proposed p = p; € {ak r, bk +,cK -} and for any I, with O(1//ns) error.

(ii) The Q K.r,s,p» Which takes the empirical optimal inventory decision, is concen-
trated to Q(f* (p),p) = W (p) at those proposed prices p = pr € {ax r, bk, cK +},
with O(1/,/ns) error.

(iii) According to the convexity of W (p), we upper bound the sub-regret per round
W(p) — W(p}) by O(1/,/ns), where pj is the local optimal price.

(iv) We show that the total number of epochs in Stage 1 is O(log T'). According to

the doubling lengths of ng, the total sub-regret of Ax is O(v/Tk) by the time
when A has proposed Tk pairs of decisions (I, pt).

(b) When an agent Ag reaches Stage 2 or 3, we know that the search space [Lx, Uk] is
smaller than 1/T. Given that the @; functions (and therefore W (p)) are Lipschitz,

we may upper bound the sub-regret per step as O(1/T) and the total sub-regret as
O(1).

Before we get to proof details, we propose a lemma that generally holds for convex func-
tions.

Lemma A.9. Suppose f : [a,b] — R is a L-Lipschitz convex function. Denote f(x*) :=

min,c(q ) flx),z1 = 3“Z'b,3:2 = “T+b,:173 = %?’b. Assume there exists some fixed constants
A and A > 0 such that f(xz;) € [A— A, A+ Al,i =1,2,3, then we have
max{f(z1), f(x2), f(z3)} — f(2*) < 4A. (30)

Please kindly find the proof of Lemma A.9 in Appendix A.8.
Now we return to the main proof. We firstly propose the following concentration lemma

Lemma A.10. For Agent Ax running in Epoch T Sub-Epoch s, and vl e R, symbolic variable p; €
{aK,T7 bK,T) CKﬂ'}, we ha’Ue

. . c,
T I, AT - I, AT S 31
with probability Pr > 1 —¢€. Here C, := 210g% “Qmax and Qmax := Max{Pmax, Ymax } Imax-

We will specify the value of é as a function of € by the end of this proof. We defer the
proof of Lemma A.10 to Appendix A.9. From Lemma A.10, we may get the following
corollary.
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Corollary A.11. For Agent Ax running in Epoch T Sub-Epoch s, and symbolic variable
€{arr, bk cK+} we have

A . Cc
|QK,T,S7]37— - Q( *(ﬁT)?ﬁT” < 2\/71_5’ and (32)
0 < Qs (pr)s Br) — QU (b)) < fn_

with probability Pr > 1 — 4T¢€.

Proof of Corollary A.11. For each fixed tuple (K, 7,s,p;), according to Lemma A.10, we
have

Qs r5pr — QU (Pr)s pr) =Qicrs(Lic 15 (Br)s Br) — Qrcrs (T (B2, Br) + Qi ros(I* (Br), ) — QU (pr), pr)

c. G
Ot g ==
QKJ‘,S,ﬁT - Q( _;*(]aﬂ')aﬁﬂ') :QK,T,S(IK,T,s(ﬁT)aﬁT) - Q(IK,T,s(ﬁT)aﬁT) + Q(IK,T,S(ﬁT)vﬁT) - Q( _’*(ﬁT)yﬁT)
C. C.

>— +0=
o A (33)

with probability Pr > 1—2¢. Here the first inequality comes from the optimality of I ; s(pr)

over Qg rs(-,pr) as well as the concentration of QK,W(f* (pr), pr) towards Q(f* (Pr), Pr)-

The second inequality comes from the concentration of Qg - s(Ik rs(Pr), pr) towards Q(Ik - s(Pr), Pr)
as well as the optimality of I* (pr) over Q(+,pr).

Also, we have
(IKTS(pT)7 7') Q ( )ﬁT)
(IKTS(ﬁT » P 7') C?KTS([KTS(]5 ) ﬁ )
(I

+ QKTS(IK,T,S( T) ) QKTS ( ) )
+QKTS(_)*(13T)= pr) = Q(I* (pr), br) (34)
Ce
_2\/71—3 +0+ SN
= Cc
s

with probability Pr > 1 — 2¢. Here the third line comes from the concentrations (the first
and the third term) as well as the optimality of Ik ; s(pr) over Qg - (-, pr). Besides, the

other side that Q(I+.s(pr),pr) — QUI*(pr), pr) is due to the optimality of I*(p,) over
Q(')pT)'
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Since the combination of (K, 7,s,p,) is unique, and the total number of combinations is
exactly T', we apply the union bound of probability and get that Eq. (32) holds for all
(K, 1,s,p;) tuples with probability Pr > 1 — 4T€. [

Combining Corollary A.11 with Lemma A.9, we have the following corollary

Corollary A.12. Define a flag as shown in Algorithm 5, and define py, = argminpe[CiK’jK i1 i)
When flag == 0 by the end of Sub-Epoch s of Epoch T, we have

Ce
Vs

holds for pr = ax +,bx +, i, with probability Pr > 1 — 24T€.

W (pr) — W(pk)| <16 -

(35)

Proof of Corollary A.12. When flag == 0, according to Algorithm 5, we know that

|QK77—7570’K,7’ - QKvTvsva,‘r| §4AK77—73
QK,T,&(IKJ— - QK,T,S,CK’.,— §4AK,T,S (36)

C?K,T,s,be.r - QK,T,S,CK’.,— §4AK,T,5-
Also, according to the convexity of W (P) in [Ciy jy, Ciy .y jxi1], we know that Wick ;) <
>

W(GK’T);W(bK'T) < max{W(ak ), W(bk,)}. Without loss of generality, assume W (ag ;)
W (bk ), and then we have

QK,T,S,CKV-,- - QAK,T,S,GK,T :Q(IK,T,S(CK,T)7 CK,T) - Q(f* (CK,T)7 CK,T)
+ Wickr) = Wlak,r)

=,

+ Q(I*(CLK,T)7 a‘K,T) - Q(IK,T,S(G‘K,T)v a‘K,T)

C. Ce
+0+

Vi s

2C,
— 2 4Nk,
\/n—s_ K,1,s

(37)
<

Therefore we know that |QK,T,8,I)K,.,- — QAK,T,S,CK,7—| < 4Ak ;s. Combining Corollary A.11, we

have
’W(G’K,T) - W(bK,T)’ S‘Q(I*(CLK,T)7CLK7T) - Q(IK,T78(CLK,T)7CLK7T)‘

+ ’Q(IK,T,S(CLK,T)a aK,T) - Q(IK,T,s(bK,T)a bK,'r)’
+ |Q(IK,7,s(bK,7)7 bK,T) - Q(f*(bK,T)y bKT)|

C. C. (38)
<
> Tls + 4AK,T,S + ,—ns
4C.
< .
ST

34
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And also

W (ak.) — W(ek )| <IQU (axr)s axr) — QU rs(aK ), ax 1)

+ QUK rs(ak 7)), 0r ) — QU +5s(br ), cK.7)|

F1QUr rs(crer) s brer) — QU (bre,r), cxcr)|

C. C. (39)
Vs Vs

4C,

T

By applying Lemma A.9 with A = f/ci we show that the lemma holds with Pr > 1 —247T¢

ns’
(since we have used Corollary A.11 for 6 times). ]

<

+ 4AK,T,S +

<

Finally, we show that upper bounds the total number of epochs in which Ay is running,
and we first denote this number as M. In fact, from the design of Algorithm 5, we know
that by the end of each epoch, we have Ug ;41 — Lk r4+1 = %(UKJ — Lk 7), i.e. the length

of search space [Lx 7, Uk ] reduces by 1/4. Since Lx 1 = Cix jr, Ukt = Cigey) jreir> W
have
Uk My — L, vy
Mg <logszy Uxi — Lra
—logy g Uki1— Lk
Uk My — L,y
CiK+1,jK+1 - CiKyjK (40)

< 10g4/3 1 3

T 1
=10843(Cigci1jiy1) H1084y3T + 1
S 10g4/3 Pmax + 10g4/3 T + 1.

Denote Cx := log4/3 Pmax + 1, and we have Mg < log4/3 T+ Cx

With all properties above, we may derive the total sub-regret for Ag. Firstly, the cumulative
sub-regret in Epoch 7 Sub-Epoch s is
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SubReg(Ag,T,8)
=ng- Y QUksrs-1(br),Pr) — QU (), Pi)

ﬁT:aK,Tva,Tch,T

S Ns - Z |Q(fK,T,S—1(ﬁT)7ﬁT) - Q(f*(ﬁT)7ﬁT)| + |Q( _;*(ﬁﬂ')vﬁﬂ') - Q(f*(p*K)7p*K)|

ﬁ‘r:aK,T 7bK,T CK, T

Ce. Ce
< . 20 -
=N o Z T, + N

pT_aK,T7bK,T7CK,T
= 63C,.\/ng
= 63C, - 2°/%.

(41)

Secondly, denote the number of sub-epochs in Epoch 7 as .S; and the length of Epoch 7 as
T, (therefore we know that T, = 3-257+1 — 1), and the cumulative sub-regret in Epoch 7
is bounded by

S,
SubReg(Ag,7) := Z SubReg(Ak,T,$)

s=1

S,
< Z 63C., - 25/2
s=1

~

1
< 200C, - r

< 200C/T.

Thirdly, we may calculate the total sub-regret of Ag as

36



Mg
SRegK = Z SubReg(.AK, T)

T=1

Mg
< Z 200C,.\/T-
T=1

(43)

My Mg
< 2000, - <Z(\/i)2> oo

. T=1
= 200C.() 1) (M)

=1
< 200C,: - /Tg - Mg
< 200C. \/TK(10g4/3 T + Ck)

= O(VTx).

This rate holds with Pr > 1 — 24T¢ for each K € [2mn + 1]. Let é :=

€
- 2mnt )T S5©

that C. = 0 = \/2 log w - max{Pmax, Ymax } - Imax, and we complete the proof of
Lemma 5.2.

A.6 Proof of Lemma 5.3
We analyze the behavior of Ax by considering the current stage of Ag.

1. If Ak is currently in Stage 1. Suppose Ag has played for 7x epochs. Since each
epoch reduces the price interval [Lk -, Uk -] to its 3/4, we know that 74 < M}, <
logy/3 T + Ck where Cf :=10g, /3 Pmax + 1 (see Eq. (40)).

According to Pigeon-Hole Theorem, at least the longest epoch 7 has been played for
Tk — logy3 T+Ck
in this epoch. Since we update Ag by the end of each sub-epoch (except for the last
sub-epoch of each epoch), at least one of these two sub-epochs leads to an update on
Ag. As aresult, Ax < +oo after this update, and after Tx > 6(logy/3 T+ Ck) time
periods.

= 6 times. As a result, at least two sub-epochs have been reached

Tk
10g4/3 T-‘FCK .

Also, we denote the length of each sub-epoch of Epoch 7 as Hx 75,5 = 1,2,...,5;,
where S; is denoted as the number of sub-epochs of Epoch 7. Given those definitions,

Denote the length of this epoch 7 as H 7, and we know that Hp > >
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we have

S:—2
Hizs5.-1 2> Z Hpg 7 o
s=1 (44)
Hg s 5.
Hgsg.-1 > —220
2
As a consequence, we have
Hg ; T
Hyrgo1 > —2 > a (45)

4 7 4(logys T+ Ck)

Since we still can update Ag by the end of Epoch 7 Sub-Epoch S; — 1, we may
upper-bound Ag in the following approach

0K
Ag =K
2\/Ms; 1
oK
Hgzs.-1/3
0K
= 2 Tr (46)
4(logy /3 T—l—CK)

=\/ 7= TK 0K - \/3 logy/3 T + Ck)

. If A reaches Stage 2. Since we only run Stage 2 for once without stopping, updating
WK, Ak or switching agents, we assume that Tk reaches the end of Stage 2 without
loss of generality. We firstly upper and lower bound the length of Stage 2. Denote
Tk,1 as the time periods that Agx spent on Stage 1, and Tk 2 := T — Tk,1 as the
time periods that Ag has spent on Stage 2 so far. Remember that the purpose of
T , and at the end

of Stage 2 we reduce A to its half comparing to the one we have by the end of Stage
1 (if not +00). Therefore, we have

conducting Stage 2 is to guarantee a Ag that is comparable to

Tk
2T >2Hwx» > N, >Hpr> ——————2°
K12 203 2 Ngo 2 Hg 3 2 logys T+ Cr (47)

Here the first inequality represents that Ax runs Tk 1 time periods in Stage 1, includ-
ing Hp 7 time periods in Stage 1 Epoch 7. The second and third inequalities hold
because we get comparable Ag in Stage 1 and in Stage 2, and the best Ax we got in
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Stage 1 is on the longest sub-epoch, which is 7. The last inequality is from the proof
shown in Case 1 (when Ag reaches Stage 1).

Also, since Stage 2 applies a "Doubling Trick", we have

Tro <2' +22 + ...+ Ngo

<N} o,
<2Njo (48)
= Tk <41k
= Tk <Tkg <5Tk,.
As a result, we have
) 5 0 (logy /s T+ C -1
Ak = — < E_ < xllogy/s K)o =) (19)
K,1 T vV
VN \/ To81/3 TFCx 5 K

3. If Ak reaches Stage 3. Denote Tk 3 := Tk —Tk,1 — Tk 2 as the time periods that Agx
has spent on Stage 3 so far. According to Algorithm 7, we know that Ax = \/J—K_ =

Nk 3
0K N 1 :
N e O(\/NK,Q—i—TK,s)' Also, since

1 1
Nko+Tk3 >~ Ngo+ 3’ Nko+Tk3

2
1 TK71 1 TK,2
25 . logy/3T + Ck * 2 2 1k
S Tka+Tko+Tks (50)
- 2(10g4/3 T+ Ck)
_2(log4/3T +Ck)
Therefore, we have Ag < O(—————) = O(\/%T() This ends the proof of

Ti
2(log4/3 T+Ck)

Lemma 5.3.

A.7 Proof of Lemma 5.5
We consider each case where A is in Stage 1,2,3, respectively.

1. If Ak is in Stage 1. When updating Ay, we know that flag == 0 at Stage 1 Epoch 7
Sub-Epoch s—1 according to Algorithm 5. Denote p := argming ca, i b} QK ms—15.
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and we have that

LCBy =Wg — 34Ak

. o 0K
—QK,T,S—l([K,T,S—l(p)yp) — 32 2\/@
A A A . . )
=Qrrs1(Trs 1 (0),9) = W) + W(H) —17- —= (51)
V1s—1 VTs—1 Ng—1
<0+ W (pi)

Here the fourth line comes from Corollary A.11 and the last line is an application of
C. = di and Corollary A.12.

On the other hand, the lower bound LC B is not too faraway from W (pj,) since we
have:

LCBg
= min{QK,T,s—l,aK,.ﬂ QKJ,S—LCK,-H QK,Tvs_lva,‘r} - 34AK
. C C C
= mln{QK;f‘,s—l,aK’.,. - 2\/%7 QKJ‘,S—LCK’.,- - 2\/%7 QK,T,S—I,bKVT - 2\/%} —33
Ce
> min{W(ag ), W(bk-), W(ck,)} —33-
> min I (e ). W (o ). W (e 1)) — 335
> W (p) — 334
(52)

2. If Ak is in Stage 2 and Stage 3, we may consider them altogether as the only update
of LCB as well as Ag occurs by the end of Stage 2, which is also the 0-th time period

40

Ce
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of Stage 3. In this case, we have
Wi — W (p)
= Wi — Qi) + Qo Fic, Bic) = Qe (I (030) i)
+ Qi (F(Pi), Pic) — QU (B5): D)) + (W (9%) — W (p))

) L
<0+0+ K -
2 NK72 + TK,g T
L
EZAﬁkf%—-7%Z-
W(pk) — Wk
= (W(pk) = Wpk)) + (WPk) — QUk,Px)) + (QUf, k) — Qi Uk, Pi)) + (@K — Wk)
0K Lw
<0+0+ + —
2 NK72 + TK,g T
L
EZAﬁkf%—-7%Z-
. (53)
Since LCBg = Wi — 34Ax — LTW, we have
L L
LCBx < W(pl) + Ak + TW —34Ak — TW
< W(pk)-
L L 54
LC’BKZW(p})—AK—TW—MAK—TW (54)
2L
> W(pl) = 354K — =5

Combining the two cases listed above, we have proved this lemma.

A.8 Proof of Lemma A.9

Proof. Denote f1 := f(x1), fo := f(x2), f3 := f(x3). Then we prove this lemma by cases
where z* locates.

1. When z* € [a, 1], we denote € := 22221 We know that € € [%,1], and then we have
ef(x*)+ (1 —¢€)f(x2) > flex* 4+ (1 — €)xa) = f(x1) due to the convexity of f(z). As
a result, we have:

f(x*) zfl - (1 _6)f2
:f2+f1_f2 (55)
e f2 ;-fl.
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If f1 > fo, then we have f(z*) > fo > A— A=A+ A—2A > max{fi, fo, f3} — 2A.
Otherwise f1 < fa, then we have

far) 2 - 220

2f2_f2:f1
2

=2f1—[f2
>2(A—A)—(A+ A)
=A-3A
=A+A—-4A

> max{ fi, fo, f3} — 4A.

2. When z* € (z1,22], let e = 22=12, and the proof goes the same way as in (1).

3. When z* € (z2,3], we let e = 22=2L and we know that € € [£,1]. Since zo =

e-z*+ (1 — €)xy, we have ef(x*) + (1 — €) f(x1) > f(x2) according to the convexity
of f(z). Therefore, we have:

£ S =9h
f2_fl (56)

€

=f1—f1;f2.

If f1 < fo, then we have f(z*) > f1 > A— A=A+ A—2A > max{f1, fo, f3} — 2A.
Otherwise f1 > fo, then we have

=f1+

f("E*)Zfl_@

Zfl_fl:fz
2

=2fa— f1

> 2(A—A)— (A+ A)
=A-3A
=A+A—-4A

> max{f1, f2, f3} — 4A.

4. When 2*(x3,b], let € = 22=12, and the proof goes the same way as (3).
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A.9 Proof of Lemma A.10
Proof. Notice that

=

_pmax[max S —p- ”ﬂ’l S Qt([_;p) S <;};7 [> S ’Ymaxjmax (57)

Denote Qmax = max{Pmax,’Ymax}[maX. By app]ying Hoeffding’s Inequality to Vf, ]37 c
{aK,T7 bK,T) CKﬂ'}, we haVe

_ - 2:172113
Prl|Qk rs(I,pr) — QU pr)| = a] < 2exp{——;—1}
max (58)
- _— Qmax\/zlog% . R
= |Qrrs(I,pr) — QU,pr)| < N with Pr>1-¢
Let Cr = Qmaxi /210g% and this completes the proof. [ |
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