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Results in this appendix are numbered consistently with those in the main paper. Results that
do not appear in the paper (auxiliary Lemmas or additional theorems omitted from the exposition
in the main paper) are numbered using the convention ‘SectionLetter.Number’.

A. Proofs for Section 4

We begin with establishing properties of the unit revenue function, g(-).
Lemma 6.

1. g(+) is a non-negative, continuous, non-decreasing, and concave function on Ry, with g(0) =
0.

2. yg(1/y) is non-decreasing and concave on Ry, .
3. g(y)/y is non-increasing on R.

4. Ifu,v>0, then 24 > min(, 1), L [ g(v)dv < g(u/2).

Proof.

1. That g(-) is non-negative, continuous and non-decreasing with ¢(0) = 0 follows by definition.
We show g(-) is a concave function. In the remainder of the proof, we use the fact that
(PE (D)) |p=p = F(p*) — p*f(p*) = 0. We know that on y < 1/F(p*), ¢'(y) = p*F(p*). Now
on y > 1/F(p*), g(y) is non-decreasing in y and we have ¢'(y) = FQ(g(y))/f(g(y)), which

in turn must be non-increasing following the second part of Assumption |1|that F'(p)/f(p) is
non-increasing. Finally,

F2(g(L/F)/f(9(L/F(p*) = F* () / f (") = 0" F(p").

so that g(-) is continuously differentiable on R with a non-increasing derivative. Thus, g(-)
is concave on R .

2. Note that

yF (y) otherwise.
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It follows that g(y) = 0 on y > F(p*). On the domain (0, F(p*)], define the function p(

y)
——1 . o =/
F ™ (y); p(y) is decreasing in y. On (0, F(p*)], we have (yg(1/y))" = p(y) — F(p(®))/f(p(v)),
which is non-increasing in y following the second part of Assumption (1| that F(p)/f(p) is

non-increasing, and the fact that p(y) is decreasing in y. Moreover, on (0, F(p*)],
(wo(1/y) = (wg(1/v)) |,—Fpey = 2" — F(0*)/F(p") =

It follows that yg(1/y) is non-decreasing and concave on R ;.

3. That g(y)/y in non-increasing on R, follows directly from property (2) above.

4. Since g(-) is a non-decreasing and concave function on R, this property holds due to Lemma

[
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Lemma [1l
J*(z% 2,00 < E [Ji“At}(xo, 0)]
< J&g(wo, Mo, 0)
n < g (fOT(At - at/\/ﬁ)dt>
o
(5) < @og (f‘)T;)tdt) + 209 (g%) :

Proof. The first inequality is evident by definition. Now, by definition of the unit revenue function
g(+) and Section 5.2 of Gallego and van Ryzin| [1994], we have that

[At]dt>

Jég (2o, Ao, 0) = zog (fo 0

By the concavity of g(-) established in Lemma @] and Jensen’s inequality, we immediately have:

T
E {JfAt}(iUo,O)} =E lxog (W) (fo E[A¢]dt

T
S . . J. T At .
which is the second inequality. The fact that JfAt}(xo, 0) = zog | “*; follows from the defini-

> = J&g(wo, Ao, 0)

tion of ¢g(-) and Section 5.2 in (Gallego and van Ryzin [1994].
Now for a Normal random variable X with mean p and variance o2, we know that E[X 1] <

w+o/v2r. Thus, E[A{] = E {Kﬂ < A\t + o/V/2m. Since, by Lemma@ g(+) is non-decreasing, it
then follows that

X0 Zo

T T
JéE(:l:Oa >\070) = Tog (fOE[At]dt> < z0g <f0 ()‘t + Ut/@)dt) .

The sub-additivity of g(-) from the fourth part of Lemma [6] then yields the final inequality. [



Lemma 3

dty L 1- T \edt
JREP (2030 0) > 0.342az0g fo It axog Jo At .
.T()\/ﬂ 2 dy)

Proof. We have:

T
JREP (20 A0 0) = EVO WRFP(Xt,At,t)F(wRFp(Xt,At,t))Atdt]

. T Xth<t, Oé) At(T - t)
- F [ o AT -1)* (Xth(t,a)) Atdt]
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(6) T [ o I\ a0 ( )fOT Nds o 7 ToAe
where the second equality holds by the definition of g(-), the first inequality follows from the
lower bound on X; established in Lemma |2| on the inventory balancing property and the property
that zg(1/z) is a non-decreasing function. The final inequality holds because zg(1/z) is a concave

function.
Next, we prove the lower bounds of two terms in [6] respectively. For the first term, we have:

v

V
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e () e
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- 1), [ G [ e o]
> 0.342.

The first inequality holds due to Property 1 in Lemma [0 and the positivity of A\;. The second
inequality holds due to Property 4 in Lemma [6] The final inequality was derived as a property of
the class of market-size processes we consider in Property 3 in Lemma

For the second term in [6] we have
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The first and second inequalities follow respectively from the fact that g(-) is non-negative and
non-decreasing. |

Theorem [I} Assume A; is a generalized moving average process. Then,
1. For the RFP policy with o = 1, we have

1 B
'1+B 1+B

Jmree (20 20.0)
J*(x0,X\0,0)

> max {0 342, (exp(—l /4w B?) + 0.853)} :

where B £ or/V 272, and we assume Ay = A for all t.
2. For the RFP policy with o = 0.594, and arbitrary forecasts {\;}, we have:

JmEr (29, X%, 0)

> 0.203.
J*(20,A9,0)

Proof. We provide a proof of the first part of the theorem; the second part is proved in Section [4

By Lemma [l| we have that J*(2%, \%,0) < J&g(2%,A°,0). Consequently, if Ay = A for all ¢, then for
an arbitrary «a,
JREP (2030 0) S JREP (2020 0)
JH(x0,00,0) T JER(20,X0,0)

Now, we have:

A (T—
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The first equality holds by definition of g(-) and Lemma The second inequality follows by
applying the inventory balancing Lemma (Lemma [2)) to obtain a lower bound on X; along with the
property that zg(1/z) is a non-decreasing function, which is established in Lemma [6] The third
inequality follows by Property 4 in Lemma[6] The final inequality follows by Property 3 in Lemma
5]

In addition, we have:
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Here @ is the C.D.F of a standard normal random variable. The first inequality follows from
the third inequality in the proof of Theorem [l the second and third inequalities hold because
o Vory < or < V27 AB, the fourth inequality follows Property 2 in Lemma and the last
inequality is derived from the fact that 1 — ®(z) < exp(—x?/2)/xv/27 for x > 0.

Combined with the lower bound derived in Theorem [I] we have

JREP (20,30, 0)
J*(29,A9,0)

1 B
> 342, ——— —
_maX{O?) 118 1+B

(exp(~1/47B?) + 0.853)} .

A.1. Performance Guarantees for Alternate Market Size Processes

While we focused on providing performance guarantees for market size processes satisfying As-
sumption [2| our analysis is easily extended to a number of distinct classes of market size processes.
The analysis schema is essentially identical to what we have seen thus far, except for the final steps
of the analysis where one must specialize to properties of the marginals of the market size process
in question. To illustrate this, we present analogues to Theorem [l for two market size processes
outside of those specified by Assumption [2] The first class of processes we consider are ‘reflected’
generalized moving average processes, where as opposed to considering A; = (A;)T we consider
Ay = |A;| where A, is constructed as before. Here we have:

Theorem 3. Consider the RFP policy with o = 0. Let Ktjatisfy the requirements of Assumption
@. Moreover, assume that \y = X\ for allt. Then, if Ay = |A¢|, we must have:

JmRER (20, X0 0)

> 0.243.
JH(z0,N0,0)  —

Proof. Now, we have:
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The first equality holds by definition of g(-) and Lemma |1} In addition, we use the fact that for
a Normal random variable X with mean p and variance o2, we know that E[|X|] < u + V20 /7
ao that E[A;] = E[|A¢]] < A+ V20,/+/7. The second inequality follows by applying the inventory
balancing Lemma (Lemma [2]) to obtain a lower bound on X; along with the property that zg(1/z)
is a non-decreasing function, which is established in Lemma [f] The fourth inequality follows by
Property 4 in Lemma @ Finally, by Lemma [I| we have that J*(z%, A%, 0) < J&g (2% A%, 0) so that

JTEFP (20,09, 0) > JTEEP (20,09, 0)
J*(x0,00,0) T JEg(20,X0,0)

and the guarantee follows. |

As a second example of an alternate market size process, we consider a market-size process
specified by the Cox-Ingersoll-Ross (CIR) process

dAs = O(\ — Ay)dt + o/ NdZ;,

where 6, A, 0 > 0. As is customary for the use of this process in applications we consider the regime
where 20\ > 02 wherein the process above becomes an example of a strictly positive and ergodic
affine process. In this model, 8 controls the speed of market-size adjustment, A\ and ¢ corresponds
to mean and volatility of the process respectively. The stationary distribution for this process is
Gamma distributed with shape parameter 26)/c? and scale parameter 02/20. We assume Aq is
distributed according to this stationary distribution and define A = Ag.

Theorem 4. Consider the RFP policy with o = 0. Then if Ay is driven by the CIR process above,

we have:
JTRFP (xo, A0 0)

> 0.632.
T+ (29, 00,0)




Proof. Now, we have:

Ay (T—
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> 0.632.

The second inequality follows by applying the inventory balancing Lemma (Lemma [2)) to obtain
a lower bound on X; along with the property that zg(1/z) is a non-decreasing function, which
is established in Lemma [6] The third inequality follows by Property 4 in Lemma [l T(,-)is an
incomplete Gamma function and is given by I'(x,y) = foo *=le=5ds, and a = 20)\/0? > 1 By
Lemma [1| we have that J*(2%, A%, 0) < J&p (2%, A%, 0) so that

JTREP (gjo’ )‘07 0) > JTREP (I‘O, )‘07 0)
T-(@0,00,0) = Jeg(x0,A0,0)

and the guarantee follows. |

B. Proofs for Section

Lemma EI. (Sample Path Modulus of Continuity) Assume that As is a generalized moving average
process with ¢ € Co and \y = X\. Then, for A >0, and any t € [0,T), we have:

[Aprr — A4

lim sup sup <1 a.s.

A0 0<t<T—r0<r<A 0+/2Alog(1/A)

Proof. For any 0 <t <T —7and 0 <7 < A, we have

+

Apr — Ay = (A + OHT St +7— s)dZS>+ _ (A + /Ot bt — s)dZs)

t+7

IN

S(t+ 7 — 5)dZ| + /Ot(qb(t —§)— bt + 7 —))dZ,s

t

t+1 ,
= |0Zuyr — O(7) 20 + / 6 (t+7 — 5)Zuds

‘1“((25(0 Zt+/ (t—s)— ¢ (t+ 71 — ) Zsds




t+7
< ol = 21+ (60) o2+ | [ S+ )2ds

+0(0) — oIzl +| [0t =)= 6 0+ 7 )25

< o sup | Zstu — Zs| + Lp17B + L1 7B + Ly1 7B + LgoT Bt
0<s<T—u,0<u<A
= 0 sup ‘Zs—l—u - ZS‘ + <3L¢1B + L¢QBt)T

0<s<T—u,0<u<A

where B £ supy<;<r Z;. The first inequality follows property that [(A+B)* —(A+C)*| < |B-C|,
the second equality follows from the integration by parts formulas for stochastic integrals, the third
inequality follows from the assumed differentiability properties of ¢(t) (the constants correspond
to bounds on the appropriate differentials) and the definition of B.

Now, we have

. |Atr — A . 0|Ziir — Zt| + (3Lg1 B + Lo Bt)T
lim sup sup —————— < limsup sup
A0 0<t<T-1,0<r<A /2Alog(1/A) A0 0<I<T—7,0<7<A 2Alog(1/A)
_ 0| Zyir — Z4
= limsup sup —_—
A0 0<t<T—70<r<A /2Alog(1/A)
= 0‘7

where the first inequality follows from the first part of our argument, and the second inequality is
Levy’s theorem on the modulus of continuity of sample paths of Brownian motion. |

Lemma EI. Assume that Ay is a generalized moving average process with ¢ € Co and Ay = X. Then,
for any t € [0,T), we have almost surely:

A—0 o/ Alog(1/A) —
and further,
. [ Xita) — Xl
lim sup

<4
A—0 oT\/Alog(1/A) ~

Proof. First, we prove the convergence rate of the estimated market size. We have

Aya — Ayl ‘1/M) Auds — A
_ - |= ods —
H(A) t NI ¢

S sup ’At—s — At‘
0<s<2A
Therefore,
. Ayay — Ml . SUPg<s<aon |At—s — At
lim sup lim sup

L o B
A—0 oy/Alog(1/A) =  aso oy/Alog(1/A)
< SUPo<t<T—5,0<s<2A |At—s — A4
< limsup
A0 oy/Alog(1/A)
— SUPo<¢<T—5,0<s<2A |Ap—s — A V4ATlog(1/2A)
= limsup
A0 ov/4Alog(1/2A) Alog(1/A)




< 2.

The last inequality follows from Lemma,
Next, we prove the convergence rate of the inventory process under the RFP-A policy. Now for
i > 0, we have

A A FTA AjA (DA i
X(H—l)A: XA — F(mrpp(X™ JA))/A Agds | .

We have that for e > 0, there exist numbers C(e), D(e¢) < oo, such that 1/(T — s) < C(e) and
|%T1_8] < D(e) for all s <T —e. Now, for any s, A such that 2A < s < T — ¢, we have:

X, ind Fp), @)
’mm {F(p )’AS(T—S)}AS —mm{F(P ), As(A)(T_S<A))}AS
Xs

. Tk 1 F(p*)A XS(A)
< ’mm {F(p )As, T—s} — min {F(p )AS(A)‘) T—S(A)}’

_ X -
+min{F(p*), = uCy }AS—AS(A))
(7) Aya)(T = s(A))
. . X Xs(a) Ty A
SF(p)As—AS(A)‘+‘T_S—T_S(A)‘JFF(]?)As—As(A)‘
X Xga Xs(a Xsa
<9 A, A, s As(a) ‘ s(8) __As(a) ‘
- OSSTuSpQA| |+‘T—s T—s T—-s T-s(A)

<2 sup |As — As—-| + (C(e) K + z0D(e))A,

C 0<s<T-1,0<7<2A

where K £ supyepo,7] At- The second inequality follows from the fact that | min{A4, B}—min{C, D}| <
|A — C|+ |B— D|. Now, we have, for i > 1 with (i + 1)A < T — ¢,

X2 X y XA /(M)A in{ F(p*) Xia Ayd '
(i+1)A (+nAal = iA A min p ’]\Z-A(T—ZA) s@s

¥ +DA Foor X, A +
- iA_/iA mln{ (p )’AS(T—S)} sas
(i+1)A A +
/ min { F(p*), ——ia Ly g
1A AZA(T — ZA)
(i+1)A _ X, +
AN AiA (T — ZA)
(i+1)A _ — . Xs
/(L'A min {F(p )’W}ASdS

(i+1)A o .
—/ min F(p*),# Agds
A AzA(T — ’LA)

IN
P
>
>b
|

_|_

< | XA - Xial
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+/(z‘+1)A ' {F( “ X, } ' {F( . Xs(a) HA ;
min p*), ———— ¢ —min p), = sds
iA Ag(T — s) Aya)(T — s(A))

< XA - Xial +2 sup [As = As—r|A + (C(e)K + 20 D(€)) A%,
0<s<T—7,0<7<2A
where the first inequality follows from the property that |AT — (B + C)*| < |AT — BT| 4 |C], the
second inequality follows from the property that |(X —min{a,bX})" — (Y —min{a,bY })T| < | X Y|
for b > 0, and the last inequality follows from (7). Moreover, since trivially | X§ — Xa| < fOA Agds <
KA, we must have for any positive integer ¢ with :A < T — e,

XA - Xial <27 sup As = Asr| + (C(e) K + 20D (e))A%(i — 1) + KA
0<s<T—7,0<7<2A
<2T sup |As — As—+| + (C(e)KT + zoD(e)T + K)A.

0<s<T—7,0<7<2A
Hence, for any t < T — ¢,
A A
[ Xitay — Xel < [Xiay = Xiay| + [ Xiya) — X

<2T sup |As — As—7| + (C(e) KT + zoD(e)T + K)A + KA
0<s<T—7,0<7<2A

Therefore,

. ‘XtA(A) — X . 2T supg<s<r—ro<r<on [As = As—r| + (C(€) BT + 20 D(e)T + B)A + BA
lim sup < limsup ==—r==
A—0 oT\/Alog(1/A) A—0 oT/Alog(1/A)
— 2 SUPg<s<T—7,0<7<2A |As — As—r|
= limsup
A0 oy/Alog(1/A)

i 2 SUPg<s<T—7,0<7<2A |As — As—7| V4ATlog(1/2A)
= limsup

A0 ov/4Alog(1/2A) Alog(1/A)
< 4,

for all ¢ < T'—e. The last inequality follows from Lemma[d] Since our choice of € > 0 was arbitrary,
the result follows. |

Theorem |2} (The Price of Discretization) For generalized moving average processes and an RFP-A
policy with o = 1, we have:

‘JWRFP (20, 29,0) — JTREP (29, A, 0)’ _ EK2T3
lim sup < "
A0 n(A) log(1/n(4)) %

where o = ¢(0), and we assume A\ = X for all t.

Proof. Recall that by the inventory balancing property we have that:

Xe o %o
T—-t— T

Using this fact with Lemma [5| allows us to conclude after some algebraic manipulation that for any
t < T that

May(T — (D)) AT —t)| 2T 4KT®

I e
it X, ~ x + 23(T —t)

Ao on(A) X,QA)
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Let x(A) = 8T20n(A)/xo. Observe that on t < T — x(A), we must have by the Balancing Lemma
that X; > 8Ton(A), so that for A sufficiently small, Lemma [5 guarantees that X ?A) > 0 as well.
Consequently, we have that for A sufficiently small:

(8)
| J7er (20,30, 0) — J7REE (20,30, 0))|

T
E{/ ﬂﬁFP(XA’t,t)F (WﬁFP(XA’t,t)) Atdt} —E
0

/OT mrep (X5, 0)F (TFRFP(Xt’t)) Atdt]

T _ T _
<E ’ /0 hep (XA OF (nhep (XA, 1)) At - /0 mrep(X', 1) F (rrep(X',1)) Atdt]
T—r(A) _ T—k(A) —
<E /0 mREp (Xiiay O F (WPA{FP(Xt%A)at)) Agdt —/0 mrip (X', ) F (WRFP(Xtat)) Atdt]

+ EKk(A)p*F(p*).
Now, by our choice of k(A), we have that for A sufficiently small that

A T=r(&) 5 A T (A A T=r(2) t N ¢
g(A) 2 /0 WRFP(Xt(A),t)F(WRFP(Xt(A),t)) Agdt — /0 WRFP(X,t)F(ﬁRpp(X,t)) Agdt
i o TR [ Ay (T = t(A)) AT —¢
< Kp F(p)/0 " )X%A> - t(Xt ) at
t
<

_ T—r(A) 3
KpF(p) (m(A) / (f + %) dt)

272 N AKT?3 (log T + log(1 /K(A)))>

2

< KpF@)on(a) ( - 2

where the first inequality follows from the fact that the function g(y)/y has its first derivative
bounded in absolute value by p*F(p*), and the second inequality was established at the start of
the proof. It follows that

, E(A) 4K2T3p*F(p*)
lim sup < 5
a0 on(A)log(1/n(A)) Ty
Using this inequality, then yields

TI'A —
_ \J”RFP (2%, A%, 0) — Jmire (20,17, 0)\ , E(A) + k(A F(p*) K
lim sup < limsupE
A0 n(A)log(1/n(A)) A0 n(A)log(1/n(A))
4EK?T3p*F (p*)o
where the second inequality follows from Fatou’s lemma. |

C. Miscellaneous Results and Computations

C.1. Properties of the Market-Size Process

We present in this Section, a few technical results for a class of market size processes satisfying the
assumption below. It is simple to check that this class subsumes the class of generalized moving
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average processes we have studied in this paper.

Assumption 2.

N+ _
1. Ay = (At) where Ay is a Gaussian process with continuous sample paths.
2. E {Kt] £\, is positive.

3. The variance of the random variable Ay, o2, is non-decreasing as a function of t and concave.

Indeed it is evident that our moving average processes satisfy the first two requirements; to see
that the last requirement is satisfied, we observe that in the case of moving average processes, Ito
isometry yields Var(A;) = fot ¢?(s)ds which is evidently non-decreasing and concave.

Lemma 7. Let f : Ry — Ry be a non-decreasing, concave function with f(0) = 0. Then for all
O0<y<u,
1< 1@

f()

~—

< |8

and

9) i[ﬁfﬁmt§f<§>'

Proof. By definition, f(x)/f(y) > 1. Moreover, the concavity of f yields f(x) = f(0+%y) < %f(y)
Thus, f(z)/z < f(y)/y. Inequality (9 follows by Jensen’s inequality. |

Now, we use Lemma [7| to characterize properties of the volatility of the market-size process, o?.

Defining

we have:
Lemma 8.

1. oy is non-decreasing and concave in t.

2.1 —t/3T < ET,l/Ut < \/ET,Q/O—? < y/max {T/Qt,l}.

iz or.1/V2m
3~%ﬁ[1—¢Q§%)+h“M s exp(—y?/207)dy| dt > 0.342.

Proof.
1. o7 is non-decreasing in t directly implies that o; is non-decreasing in ¢t. Now,
(03)" = 2(a1)? + 2010}

so that since o? is concave, o} < 0 and the concavity of o; follows.
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2. To establish the first inequality, we see that:
_ T T 2
ory  Jy osds l/ T3 4
¢ B TO't B T 0 O't2
1 T
(10) > T/o Hmin{i,l}ds
t
1— ——

3T’

where inequality follows by Lemma |7| and the concavity of o?.

That or1/0¢ < \/T12/ af is a direct consequence of Jensen’s inequality.
The second part of Lemma E yields o7 < 0'% /2) 5O that the first part of Lemma 7| then yields:

2
ol OT/9 T
T2’2 < é < max {, .
o o 2t
t t

3. We have:

1 /T o1 ) or,1/V21 y y2
— 1—® ’ +/ — exp(——==)dy| dt
T/O [ <(Tt 27 0 0T,10¢ p( 20'?) y

1 /T[ 1z
_ 7/ 1- & < or,1 ) + 7Ut (1 — eXp(—(UT’1)2/4W03))] dt
T Jo oT,1

o2
1 (T max{%,l} 1
> 5 | _1—<1> o + max{%jl} (1—exp(—(1—t/3T)2/47r)> dt
:/1 & mas {551} + ! (1 - exp(~(1 - v/3)2/4m)) | dv
0 2m max{i,l}
= 0.342,

where the first inequality follows from the previous property (i.e. Lemma |8, Property 2);
the penultimate equality follows by employing the change of variables v = ¢/T', and the final
equality follows from numerical evaluation of the definite integral in the penultimate line.

C.2. Analysis for Example [I] in Section 3]
Recall, that our goal is to show that if o > 0, then

J™EP (20, 2\9,0)

T 0 N0,0) < O((logT)™1),
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for the dynamic pricing problem described in Example [I To show this, we will find it convenient
to use properties of the RFP policy established in Section {4l as we will use performance under this
policy as a lower bound to performance under an optimal policy. Now, we have

J™FP (29 \0,0) p*xo
J*(20,29,0) T JmmER(20,X0,0)
xo

JmrEP (120 X0 ()
2782 AT \]™
3V2rxy o 2mxg
273%  NVT \]7
3V2rxg oV2mxg

IN

[0.34251 (1 +

= [O.34210g <1+
— O((logT)™).

The first inequality follows by the definition of J* and also the fact that performance under the
fixed price policy is trivially upper bounded by p*zg; in the case of our example, recall that p* = 1.
We now focus on the second inequality: Theorem [I] showed that

JTREP (2000 0) > 0.342.085 (2%, A2, 0),
while by the definition of the unit revenue function, g(-), in Section {4} we know that

Jo E[A/]dt

a0 g ()
o

Since here, fOT E[A¢]dt > \T' + 2;:;%" - 22\/‘22 and ¢ is non-decreasing from Lemma@ it follows that

273/2 VT
JTREP (20 X0 0) > 0.342z0g ( . i > ‘

1+ —
3V2rxg o2z

C.3. Computational Experiments Relative to a Tighter Super-Optimal Policy

In our computational experiments, we compared performance of the RFP-A policy against a clair-
voyant upper bound that was permitted to observe the entire realization of a sample path of the
market size process at time 0. While this bound was cheap to compute, we observed that in certain
cases performance relative to this upper bound was worse than 10%. We conjectured that this did
not reflect our pricing policies performance per se but rather simply the fact that our upper bound
was loose in settings with high volatility. As such, we compute a tighter upper bound here, namely
the expected revenue under an optimal policy with knowledge of the specification of the market size
process (i.e. a probability distribution over its sample paths) and the ability to monitor the process
and update prices in continuous time. This is obviously still an upper bound on the optimal value
function, but nonetheless tighter than the clairvoyant bound. The results are summarized (for an
OU process) in Tables [4] and
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Table 4: Performance Relative to a Tighter Upper Bound. Common parameters across problem in-
stances: A=¢,4=1,T=5,CV =25 A=0.1.

Initial Inventory | Load Factor Relative Optimality
0 xo/XT | J™RFP/J* JTREp /¥ JTReP | JUB
4 0.294 0.951 0.923 0.830
8 0.589 0.962 0.941 0.886
12 0.883 0.979 0.965 0.922
16 1.177 0.990 0.977 0.949
20 1.472 0.998 0.990 0.968

Table 5: Performance Relative to a Tighter Upper Bound. Common parameters across problem in-
stances: A=e,6=1,T=5,CV =5,A=0.1.

Initial Inventory | Load Factor Relative Optimality
20 2o/NT | J™rEP[J* J7REe [J* JTREe [ JUB
4 0.294 0.922 0.891 0.768
8 0.589 0.938 0.915 0.828
12 0.883 0.947 0.929 0.861
16 1.177 0.951 0.936 0.887
20 1.472 0.966 0.951 0.908

In the experiments above J TREP /JUB is the quantity reported for the bulk of our experiments
— performance relevant to a clairvoyant upper bound. The quantity J TREP /J* reports performance
relative to the tighter upper bounds. Since even this tighter upper bound is potentially loose
(since it re-optimizes continuously, and is allowed to observe the monitor the market size process),
the quantity J™RFP/J* report performance of the idealized RFP policy (that is also allowed to
re-optimize continuously and monitor the market size process directly) against the tighter upper
bound. We see that the results bear substantial support to the fact that a large fraction of the
performance losses reported in our computational study are potentially due to the fact that we
compare ourselves against an upper bound that can be fairly loose. This is not surprising given
the amount of information used by the policy implicit i! n the clairvoyant upper bound.
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