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ABSTRACT

It can be profitable for vehicle service providers to set service prices
based on users’ travel demand on different origin-destination pairs.
The prior studies on the spatial pricing of vehicle service rely on the
assumption that providers know users’ demand. In this paper, we
study a monopolistic provider who initially does not know users’
demand and needs to learn it over time by observing the users’ re-
sponses to the service prices. We design a pricing and vehicle supply
policy, considering the tradeoff between exploration (i.e., learning
the demand) and exploitation (i.e., maximizing the provider’s short-
term payoff). Considering that the provider needs to ensure the
vehicle flow balance at each location, its pricing and supply deci-
sions for different origin-destination pairs are tightly coupled. This
makes it challenging to theoretically analyze the performance of
our policy. We analyze the gap between the provider’s expected
time-average payoffs under our policy and a clairvoyant policy,
which makes decisions based on complete information of the de-
mand. We prove that after running our policy for D days, the loss in

the expected time-average payoff can be at most O ((ln D)%Dﬁ ),

which decays to zero as D approaches infinity.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Many vehicle service providers (e.g., taxi companies and ride-sharing
platforms) charge users based on the users’ origins and destinations
as well as the travel distances [20]. This is because users’ travel de-
mand varies significantly across origin-destination pairs (hereafter
referred to as links). A vehicle service provider needs to jointly
optimize its service prices for different links. The reason is that a
user takes the vehicle service if and only if it accepts the price and
there is enough vehicle supply on the corresponding link. Since the
provider should route vehicles across links, its vehicle supply and
pricing decisions for different links are tightly coupled. This makes
the pricing of vehicle service different from those of many other
services (e.g., electric power service [15] and mobile data service
[13]).

There have been some studies investigating providers’ pricing
and vehicle supply decisions [2, 5, 19]. A common assumption made
in these studies is that for each link, the providers have complete
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information of users’ aggregate demand as a function of the service
price. In practice, the providers initially may not know the users’
aggregate demand. Instead, since the users have similar demand
patterns during the same time period of different days, the providers
can learn the users’ demand over days by testing different prices
and observing the users’ responses. Intuitively, the providers can
test prices with a large variance to expedite the learning process.
However, this may yield low payoffs to the providers in the short
run. Therefore, the providers should carefully make their decisions
to trade off the exploration (i.e., learning the demand to improve
the long-term decision making) and exploitation (i.e., maximizing
their short-term payoffs). As far as we know, none of the prior
studies investigated this tradeoff in the pricing of vehicle service
with unknown demand. This motivates our study in this work.

1.1 Our Work

We study a vehicle service provider’s pricing and supply policy. On
each day, the provider decides its service prices for all links, where
the prices are measured in dollars per time slot.! Moreover, for
each link, the provider decides the rate at which its vehicles depart
from the origin to the destination.? The provider’s vehicle supply
decisions should ensure the vehicle flow balance. In the system’s
steady state, the rate that the vehicles depart from a location (to
other locations) should equal the rate that the vehicles arrive at this
location. The vehicle flow balance constraint couples the provider’s
decisions for different links, and makes it challenging to design the
pricing and supply policy.

At the beginning of each day, the provider announces its prices.
During the day, the aggregate demand on each link is realized
and observed by the provider. The realized aggregate demand is
a function of the price and a random demand shock. The demand
shocks are different across links and days, and their values are not
known by the provider. Our purpose is to design a policy that helps
the provider estimate the parameters associated with the demand
functions and achieve a high time-average payoftf.

To focus on the policy design with the unknown demand, we
study a stationary model where the users’ aggregate demand does
not fluctuate during each considered time period. Similar stationary
models have been considered in [5, 18, 23]. References [1] and
[6] studied more sophisticated models, where the arrivals of user
requests follow Poisson processes and the systems are modeled by
closed-queueing networks. It is even more challenging to design
and theoretically analyze learning and pricing policies for these
models. As the first study in this direction, our work focuses on the
n practice, many providers charge users based on their travel distances instead
of their travel times. Given the average vehicle velocity on a link, one can convert
between the two measures of prices.
2We assume that the provider has its own vehicle fleet and has full control over the

supply. In our future work, we are interested in studying providers (e.g., ride-sharing
platforms) who incentivize people to use private vehicles to offer service.



stationary model, and our results may provide guidelines for the
policy design in other more sophisticated models.

We summarize our key contributions as follows.

I. Policy Design. We design a pricing and supply policy that
has different operations on odd and even days. On each odd day, the
provider first estimates the parameters associated with the user de-
mand functions. The estimation is based on the prices implemented
on the prior days and the corresponding demand observed by the
provider. Then, the provider makes the pricing and supply deci-
sions to maximize its payoff as if its estimation is correct. On each
even day, the provider makes decisions by modifying its decisions
on the last odd day. For example, it modifies its prices by adding
offsets. This induces a dispersion between the prices implemented
on the current even day and the last odd day, which facilitates the
provider’s learning of the users’ demand. The sizes of the offsets
decay over days, and the provider can control the decay rate to
balance the exploitation and exploration.

II. Regret Analysis. We compare our policy with a clairvoyant
policy, where the provider is assumed to initially know the users’
demand and makes decisions accordingly. We evaluate our policy
by the time-average regret, which is the difference between the
provider’s expected time-average payoffs under the clairvoyant
policy and our policy. The theoretical analysis of the time-average
regret in our problem is much more challenging than that in some
prior work (e.g., [14, 15]) which studied pricing services with un-
known demand. The reason is that the vehicle flow balance con-
sidered in our problem complicates the provider’s decision making
and makes it difficult to derive closed forms for the pricing and
supply decisions. To tackle the difficulty, we construct a resistor
network given the traffic network (which is inspired by [23]). We
leverage the notion of effective resistances (defined based on the
resistor network) to derive the closed forms for the provider’s deci-
sions. Then, we prove that our policy is a no-regret policy, i.e., as
time goes by, the provider’s time-average payoff under our policy
will converge to that under the clairvoyant policy.

1.2 Related Work

1.2.1  Spatial Pricing of Vehicle Service. There have been some stud-
ies analyzing providers’ spatial pricing decisions, e.g, [1, 2, 5, 19, 23].
Banerjee et al. in [1] used a continuous-time Markov chain to track
the mass of vehicles at each location, and designed pricing policies
with approximation guarantees. Bimpikis et al. in [5] considered
a stationary model with time-invariant user demand, and investi-
gated the impacts of the network topology and demand pattern on
the spatial pricing. Ma et al. in [19] studied a ride-sharing platform’s
problem of dispatching drivers and charging riders, considering
the drivers’ decisions of accepting the dispatching. In our prior
work [23], we analyzed the impact of location-based advertising on
providers’ spatial pricing, and investigated the providers’ optimal
collaboration with advertisers. None of the above studies consid-
ered the spatial pricing with unknown user demand, which is the
focus in this work.

1.2.2  Pricing with Unknown Demand. Our work is closely related
to the stream of research that analyzes service providers’ optimal
pricing with unknown demand, e.g., [4, 7, 9, 14, 15]. Most of the
related work assumed that users’ demand functions belong to a

parametric family and some parameters characterizing the func-
tions are unknown. Service providers iterate between estimating
the parameters and optimizing their prices based on the estimated
models. In terms of the policy design, our work is most related to
[14] and [15], where providers add offsets to prices to create price
dispersions. As discussed before, it is difficult to derive closed forms
for a vehicle service provider’s decisions because of the vehicle flow
balance. The theoretical analysis of our policy is more challenging
than that in [14] and [15].

1.2.3  Multi-Armed Bandit Problem. Our work is also related to the
studies on the multi-armed bandit problem, e.g., [3, 17, 21, 22]. These
studies also analyzed dynamic decision problems with uncertainty,
and considered the exploitation-exploration tradeoff. Different from
our work, these studies did not assume fixed parametric structures
for objective functions. Moreover, most of them considered finite
decision spaces for decision makers. Although a few studies con-
sidered infinite decision spaces, their solutions cannot be applied
to our problem. For example, the solution in [17] requires a convex
objective function, while the vehicle service provider’s objective
function in our problem is non-convex.?

2 MODEL

We consider a monopolistic provider offering vehicle service over
multiple days, which are indexed by d = 1, ..., D. In Section 2.1,
we model users’ demand. In Section 2.2, we define the provider’s
decisions, payoff, and policies. In Section 2.3, we introduce a metric
for evaluating the provider’s policies.

2.1 Users’ Demand

We use N £ {1,...,N} to denote the set of locations, and assume
that the time within each day d is slotted. Let p% denote the vehicle

service price for link (i, j) on day d, where i # j, i,j € N, and p?j is
measured in dollars per time slot. If a user takes the vehicle service

and travels from i to j, its payment to the provider per time slot is
d
pij-
Given p:ij we assume that the mass of users who want to travel
from i to j via the vehicle service in each time slot during day d is

dfpd d\_ o pod o d g
\Pij (Pij,fij) = aijj —,Bz]Pij +€,~j,Vl #j,i,j € N. (1)

Here, a;; and f;; are the demand model parameters. We assume
that 0 < amin < @ < dmax and 0 < Ppin < fij < Pmax for all
i # j,i,j € N. The provider initially only knows dmin, @max, Pmins
and Prax, and needs to learn the values of a;j and B;; over time.
The random variable elfij € |, €] captures the shock in the de-

mand on day d. For each link (i, j), we assume that {elfij}(k1 b
is a set of independent and identically distributed random variables

with a cumulative distribution function Fj; (-). We further assume

that E {63} = 0. The provider does not know EZ but knows Fj; (-).

3 As we will see in (3), maximizing the provider’s expected payoff is a non-convex
problem if we do not enforce the local supply-demand balance constraint. When using
the solution in [17], we cannot enforce this constraint. This is because enforcing the
constraint requires the provider to estimate the demand model parameters, which is
not included in the solution in [17].



We assume that there exists a maximum price pmax that the
provider can charge, e.g., due to government regulations [8]. We
further assume that dmin — fmaxPmax + € = 0, which ensures the
demand’s non-negativity.

In (1), the demand is linear in the price, and we consider an
additive demand shock. References [14] and [15] studied the pricing
of products with unknown demand, and considered similar models.
References [5] and [23] studied the pricing of vehicle service with
known demand, and also considered linear demand models. The
linear demand model enables us to theoretically characterize the
performance of our policy and shed light on the design of effective
learning and pricing policies.* We can easily extend our policy to
other demand models, e.g., the exponential demand model (note
that the theoretical performance analysis will become even more
challenging).

An underlying assumption in (1) is that the demand model pa-
rameters do not change within day d. This is to simplify the nota-
tions and presentation. In practice, users may have quite different
demand patterns during different time periods (e.g., daytime and
nighttime). We can easily generalize our model and solutions by

considering different demand model parameters (e g aday /)’day,

night Y an dpd nrght)

a;;
1
. . . . d
for different time periods. For example, the provider can learn ai;ly
d, day}

, and ﬁ?jlght) and pricing decisions (e.g., p i J

and ﬁd Y by choosing {p el D

2.2 Provider’s Decisions, Payoff, and Policies
2.2.1 Decisions. At the beginning of each day d, the provider de-
cides price pg. for each link (i, j), and announces p?. to the users.
Meanwhile, the provider decides the vehicle supply for each link.
Specifically, we use w;ij > 0 to denote the mass of vehicles depart-
ing from i to j (i # j) in each time slot during day d. Our work
focuses on the system’s steady state. Hence, when deciding w ., the
provider should ensure the following vehicle flow balance [5] [18]:

wih= > whvieN. @)

JjeM\{i} jeN\{i}

For link (i, j), wg. is the rate that the vehicles depart i, and also
equals the rate that the vehicles arrive at j. Considering all links,

the vehicles’ departure rate at i is X ;e v (1} wfj, and the arrival

rateatiis X jean (i} wjdl Constraint (2) implies that these two rates
should be equal.
During day d, the randomness in the demand (captured by ! )

is realized. After observing the demand ‘I’l.j (p;i] d) for each link
(i, ), the provider can update its knowledge about a;; and f;;, and
adjust its pricing and supply decisions on day d + 1 (which will be
discussed in later sections). In practice, the demand may fluctuate
over time during a day, and we use the random variable e;jj to

approximate the average fluctuation.

4A linear demand curve can be a reasonable approximation of some other demand
curves. For example, using a linear curve to approximate the demand curve in [12]
can achieve a small mean squared error.

2.2.2  Payoff. Next, we define the provider’s time-average payoff
onday d in the system’s steady state. We introduce some parameters.
Let &;; > 0 denote the vehicle travel time on link (i, j). It is defined
as the number of time slots required for a vehicle to travel from i to
J. First, we assume that &;; is a fixed parameter and does not change
with the users’ demand for taking the provider’s vehicle service (i.e.,
(pg., efﬂ) will
decrease, and some users will not take the provider’s Vehicle service.
These users will travel to j by other means (e.g., taking their own

vehicles). Therefore, the impact of ‘I’l f (p i€ J) on the traffic load

and travel time on (i, j) is negligible. Second, we assume that £;;
does not change during a day. Similar to a;; and f3;;, we can easily

(Pl i€ J)) When the provider increases plj

generalize the model by considering different travel times (e.g., §'?jay

and §glght) for different time periods. Third, we assume that &;;
does not change over days. This is to simplify the presentation, and
our policy can be generalized to the day-variant travel time case.

We use ¢ > 0 to denote the provider’s cost of supplying a vehi-
cle per time slot. The cost can include the provider’s payment to
the vehicle’s driver and energy cost. Since the cost per time slot
is normally independent of the vehicle’s location, we consider a
homogeneous cost ¢ for different links.> Our work focuses on the
case where ¢ < pmay, i.e., the cost is smaller than the maximum
price that the provider can charge.

We use the function II (pd, wd, ed) to denote the provider’s
payoff per time slot on day d in the system’s steady state. Here, we
S (pg,\ﬁ ;ej,i,jeN) ford=1,...,

are defined similarly. Then, we define II (p wi, ed) as follows:

(P wi, ed) Z Z §ijmin{\Pflj(p?j,eflj),W%}PZ

ieN jeN\{i}

=2, D e ()

ieN jeN\{i}

define pd D, and w4 and €4

The provider’s payoff per time slot consists of two parts. The first
part corresponds to the users’ payments. Based on the definition

of \Pd (p;i l‘i) in (1), in each time slot, a continuum of users of

mass ‘I’d (pl] ) want to depart from i to j by takmg the vehicle

lJ
service. Given the provider’s supply decision w ., the actual mass
of users departing from i to j via the vehicle serv1ce per time slot
: : d(,d .d

is min {‘I’ij (pij’ Eij) ,
&ij, the mass of users traveling on (i, j) via the vehicle service
(i.e., including the users traveling on the link but departing from

w;ij} Therefore, considering the travel time

ijij ) i
Since the provider gets pg by serving each of these users in this

i in earlier slots) in any time slot is &;; min {‘I’Z (pd,ed) w‘.i.}

time slot, the first part on the right side of (3) captures the users’
overall payment per time slot. The second part corresponds to the
cost of supplying vehicles. In any time slot, the mass of vehicles

>Mathematically, it is easy to extend the model to the heterogeneous cost case.



traveling on (i, j) is &; ng..é Therefore, the overall cost per time slot
is Yien Zje M (i) §ijwidj0~

2.2.3 Policies. At the beginning of day d > 2, the provider knows
the history of the realized demand and its decisions during the past
d — 1 days. We use (‘I’l,pl,wl, .,‘I’”l_l,pd’1 wd’l) to denote

this history, where wl o pd-1 represent the users’ demand on

all links during the first d — 1 days. Note that the provider does not

know the history of the demand shocks (i.e., e, .., ed_l).

We define a policy 7 as a sequence of functions (7{1, e, n'D),

1 is a constant function, and 74 (d > 2) maps the vector

(‘I’l,pl, wl, .,‘I’d_l,pd_l, wd_l) to the vector (pd, wd),
maps the history during the first d — 1 days to the provider’s deci-

Here, ©

ie., it

sions on day d. Note that (pd, wd) should satisfy pidj < Pmax and
wfj > 0 for all (i, j), and ensure the vehicle flow balance in (2). The

function 7¢ (d > 2) is assumed measurable with respect to the
o-algebra generated by (‘I’l,pl, wl, .. ,pd 1 d_l).

Next, we define the provider’s time-average payoff (i.e., its av-
erage payoff per time slot) during the first D days. Recall that

(p wd, ed) denotes the provider’s time-average payoff on day

d. Given a policy 7, the provider’s expected time-average payoff
during the first D days is E” {% 23 (p w, ed)}, where the

expectation is taken with respect to the random variables €, . . . , e

and the (possible) randomness in the policy 7.

2.3 Performance Metric

Our target is to design policies for the provider, who initially does
not know the demand model parameters. In order to evaluate the
designed policies, we first assume that the provider knows the
demand model parameters, and define a clairvoyant policy. Then,
we will introduce a metric for evaluating the provider’s policies
based on the clairvoyant policy.

To facilitate the presentation, we define 6;; S ((xi 7> Bi j) for each
link (i, j), and let 0 £ (0;;, Vi # j,i,j € N).

2.3.1 Clairvoyant Policy. When the provider knows 6, it does not
need to adjust decisions over time to learn 6. Under the clairvoyant
policy, the provider solves the following problem on each day d:

max E_4 { (p wé, ed)} (4a)
Z wg = Z W]l,Vl eN, (4b)
JeN\{i} JEN\{i}

d d(,d _d Fa s s
WU:EEidj {‘I’U (pij,eij)},\h;ﬁ],l,JEN, (4c)
var.  pd < pma, Wi 2 0,Vi# j,ij € N. (4d)

As shown in (4a), the provider makes the decisions to maximize its
expected payoff per time slot on day d, where the expectation is
taken with respect to €. The constraint (4b) ensures the vehicle

®When w . > ‘I’d (p”

carry users. The pr0v1der may intentionally route empty vehicles in the network to
ensure the vehicle flow balance in (2).

j) some vehicles traveling on (i, j) are empty, i.e., do not

flow balance, as discussed in (2).” The constraint (4c) captures the
local supply-demand balance, meaning that the provider chooses the
vehicle supply (i.e., wd.) to equal the users’ expected demand (i.e.,

E et { i (plj l])}) on each link. This implies that we consider

the vehicle service in a large city with thousands of links and the
provider simply sets its supply to satisfy the local supply-demand
balance, which simplifies its operation.® Note that @ (which includes
the demand model parameters) appears in the expressions of both

I (pd, wé, ed) and ‘l’ld (pu l]) Therefore, the provider needs to
know @ to solve problem (4).

Recall that for each (i, j), eilj, o, eg are independent and iden-
tically distributed. As a result, the provider’s optimal solutions
of (pd, wd) to problem (4) for different d are the same. We use

(p* (6),w* (0)) to denote the optimal solution. We include 6 in the
notation to indicate that the solution is derived based on the knowl-
edge of 0. Under the clairvoyant policy, the provider’s expected

payoff per time slot on day d is E _a {1’[ (p* 0),w" (0), ed)}.

2.3.2  No-Regret Policies. We intend to design policies for the provider
who initially does not know 6 and achieve a time-average payoff

that is close to E 4 {H (p* 0),w*(9), ed)
We evaluate a policy 7 based on the time-average regret during
the first D days, which is defined as follows:
d _.d
(p w% e ) )} . (5)

D
AT AET 12
D Dd

=1

The time-average regret AT captures the difference between the
provider’s expected time-average payoffs during the first D days
achieved under the clairvoyant policy and the policy . In (5), the
expectation is taken with respect to el,..., P and the possible
randomness in the policy 7.

Our work focuses on designing no-regret policies, which are
defined as the policies with limp_, s A]’S =0, i.e, the time-average
payoffs achieved under these policies converge to that achieved
under the clairvoyant policy. We summarize the key notations
(including those introduced in later sections) in Table 1.

} in the long run.

I (p" (0).w" (6).¢)-

3 OUR PRICING AND SUPPLY POLICY

In this section, we introduce our No-Regret Pricing and Supply
(NRPS) policy. In Section 3.1, we explain the method of estimating
the demand model parameters. In Sections 3.2 and 3.3, we show the
procedure of our policy and discuss its complexity, respectively.

3.1 Estimation of Demand Model Parameters

At the beginning of day d > 2, the information that the provider
has includes the provider’s decisions and the realized demand
during the past d — 1 days. Based on its past pricing decisions

(e, pl,... ,pd

"Note that the travel time &; 7 does not appear in the flow balance constraint (4b), since
£;j does not affect the vehicles’ departure rates and arrival rates.

8n our future work, we plan to relax the constraint (4c) and analyze the corresponding
clairvoyant policy. In this case, the provider’s operation is more complex. For example,

~1) and the corresponding realized demand (i.e.,

even if the expected demand on (i, j) is small, the provider may choose a large WZ
which increases the mass of vehicles available at location j and enables the provider

to serve more users departing from j.



Table 1: Key Notations.

=1,...,D Index of days
iLjeN Index of locations
p% Provider’s pricing decision for (i, j) on day d
wg'. Provider’s supply decision for (i, j) on day d
b/ 4 Provider’s pricing and supply policy

Demand model parameters for (i, j)

el.dj € [g, e] Demand shock on (i, j) on day d

g (p?j, g) Demand (per time slot) on (i, j) on day d
&ij Vehicle travel time on (i, j)
c Cost of supplying a vehicle per time slot
II (pd, wd, ed) Provider’s payoff per time slot on day d
AT Time-average regret achieved by policy

Estimated demand model parameters for
(i,j) based on the history of the first d days
P, Control parameters used in our policy

pl ‘I’d_l), the provider can update its estimation of the de-
mand model parameters (i.e., ) and make the pricing and supply
decisions for day d accordingly.

For each link (i, j), we use élfij_l = (o?lfjj_l, ﬁg‘l) to denote the
provider’s estimate of 8;; = (a;j, fij) given the history of the first
d —1days (d > 2). In our policy, the provider computes éldj_l based
on the following least squares estimation:

d-1 2
ij—l = argmin Z (‘I’f] (pfjefj) - (a?ij - ﬁijpfj)) . (6)
(@ij, Bij)eR? r=1

5d—1 [ od-1 [ rd-1
Oij :(max{mln{aij ,amax},amin},max{mm{ﬁij ,ﬁmax},ﬁmm}).

7
In (6), the provider computes a vector (@;j, fij) that belongs to the
_ 2

set R? and minimizes the sum of (‘I’IT] (pirj, elT]) - (dij - ﬁijpirj))
overt =1,...,d — 1. Here, ‘I’f] (pifj, ef]) is the realized demand on
link (i, j) on day 7, and &;; — ,Bijpl.’j is the expected demand on (i, j)
under pl.Tj when the demand model parameters are &;; and f3; j.9 We

5d—1 . o
use 91.]. to denote the solution vector (aij, ,B,-j)A

Note that Olflj_l belongs to R?, while 6;; lies in the compact

rectangle [@min, @max ] X [ fmins fmax]- Therefore, in (7), the provider
projects Oidj_l onto the set [min, ¥max] X [Pmin» Pmax] to get the

estimate élfij_l.

3.2 Our NRPS Policy

In Policy 1, we show the complete procedure of our NRPS policy,
which includes the parameter estimation introduced in Section 3.1.
3.2.1 Initialization. In line 1, the provider chooses values for é?j,
p, and 7. Let ég denote the provider’s estimate of 6;; without any

history. Recall that we assume that the provider initially does not

9 According to (1), when the demand model parameters are &; j and Bi j» the demand on

(i, j)is aij — BijP,-Tj + efj We can compute the expected demand using E {efj} =0.

Policy 1 No-Regret Pricing and Supply (NRPS) Policy

1: Initialization: For each link (i, j), set é?j to be a vector ran-
domly picked from set [@min, @max ] X [ Pmin> Pmax]- Choose con-
trol parameters p € (0,00) and 57 € (0, %)

2: ford=1,...,Ddo

3 if d is odd then X

4 For each link (i, j), compute Hl.dj_l based on the least
squares estimation method shown in equations (6) and (7).

5: Solve problem (8) to obtain (p* (éd_l) ,w* (éd_l)).

6: For each link (i, j), implement p;kj (éd’l) as the pricing

.. % rd—1 ..
decision and Wi (9 ) as the supply decision.
7 else
8: For each link (i, ), implement p;‘j (Od_z) - #d‘”
ij
as the pricing decision and w;‘j (éd_z) + pd~" as the supply
decision.
9: end if
10: end for

have any prior knowledge of 6;; except the feasible region of 6;;.
Therefore, for each link (i, j), the provider can choose é? by ran-
domly drawing a vector from [@min, ®max] X [Bmin> Pmax] (according
to an arbitrary distribution). We use p € (0,) and 1 € (O, %) to
denote two control parameters of our policy. As discussed later,
the provider can tune p and 7 to improve the rate at which the
time-average regret A7) converges to zero. The concrete choices of
p and 7 depend on the values of other parameters (e.g., 6;; and c).
In Section 5, we will numerically show the impacts of the control
parameters on the policy’s performance.

3.2.2  Operation on Odd Days. The provider’s operation on each
odd day is shown in lines 4-6 of Policy 1. First, the provider com-
putes élfij_l = (d?’j—l, Blfij_l) (i.e., estimates demand model param-
eters) for each (i, j) as described in Section 3.1. Note that when
d=1, élfij_l is simply é? which has been chosen in the initializa-
tion. Second, the provider decides its pricing and supply based on
the information of 91 2 (éldj_l,\?“i *j,0,j € N). The provider’s

decision problem is formulated as follows:

: ~d—1 pd—1,d d . d d
maxz Z §,-J-Ee;1}_ {mln{aij _ﬁij pij"'eij’wij”pij

iEN jeN\{i}
- Z Z §ing-c (8a)
iEN jeN\{i}
s.t. Z wfj = Z wj”.ii,Vi eN, (8b)
JEN\{i} JEN\{i}
wiy = 6 = BT Vi # dig e N, (80)
var. pd < pmax.wlh 2 0.Vi# i jeN. (8d)

We get problem (8) by replacing ;j; and f;; in problem (4) with
o?lfij_l and ﬁ?j_l, respectively. Specifically, both a;; and f;; appear
in two places of problem (4). First, they appear in the objective



(4a). According to (1) and (3), a;j and f;; affect the expression
of IT (p wd, ed) in (4a). We can replace a;j; and f;; in (1) with
sd—1
a;

with respect to €. This leads to a new objective, i.e., (8a). Second,
aij and f;; appear in the constraint (4c), because they affect the

and ,Bg._l, plug the result into (3), and take an expectation

expression of ‘Pd (p € ) in (1). We can replace j; and f;; in (1)

ij’
with alfij Land ﬁz 1, plug the result into (4c), and utilize E {eij} =0
to get a new constraint, i.e., (8c). In problem (8), (8b) and (8d) are
the same as (4b) and (4d), respectively.

Next, we explain the intuition behind the formulation of problem
(8). Since we target to achieve a performance that is close to that un-
der the clairvoyant policy, we formulate problem (8) to be analogous
to problem (4). Because the provider only has the information of
691 we get problem (8) by replacing all &;; and f3;; in problem (4)

0

-1

with o”cl.dj_l and ﬁAlfij_l, respectively. We use (p* (éd_l) ,
to denote the optimal solution to problem (8). Here, we include

in the notation to indicate that the solution is derived based on §9~1.
On an odd day d, the provider implements (p* (Od’l) , W (0‘1’1))

3.2.3 Operation on Even Days. The provider’s operation on each
even day is shown in line 8 of Policy 1. Different from the oper-
ation on each odd day, the provider does not update its estimate
of demand model parameters or solve an optimization problem on
each even day. Instead, the provider decides its pricing and supply
by modifying its decisions on the last odd day. Specifically, for an
even day d, the decisions made on the last odd day (i.e., day d — 1)

are captured by (p* (éd—z) , W (éd—z)) (according to line 5). On

p_2 d™" as
ij

as its pricing and supply.

the even day d, the provider implements p;‘j (éd—z) -

its pricing and w;} (Gd 2) + pd~" as its supply for each link (i, j).

Recall that p € (0,0) and 1 € (0 l) are the control parameters

02
chosen in the initialization phase, and ,BAlfjj_z is the provider’s es-
timate of f;; given the history of the first d — 2 days. Based on
the feasibility of (p* (éd—z) ,w* (éd—z
provider’s decisions on each even day are feasible and the supply
decisions ensure the flow balance (we leave the proof to Appendix
A).

)Next, we explain the intuition behind the design. When setting

the price for (i, j), the provider adds an offset (i.e., —%d_”) to
ij

)) we can verify that the

p:.‘]. (éd—z)' This induces a dispersion between the prices imple-
mented on the odd and even days, which facilitates the provider’s
learning of 6;;. The size of the offset is affected by the control pa-
rameters p and 7, and decays to zero as d approaches infinity. When
n is large, the offset decays at a high rate, which may lead to a slow
learning of 8;;. When 7 is small, the offset decays at a low rate. As
a result, the provider implements “non-optimal” prices on many
even days, which may reduce the provider’s expected time-average
payoff. Therefore, the provider should tune the control parameters
to achieve a good balance between the exploration (i.e., learning
0;;) and exploitation (i.e., maximizing the payoff). We will show the

impacts of the control parameters in Section 5. When setting the

supply for (i, j), the provider increases the supply from w} (Gd 2)
to w} (Od 2) + pd~". This is to accommodate the change in the

demand caused by the offset to p;.‘j (éd_z).

In contrast with our NRPS policy, one can design a myopic pric-
ing and supply policy, where the provider updates its estimate of
0 and solves problem (8) on each day d (without adding offsets to
the prices). In Section 5, we will numerically show that the myopic
policy can lead to an incomplete learning of 6 and achieve a worse
performance than our policy.

3.3 Complexity of Our Policy

When implementing our policy, the provider computes 8¢~ and
(p* (éd—l) W Ha—1
mainly requires the provider to solve (6), which is a linear regres-
sion problem. In Appendix B, we show that solving (6) is sim-
ple, as it mainly includes a multiplication between a 2 X 2 matrix
* (éd—l))
requires the provider to solve problem (8). We can utilize con-
straint (8c) to transform problem (8) to a simpler form. Specifi-
cally, we can replace wd in (8) with o?d_l - ﬁg_lpd Recall that
. We define

(éd_l)) on each odd day d. First, computing
and a 2 X 1 vector. Second, computing (p* (éd_l) W

Fij (+) is the cumulatlve distribution functlon of e
€;. as a non-positive parameter that equals fe € dFi I ( € j), and

1
simplify the term E_4 {mm { ﬁd 1pd + 6‘i ‘i}} in (8a) as
€ij

A‘i 1 ﬁd lpd +€;; .. Then, we can transform problem (8) to the

following problem

w3 S

ﬁl] Pz] € )plj

ieNjeN\{i}
DD et L (%)
ieNjeN\{i}
st ) ( —pi pU) D (df’i’l _ﬁ;ii—lp;li) VieN, (9b)
JEN\{i} JeN{i}
var. pfﬂ- < Pmax, ¥i # j,i,j € N. (%)

Since problem (9) has a quadratic and concave objective function
and affine constraints, it is a convex problem. The provider can
solve (9) by interior-point methods, and use w?. = ﬁd 1 Z
to determine the supply for each link. Recall that we assume that
Qmin — PmaxPmax + € = 0. This ensures the non-negativity of the

determined supply.

4 PERFORMANCE OF OUR POLICY

In this section, we analyze the time-average regret AT achieved
by our NRPS policy. In Section 4.1, we analyze the error of the
provider’s estimation of 6. In Section 4.2, we discuss the main
difficulty of analyzing the A7 achieved by our policy. We propose
a solution to tackle the difficulty in Section 4.3, and characterize an

upper bound on AT in Section 4.4.



4.1 Upper Bound on Squared Estimation Error

Suppose that the provider implements our NRPS policy. Next, we
show that the provider can gradually achieve an accurate estimation
of the demand model parameters. At the beginning of each odd
day d, the provider estimates ;; for each (i, j) based on the history
of the first d — 1 days, and the estimate is denoted by él.dj’l. Then,

we can use E {Héldj_l - 9ij||§} to characterize the mean squared

error of the provider’s estimate. Here, the expectation is taken with

d-1
, €

respect to €l,. .. and the randomness in our NRPS policy

(e.g., in the random setting of ég) In the following theorem, we

characterize an upper bound on E {Hélfij_l - 6] |§}

THEOREM 4.1. Under the NRPS policy, there exists a function
@1 (p, 1) such that (i) it is finite and positive for all p € (0, 0) and

ne (O, %), and (ii) the following relation holds for alld > 5 and all

(i,)):

In(d - 1)

B {11687 - 04113} < @1 (o)

Forall (i), E {| |éfj_1 - 9,’j||§} approaches zero as d goes to infinity.

The concrete expression of ®1 (p, n7) is complicated and can be
found in Appendix C (all the proofs of the results in the paper
can also be found in our appendices). Theorem 4.1 implies that
implementing the NRPS policy can help the provider accurately
estimate 0 as d goes to infinity. As d increases, we can see that
under a large 7, the rate at which the right side of (10) converges
to zero becomes low. This implies that increasing 7 can reduce the
rate of learning 6.

4.2 Difficulty of Regret Analysis

In this section, we discuss the difficulty of proving that our NRPS
policy is a no-regret policy. To show that limp_, A7) = 0 under
the NRPS policy, we plan to first characterize an upper bound on
AT, and then prove that the upper bound converges to zero as
D goes to infinity. According to the definition of A7) in (5), the
key step of characterizing an upper bound on AT is to bound

E™ {H (p* (0),w"(0), ed) —1II (pd, wd,ed)} ford=1,...,D.Re-
call that (p* (0),, w* (0)) is determined under the clairvoyant policy,
and is the solution to problem (4). Under our NRPS policy, (pd, wd)

is determined based on Policy 1. Next, we show that it is challeng-
ing to derive closed-form expressions for both (p* (0), w* (0)) and
(o).

Solving problem (4) gives (p* (0), w* (0)). Similar to the transfor-
mation from problem (8) to problem (9) (discussed in Section 3.3), we
can utilize constraint (4c) to transform problem (4) to a simpler form.

Based on (4c), we have wl%. =E_4 {\Pfi (pg., ez)} = ajj - ﬁijpg. for

ij ij
all (i, j). Then, we can utilize this relation to transform problem (4)

to the following problem:

max Z Z &ij (sz’j - :Bifp;'ij + Ei_j)P;ij

iEN N {i}
- D & (Otij _ﬁijp?j)c (11a)
iEN NV}
s.t. Z (aij - ,BUPZ) = Z (aﬁ - 'Bﬂp]dt) ,Yie N, (11b)
JEN\{i} JEN\{i}
var. p?j < Pmax, Vi # j,i,j € N. (11c)

Recall that €;; is defined in Section 3.3 as fo ed.dFij (ed) In fact,
J € ij ij

problem (11) is similar to problem (9), except that problem (11) is
formulated based on the actual demand model parameters (i.e., a;;
and f;;). From (11), we can see that it is challenging to derive a
closed-form expression for p* (0). Given p* (), we can compute
w* (0) using w;f‘j 6) = aijj — ,Bijp;.“j (0). Therefore, it is also hard to
derive a closed-form expression for w* (0).

Under the NRPS policy, when d is odd, (pd, wd) is the solution to

problem (8), denoted by (p* (éd_l) , W (éd_l)). Based on our dis-
cussion in Section 3.3, we can transform problem (8) to problem (9),

and solve problem (9) to get p* (éd_l). From (9), we can see that it
is also challenging to derive a closed-form expression for p* (éd_l )
Since w* (éd_l) satisfies w;.kj (éd_l) = o?l.dj‘l - /?idj_lp:.‘j (éd_l), it
is hard to get a closed-form expression for w* (éd_l). Under the

NRPS policy, when d is even, (pd, wd) is gotten by modifying the
decisions on the last odd day. As a result, it is also hard to get a

closed-form expression for (pd, wd) for an even d.

When we cannot use 6, 6471, and other parameters to repre-

sent (p* (0), w* (0)) and (pd, wd) in closed forms, it is difficult to
utilize the bound on E {||é5_1 - 0] |§} in Theorem 4.1 to bound

E™ {H (p* 0),w*(0), ed) -1II (pd, w4, ed)}. Note that this diffi-
culty does not exist in some earlier work that studied no-regret
pricing policies [14, 15]. For example, the service provider in [15]
essentially sells a single item, and its decision under the pricing
policy can be easily written in a closed form using the estimated
demand model parameters. In our problem, the vehicle service
provider makes the pricing and supply decisions for multiple links,
and these decisions are coupled through the vehicle flow balance
constraint. This makes it difficult to derive closed forms for the
provider’s decisions and further characterize a bound on Ag.m

4.3 Effective Resistance-Based Solution

In this section, we tackle the difficulty discussed in Section 4.2.
The key idea is that we can construct a resistor network given the
traffic network, and then utilize the notion of effective resistances
to derive the closed forms of the provider’s decisions.

1OWe can see that without the flow balance constraints in problems (11) and (9) (i.e.,
constraints (11b) and (9b)), one can easily derive the closed forms of the optimal
solutions.



Example of computing Ru(ﬁ)

rlZ(r23+r13)
Nt th;

Ru(ﬂ):

Figure 1: An Example of Constructing A Resistor Network for A Traffic Network (When N = 3).

The idea is inspired by our prior work [23], which studied a
vehicle service provider’s pricing in a complete information setting
with location-based advertising. Although the problem in [23] is
quite different from the problem in this paper (as discussed in
Section 1.2), the problem in [23] also requires deriving closed forms
for the optimal prices. Therefore, we use the technique proposed
in [23] (with proper modification) to tackle the difficulty here.

4.3.1 Resistor Network and Effective Resistances. Next, we focus
on deriving the expression for p* (6), which is the optimal solution
to problem (11). First, we construct a resistor network based on the
traffic network (an example is illustrated in Fig. 1). We can replace
the locations in the traffic network with nodes, and the two links
between each pair of locations with a resistor. Specifically, for all
i,j € Nwithi < j, wereplace the links (i, j) and (j, i) with a resistor,
use rj;j to denote its resistance, and let r;; £ ﬁ Recall that
&ij ' &i
Bij. Bji, £ij, and &j; are defined under the traffic rjletv;ork (e.g., &ijis
the vehicle travel time, and f;; is related to the slope of the demand
curve for (i, j)).

In a resistor network, the effective resistance between any two
nodes i and j is defined as the voltage between i and j if a unit
current is injected at i and extracted from j [11]. We use R;; (B) to
denote the effective resistance between nodes i and j in our con-
structed resistor network. Here, we include £ (ﬁij, Vi#j,i,j€ N)
in the notation to indicate the dependence of R;; () on § and dif-

ferentiate R;;j (B) from R;; (ﬁd_l), which will be introduced later.

Note that we have R;; (8) = 0 and R;; (B) = Rj; (B) foralli,j € N
[16]. In the example in Fig. 1, we show the computation of R;2 (B).
Readers can refer to [16] for more properties of effective resistances.

4.3.2 Closed Forms of (p* (6), w* (0)). In the following proposi-
tion, we characterize p* (0) (i.e., the solution to problem (11)) using
the effective resistances. Here, we use ,u;.‘j to denote the optimal
dual variable corresponding to the constraint pg. < pmax (i.e., (11c))
for each (i, j).

PROPOSITION 4.2. When p;‘j = 0 for all (i, j), we have

cﬂij+a,~j+ei’j 1

*(0)= 4+ —
£ () 2Bij 4&;j

> (R B)-Rac B))or @), (12)

keN

where vy (0) is defined as follows:

w@2 Y, (a-chy—ei) - D (k- cBr—en)-

JEN\{k} JEN\{k}
(13)

We will conduct the regret analysis under the assumption that
p;‘j = 0 for all (i, j). Intuitively, under a large pmax, the optimal
solution to problem (11) can satisfy p:fj (0) < pmax for all (i, j). In
this case, we have ] ;=0 for all (i, j) (based on the complementary
slackness condition). In Appendix E, we prove that the following
condition ensures p;‘j = 0 for all (i, j):

Z [vg (@) < min 2 (ﬂij + @ﬁji) (2Pmax —-c—

Pyt (i, )):i#), i, jeN &ji

ajj + ei_j
ﬁij
(14)

Given p* (0) in (12), we can derive the closed form of w* (@) using
W;(j (9) = ajj — ,Bijp;kj (0)

4.3.3 Closed Forms of (pd, wd) Under Our Policy. Recall that prob-

lem (9) is similar to problem (11), except that problem (9) is for-
mulated based on the estimated demand model parameters (i.e.,
fj’l and ﬁAidfl). Therefore, we can apply the same resistance-based
approach to solve problem (9). Specifically, we can construct a new
resistor network, and define the corresponding effective resistances,

a

ie, Rjj (ﬁd_l). We use ﬂi._l’* to denote the optimal dual variable

associated with (9c) for each (i, j). Similar to Proposition 4.2, when
‘;.1]._1’* = 0 for all (i, j), we can derive P?j (éd_l) using B;’lj_l, o?lfij_l,
Rjk (Bd’l), Rix (ﬁd’l), and vy (éd’l), Then, we can characterize
the closed forms for the provider’s decisions on the odd and even
days under our NRPS policy.

We will conduct the regret analysis under the assumption that
~d—1,%

ij

necessary condition for proving that our policy is a no-regret policy
(i.e., limp_,c Ag = 0). As shown in Section 5, when p:.‘j = 0 for

= 0 for all (i,j) and d. In fact, this assumption is not a

all (i, j), ﬁgﬁl’* may be positive for some (i, ) at the beginning.
After several days, ﬁ?j_l’* becomes zero for all (i, j), and no longer

changes. In this case, we can still prove that limp_, Ag =0. We
explain the reason in Appendix F to save space.



Based on our discussion above, we can get the closed forms of the
provider’s decisions (e.g., p’lf‘j (0) and p:.‘j (éd_l)) using the effective
resistances. Then, we can leverage the properties of the effective

resistances to compare the provider’s decisions under the clairvoy-
ant policy and our policy. For example, we can utilize Theorem 4.1

to bound [Ryy (B) - Ry (B4~") | and Ry (B) ~ Ry (B4~ |, and
further bound |p;.“j ) —p;‘j (éd_l) |. This enables us to analyze the

5 _ T
time-average regret A D

4.4 Upper Bound on Time-Average Regret

In this section, we characterize an upper bound on A%, and show
that limp e A7, = 0. For both the clairvoyant policy and our
policy, we can plug the closed forms of the provider’s decisions
into (3) to get the provider’s payoff per time slot on day d (i.e.,

1 (p* (0),w*(9), ed) and the IT (pd, wd, ed) under our policy).
Then, we utilize the bound on E {||é;1j_1 - Oij||§} in Theorem 4.1
to bound E” {H (p* (0),w*(0), ed) -1I (pd, wd, ed) } Intuitively,
as the provider’s estimate 691 becomes closer to 6, the expected
gap between II (p* 0),w*(9), ed) and II (pd, wd, ed) becomes
smaller. We can get AT by taking the average of the expected gap

over d. In the following theorem, we characterize an upper bound
on AT, (let e denote the base of the natural logarithm).

THEOREM 4.3. Under the NRPS policy, there exist functions @3 (p, 17),
@3 (p, 1), and D4 (p, 1) such that (i) they are finite and positive for all

%); and (ii) the following relation holds for all

p € (0,00) andn € (O,
1
D>4+et-2n:
A% < @3 (p.) D™ + @3 (p.n) (InD)ZD™2 + &4 (p.n) D7,
(15)

We can see that if n € (0, %), the upper bound of A7 in (15)
is O(D7 M) ifn € [%1, %) the upper bound is O ((lnD)%D”_%).
Hence, we can choose = %, which leads to an upper bound of
o ((lnD)%D’i)‘

Based on Theorem 4.3, we can get the following corollary.

COROLLARY 4.4. The NRPS policy is a no-regret policy, i.e., the
policy ensures that limp e ATy = 0.

5 NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, we compare our policy with several other policies
via numerical experiments, and investigate the impact of the control
parameter 1 on the performance of our policy.

5.1 Experiment Settings
We compare our NRPS policy with the following four policies:
o Clairvoyant policy: As introduced in Section 2.3.1, the provider
makes decisions based on the complete information of 6.
o Myopic policy: As mentioned in Section 3.2.3, the provider
updates its estimate of 6 based on (6) and (7), and solves
problem (8) on every day (i.e., the operation under the myopic

policy on each day is the same as the operation under our
policy on each odd day).

e Perturbed myopic policy: It is similar to the myopic policy,
except that the provider further adds offsets to its myopic
optimal pricing and supply solutions. The sizes of the offsets
are similar to those described in line 8 of Policy 1.

e Random policy: The provider estimates 6 via random guess-
ing and solves problem (8) on every day.!!

We generate {§l—j}i¢j’ ije
Chuxing (the largest ride-sharing platform in China), which con-
tains information of the rides taken in November, 2016 in Chengdu,
China [10]. We focus on the rides whose (i) origins and destinations
are within a 4.8 X 4.4 km? area and (ii) departure time and arrival
time are between 8:30 pm and 11:30 pm on weekdays. We cluster
the origins and destinations into 25 locations (i.e., N = 25), and set
&j to be the average travel time of the rides from i to j.

For each link (i, j), we randomly generate a;; and f;; according to
truncated normal distributions (recall that «;; and f;; are bounded).
Specifically, we obtain the distribution of a;; by truncating the
normal distribution NV (3.75, 2.25) to interval [3.5, 4], and obtain the
distribution of f;; by truncating NV (2.5, 2.25) to [2, 3]. We randomly
generate each elfjj @i # j,i,j € N,d = 1,...,D) according to a

 using a real-world dataset from DiDi

truncated normal distribution, which is obtained by truncating
N (0,1) to [—0.5,0.5].12 We set pmax = 1and ¢ = 0.1.

5.2 Comparison Between Different Policies

We use random guessing to get the initial estimate of 8 under our
NRPS policy, myopic policy, perturbed myopic policy, and random
policy. We choose p = 2 and 1 = 0.45, and show the comparison
between different policies under one experiment in Fig. 2.

In Fig. 2(a), we compare the accuracies of estimating 0, and plot
the squared estimation errors (i.e, Xjcn Xje A\ (i} ||él.[;’1 - 0;jl |§)
under different policies against D. As D increases, our policy achieves
a smaller squared estimation error (i.e., a better estimate of 8). The
random policy keeps guessing € randomly, and hence its estimate
does not improve over time. The myopic policy achieves an even
worse estimate than the random policy. This is because the myopic
policy does not explore sufficiently many prices and its estimate
can get stuck at an incorrect value due to incomplete learning. The
perturbed myopic policy achieves a similar estimate as our policy,
since adding the offsets to the myopic optimal decisions leads to
more exploration.

In Fig. 2(b), we plot the provider’s time-average payoffs during
the first D days under different policies (i.e., the average is taken
over all the time slots during the first D days). The time-average
payoff under our policy first drops down to a low value when D is
small. This is because when D is small, our policy adds large offsets
to prices on even days to do exploration. Implementing these “non-
optimal” prices reduces the time-average payoff. When D is large,
our policy outperforms the myopic policy and random policy, since
our policy has a better estimate of 8 and the offsets added to prices
have decayed to small values. When D is large, the performance

Recall that the provider initially does not have any prior knowledge of @ except the
feasible region of . Under the random policy, the provider uniformly randomly picks
an element from the feasible region of @ as its estimate on each day.

2We plan to evaluate our policy under non-i.i.d. demand shocks in our future work.
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Figure 2: Comparison Between Different Policies.
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Figure 3: Impact of Control Parameter 7.

gap between our policy and the clairvoyant policy decreases with
D.

In Fig. 2(b), the myopic policy achieves a higher time-average pay-
off than the random policy. As shown in Fig. 2(a), compared with the
random policy, the myopic policy achieves a worse overall squared
estimation error (i.e., alarger ;e v X je A\ (i} ||9A5_1 - 6;j |§) How-
ever, the myopic policy can still well estimate 6;; for a few links
by learning from the history (although the estimation for the other
links is much worse). This enables the myopic policy to make better
decisions than the random policy, which estimates all 8;; only by
random guessing.

In Fig. 2(b), the perturbed myopic policy has the worst perfor-
mance under a small D, which is due to its frequent exploration of
the solution space. Under a larger D, the perturbed myopic policy
achieves a higher time-average payoff, which is because of its better
estimate of 6 and the smaller values of the offsets.

In Section 4.3.3, we claimed that when y;fj = 0 for all (i, j), we
~D—1,%
Hij
have checked that (i) y} ;=0 for all (i, j), and (ii)
(i,j) and D > 473, which verifies our claim.

have = 0 for all (i, ) if D is large. In our experiment, we

ﬁg_l’* =0 for all

5.3 Impact of Control Parameter

In Fig. 3, we investigate the performance of our policy under three
different #, i.e., 2.5, 0.45, and 0.3. Recall that our theoretical results
(e.g., Theorem 4.3) are derived under 1 < 0.5, and 2.5 is actually

beyond the suggested region of 1. We illustrate the performance
under 1 = 2.5 to show the problem of choosing a large 7. In Fig. 3,
the value of p is fixed as 2.

In Fig. 3(a), we can see that when n = 2.5, the squared estimation
error is large. Our policy adds offsets to prices on each even day d,
and the sizes of the offsets are proportional to d~7. When 5 = 2.5,
the offsets decay at a high rate, leading to less exploration and a
worse estimation. Under a smaller value of 5 (e.g., 0.45 and 0.3), our
policy can better estimate 6.

In Fig. 3(b), when D is small (e.g., D < 181), the time-average
payoff under our policy increases with 7. This is because under a
larger 7, our policy adds smaller offsets to prices on even days, and
the negative impact of implementing “non-optimal” prices on the
provider’s payoff is smaller. When D is large, all the offsets under
different n decay to small values. Meanwhile, our policy under a
small 17 (e.g., 0.45 and 0.3) achieves a better estimation of € as D
increases (as shown in Fig. 3(a)). In this case, the time-average
payoffs under n = 0.45 and n = 0.3 increase with D. In particular,
the time-average payoff under n = 0.45 is greater than that under
n =2.5for D > 201.

6 CONCLUSION AND FUTURE EXTENSIONS

In this work, we studied a vehicle service provider’s spatial pric-
ing and supply with unknown demand. We proposed a policy that
balances exploitation and exploration. To analyze the policy’s per-
formance, we leveraged the connection between the traffic network



and a resistor network, and derived closed forms of the decisions
under our policy. We proved that the time-average regret of our

policy over D days can be at most O ((ln D)%D_i).

We considered a linear demand model in this work. However, we
can extend our policy to other demand models. For example, given
an exponential demand model [12], we can estimate the demand
model parameters using an exponential regression instead of the
linear regression in (6). In this case, the design of the operations on
odd and even days will be similar to those in our NRPS policy, except
that the provider’s optimization problem on each odd day will
become non-convex. This makes it more difficult to theoretically
analyze the policy’s performance.

There are some other interesting directions to extend our work.
First, as discussed in Section 1.1, we could use a more sophisticated
closed-queueing network to model users’ stochastic demand, and
design learning and pricing policies for the provider. Second, we
could consider a ride-sharing platform, and study its spatial com-
pensation to drivers. Besides learning user demand, the platform
may need to learn drivers’ willingness to work. Third, we are inter-
ested in analyzing the smallest achievable time-average regret for
our problem. Fourth, it is interesting to consider multiple providers
who compete for users and analyze their dynamic pricing strategies.
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A FEASIBILITY OF OPERATION ON EVEN
DAYS

We prove that the provider’s operation on even days under our
NRPS policy is feasible and ensures the vehicle flow balance.

First, we consider the pricing decisions. On an even day d, the
provider’s price for link (i, j) isp;.‘j (éd—z) - #d"?, Wherep;.‘j (éd—z)
is the provider’s price on the last odd day. Blased on the feasibility
of the prices on the odd days, we have p;.kj (éd_z) < Pmax. There-

p

fore, we also have p:‘j (éd—Z) _ Fd_” < Pmax, which shows the

ij
feasibility of the pricing decisions on each even day d.
Second, we consider the supply decisions. On an even day d,

the provider’s supply for link (i, ) is w;‘j (éd—Z) + pd~", where
w;‘j 642

the feasibility of the supply decisions on the odd days, we have

) is the provider’s supply on the last even day. Based on

w:.‘j (éd—z) > 0. Moreover, according to the flow balance achieved

on the odd days, we have

> Wiy (647) =

jeM\{i}

wh (éd—z) VieN. (16)
JENVLi}

Therefore, the supply decisions on the even day d satisfy:

W (é“"z) +pd ™ > 0,Vi#],ijeN, a7)

Z (w;fj (éd‘z) + pd‘”) = Z (w}’fi (éd‘z) + pd‘”) ,Vie N.

JeN\{i} JeN{i}
(18)

We can see that the supply decisions on each even day d are feasible
and ensure the vehicle flow balance.
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B SOLUTION TO EQUATION (6)

We introduce the solution to (6). First, we show that Z‘Z;% (\IIITJ (pifj, elTJ) -

2
(dij - Bijpifj) is a convex function of (&}, fij). We can derive

the Hessian matrix of the function as

2(d-1) -2 pf

2330 pn 2390 (le)Z (19)

In our NRPS policy, we run the least squares estimation on each
odd day d > 3 (when d = 1, the estimation is given by the policy’s
initialization phase). Therefore, we have d — 1 > 0 when solving (6).
Next, we analyze the leading principal minor of the Hessian matrix
of order 2. We can easily derive the following relation:

d-1 ,  [d=1 \? | dotd= ,
<d—1>TZ=1(p,3.) —(lej) =5;g(p,§-—pr,) . 0)

In our NRPS policy, we create a dispersion between the prices on odd
and even days. For example, we have pl?j _P%j = —£.271 < 0.There-

B
1 yd-1yd-1 z
fore, the value of 5 3,727 21773 (pl’] - p:’]) in (20) is positive. Then,
we can see that the Hessian matrix in (19) is positive definite, which
2

implies that the function Z‘z;% (‘I’f] (pifj, ef]) - (o’tij - ﬂ_ijpifj) ) is
convex.

Based on the convexity of the function, (o?idj’l, ﬂl‘.ij’l) should

satisfy the following equations:
sd-1 _ pd-1 —
o5 o)t i) 0.

( ij (Pirj’eifj) (

After rearrangement, we have

0. (22

- B p,,))

d-1 —Zf 1pl] [(ft

|| ot e
) 173 - X (Pij) Bij b ( Pij*ij (plrJelTJ))
(23)

We can check that the coefficient matrix above is invertible. Specif-
ically, we can compute the determinant as

1d-1

d-1 ,  (d=1 \? K=
=03 (o) (o) =333 o)
=1 =1 7=1v=1

According to our discussion for (20), the determinant above is nega-
tive. Hence, the coefficient matrix in (23) is invertible and its inverse

can be computed as

d-
d-1 —Z Iplj2
Z(j lpz_; ZT l(pz_/)
2
d— d—-
- 2 | -x 1(p,fj) ampis
_yd- _
Z ZV 1 (PU _PU) ZT 1pl] d-1
(25)
ad-1
Then, we can compute | = ; [ as follows:
ij
~d 1 2 d—
dl]:_ 2 ZT 1(pz]) Zr lpl]
2 d-
ﬁz} Z Z ( l] p;/]) —ZT lpl_] d-1
d-1wt (p7 .7
2o Y ( Dij Eij) 26)

SR

Therefore, solving (6) mainly includes a multiplication between a
2 X 2 matrix and a 2 X 1 vector.

C PROOF OF THEOREM 4.1
Theorem 4.1 characterizes the bound of E {||é3_1 - 9,-]-||§} under

our policy. Recall that the provider gets éldj_l from (6) and (7). In

. nd—1 _: . .
(6), the provider gets oij via least squares estimation. In (7), the

provider projects éfj’l onto [min, @max] X [ Bmin, Pmax] to get él.dj’l.
Since 6;; lies in [@min, %max] X [Pmin, Pmax], we have the following
relation:

B{l6d - oul} <=2 {165 -0} @)

In the following, we characterize an upper bound on E {l |0~;1j_1 - 65l |§ }

and the upper bound will also be a bound on E ||ég_1 -0y |§}
The proof in the following is similar to that in [15] (some details are
different). Note that the proofs of other results in our paper (e.g.,

Theorem 4.3) are completely different from those in [15].

Step 1: We derive the expression for E {||0~lfij’l -6l |§}

Based on (23) in our analysis in Appendix B, we have the follow-
ing relation:

d-1 Zf lpl] 0‘21('1'71
d- 2 i
ZT lplj ZT 1 (pzj) _‘Bi.f

Zd 1\117 (p;[j’eifj)

| =i )
[y (lxij—ﬁijp;'[j+eirj)

| 292 (o5 (e - Bumgy + €5))

[ d—
B d—l ZT 1p1]2 [ aij [ Z? % ,3 :|
N d- —B;: d-1 :
Zr lplj ZT 1(pl]) 'BU ‘L’ 1 (pl]elj)

(28)



After rearrangement, we have the following result:

~d—1 ..
ayl.i - aij
_ﬁij—l +ﬁij

d-1 -

d-
Zr 1pl]

) [ Zet <
Zf lpz_] Zr l(pl]) Z

7=1 (p Uelj)
Note that in our analysis in Appendix B, we have proved that
d-1) Zf;}( ! ) (Zf 1P1]) > 0 for any d > 3. Hence,
d-1 i 1P
Dyl (o

a matrix {y_; and a vector £4_; as follows (we omit the subscript
ij to simplify the notation):

Z? lpzj2
Z? 1pl] ZT l(pl])

} . (29)

)2 is invertible for any d > 3. We define

N d-1
Sa-1=

(30)

Then, we can see that

{1647 - 0y} = 2 {1l [a ! - iy B - By | 13}
= {Ilad™ - B + | 1]
:E{” ad- —aij,_ﬂ,] +ﬁlj] ||§}

=E{l1g;} ea-1l13} -

Furthermore, we can see that when d >
symmetric, positive definite, and invertible.

(1)

3, the matrix {z_q is

Step 2: We split E {| |§;118d,1||§} into two parts.

Since {4_4 is positive definite, it can be written as Q [ !

where 1; and A, are the eigenvalues of {;_; and the columns
of Q comprise an orthonormal basis of the eigenvectors of {;_;.
Furthermore, we have 0TQ = QQT = I, where I is the 2 x 2
identity matrix. The inverse of {;_; (ie., {;} ;) can be written as

+ 0
Q [ Yoot
Az
We can further prove that Q [ ‘/3_1 ‘/3—2 ] Q7 lis positive def-

inite and the following relation holds:

o T klelel T

] Q_l) =841 (32)

Then, we can compute §3_1 and ;’;_%1 as
A 0 -
§d1=Q[\/O_l \/E]Ql, (33)
1 L 0
£, =0 [ i } 07! (34)
VA2

s| Zeid
<o st |

0 -1
0 Az]Q ’

Considering (31), we have the following relation:
~ _1 1
{11647 - 0,1} = B{I1g7" jeasl}} = B {nzdflzdflsd_ln%} .
(35)

_1 _1
Note that £, 2 is a 2 X 2 matrix and §,* €41 is a 2 X 1 vector.

_1 _1
We use ||§d_21||op to denote the operator norm of the matrix §d_21.
Then, we have

1 1 .
11,2 lop = sup {||§df1x||2 s x € R with ||x||, = 1}- (36)

Hence, for any given y € R¥*! with ||y||2 = 1, we have

_1 S
12,2 yllz < 1122, lop- 37
-}
We can plug y = % into the above inequality and have
||§d,215d—1||2
1 -1 1 -1

GG el < I (59
18,2 €a-1ll2

After rearrangement and taking the square on both sides, we get
the following inequality:

1 1 1 1
T2 272 2 2z 12 —2 2
18,2,852 eaal2 < 18,2 15187 ead B (39)
_1
According to the property of tlr;fe operator norm, [|Z,? | |gp equals
-1 _1
the larger eigenvalue of (é’ d—21) £,*,- Based on (34) and the eigen-

1
decomposition of §d 1, we can see that ||§d 1||op also equals the

larger eigenvalue of ¢! -1 Which is the reciprocal of the smaller
eigenvalue of {;_;.
Considering (35), (39), and the above discussion, we have

. 11
B {11647 - 03112} = E{ugdflzdfled_lué}
< 1
" the smaller eigenvalue of {;_;

E{ug;isd_lné}. (40)

Hence, we have split the upper bound of E {||0~f§_1 - Gij||§} to

1
two parts, ie., the smaller eig:nvalue of &gy and E {||§d_21£d,1||§}.
We will characterize the upper bounds of them separately.
Step 3: In this step, we characterize a lower bound for the
smaller eigenvalue of {;_;, which will be an upper bound for
1

the smaller eigenvalue of ;"

d-1 Zg lpl]
2
d—
Zr iplj ZTZI (pij)
Ar and Ag denote the larger and smaller eigenvalues of {;_;, re-

spectively. Then, A1 and Ag are the two solutions to the following
equation:

Recall that {;_; is defined as . Let

d-1-2 Yaipr

o Z? lpz_] ZT l(pu) -4

=0. (41)



After rearrangement, we have

d-1 ) d-1 < ’
G-
=1 =1 =1

(42)

Hence, A1 and Ag satisfy the following relations:

(Z pu) : (43)

A +As=d—1+ dZ(pU). (44)

-1

Ads =(d-1) Z (r5) -

Next, we rearrange the expression for Ay lg. We define ﬁ;.jj_l 2

+1 Z‘Z;% pf] and can get the following relation:

d-1 2 d-1 2 d-1
ALAS:(d—l)Z(p,-TJ-) —(prj) :(d—l)Z(Pl, P 1) :
=1 =1 =1

(45)

Since {4, is positive definite, both Ay, and Ag are positive. Hence,
AL <d—-1+ Zf_;%
As:

( l]) We can derive the following result for

(d—l)Zr I(Pl_] 15!%'_1)2
AL
2
) -1zt (pr, - 557 (46)
a-1+39 pp)’

As =

Next, we prove the existence of an upper bound of |pl.Tj| for all
(i,j) and 7 = 1,...,D under our policy. Under our policy, the
prices on the odd days are determined by solving problem (8) (or
equivalently, problem (9)), and the prices on the even days are
determined by modifying the prices on the odd days. It is easy to
see that all the prices under our policy are upper-bounded by pmax-
From problem (9), we can see that the optimal prices obtained by
solving problem (9) are also lower-bounded. We can prove this
by contradiction. Suppose that the provider charges prices with
negative infinite values on some links. The provider’s overall payoff
associated with these links has a negative infinite value. Since the
provider’s overall payoff associated with other links in the network
is upper-bounded due to the quadratic shape of the payoff function,
the provider’s overall payoff has a negative infinite value. This
implies that charging prices with negative infinite values is strictly
dominated by charging prices that generate finite payoff values.
In other words, the optimal prices obtained by solving problem
(9) are lower-bounded. Then, we can easily see that the prices on
odd and even days under our policy are lower-bounded. Because
the prices under our policy are both lower-bounded and upper-
bounded, we can use pyp to denote an upper bound of |pl.Tj| for all
(i,jandr =1,...,D.

Based on (46) and the definition of pyp, we have
@-1%d (pr; - ﬁf’j‘l)

R oz, - pit)
. .
_1+ZT I(sz)

As>
l+pup

(47)

Next, we derive a lower bound of ZT 1 (pl] pg 1) .Whend > 3,
we can derive the lower bound as follows:

1 142

QU

~d— 2 ~d— ~d—
Z(PU_PU 1) = ((p’f -hy 1) (¢i7 - 57) )
=1 =1
142
L 271 2
= TZI E(pij —p,] _pu +le )
L45t)
_ L a1 2r)?
= Z 5(pij _pij) . (48)
=1
Under our policy, we havepZT 1 p?f = ﬁZT — (1) Tforr =1,.
Hence, we can further derive the followmg inequality:
d-1 20-21 L4) 20-2 9L+
~d—1 p2 -2n o P 2 / 2 -2n
(P —bi ) = T > z7Ndz
r=1 g g zﬂrznax TZ::] zﬂrznax
2272}7 1 d-1 1-27
=22 (L I+ 1) =1
2Bmax 1721 2

Recall thatj € (O, %) and d > 5 (which is the condition of Theorem
4.1). We can further derive the following result:

d-1 _ _
gt 22 (s
=1 Y Y Zﬁrznaxl_ZI7 2

1-27
d-1
p2221 1 ==y 1-27 (LTJ)
To2p2. 1-2n 2 21-2n
20—2 1-2n
2721 1 d-1
_P (L J) (1 —22’7‘1).
zﬁrznax 1-2n 2

(50)

To conclude, the smaller eigenvalue of {;_; is lower-bounded by

1 p¥m g d—1 \'"2"
s> —— 2= (L J) (1 —22'7—1). (51)
1+ pip 2fhax 1720 2

_1
Step 4: We derive an upper bound for E {||§d zlfd—l | |§}

Zd Ler
. =1 l]
Recall that e;_; is defined as ¢4_; = [ . When
ZT 1 (pljel])
d > 3, we have the following relation:
d
Ed-1=&-2%| g- 1] d- } (52)
ij Cij




_1
Then, we can expand the expression of E {||§d_21 £4_1] |§} as follows:

1 _1 T _1
E{||§;_§18d—1||§} = E{(gd_zlgd—l) gd_zlgd—l}

T 1
"2 @[T -1
E{sd 1(§d 1) gd—zfd—l} = E{8d71§d718d-1}

d-1 T
BT €ij -1
= Eapt| d-igd-1 Ca1|a—2t
Pij €

a-1 7 d-1
+E 61] -1 eij
B {ed_o8alita-2 digd1 | Sa-1| pd-id1
Pij “€ij Pij "€
Y,
d-1 d-1 1
+E{ €q_28q- 1[ d-1 ]eij }+E{€ij [ P;ij_l §d18d—z}
a1 T d-1
® T -1 i -1 €ij
=E {Ed—zgd—led—Z} +E d—ljed—l i d—ljedﬂ :
ij Sij Pij “€ij

_1
Here, the equality (a) is based on the decompositions of ¢ d—21 and
§l;il. The equality (b) is based on the fact that elfjj_l is an indepen-

1}:0.

_1
We can further rearrange the expression of E {||§ P _Zled_1||§ as

dent and identically distributed random variable with E {elfij_

follows:

_1
E{Hgdfled_lné}

_ml.T 1
=E 8d—2§d—18d_2 +E d—1
Pi;j

(54)

In the following, we derive upper bounds for the two components
of B {n;;_ied_lng .
(Step 4-A) First, we derive an upper bound for E { g 2@;115(1,2 }
d-1 Pty

Recall that {;_; is defined as de 2
ZT Iplj Z‘L’Il( ij)

. Then,

s g ]l )

we can derive the following expression:

d-

ZT lpl] 5
d—

ZT=%p§j Zl':l ( i')

d—-1
Pi;

-1
1
(g‘H+ wit () )
pfﬂll ][1 Py ])

. g;iz[ pé_l ][ vt |,
:§d—2 - 1 . (55)
1+[1 1]{;12[1,;1]—1]

Here, the last equality is based on the Sherman-Morrison formula.

o d-1
Ca1 =

-1

= (§d—z +

Then, we can derive an upper bound for E {80][‘72 §;118d,2} as fol-
lows:

E{gg—zgaﬁlgdfz}

55_2€;i2 [ p:_z;l_—1 ][ 1 -1 ]{;ized_z
1

1+[1 Pij ]§d2[p_]

d-1 -
1wl et eanal?

-E {g;zgcﬁzsd_z} “E

1
1+ [ 1 pdl ] -1 [ _ ]
gd—Z pg 1

(56)

1
Since {;12 is positive definite, we have [ 1 U ] §d 5 [ p _ >
0. Therefore, we can derive the following relation:

E {g;zgjlsd_z} <E {8572§;128d_2} . (57)

(Step 4-B) Second, we derive an upper bound for the expres-

T
sionEH dl_l ] §;11[ dl_l ”E{( i ) } Recall that £y_4
Pij Pij

d-1 x4yt
is defined as de = l]z
ZT lpU ZT l(pl])

. We can compute é;il

as follows:

L= ! i 1(P,) -x4ipn

Ca-1 (d—l)zf;}( ) (Z‘;’ 1Pl])2 -yd- I;J;U P
(58)

21 (ya- 4
We define J;_; = ZT 1 (plj) - I3 (ZT lpl]) . According to
our prior proof, we have

d-1 2 1 d-1
o= 26 - 7 ()

=1

2 g1

(pl] Pl 1) :

=1

(59)



Note that ﬁfj_l is defined before (45). Since p:l.zj is different from
p}j, the value of J;_; is positive for any d > 3. By plugging the

expression of §;}1 and rearranging the result using J;_;, we can

T
1 1 2
; -1 d-1 .
rewrite E {[ P?j_l ¢y [ P?ﬂ_l ]} E {(eij ) } as follows:

ol e Lol o ol

(d—1)(p1 pgl.-12+]d_
(<d—1)J:,_1) : E{(efffl)z}'

T

d—-1
Pij

=E (60)

dl
1]

Ja-1—Ja- z—( d- l—pl] ) as follows:

_ﬁza; 1)
-2

Next, we prove that (pu ) < Ji—1—J4—2- We can compute

Ja-1=Ja-2 - (PZ-

QU

SRR A

=1

-3 len ) o o)

d-2
=1

QU

d
) j(piff_ﬁ?f_l)z 2(p11_plf )2
1

IIM

T T

=(p92 _ pa- 5 B L
(pz] plj ) 71(2})!} pl] pl] )

<

—d- 2)(171] pg.‘l)Zzo. (61)

Hence, we have (pi — J4—2. This implies the

—[3;1] 1) < Jd-1
following relation:

ol e [l o ]}l

(d—-1)Jg—1 = Ja—2) + Ja-1 d-1
SE{ CE }E{( i )}

1 2
celi-di2, 1 lg ()
Ja-1 d-1 Y
(Step 4-C) Third, we combine the results derived in Step 4-A and
_1
Step 4-B. Recall that E {||§d_218d_1||§} equals E {sg_lgf;ilsd_l},

(62)

and it includes the following two terms: E {e;zg;}led,z} and
T
E [ 1 ] ¢! [ h } E {(ed_l)z} According to Step 4-
pi d-1| pdt i ) P
A, we have

E {sg_zé’(ﬁled,z} <E {eg_zg"ﬁzsd,z} . (63)

According to Step 4-B, we have

E{[ p?ﬂlfl T;;gl [ Péil-‘l ]}E{(eflf_l)z}
SE{]—ﬁ—j+ﬁ}E{(eg 1) }

Therefore, we have

- - J. 1 -1\?
E{el ¢ ea} <B{el 7' eas) +E{1 - % + d_l}E{(gldj 1) }

(64)

We can repeatedly apply similar inequalities:

2
Ef{el 70 eas) <B{el 7' eas) +E{1 - Z}E{(gflj_z) }

E{el ¢'es} <B{ef ¢ e} +]E{1 - % + 3}E{(e§j)z} .

We can take the summation over the right sides and left sides of
all these inequalities, and get the following inequality:

(et <3 (5 )+ 2mfa- Bt ().
(66)

el +¢€?
Note that &; is defined as &2 = oy o2
pUelJ * Pijeij

the following expression (based on (58)):
2
21 5 3’ l(pl_]) _Z‘Zr:lp;'[j
252 (p5) -(Z2opp) | ~Zempl 2

] and & ! equals

5=
(67)

We can verify that E {sZT {5182} =E {(eilj)z + (6121)2} Recall that

)
U)k=1,...,D

random variables with ek € [e E] for all (i, j) and d. We can see that

is a set of independent and identically distributed

E {(e ; ]) } has the same value for different (i, j) and k. Furthermore,

since E {ellj} = 0, we can see that

E{(elkj)z} Var{ ]} + (E {65})2 = Var {65} < i (E—g)z,
(68)

where the last inequality is based on the Popoviciu’s inequality.
Therefore, we can derive the following result based on (66):

1 2 1 2d_1 Jk-1

T - — —

E{sd_lé’diled_l}sa(e—g) +Z(e—g) kZ:;E{l— I +k}.
(69)

Next, we derive upper bounds for Zd 'E { ]" 1 } and Z {%}

First, we can see that

d-1

Z - {1 _Jka }
Jk

k=3

o) B o

k=3



From (61), we can see that Jp — Jp_; >

can further derive the following result:

d-1 ,Jp Jd-1
]k—_l}SZ/ d—ZZ/ dZ =Inj;_1—-Inj.
Jk o 2 I 7

(71)
Note that J;_; = 392! (p,-’j)z -4 (2 1PU) S (Pfj)z =
(d- l)pup and]z = ( : )2+(p12 )2—— (PU +le) = % (PU —PU)Z =
2\ B Z(ﬁij)z

2
(pf.‘j —p'{‘]) > 0. Hence, we

d-1

ZE{l—

k=3

2721, We can get the following inequality:

dlE{l ]k—_l}_ln((d—l)pz )—1n 1A o
SR TR
2
<In ((d - 1)pﬁp) —In (%ﬂ’; 2*2’7) . (72)

Second, we derive an upper bound for Zd lE { 1 } We can see that
the following result holds:

:Z_S { } Z/kﬂ dz Z/kﬂ
=/3d Z‘le

According to the above results and the fact that 1 < In(d - 1)

dz

=In(d-1)-In2<In(d-1). (73)

_1
when d > 5, we can derive an upper bound on E {||§d_21€d_1||§}
as follows:
-3 2 1.
E g, 2 ea-1llzp < 2

1 p2
- l)plzlp) —In (2 ,82

max

2—2'7) +In(d- 1))

Pupﬁmaxzn+0'5
n———

- i (€-¢)? (2 +1n (pﬁp) —In (ﬁzp—zz‘z’?‘l) +2In(d - 1))
+0.5
- % (€-¢) (1 +1n% +In(d - 1))

IA
| —
—_
m
|
m
—
S
j—
—
+

)ln(d— D+In(d- 1))

Pupﬂmaxzfﬁ—o'5

In (74)

Il
|
—_
L)
|
)
—
oo
—_—
S
+

)ln(d—l).

Step 5: We derive an upper bound for E {| |ézdj_1 - 0,~j||§}.
According to (40) of Step 2, we can split an upper bound of

B {1637 - 0411

B {64

into two parts:

1 _1
- 0,113} < EE{nzdfled_lné}. (75)

According to Step 3, we have

1 0\ 2B2ax d—1\1 1
o< (1) s () e
1-2
. Bhax o1 ) 4 -
(+p“p) P2 (=2 |41 21-2n _ 1" (76)
2

1

Since L%J > % ford > 5and n < 3, we further have the

following inequality:

1 Bhax 4\ 4
< (1+0%) B (-2 | 7 )
According to Step 4, we have
_1 1 on+0.5
E{I|§d_218d71||§} < 2 (E_E)Z (2 + lnpupﬂ% In(d-1).

Then, we can derive an upper bound for E {| |9~lfjj_1 - Gij||§} as

1-2n
nd—1 112 2 ﬂmax 4 4
2 {1107 - o} < (1+pl) 2% 1 - zn)( 1) e
2 7+0.5
«%(E—e) (2+ In pupﬁL)ln(d—l)
2 1.5-2
_ 2 max 4 "
—(1+Pup) 1- U)m
on+0.5 _
(E-e?|2+n PupPmax In(d : 12) '
P (d—1)—="
(78)
Therefore, we can define @4 (p, 1) as follows:
a ﬁmax _ 412
@1 (p,n) = (1 +Pup) — (1-2pn) PIE T

Pupﬁmaxzn+0'5
In———

-(E—g)z (2+

) . (79)

We can see that @ (p, 1) is finite and positive for all p € (0, o) and

ne ( , 2) Furthermore, ®1 (p, 17) (‘lin_(f):_lz),, is an upper bound on
E {| |91dj_1 - 0;jl |§} Based on our discussion at the beginning of our
In(d—1)

proof in this section, ®1 (p, 17)

B {1164 - 012).
According to L’Hospital’s rule, we can see that as d goes to
infinity, we have

@ is also an upper bound on

1

_ In@d-1 _ ol
lim ®; (p,n) —————— = lim &7 (p,n) —————
Jim 1(p. 1) d- D21 dooo 1(p.m) (1-2p)(d-1)"2"
1
= lim ® )35 =0 %
Jm @1 (pa) (1—2r1)(d—1)1_2'7 ()

Since @1 (p, 1) “)_ s an upper bound on E {||0AZ_1 - 9,-J-||§},

(d 1)1 2n
we can see that E {HOldj 1_ Gij||§} approaches zero as d goes to
infinity. This completes our proof.



D PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4.2
Recall that problem (11) is as follows:

max Z Z &ij (Ufij —ﬁijp;i]- + el_])p;ij

ieNjeN\{i}
— Z Z gl] (aij - ﬁl]pldj) C (813.)
iEN jeNV(i}
s.t. Z ((Xij — ﬁijp?}) = Z (aji —ﬁjiPsz‘) ,Vie N, (81b)
JeN\{i} JeN\{i}
var. p& < pmax. Vi # j.ij € N. (81c)

First, we can see that the problem is a convex problem. Specifi-
cally, the objective function is a quadratic and concave function of
the pricing decisions, and the flow balance constraints are affine.
Hence, the KKT conditions are sufficient and necessary for optimal-
ity. Recall that we use y:‘j to denote the optimal dual variable associ-

ated with p?'j < Pmax for each (i, j). We further use o} to denote the
optimal dual variable associated with 3} ;e an (i} (OCij - ﬁ,-jpg) =
ZjEN\{i} (aji - ﬁjip}ii) for each i.

Second, according to the stationarity condition, we have the
following relation:

= &ij (aij = Pijp;; (0) + 6,}) +&ijijp;; () — &ijPije

_O-l‘*ﬂij"'o-;ﬁij +,u;kj:0. (82)

After rearrangement, we can get the following result for each (i, j):

§ijaij + fijel._j + gijﬁijc"' (O'l* - (f;) ﬁij —/J:fj

pi;(0) = (83)
Y 28ijBij
When p;.“j = 0 for all (i, j), we have
- Eijaij + Eijeg; + EijPije + (ff,f" - Uj) Bij
pij @)= 2&Bij
aijj + €. + fijc o —o}
B BN S (84)
2Bij 2&ij

Third, we prove that {0'1.*} ., satisfies a system of linear equa-
. . iEN. . .
tions, whose coefficient matrix is a Laplac1an matrix. Note that
p:.‘j (0) satisfies the flow balance constraints. Hence, we can plug
the expression of p:fj (0) in (84) into the flow balance constraints,
and get the following relation:

Z 5 aij+ei’j+ﬁ,-jc+a;‘—a;
aii — Bii
v 2Bij 2¢ij

JEN\{i}
0!jj+6j_i + Bjic U]’.‘—O';‘ .
= Z (a]l—ﬁ]l( % + 7 ,VieN.
JEN\{i}

(85)

After rearrangement, we can get the following result for all i € N:

ﬂi‘ ﬁ‘i N .
JeN LY (ﬁ_zj ’ é) ("z’ —0]-)

= Z (aij—ei_j—ﬁijc) - Z (aj,- —61-_1- _ﬁjic)
JeN{i} JEN{i}

=0; (0). (86)

Recall that function v; (0) is defined in Proposition 4.2. Then, we
define a matrix L, whose ij-th entry is defined as

Bik . Pri e
N ZkeM\{i} (f_k + g) if i =j,

i _ # . . .
5, oo if i #j.

lij (87)

T
We further define * £ (d;‘,\ﬁ € N) andv (0) £ (v; (9),Vie N)T,

which are two column vectors. We can rewrite (86) as follows:

Lo* = v (0). (88)

Note that L is the Laplacian matrix of a weighted undirected graph.
Specifically, there exists an edge (i, j) between any two different
nodes i and j, and edge (i, j) is associated with a weight, which is
By , b
&ij &t

Fourth, we show that the generalized inverse of the Laplacian
matrix L has a strong connection with a resistor network. Since
L is an N X N Laplacian matrix, the rank of L is N — 1, and L is
non-invertible. As a substitute for the inverse, we can consider the
generalized inverse of L [11], and denote it by L*. Using the notion
of L*, we can prove that the solution space of (88) is as follows:

{a:a:L+u(e)+y(1,1,...,1>T,yeR}. (89)

The concrete proof of the above result is the same as the proof of
Proposition 3.2 of our prior work [23]. Hence, we skip the concrete
proof procedure here.

Based on the solution space of (88), we can easily see that

oi-oi= (z;k -l;k)vk 0).Vi#j,ijeN.
keN

(90)

Next, we show that the matrix L* has a strong connection with a
resistor network. As introduced in Section 4.3.1, we can construct
a resistor network based on the traffic network. Specifically, we
replace the links between locations with resistors. For all i,j € N
with i < j, we replace the links (i, j) and (j, i) with a resistor, whose
resistance is given by r;; = ﬁi’: Recall that we use R;; (B)

&ij o &i
to denote the effective resistance between nodes i and j in the
constructed resistor network.
The effective resistances in the resistor network have the follow-
ing relation with L*:

Rij (B) = If; + I — 21,

ijpVihjEN.

(o1)

Readers can refer to the following paper for more details of such a
connection between the effective resistances and the generalized
inverse of the Laplacian matrix: Gyan Ranjan, Zhi-Li Zhang, and
Daniel Boley. 2014. Incremental computation of pseudo-inverse of
Laplacian. In Proc. of COCOA. Wailea, HI, USA, 729-749.



According to (91), we have the following relations for all i, j, k €
N:

I+ 1Y~ R (B)
L kk ! (92)
ik 2 ’
b B R ®) o
jk — 2 :

We further utilize (90) and the above two equalities to get the
following result:

IE+ 1 =Ry (B) I+ —Ri (B)
01_”;:2( kk2 kﬂ_/] kk2 jk )vk(t‘))
keN
I =1 + Rik (B) = R (B)
_Z ; vk (0). (94)
keN

Note that Y;en vk (8) = 0. Hence, we have Yyep [0 (6) = 0
and Yren l}rjvk (0) = 0. Therefore, we can get the following result:

1 Z (Rjk (ﬁ)_Rik(ﬁ)) vk ().

o; —0; == (95)
keN

1 J 2

Last, we can utilize our results in (84) and (95) to get the expres-

sion ofp:.‘j (0):

. _a,'j+ei_j+ﬂijc a'l.*—o'J’.k
pi;(0) = 265 251']'
et €+ Bijc
— ;;N( i (B) = Ritc (B)) 0k (0).

(96)

This completes our proof of Proposition 4.2.

E SUFFICIENT CONDITION FOR ,u;‘j =

In this section, we prove that when the following sufficient condi-
tion holds, we have y:fj = 0 for all (i, j):

) i ajj +€;;
2, k@< min 2 (ﬁij *+ 2B | 2pmax — e - ——
LN (@, 7):i#j, L, jEN &i Bij
97)

According to the properties of effective resistances, the effective
resistances satisfy the triangle inequality. Hence, we have R (B) -
Rik (B) < Rij (B) and Ry (B)=Rj (B) < Rij (B) forany i, j,k € N.
Furthermore, since the effective resistance between two locations is
no greater than the resistance of the resistor between them, we have
Rij (B) <rij = m Then, we can get the following inequality

gij o &ji
forany i,j, k € N:

§:J §J:

(98)

By using the above inequality, we can show the following rela-
tion:
aij + 61._]. + i jc 1

2 (Rjk (B) — Rk (ﬁ)) ok (0)

Z‘Bij @ keN
(Zij+€i_j+ﬁijc
< ——F+ Rjk (B) — Rix (B)] lvx (0)]
zﬁij 4&] k;\/i jk B ik /3| k
aij + €;; + fijc
< ——F 7 Z [0 O)].
2pij 4§’J ?” + F— keN

When the condition in (97), we can further derive the following
relation:

aij + ei_j +ﬂ,~jc
2Bij
aij+ei_j+ﬁijc
- 2Bij
251] ﬁ” + £ ﬁ” (lﬁ#flJEN Yo gy

4§ 2 ( jk (B) — Rik (ﬁ)) vk (0)

J keN

aij + el.j +ﬁl]c
S . A—
2pij

1 1 aij + €

1])
ﬂij

(ﬁij ? /3]:) (meax -c—

. ( 1 aij+6;j)
—Zc—
max ~ 5 zﬂij

2 &ijBji
P+ "5
ajj + G;j + ﬁ,-jc

- 2pij

< Pmax-

(99)
ajj+e;+fijc
o i Sken (Rik (B) = Rik (B) 01 (6)
and p;; = 0 for all (i, j), and let o be the solution to Lo = v (0).
From our analysis above, we can see that p;j < pmax for all (i, j).
We can also verify that {pi 7y Mi j}i,j eN,it] and o satisfy the KKT
conditions. This implies that they constitute an optimal solution to
the optimization problem, which completes our proof.

Weletp;; =

F REGRET ANALYSIS WHEN ﬁd b* %0 AT

THE BEGINNING
Recall that in Section 4.3.3, we mention that when ;1;‘ = 0 for all

(i, ), ﬁ;.i._l’* may be positive for some (i, j) at the beginning and
will become zero for all (i, j) after several days. We claim that in
this case, we can still prove that limp_, o Al’; = 0. We explain the
reason in this section.

Recall that Ag is defined as follows:

AT = E”{% i I (p* 9),w" (0),ed)—H (pd,wd,ed) )} ,

d=1
(100)

where p? and w? are the decisions under the policy .
When p:fj = 0 for all (i, ), yi_
several days and no longer changes (as shown in Section 5). We

L* becomes zero for all (i,j) after



use d1p, € {1,2,...} to denote the threshold day, which is defined
as follows:

dp, £ min {J : /fzg.fl‘* =0 forall (i,j) andalld > (i} . (101)

When D approaches infinity, we can rewrite A7, as follows:

AT :E”{% d:lz_lll II (p* 0),w" (9), ed)—H (pd, wi, ed) )}
+E” % dgﬁ I (p* 0),w* (0),ed)—H (pd, wd,ed) )

(102)

We can see that as D approaches infinity, the first term on the right
side will become zero. Then, we have the following relation:

D

1

. T o_ 1 )
Jim, A5 = Jim B [D 2,
d=dy,

[1?._1’* # 0 for some (i, j) and some d <

That is to say, although
d1n, it does not affect our analysis of limp_,c Ag. Based on the
definition of dy},, we have ﬁ?j_l’* = 0 for all (i,j) and all d > dry,.
Then, we can still apply our proofs for Theorem 4.3 and Corollary
4.4 to show that as D approaches infinity, the time-average regret
for the days from d = d, to d = D is zero:

=)

lim E"{ ———
D—o D—d'l'h‘l'ld:d_[h
(103)

Then, we can easily prove that limp_,, A% = 0.

D

G PROOF OF THEOREM 4.3

In this section, we derive an upper bound for AT. We conduct the
derivation by the following steps.

Step 1: We analyze an upper bound for |R;x (8) — R;i (/%d_l)|.
Recall that Rj () is the effective resistance between nodes j and
k when the resistor network is defined based on §, and R (ﬁd’l)

is the effective resistance between j and k when the resistor net-
work is defined based on 41, According to our discussion in Sec-

tion 4.3.3, we can derive p;fj (éd—l) using ﬂ?j_l’ dzdj_l’ R; (Bd_l)’
bi; 0 -3, (6971))
we first analyze |Rjk (B) - Rjk (ﬁd_l)| in this step.

Next, we prove the following relation:

IRk (B) - Ry (8971

Rix (ﬁd_l),and Uk (éd_l).ln order to analyze

1 1 1
SE Z Z lgmn ;Bnm B ﬁAd’l gd-1 (104)
meNneN\{m}| &, + & a’:—: + éfz_:

Recall that in the resistor networks defined by § and /éd_l, the resis-
tances of the resistor between any two different nodes m and n are
1 and respectively. We focus on the resistor

Bnm
Enm

1
B Bt | Bint°

Emn Enm

1 (p" (0). w* (0). )11 (p, w. &) )} .

(H (P* 0), w* (8), ed)_n (Pd’ wd, Ed)) —0.

network defined by § and R (B) with j # k. If we change the resis-
tance of the resistor between two particular nodes m and n (where
m and n can be any two different nodes including j and k) from
1 B 10 L then the effective resistance between j and

T

Pmn a1
,fmn

Enm

k will deviate from Rji (B) by at most e

Bmn B | Pim
§mn gnm -fmn fnm

(we can prove this using Thomson’s principle). We can repeat
the above analysis. After changing the resistance of all the re-
sistors in the network (i.e., for each pair (m, n), the resistance is
changed from T 1@ to e 1/9;1,;} ), we can show that the ef-
Smn Zmn *Enm

fective resistance between j and k will deviate from R; (B) by at

Enm

1 1
Pmn Jr/3nm - ﬁ;‘ﬂirnt ﬁ,‘f;,} . Note that we
Emn  &nm m‘*‘m
consider the condition n > m in the inner summation to avoid
counting each pair (m, n) twice. Formally, we get the following

relation:

most X\ e N Zn>m,n€N

IR (B) - Ry (8471

1 1
< —_
- Z ﬁmn + ﬁnm Agfnl Ar‘f;nl
meN n>m,ne N\{m} Emn Enm Fn T Ein
1 1 1
ZE Z Z ﬁmn ﬂnm B gd-1 gd-1 (105)
meNneN\{m}| .. T Z,.. _E:Z + _E::

We can further derive the following result:

Rie - (87 <5 35 3 | iﬁ_m L

pd-1

meNneN\{m}| g Em {f':z_: g'rz—'m"
_1 Emnénm _ Emnénm
2 mze:NneNZ\:{m} Bran&nm + Bam&mn ﬁgz_nlgnm + Bgr_nléfmn
. [Emn i (Bt = Brun) + Enannm (B = Bum)|

2 meNneM{m} (Bmn&nm + Pnmémn) (ﬂfn_nl,fnm + ,BArgzlr_nlsZmn)
EmnEam (Bt = Brun )| + [Endnm (B = Bum

<
ﬂrznin (Emn + Enm)*

meN neN\{m}
1 y ¥ Emntnm (§nmllér‘;’;3 — Omnllz + Emnl1095) - anm||2)
<=
< 5 )
2 meN neN\{m} ﬂxznin (§mn + §nm)

(106)

20



Note that we can do the following rearrangement:

Z Z §mn§nm§mn||é,‘f;11 _anm||2

meN neN\{m} ﬂrznin (Emn +§nm)2
EnmEmnnm 1Ot

1_omnHZ

‘Bﬁlil’l (&nm + gmn)z

,Enmgmngnmnéi_nl - 0mn||2
‘Brznin (&nm + gmn)z

neN meN\{n}

=2

meN neN\{m}

(107)

Considering (106), we can further get the following result:

Ry B-ru ()< ST Y Emn&im| 10’ = Omnll2

2
meN neN\{m} ﬂrznin (Emn + Enm)

<SS Elléd

! _Hmn“Z-
min meN ne N\{m}

(108)

The result above shows an upper bound 0f| ik (B)—Rjk (/éd_l)‘.
Step 2: We analyze an upper bound for Ip 0) - le (Od 1)‘

Recall that pij (@) and pij (Gd 1) correspond to the optimal so-
lutions to problems (11) and (9), respectively. Based on Proposition
4.2, we have the following relation:

cﬂi‘+0(i‘+el._. 1
i 2 (R PR B 0.

. (0):
Pz] 451] o

(109)
where v (0) is given by
o O)= Y, (o= chiy—eg) = D, (o —eBu - )
jeN\{k} JEN\{k}

(110)

. : k
It is easy to see that we can rearrange the expression of p; y (0) as
follows:

Cﬁij +ajj + 6;1-

P;‘Fj (0) = 2B,
+4§1__Z 7 (Rjk (B)=Rik (B)=Rjm (B)+Rim (B)) (Cierm = Pm—€f ) -
UkeNmeN\{k}

(111)

Similarly, we have the following relation for p;‘j (éd_l):

gd-1 , sd-1 -
cﬁij tafi e

Pij <éd71) B 2fd-1
ij

Pmax. Therefore, we have &dr_nl - cﬁg_l

We can easily derive the following relation:

cBij + aij + € cﬁd1+ad1+e

ij 2 ij
Zﬁij zﬁzd 1
5 (s ) = B a5+ )
Zﬂuﬁg 1
@ 1 cd—1 Ad—1
< W (ﬁmax ajj — a,’j ‘ + Qmax ﬂij _ﬁij ‘)
min
Omax t+ ﬁmax Ad—1
STH%’—@U [l2. (113)
min

Note that when deriving inequality (a), we have used the facts
that [x1xp — x3x4| = [x1x2 — X3x2 + X332 — x3%4| < |x2] |31 — x3] +
|3 |22 — x4] (Where x1, x2, x3, and x4 are real numbers) and aj; +
e,'_j > Omin + € 2 PmaxPmax > 0.

(Step 2-B) In this part, we derive an upper bound for the follow-
ing term:

(Rik (B)=Ritc (B)=Rym (B)+Rim (B))

(3 5 5 5 )

We can see that the following relation holds:

|(Rykc (B)=Ritc (B)-Rjm (B)+Rim ()

=Ry (B7) = (B )Ry (B i (47|

< )Rjk (B) = Rjk (l%d_l)‘ + [Rik (B) = Ri (f}d_l)’
+[Rim (B) = Rim (57| + [Rim (B) = Rim (71|

4 e
< — Z Z Enall0S) = 0l

min meN neN\{m}

(114)

The second inequality is based on (108).

(Step 2-C) In this part, we derive an upper bound for the term
‘ (akm —cPrm _EI;m) - (&g;ll —c,[?l‘jr_nl _EIZm) ‘ We can derive the up-
per bound as follows:

|

|(akm = Brm — 6]; ) (“km - Cﬁ
~d—1 d-1
< ‘“km ~em ) +c ‘ﬁkm - ﬂkm
o lla.

<(1+¢)||0km — (115)

and

(Step 2-D) We derive upper bounds for
[Rjx (B)=Rik (B)=Rjm (B)+Rim (B)|-

Recall that we assume that amin — fmaxpPmax +€ = 0and 0 < ¢ <

sd—1_ . pd-1_ —
Fem C'Bkm €em

k m e/:m > Ofmin — Pmax Pmax —

oL Y (Rjk (ﬁd—l)_Rvk (p?d—l)_Rj (I;d—l) (ﬁd 1))(0{ epdt e ) €em 2 Omin —pmaxﬁmax > —e > 0. We derive an upper bound for
4&;; i m m m
TkeNmeN (k) ) ’ yd- 1—cﬂ as follows:
A sd—1 pd—1_ — _
Next, we derive an upper bound for - ?j (od—l)‘. a —Cﬂkm _ekm‘ < Qmax + |€km| < Omax — €, (116)
(Step 2-A) In this part, we derive an upper bound for the term d d
chirayte, cfilradlre;, where the second inequality is based on e, f €emdFkm (ekm) €

2Bij

2B
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We derive a bound for |Rj (B)—Rik (B)—Rjm (B)+Rim (B)| as
follows:

[Rix (B)~Rik (B)~Rjm (B)+Rim (B)|
<[Rjk (B)=Rjm (B)| + |Rim (B)~Rix (B)|

(a) (b)
<2Rgm (B) < 2rkm

1 1

ﬁmk <2 ﬁmm
gmk ‘fkm

2gkm
ﬁmin

=25 117)

§km

ﬁmm

5mk

The inequality (a) is based on the triangle inequality for effective
resistances, and the inequality (b) is based on the fact that the effec-
tive resistance between two nodes is no greater than the resistance
of the resistor that directly connects the two nodes.

(Step 2-E) We combine the results in Steps 2-A, 2-B, 2-C, and

2-D, and derive an upper bound for Ip;‘J ) - p?j (éd_1)|. The basic
idea is to utilize the inequality that |x1x2 — x3x4| < |x2] |x1 — x3] +
|x3] |x2 — x4| (Where x1, x2, x3, and x4 are real numbers).

According to the expressions ofp;‘j (0) and p;‘j (éd_l) in (111)
and (112) and the results in Steps 2-A, 2-B, 2-C, and 2-D, we can
get the following relation:

1@~ (67
Omax + ﬁmax
2ﬁrznin

12 Z 28km

5(’1 keN meN\{k} ﬁmm
1 4 o
ta Dy 2 e >0 Y LallOf! - Ol
Y keNmeN\{k} minme Mie N\ {m}
Omax + ﬁmax Ad—1
=——————||6;; — 07" |I2
2 L]
2ﬁmin
1+c¢

hd—1
116ij — 65" Il2

(1+0) 161 = 621112

Do EemllOkm — O Mlz

28ij fmin KEN meN\{k}

L9
P EEEENN-D YD EnllOem — 65111
&ijbBrin keN meN\{k}
Omax + Pmax hd—1
=———116;; - 0" |2
2ﬁrznin N
1 1+c  Omax—€
e (S EENN-D) D Gl e
&ijPmin Bmin keNmeN\{k}

(118)

This completes our analysis in Step 2.
Step 3: We analyze the gap between IT (p* (6),w" (0), ed) and
(p wi e ) (i.e., the payoff under our policy) when d is odd and

d>>5.
According to our policy, when d is odd, the provider implements

p;.‘j (éd_l) as the pricing decision and w} (Hd 1) as the supply deci-
sion for each link (i, j). The expressions of E .4 {H (p* (0),w"(0), ed) }
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d .d

andEed{ (p wé e

)} are given as follows:

E, {n (p* 6), w* (), € )}
= Z Z Sij (aij = Bijpi; (0) + ei_j)p}‘j ©

ieNjeN\{i}
- Z Z Eij (aij - Bijpi; (9)) ¢, (119)
ieNjeN\{i}
Bea {1 (o w )]
Eea {1 (p" (0471). w (647). )}
= Z Z §ijE a {min {aij - ﬂijp;fj (éd_l) + e‘i ﬁ“j’ lp;‘] (Gd_l)Hp;fj (éd_l)
ieN jeN\{i}
CY S (a0 -
ieN jeN\{i}
In order to bound {H (p* 0),w*(0), ed)} —Ega {H (pd, wd, ed)H,

we first prove some preliminary results.
(Step 3-A) We analyze an upper bound for |a;; —ﬁijp:fj (0)+ €~

E a {min {aij —ﬁijp;.‘j (éd_l) + ed ”d 1 ﬁd Ip* (Hd 1)}} |. We
define a threshold e, as follows:

em £ 6871 - g1y (éd—l) - (al.j - Bijpy; (éd—l)) .
Using the notation ey, we can bound the term |;; —ﬂijp:fj (0)+el._j—
Eed {min {(x,’j — ﬁijp?j (éd_l) + 63 O?d 1 ﬂ?] lpzj (éd_l)H | as
follows:

(124)

|aij — ﬁijp?j 0) + el-_j

—Ea {min {(Zij - ﬁijp;fj (éd_l) + 65—,0?5_1 - ﬁg lpfj (éd_l)}H
oo 0 (o, () s )

+ ei_j — L5<€m eidde,-j (ez)

+Ld>em (051] ﬁz;PU (0) - ( ﬂlj pU (édﬁl))) dFj; (ez)

2
aij = Pijpi; (0) - (“ij - Bijpy; (éd_l))‘

+ (1= Fij (em)) ‘a,j Bijpy; (6) — ( ﬂz] P (éd—l))‘

€5~ /d elfjdeij (EZ) . (125)
é‘ij<6'1-h

It is easy to verify that the following results hold:

|aij - ﬁijp?j (0) - (aij - ﬂijp?j (éd?l))| S;Bmax

<Fjj (emn)

+

bi; 0) -7y (6971)].

(126)
s - ﬁupu () - (g - iy, (64|
S|Ofij as ‘ + B (0971) - Bupy;
< (14 pup) 185 — 07111 + B [p5; @) 55 (01)] . (127)




E a {H (P* (), w* (), ed)} =3 > & (aij - Bijpi; (0) + e{j)PZ} ©-> > & (aij - Bijpi; (9)) c.

ieN jeN\{i} ieN jeN\{i}
(121)
E_a {H (pd, wd, ed)} = Z Z &ijE a {min{aij - Bij (p;f‘j (éd—z) _ Af - d- l]) + el]’ d ﬁtu]' Zprj (éd—z) + pd_”}} (p?j (éd—Z) _ A5_2 d—'])
ieN jeN\{i} B B
S D (- By (697 + pd ) c.
ieN jeN\{i}
(122)
T R T e
* ® Hd— P nd— * * Ad— ﬁmax
<SS &y (cmax + PnaxPup) (pij ©) - p}; (ed 2)‘ G ’/) DD Epw ( (1+ pup) 11055 = 857212 + Bunax |p}; (8) — ] (9”’ 2)( B P ”)
ieN jeN\{i} ieN jeN\{i}
> e ((1+ pup) 1105 = 087211 + e [pi (0) = p; (6972) |+ pd ™)
ieN jeN\{i}
A hd— Qmax -
=Z Z _Eij (zpup + C) (1 +Pup) Ilaij - 91'.'1]. 2||2+Z Z §lj Omax + Zpupﬁmax + Cﬁmax) PU (6) - PU (ed 2)|+Z Z §ij (ﬁ - zﬁmaxpup + C) pd .
ieNjeN\{i} ieNjeN\{i} ieN jeN\{i} min
(123)
Recall that pyp is a notation defined before (in Step 3 of Section C) Combining our results in (125), (126), (127), and (131), we can
and it satisfies pyp > ‘P?j (éd—1)| i \p?j (9)|. get the following relation:

Next, we analyze an upper bound for € fd<€ €; dFl] ( U) . ‘or Bip’ (0)+ €
ij = PijPij ij

~Ea {min{aij—ﬁijﬁj (éd_l) TR (éd_l)}H

<2 (1+ pup) 116 = 647112 + Prmax p;; ©) —p:-} (ed-l)\ . (132)

We can derive the following relation:

- _ dp.  (.d
_ / el_d_ dF;; ( Eld) _ / 6?" dF;; (Ezd) ) (128) Here, we havc.?: used the fact that the convex combination of two
ed<0 J J ed<en 7 7 real numbers is no greater than each of the two numbers.
(Step 3-B) We derive an upper bound for [E 4 {H (p* (0),w*(0), ed) } -

If e, = a ﬁi lpl] (Gd 1) - (llij - ﬂijP?j (edfl)) > 0, we E_ 4 {H (pd, w, ed)} |. The basic idea is still to utilize the inequal-
have

ity that |x1x2 — x3x4| < |x2] |x1 — x3| + |x3] |x2 — x4] (Where x1, x2,
x3, and x4 are real numbers). Based on (119) and (120), we can get

- d d the bound as follows:
€~ 4 €; dFl] ( U) 4 fideij (eij) < leml -
€;<€m Osei].<eTh 4 d d
(129) d{H(P*(G),w*(G),e )}—Eed{ (p w )H
< Jbep (2 (1 6;; — 64! oz 0) = p%, (691
fer, < 0, we have 7;1_%2\“}&]%( (1+ pup) 1637 = 627112 + Bmax i, (0) = pi; (6771
d d + Z Z gij (amax + ,Bmaxpup) |P:i, (9) *P?j (éd?l)‘
E;j _/d< €; dFU ( z]) / ed <o Eideij (Eij) < |leml - ieN jeN\{i} ) A
cirem em=ey w30 S Ee (14 puo) 165 = 6711 + B [pi; 0 5 (697
(130) N jeN (i)
= i (2pup + €) (1+ pup) 1165 — O
Therefore, we can conclude that EZA{]_E;\“} §ij (2p P ¢) (1+p P) 116; ij Il2
d d + Z Z &ij (amax + Zpupﬁmax + Cﬁmax) P;j (6) _P:'(j (éd_1)| -
e - eddF;; (e) < Jem| IEN (i}
ij L3<€n ijeru\"ij (134)

=gt = ity (671 = (e - psmiy (67
S(1+Pup)||‘9ij—l9;jj_1||2. (131)
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Recall that in (118), we give an upper bound for p;‘j 6) - p:.‘j (éd_l ) |

We complete our analysis in Step 3.
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1 {p" @) w* (0), ) 11 (p?, w, &) )}

]

A,

(5]
—_—
(P
& R

‘H (p* (), w* (0), E25+1> 1 (PZSH’ WSt 623+1)| ¥ 'H (p* (), w* (0), 52“2) n (Pzwz’ w2s+2, 623+2)|)'

1

( €2 (2pup + €) (1+ pup) 1161 = 635 12+ . D" &2 (tmax + 2puprmax + cfimax) [p]; (0) - P} (9“))
2 \ieN jeN\{i} ieN jeN\{i}

LTJ
[ 2 (Z > gij(;;::+z’;::j:pup+c)p<zs+z>-v)]

/—A—-\
@
1l N‘U

522 \ieN jeN\(i}

ieN jeN\{i} ieN jeN\{i} Pmin 5

LA
sE[ (Z Z £i72 (2pup + ) (1 + pup) |0,J—05||2+Z Z §,-j(amax ﬁmaxpup+c) (23+2)*'7)
1

LB ~
| (Z > f,-]-z(amax+zpupﬁmax+cﬁmax)(mneu—é§;nz+ o (““+““;‘*_ £N(N—l))z S EemllOkm 635, m))]
ij Pmin min

: 2B2.
s=2  \ieN jeN\{i} min keNmeN\{k}

Z Z &ij (;‘:‘a: f; = pup +C) p(2s +2)")’

s=2 (iENjeN\{i}
1

Qmax + Pmax

127
1 1+ a Ao
+]E’ (z (2bup + ¢) (1 + pup) + 2 (@max + 2pup Bnax + ¢ finax) +2 (@max + 2Pup fmax + Pmax) ﬂ—( 2C+ ;’“" EN(N- l))N(N—I)) > &jlley -9§;|2’
s=2 'min 'min

252 iEN jeNV(i}
L
<(EN 2 U)p(ﬁ:: +2 ﬂmmpup+c) Z::Z (2s+2)7"
ieN jeNV{i} B
Qmax + Pmax 1 1+c | Omax— L%J In(2s)
+ Z Z &ij ( 2Pup + C) (1 +Pup)+2 (amax + 2pup Pmax + Cﬂmax) o +2 (amax + 2pup Pmax + Cﬂmax) e ( 2 + 7N(N 1)) N(N - 1)) V@1 (p, 1) Z 1-21 °
ieNjeN\{i} Zﬁmin Prin Prmin =2 (2s)
(133)
D 1
Step 4: We analyze the gap between II (P* (0),w*(0), ed) and From (133), we can see that we need to bound ZL ! (2s +2)7"
(P w, ed) (ie., the payoff under our policy) when d is even and ZL - (;nslz_sz)” . We first derive the upper bound of the term
and d > 6. LI) L) ’
According to our policy, when d is even, the provider implements Yoy (25 +2)77 as follows:

p:.‘]. (éd—z) ~ 5 =434 " as the pricing decision and w7} (Od 2) +pd "

as the supply decision for each link (i, j). Based on our definition

LB LB )
i i * (99-2) — L_gn - - U
of pyp in Section C, we have pyp > |pij (9 ) paz d~"|. The ex SZZ (2s+2)” Z / (2s+2)"Tdz
pressions of E _a {H (p* (0),w*(0), ed)} andE_q { (p wd, ed)} |21 b
2211+
are given in (121) and (122). We can use an approach that is similar < Z / (22)"dz = / 2 (22) dz
to the one used in Step 3 to bound |E 4 {H (p* (0),w"(0), ed)} - s=2 2
D-1 49 1-n
E.a {H (pd, wd,ed)} |, and we show the result in (123). _1 / 2L (3)7Mdz < 1.1 (2 (D _ 1) + 2)
Step 5: In this step, we combine our results in the steps above, i 21- 2

. ) ==— D+, 135
and bound E{% Zgzs(l'[ (p 0),w*(0), ed) (p wd, ed) )} 21— ( ) (135)
Note that in Step 3 and Step 4, we analyze the upper bound for
E.a {H (p* 0),w" (0), ed) (p wd, ed)}, where the expecta- It is easy to see that the following relation holds for any D > 5

N . d (recall that 0 < 5y < 1):
tion is taken with respect to €. Considering the randomness of 2
el €2, ..., P, we can utilize Theorem 4.1 and the results in Step
2, Step 3, and Step 4 to derive (133). L 1
D+1\"" _(6\7T 6
<|= <=, (136)
D 5 5
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LDI
N

Therefore, we can bound }; jj (2s + 2)77 as follows:

L5 ]
a3 1
> (es+2) < Z—D'. (137)
= S51-7¢
s=2
) [22] [ n(2s)
Next, we derive the upper bound of the term 3 _J @ We

In(z)
@

1
can easily prove that increases with z when 0 < z < e1-21

1 1
and decreases with z when z > e-27. When D > 4 + e =27, since D
1
is an integer, we can prove that L%J > L%e 1-21 | + 2. Then, we
L%J In(2s)

can bound }}__/ 2o as follows:
D-1 D-1
'z In (2s) lZ! In (2s)
(28)17217 < (25)172’7
s=2 s=1
1
1,727 D-1
_Lze I In (2s) |z In (2s)
P (25)' 72" ! (25)' 7%
s=3eT27 |+2
1
1,72 D-1
e M) |z /s+1 In (25)
4 Neo™ LS Nt
s=[1eT27 |+2
1
1,727 D-1
e M M 2s) |z st [n(z@z-1)
< 12y T —1—2r7dz
=1 (2s) - s (2(z-1))

s=3eT27 |+2

1,12 —
e M) 1 2L In(z) .
= il e i ——dz.  (139)
= (25) 71 2 Ja|leTEm |4 N (2) T

Since we have the following relation:

d | —Lt—=VInzz"t05 -0.5
(s )1 + 27705 Vinz, (139)
dz 2(n1+0.5) vinz
2 B In()

we can bound % / dz as follows:

1 N1-27]
2| 1e™2 |42 &

1 e In(z) .
-/ 1 iy 92
2 J21Le™ |42 \ (2)

2| -1 2| 21 7-0.5
<1‘/ 21 ln(Z) dl+l‘/ 21 — l__z dz
2 Jate™ J42 \ (2)1720 2 J21te™m 42 2(+0.5) \Inz

1 ‘/ZLDz_IJ In(2) N 1 2170-5 d
== P
2.z %elflvaJrz ()72 2(n+0.5) \Inz
1 1
- n+0.5
<2 ((r] To5) nzz ) le=2 271

11 D-1 D—1 \70>
“2(n+0.5) ln(2|_ 2 J)(ZL 2 J)

1 +0.
S(2’7—+1)\/lnD(D)’7 05 (140)

LZ2] [ Ines)

Therefore, we have derived an upper bound for

s=2 (25)1—271
as follows:
1
|22 [leT=27 |41
2 In (28) 2 In (28) + 1 '\/E(D)’H—O'S
o (25)1_2,, (23)1—2'7 2n+1

(141)
Considering (133), (137), and (141), we can characterize an upper

bound for E {25_5 (n (p* 0), w* (0),ed) -m (pd, wd,ed) )} in
inequality (142). We can easily prove that the value of the expression
E 22:1 (H (p* (0),w*(0), ed) -1I (pd, w4, ed) )} is upper-bounded

by a term that is independent of D, as shown below:

E{i (n (" ©),w" ©),¢%) 11 (p, W, &) )}

d=1
S8]\]z§1'nax (Pup + C) (amax + ﬁmaxpup) . (144)
Hence, we can characterize an upper bound for A7) in (143).

In (143), we can see that the upper bound consists of three terms,
and they are proportional to D71, (In D)% (D)"fé, and D™, respec-
tively. We can let @3 (p, 1), @3 (p, 17), and D4 (p, 1) be the coefficients
(i.e., the parts that are independent of D) of these three terms. Then,
we can rewrite (143) as

ATy < @ (p, ) D! + @3 (p, ) D)2 D% + 4 (p,7) D",
(145)

This completes our proof for Theorem 4.3.

H PROOF OF COROLLARY 4.4

In this section, we prove that limp_, e Ag = 0. According to Theo-

rem 4.3, the upper bound of A% in (15) consists of the terms that
1 1

are proportional to D71, (InD)2 D"~ %, and D77. It is easy to see

that limp_, D! = 0and limp_,0co D™ = 0. Furthermore, since

ne (0, %) we have the following relations:

1 1
. (lnD)% . 2(1nD)% D
lim - = lim —————
D—oo 37 D—oo (% _ ’7) D21
. 1
= lim =0. (146)

D= (1 _ 25 D2~(In D)2
Therefore, as D goes to infinity, all the terms of the upper bound of
AT, approaches zero. This implies that limp_,c AT = 0.



+(Z Z 51]) ( (ZPUP +c) (1 +PUP)+Z (etmax + 2pup Pmax + ¢Pmax) M +2 (omax + 2pup Pmax + ¢Pmax) ﬁm% (Hic

_1

1

lie =27 |
Ies In(2s
2 . ;‘“‘ EN(N- 1)) N(N- 1)) Vo (o ) Z .
ieENjeNV(i} 2B hin min (2s)
Ofmax + Pmax 1 1+c  Omax—€ \/_ 0.5
§l_] (zpup + C) (1 +Pup)+2 (amax + zpupﬁmax + Cﬁmax) — +2 (amax + zpupﬁmax + Cﬁmax) T > +— B N(N 1)|N(N-1) W InD (D)
zeN ]EN\( i} 2Bin min min
(142)
s d d d .d
A% :]E > Z( (P*(G), w*(0), e )*H(p ,wé e ))
lie =277 2;7
<[8N? &max Pup+6)(amax+ﬁmaxl7up) Z Z &ij (2 (Zpup+C)(1+pup)+(amax+2pupﬂmax+0ﬁmax) M+2(ﬂmax+2mpﬂmax+cﬁmax)T1_ (HTC+7D{23X__£N(N—1))N(N_1))W ;ln<12j2);7
ieNjeM{i} Prin 'min ‘min (2s)

{2
2.2

ieNjeNi}

'min Prmin

flj)(z (ZPUP + C) (1 *mp)*(amax + 2pup fmax + Uﬁmax) 7Mmax;ﬁma}( +2 (llmax +2pup fmax + Cﬁmax) IA ( IZC a;ax =N(N- 1)) N (N - 1)) V1 (ps 'l
‘min

amax ﬁmax

3
ij P( & Pupt )*7“ 7. (143)
ieEN jeN\{i} ) Pri ﬂmm 1-7

\/ln (D)170-5
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