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Abstract

Posted-price mechanisms (PPMs) are a widely adopted strategy for online resource allocation due
to their simplicity, intuitive nature, and incentive compatibility. To manage the uncertainty inherent in
online settings, PPMs commonly employ dynamically increasing prices. While this adaptive pricing
achieves strong performance, it introduces practical challenges: dynamically changing prices can lead
to fairness concerns stemming from price discrimination and incur operational costs associated with
frequent updates. This paper addresses these issues by investigating posted pricing constrained by a
limited, pre-specified number of allowed price changes, denoted by A. We further extend this framework
by incorporating a second critical dimension: risk sensitivity. Instead of evaluating performance based
solely on expectation, we utilize a tail-risk objective—specifically, the Conditional Value at Risk (CVaR)
of the total social welfare, parameterized by a risk level ¢ € [0, 1].

We formally introduce a novel problem class KSELECTION-(J, A) in online adversarial selection and
propose a correlated PPM that utilizes a single random seed to correlate posted prices. This correlation
scheme is designed to address both the limited price changes and simultaneously enhance the tail
performance of the online algorithm. Our subsequent analysis provides performance guarantees under
these joint constraints, revealing a clear trade-off between the number of allowed price changes and the
algorithm’s risk sensitivity. We also establish optimality results for several important special cases of the
problem.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we study posted-price mechanisms (PPMs), a widely used approach in online markets where
prices are announced and buyers decide whether to accept or reject them. Such mechanisms are common
in real-world systems like airline ticket sales, ride-sharing platforms, and online advertising. In the research
literature, PPMs have been extensively studied across various online optimization problems, including online
adversarial selection [20], online matching [23, 18], and online knapsack [31, 33].

In online settings where both total demand and buyers’ valuations are uncertain, PPMs dynamically adjust
prices to balance these interacting sources of uncertainty and attain strong performance guarantees relative
to a clairvoyant offline benchmark [23, 18, 20]. However, such adaptivity can also induce de facto price
discrimination over time, as early arrivals often face lower prices than later ones, raising potential fairness
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Figure 1: The performance comparison of the r-static, r-dynamic, and d-dynamic algorithms on a specific
instance of the KSELECTION-(J, A) problem, whose formal definition is provided in Section 2. The algorithms
are characterized as follows: (i) the r-static algorithm, developed in [30], employs a single randomized
price; (ii) the r-dynamic algorithm, introduced in [20], utilizes k independent random seeds to generate
k randomized, dynamically increasing prices; (iii) the d-dynamic algorithm, developed in [34], uses k
deterministic, dynamically changing prices. The left plot illustrates the fluctuation in performance of these
randomized algorithms over 10* independent runs on the same instance, whereas the right plot presents the
Cumulative Distribution Function (CDF) of their empirical performance across these runs.

concerns [6, 5, 30, 14]. Practical considerations such as ease of implementation and the operational costs
associated with frequent price changes [35] further motivate the study of PPMs that allow only limited price
adjustments. Similar concerns have recently motivated work on the IID prophet inequality framework [26],
which explores PPMs with a restricted number of price updates. These developments prompt the question
of whether, within online selection problems, one can design competitive PPMs that remain effective against
the clairvoyant optimum while being subject to a price-change cap, denoted by A, which limits the total
number of allowable price updates.

To address price discrimination in online selection problems with limited price changes, recent work
by [30] examined several variants of this setting, focusing exclusively on the extreme case of static pricing
schemes in which no price changes are permitted (equivalently, the price-change cap is A = 0). These
algorithms maintain a fixed posted price throughout the horizon and therefore avoid price discrimination
entirely. They rely on randomization to balance key uncertainties—such as unknown future demand and
valuations—that otherwise hinder decision quality. Although these randomized static pricing algorithms
achieve optimal expected worst-case performance, they often perform poorly on fail outcomes, which occur
with non-negligible probability. In Figure 1, the left panel illustrates the fluctuations in performance of the
randomized static pricing algorithm developed in [30], referred to as r-static, across multiple independent
runs on the same instance of the online k-selection problem. The right panel shows the empirical CDF
of its performance. As the figure indicates, r-static exhibits poor tail behavior: in nearly 70% of the runs,
its performance falls below that of the deterministic algorithm from [34], referred to as d-dynamic, which
employs deterministically increasing prices. Although d-dynamic is not optimal and r-static achieves a higher
expected welfare, the deterministic algorithm attains better welfare in almost 70% of the runs. Moreover,
r-static yields zero welfare with a non-negligible probability. Figure 1 also reports the performance of the
algorithm developed in [20], referred to as r-dynamic, which uses k independently sampled, dynamically
increasing prices. While r-dynamic also exhibits weak tail performance, it performs noticeably better in the
tail than r-static. These observations collectively point to a trade-off between the number of allowable price



0 A=0 A=k-1 I1<A<k-2

0=1 v/ Optimal [30] v Optimal (Theorem 1) v/ Optimal (Theorem 1)
6€(0,1) V Optimal (Theorem 2)  Optimal as k — co (Theorem 3) Best-known (Theorem 4)

KSELECTION-(J, A)

KSELECTION-COST 0=1 v/ Optimal [30] v Optimal as k — oo [20] ?
KMAX-SEARCH 6 €(0,1] Best-known [8] Optimal for § = 1, as k — oo [21] ?
[ID-ProPHET 0=1 v/ Optimal [19] v/ Optimal [9] Best-known [26]

Table 1: Summary of results for various online selection problems under different (J, A) settings and arrival
models. All results concern the design of posted-price or threshold-based algorithms. The KSELECTION-COST
problem, studied in [30, 20], introduces a production cost associated with producing each additional unit of
the item. The kMAax-SEARCH problem, studied in [8, 21], is a variant of online selection where the decision
maker is notified upon the arrival of the last buyer, thereby limiting the uncertainty about total demand. In
the IID-PropPHET setting studied in [9, 19, 26], buyers’ valuations are drawn independently from a common
distribution known to the decision maker, allowing the use of distributional information in decision-making.

changes and tail-risk performance—a trade-off that we examine in detail throughout this work.

The weak tail performance of commonly used randomized algorithms in online settings, with respect
to tail-risk metrics, is a well-known but still underexplored issue [12]. Recent works [8, 12] have begun
addressing this gap by proposing methods to improve the tail performance of randomized online algorithms
in settings such as online ski-rental and the 1-max search problem, using risk measures such as Value-at-
Risk (VaR) and Conditional Value-at-Risk (CVaR). Motivated by these developments and the poor tail
risk performance of r-static algorithm, we also focus on designing risk-sensitive PPMs, using CVaR as
our performance metric. For a risk level (i.e., tail probability) 6 € (0, 1), CVaRgs evaluates an algorithm’s
expected performance conditional on the worst d-fraction of sample paths with respect to its realized objective
value. Our goal is to develop posted-pricing schemes that, subject to a price-change cap A, achieve strong
CVaR s-based competitive guarantees relative to the offline clairvoyant optimum.

More formally, we study kKSELECTION-(,A), a variant of the online adversarial k-selection problem
defined as follows. A decision maker controls k units of a resource and faces a sequence of buyers arriving
online, each with a private valuation. Upon each arrival, the mechanism posts a price, and the buyer accepts
if and only if their valuation exceeds the posted price. The objective is to maximize CVaR s of the total social
welfare, defined as the sum of the valuations of buyers who accept the posted prices. A central feature of
KSELECTION-(6, A) is the price-change cap A, which limits the total number of price updates the mechanism
may perform over the horizon. This constraint induces a fundamental trade-off between price flexibility and
risk-sensitive performance. As A increases, the mechanism can adapt prices more finely and thereby achieve
tighter CVaR s-competitive ratios. However, this flexibility comes at the cost of allowing prices to vary more
substantially over time, which may introduce undesirable forms of price discrimination between early and
late buyers.

1.1 Our Contribution and Techniques

In the following, we elaborate on the contributions of this work to the existing literature on online optimization
and resource allocation through posted pricing. We emphasize that the KSELECTION-(J, A) problem is newly
introduced in this paper. However, several of its special cases have been studied in prior work. To build
toward our main results, we first analyze these special cases and then generalize our findings to the most



comprehensive form of the problem.

We begin with the risk-neutral setting (i.e., § = 1), where the CVaR s metric reduces to expected efficiency.
In this case, our goal is to focus solely on the price-change cap and design PPMs with arbitrary caps A that
achieve optimal competitiveness. Prior work [30] provides an optimal PPM for the special case A = 0, but
their techniques do not extend to settings with more permitted price changes. In contrast, we develop a
family of PPMs that achieve the optimal competitive ratio for every price-change cap A € {0, 1,...,k — 1}.
The techniques introduced in this section form the basis for extending the price-change cap constraint to the
risk-sensitive regime.

We then turn to the risk-sensitive setting (i.e., § € (0, 1)), beginning with the fully-static case A = 0.
This simple setting helps build toward the most general case. Recent work [8] studies the 1-max search
problem—a close variant of KSELECTION-(J, A) when k = 1—and introduces a single-threshold randomized
algorithm. Although their model differs slightly from ours and does not allow a direct comparison, their
algorithm is not optimal. In contrast, for A = 0, we derive the optimal risk-sensitive static price, achieving
the tightest CVaR s-competitive ratio among all online algorithms that use a single static price for every
6 € (0,1). Next, we examine the special case A = k — 1, which permits a fully-dynamic pricing scheme.
This setting removes the price-change cap and isolates the challenge of designing risk-sensitive algorithms
under the CVaRs metric. Here, we design a PPM that achieves exact optimality in the large-inventory
limit (i.e., when k — o0) for every 6 € (0, 1). Finally, synthesizing insights from these two extreme cases,
we present a general A-level pricing design that accommodates any capped number of price changes for
arbitrary § € (0,1). This framework yields monotonic improvements in CVaR s-competitiveness as the
allowed number of price changes A increases or as the tail probability ¢ increases. While we cannot establish
optimality in this general setting, the design closely mirrors the optimal constructions derived for the previous
two cases. We thus conjecture that, with a more refined analysis, optimality can also be demonstrated here.

From a technical standpoint, our contributions are twofold.

Correlated Posted Pricing. We design a PPM in which all pricing levels are correlated through a
single random seed drawn from a uniform distribution over [0, 1]. This seed jointly determines the posted
prices at every level. From a risk perspective, such correlation induces a family of pricing profiles that
remain more balanced across different realizations of randomness, thereby reducing the variability of the
algorithm’s total welfare (or revenue) across sample paths. When evaluating the CVaR s objective—namely,
the expected performance over the worst 6-fraction of outcomes—the algorithm loses little performance
because the remaining (1 — §)-fraction of sample paths does not diverge significantly from the worst -
fraction. Moreover, correlating the pricing levels enforces smoother price changes across realizations,
leading to less variability in the number of sold units across different sample paths of the randomized
algorithm, which as a result also generates a more balanced objective value across different sample paths.

In the special case A = k — 1, we further show that this correlation scheme yields randomized integral
decisions that closely track the fractional decisions of an algorithm that uses the same pricing functions
in the fractional version of the KSELECTION-(J, A) problem. In this sense, the correlation mechanism can
be interpreted as a rounding scheme that employs correlation to convert fractional allocations into integral
ones without loss. Viewed this way, our design contributes to a growing line of work on online rounding
schemes that leverage correlation, including [17, 22, 15]. We also demonstrate that both the correlation
mechanism and the proof technique developed for the A = k — 1 case extend to the open question posed
in [20]: constructing a PPM that achieves optimal performance in both small and large inventory regimes
for the online selection variant studied in that work.

Risk-Sensitive Randomized Online Primal-Dual. From a methodological standpoint, to establish the
competitiveness of our algorithm, we introduce a dual linear program specifically tailored to the A-capped
setting. This dual program includes one variable per price level (a total of A+1 variables), where each variable
intuitively corresponds to the price associated with that level of price change. To analyze the algorithm’s
performance, we develop a randomized online primal-dual (R-OPD) framework adapted to the risk-sensitive



setting. The R-OPD approach constructs dual variables as functions of the algorithm’s randomized decisions.
In standard online settings [13, 10], update rules for dual variables depend on random decisions along each
sample path, and the final dual values are obtained by taking expectations over all realizations of randomness.
In the risk-sensitive setting, however, this procedure must be modified so that dual updates are performed
only over the worst d-fraction of sample paths. These updates are designed to ensure two key properties: (i)
the expected dual objective matches the CVaRs performance of the algorithm, and (ii) the dual feasibility
constraints hold in expectation. This tail-focused adaptation of the R-OPD method, combined with the
A-level dual structure, allows us to establish CVaRs competitiveness guarantees for all results derived in
this work. Our R-OPD framework also reveals some interesting insights in the design of risk-sensitive
online algorithms in general. More specifically, to balance the uncertainty inherent in the KSELECTION- (6, A)
problem, our algorithms are randomized and become controllably, yet progressively, more aggressive along
certain sample paths. Because the worst (1 — §)-fraction of paths is disregarded under the CVaR s metric, the
design of the pricing functions naturally leads to a system of delay differential equations [28] parameterized
by the risk level 6. These equations induce a memory effect in the algorithm’s behavior, determining how
rapidly the pricing functions adapt based on previously posted and accepted prices, while effectively ignoring
the (1 — &)-fraction of paths where performance is minimized.

1.2 More Related Work

Single-leg Revenue Management. In the operations research literature, the KSELECTION-(J, A) model can
be interpreted as a single-leg revenue management problem, wherein a seller allocates a fixed capacity
of a single resource (e.g., airline seats or advertising impressions). A substantial body of work (e.g.,
[24, 1, 2,25]) analyzes these single-leg revenue management problems using competitive analysis, developing
booking-limit and posted-price controls that yield provably optimal or near-optimal worst-case guarantees.
Our framework fits naturally within this literature. We treat KSELECTION-(J, A) as a single-leg revenue
management problem and utilize PPMs that employ reserved resource units at different price levels to obtain
tight competitive guarantees relative to the offline optimum.

Pricing with Limited Price Changes. Within the operations research literature, [6] investigate dynamic
pricing with unknown demand under a limited number of allowable price levels. They design policies that
strategically schedule a small number of exploratory prices before transitioning to exploitation, achieving
near-optimal performance while respecting a cap on the number of price changes. They motivate this setting
by observing that in numerous markets, firms are unable to change prices freely—a constraint attributed to
operational frictions, adverse customer reactions, or the additional costs associated with price adjustments,
as discussed in [35]—which effectively limits the number of feasible price updates. Motivated by this
perspective, several subsequent works have explored similar price-change-capped settings in both theoretical
and applied contexts (e.g., [3, 4]).

Risk-Aware Randomized Algorithms. As discussed earlier, recent work by [12] studies the online ski
rental problem under a tail-risk constraint specified by the pair (v, d), designing online algorithms such
that the probability of the worst-case competitive ratio exceeding y is at most 6. Another recent work, [8],
investigates a range of online problems—such as ski rental and 1-max search—under the Conditional Value
at Risk (CVaR) metric. Moreover, risk-aware algorithm design has gained considerable attention in the
learning theory community, where CVaR has been explored in various settings, including Markov decision
processes [11, 7], online submodular optimization [29], and multi-armed bandit problems [32, 3].



2 Problem Setting and Main Results

We introduce the problem of kSELECTION-(J, A) as follows: A seller has k identical units of an item, and
faces T buyers arriving one by one. When buyer ¢ arrives, the seller posts a price p;. Buyer ¢ has a private
value v; and accepted the price if v; > p;; otherwise the buyer leaves. The price may change at most A times
over the horizon, i.e., ZZT:_ll Lp,4py <A where A€ {0,1,---,k—1}.

Let x, € {0, 1} indicate whether buyer ¢ purchases an item. Buyer #’s utility is given by u, = (v; — p;)xs,
the seller’s revenue is r = Zthl X, and the total social welfare which is defined as the sum of buyer utilities
and seller revenue—is r + Z,T:1 uy = Zszl vexe. Let P = { p,}tT: | denote the vector of prices posted by
an online algorithm ALG. In the online setting, the seller must determine each price p, without knowledge
of future valuations {v, },~; or even the total number of arrivals 7. Since the algorithm may randomize
its pricing decisions to manage uncertainty in buyer valuations and total demand, P is treated as a random
vector.

For an instance I = {v, }ZT:] of KSELECTION-(6, A), let ALG(Z, P) denote the random variable representing
the total social welfare achieved by algorithm ALG on instance / under the random price vector P. Let
Fare(1,p) be the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of this random variable. We use CVaR as our
risk metric as it is tail-sensitive, coherent, and convex, which makes it tractable for optimization [16, 27].
Following the standard definition in [16, 27], we define CVaR as follows:

Definition 1. Given § € (0, 1] and for a reward-type random variable X, we define CVaRs as

CVaRs[X] = sup {T - %E[(T - X)+”,
TeR

where § specifies the risk level (tail probability) and (x); = max{x, 0}.

We adopt the reward-based formulation of CVaR since the objective in this work represents a reward
(social welfare) rather than a loss. Moreover, if the CDF Fy6(7,p) corresponding to the random objective
value of an online algorithm ALG is strictly increasing and continuous, the CVaRs performance of that
algorithm is given by CVaRs[ALG(], P)] = % /06 F EG (I.P) (1) dn, where F~! denotes the inverse cumulative
distribution (quantile) function. Intuitively, CVaR s measures the algorithm’s expected performance over the
worst 0-fraction of its sample paths.

The objective is to design an online algorithm that minimizes its CVaR s-competitive ratio, denoted by
CVaRs-CR, defined as

OPT(I)
CVaRs-CR(ALG) = su ,
o CRALE) = 00 VR, [ALG(7, P)]

where OPT (/) denotes the offline clairvoyant optimum computed as the summation of the k highest valuations,
i.e., OPT(/) = maxy, Zthl VX, subject to Zthl x; <k, x, €{0,1}, Vr.

Without any additional information regarding the buyers valuations, no online algorithm attains a bounded
competitive ratio for KSELECTION-(J, A). We therefore assume that buyer valuations are bounded within a
range whose bounds are known the decision maker.

Assumption 1. In kSELECTION-(8, A), buyer valuations satisfy v, € [L,U] forall t € [T].

In the following section, we present a posted pricing mechanism that specifies how the posted prices at
different price levels are generated and correlated across these levels.



2.1 The Algorithm: Correlated PPMs with Limited Price Changes (cPPM-¢)

We introduce a correlated PPM, denoted by cPPM-¢, which is formalized in Algorithm 1. The mechanism
is defined by a set of A + 1 pricing functions ¢ = {qbl-}l.A:’“]1 and a corresponding reservation vector {g; l.A:*]l,
where each g; represents the number of units reserved to be sold at price level i using the pricing function ¢;.
Each pricing function ¢; is nondecreasing on the interval [0, 1], and higher price levels dominate the lower
ones throughout the entire range. Formally, ¢;(0) < ¢;(1) < ¢;4+1(0) < ¢;11(1), Vi € [A].

The mechanism begins by sampling a single random seed R uniformly from the interval [0, 1]. Using
this random seed, it correlates the prices across different price levels by setting the posted prices as ¢ ;(R) for
each j € [A + 1]. Depending on the number of units sold and the corresponding price level from which the
reserved units are drawn to be allocated, the algorithm posts the appropriate price to each arriving buyer ¢
and updates the resource utilization based on the buyer’s decision to accept or reject the offer. See Figure 2
for an illustration of cPPM-¢ with A = 2.

Algorithm 1: Correlated PPM with Pricing Functions ¢ (cPPM-¢)

A+1
i=1"

Input: A set of pricing functions ¢ = {¢; iA:+11
1 Initialize: y; < 0
2 Sample a random seed R ~ U(0, 1)

3 for each buyert =1,2,... do

reservation vector {g;

4 Let j, <—max{j€ [A+1]]|y; ZZ{: ql}
5 Post price p; = ¢;,(R) to buyer ¢

6 if buyer t accepts the price p; then

7 ‘ Setx; « 1

8 else

9 ‘ Setx; «— 0

10 end

1 Update y; 41 <« y; + x;
12 end

In contrast to the algorithm proposed in [20], which samples an independent random seed for each unit
of the item—resulting in independently sampled prices across different units—Algorithm 1 employs a single
random seed to correlate the prices across all levels. This correlation ensures that the prices vary more
smoothly across different sample paths of the randomized algorithm. Specifically, Algorithm 1 generates
pricing profiles {¢;(R)}jc[a+1] that become gradually more aggressive as the value of the random seed
R increases from O to 1. This design inherently balances the trade-off between serving lower-valued and
higher-valued buyers. The smooth evolution of prices across sample paths also induces a desirable monotonic
behavior in the algorithm’s resource utilization, which simplifies analysis by making it easier to determine the
probability that each buyer’s request is accepted or rejected. Crucially, this correlation helps to synchronize
posted prices such that the total welfare of the algorithm varies only slightly across sample paths. As a direct
consequence, when evaluating the CVaRs objective—i.e., by computing the expected performance over
the worst d-fraction of sample paths—the algorithm incurs a minimal loss. This is because the remaining
(1 — 6)-fraction of outcomes does not yield significantly better total welfare than the worst §-fraction.

In the following sections, we study different variants of the KSELECTION-(&, A) problem, starting with a
warm-up case where § = 1 and the price-change cap can take any arbitrary value. The intuition and design
developed in this section will serve as a foundation for the analysis that follows. In addition, we refer to
cPPM-¢ with a single pricing function (i.e., A = 0) as fully-static pricing, and with k pricing functions
(i.e., A = k — 1) as fully-dynamic pricing. Otherwise, forany A = 1,--- , k — 2, we refer to cPPM-¢ as the
A-dynamic pricing scheme.
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Figure 2: Illustration of cPPM-¢ with A = 2 (i.e., dynamic pricing with three total price levels), total units
k = 10, and reservation vector {g; = g2 = 3, g3 = 4}. When a random seed R ~ U (0, 1) is sampled, the
three prices pi, p2, and p3 are generated according to the pricing functions ¢, ¢, and ¢3, respectively.
By construction, the pricing functions satisfy L = ¢1(0) < ¢1(1) = ¢2(0) < ¢2(1) = ¢3(0) < ¢3(1) = U,
which ensures that p; < p, < p3 always holds.

2.2 Main Results

In this section, we present the main theoretical results concerning the CVaR s-competitive performance of
the cPPM-¢ algorithm for the KSELECTION-(J, A) problem. We progressively develop the pricing functions
utilized by cPPM-¢, beginning with the risk-neutral case and subsequently moving toward the general risk-
aware formulation. Each subsection introduces the motivation for the specific design, states the key result,
and discusses the underlying analytical structure (when applicable).

Risk-Neutral Posted Pricing with Limited Price Changes. We begin with the risk-neutral case, where
0 = 1. In this setting, the CVaR s objective reduces to the standard expected-performance guarantee, and the
goal is to design algorithms that achieve optimal worst-case competitive ratios. The work of [30] establishes
an optimal static pricing algorithm for the case A = 0, which already obtains optimal performance among all
online algorithms. However, their analysis leaves open the question of how to design posted-price schemes
that achieve optimal competitive ratios when a higher number of price changes is permitted. From a purely
competitiveness standpoint, this question may appear unnecessary, since the static algorithm of [30] is already
optimal among all online algorithms in the risk-neutral setting. Nevertheless, designing optimal pricing
mechanisms under different price-change caps in this simple setting provides structural insights that guide
both the design and analysis of posted prices in the more challenging risk-sensitive setting. The following
theorem provides the optimal pricing function design for cPPM-¢ such that the algorithm achieves the
tightest possible CVaR s-competitive ratio among all online algorithms for the KSELECTION-(J, A) problem.

Theorem 1. Consider kSeLecTION-(8, A) with § = | and any given price-change cap A € {0, 1,...,k —1}.
Let {q;}je[a+1] be any reservation vector satisfying g1 < q2 < -++ < gay1 and ZJALI qj = k, cPPM-¢ is



a*-competitive, where «* = 1 +In(U/L), if for all j € [A + 1], the pricing function ¢; is given by

j-1
_1 91 t4q;x
L = e o, k).
¢j(x) = Jj-1 j-1 (D)
1 91 tqjx ) -1 91 tq;x
L-expa*-%—l lf%é[%,l].

By the lower bound established by prior studies [30], cPPM-¢ is optimal with the pricing functions given
by Theorem 1. The intuition behind the above pricing function design and the proof of the theorem are
provided in Section 3. The results obtained in this section serve as the foundation for extending the analysis
to risk-aware settings, where the objective incorporates risk sensitivity.

Risk-Sensitive Fully-Static and Fully-Dynamic Pricing. Trying to build-up our results for most general
case of KSELECTION-(§, A), we consider the simplest non-trivial case, where no price changes are allowed, i.e.,
A = 0. Here, we derive the optimal static pricing function that obtains the tightest CVaRs-CR performance
across all static pricing algorithms.

Theorem 2 (Risk-SENSITIVE FULLY-STATIC PRICING). Consider kSeLEcTION-(8, A) with & € [0, 1] and A = 0.
CcPPM-¢ achieves the optimal CVaR s-CR, denoted by a‘gP , among all fully-static pricing schemes if q; = k
and the single price function ¢ is given by

L xe[0,1-6+6- =]
s
x— ~1/aSP .

nw=1 [T ey |

5 . J
L1+ Z‘ A (x—1+5(1—aL§P)—j(1—5)) ] xe[l-6+6- 151 1],

]:
where agp is the solution to the following equation:

§5(1-1/a5P) SPy J
R, J("‘_&)

> j_! (6(1—%?3)—j(1—6))j:U/L—1. )

J=1

Since the left-hand side of Eq. (2) is monotonically increasing with respect to a/(ssp, the equation admits
a unique solution. As 6 — 1, the value of agp converges to 1 + In(U/L). Consequently, the fully-static
pricing scheme designed according to Theorem 3 coincides with the optimal pricing design of the online
algorithm for the KSELECTION-(J, A) problem when § = 1 and A = 0, as established in Theorem 1. The
detailed intuition behind the design of above pricing design and the proof leading to the above result are
provided in Section 4.1.

Next, we study another extreme case where A = k — 1, meaning that the price-change constraint in
KSELECTION-(d, A) is relaxed and the algorithm becomes fully dynamic—allowed to adjust prices up to k — 1
times. In the following theorem, we provide a design for the pricing functions in cPPM-¢ to obtain certain
level of CVaRs-CR.

Theorem 3 (Risk-SensiTIVE FuLLy-Dynamic PriciNG). Consider kSeLecTion-(5,A) with 6 = [0, 1] and
A=k —1. The CVaRs-CR of cPPM-¢ is a/gp if (i) cxgp is given by

afé - X S s
SE R ¢i(n) dn

and (ii) the pricing functions ¢ = {$; }ic[x] are recursively designed as follows:

3

9
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Figure 3: Worst-case CVaRs-CR of cPPM-¢ for § € {0.2,0.6,0.9} with L = 1, U = 100, and k ranging
from 3 to 100. The pricing functions are designed according to Theorem 3.

e Foralli e {1, 2,000, [#J }, the pricing function is a constant: ¢;(x) = L.
o

e Fori= [#J + 1, the pricing function ¢;(x) is defined as
o

L x€[0,1-6+Ad],

(y) = d -DP S—1+x
#i) %(Lk/a?”J-L«M/O ¢i(n)dn) xe[l-6+As 1],

where A = # - L#J and a/gP is given by Eq. (3).
) o

* Foralli e {L#J +2,..., k}, the pricing function ¢;(x) is given by
o

a,gp i-1 min{1, x+6} i max{0, 6—1+x}
¢i(x) =~ Z/ ¢j(n)dn+2/0 ¢j(n)dn|.
j=1x Jj=1

We note that there exists a unique competitive ratio @ > 1 and a corresponding set of pricing functions
{¢:}:; that satisfy the system of recursive equations given in the theorem above. Obtaining closed-form
expressions for these functions from the associated system of differential equations is challenging. However,
for a given set of parameter values defining the problem setting, the worst-case CVaRs-CR of cPPM-¢ can
instead be computed numerically using a binary search procedure.

For example, Figure 3 illustrates the performance of cPPM-¢ for the case L = 1 and U = 100 under three
different values of the tail probability 6. As shown, as 6 — 1, the competitiveness of cPPM-¢ improves
and approaches the lower bound 1 + In(U/L) (established by [30]). It can be verified that as § — 1, the
above pricing-function design smoothly reduces to the design given in Theorem 1 for the case A = k — 1.
Thus, under this design and as § — 1, cPPM-¢ achieves a CVaRs-CR of 1 + In(U/L). Moreover, as
illustrated in Figure 3, the performance of cPPM-¢ improves as the value of & increases. In fact, we establish
that cPPM-¢, under the pricing design in Theorem 3, becomes optimal in the large-inventory regime as
k — oo.

Proposition 1. Following the fully-dynamic pricing scheme in Theorem 3, the CVaRs-CR of cPPM-¢ is
asymptotically optimal as k — oo, namely, cPPM-¢ attains the smallest possible CVaRs-CR among all
online algorithms for any confidence level 6 € [0, 1] when k — oo.
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Risk-Sensitive A-Dynamic Pricing: A General Framework. Building on the insights from the two special
cases of risk-sensitive setting, we extend the framework to the general case with A > 1. The pricing functions
are now recursively determined through a system of delayed differential equations that capture the effect of
the tail probability ¢ and correlation among pricing levels.

Theorem 4 (Risk-SENSITIVE A-DyNamic PriciNG). Consider kSeLEcTION-(6, A) with § € [0, 1] and any

number of price changes A € {1,...,k — 1}. Let {q;};jc[a+1] be a reservation vector satisfying q, = (%]

g2 < -+ < qa+1, and Zj‘.;'ll qj = k. The CVaRs-CR of cPPM-¢ is a%’DP if (i) a%’DP > 1 is the unique
solution satisfying the following equation

_ 2UkS
g = k A+l O ’ @
[aoe |- L0+ 255 [, a; 600 dn

and (ii) the pricing functions ¢ = {¢;}ic[a+1] are recursively designed as follows: set ¢1(x) = L, and for all
i€ {2,...,A+ 1}, define

A-DP

ay i-1 min{l, x+6} ! max{0, §—1+x}
$i(x) = == f—llg’fnp]'L-MZ/ qj¢;(m)dn + Z/O qj¢;(m) dn|.
x

J=2 J=2

Following the established method for solving delay differential equations, we emphasize that the design
of each pricing function ¢; is recursively determined by the values of the preceding pricing functions ¢;  for
all indices i’ < i. Furthermore, it can be verified that all pricing functions are monotonically increasing with
respect to the parameter . Hence, based on this monotonic dependence, there exists a unique value of « for
which the boundary condition ¢a+1 (k) = 1 is satisfied.

For a given vector of reserved quantities {g;}je[a+1], Obtaining a closed-form expression for the set
of pricing functions {¢; },e[a+1] according to the above design— for arbitrary inventory size k, number of
price changes A, and a given set of relational constraints among the reserved quantities—is computationally
intensive; hence, we omit it here. However, the smallest feasible value of a for which there exists a feasible
design of the pricing functions following the theorem above can be computed numerically using a binary
search procedure. Figure 4 illustrates the worst-case CVaRs-CR of cPPM-¢, where the pricing functions
are designed according to the theorem above, for three representative cases with § € {0.2,0.4,0.8}. The
curves correspond to the setting with L = 1, U = 100, and k = 40. As observed, increasing the number of
allowed price changes leads to tighter performance guarantees. Moreover, for lower risk levels (i.e., smaller
values of §), cPPM-¢ achieves a better worst-case competitive ratio, as the algorithm becomes less sensitive
to risk and can be more aggressive in design of the posted prices. The intuition behind the above pricing
function design and the proof of Theorem 4 are provided in Section 4.3.

3 KSELECTION-(0, A) with 6 = 1: Optimal Risk-Neutral PPMs with Limited
Price Changes

In this section, we revisit the risk-neutral setting where 6 = 1. We provide a detailed discussion of the pricing
design introduced in Theorem 1, explain the intuition behind this construction, and present a complete proof
of the theorem.

3.1 Intuition Behind the Design in Theorem 1

To elaborate on the intuition behind the pricing design in Theorem 1, consider the fractional relaxation of
KSELECTION-(J, A), where the integrality constraint x; € {0, 1} is relaxed to £, € [0, 1]. In this relaxation,

11



k=40, L=1.0, U=100.0
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A (Number of Price Changes)

Figure 4: Worst-case CVaRs-CR of cPPM-¢ for 6 € {0.2,0.4,0.8} with L = 1, U = 100, and k = 40,
where the design of the pricing functions are according to Theorem 4, and we have max; ; |¢; — g;| < 1.

the optimal online algorithm proposed by [36] determines the fractional allocation X; for buyer ¢, given their
valuation v;, according to the following utility maximization rule:

(Fe+x) [k L, ifx € [0,1),
X; =arg max Sv,x — k dnp, where ¢(x) = @ 5
! gXE[O,l]{ ! /y,/k #(n) 77} #x) {L -exp(ax —1), ifxe [é, 1]. ©)

Here, j; := ) ., X5 denotes the algorithm’s cumulative (fractional) allocation just before buyer ¢ arrives.
Intuitively, ¢(n) represents the marginal price at the normalized utilization level € [0, 1], and the integral
term captures the total cost of allocating an additional x units when the current utilization is y;/k.

To see how pricing design arise naturally from this perspective, partition the inventory into two quotas,
g1 and g7, such that g; + g» = k. There exists an equivalent form of the above maximization expression that
yields the same fractional decision. By an appropriate change of variables, one can verify that £, can also be
expressed as follows:

min{1,(y:+x)/q1}
£; = arg max {v,x—cp / ¢((q1/k)n) dn-
xe[0,1] min{$,/q1, 1}

min{1,(9:+x—-q1)+/q2}

l{ﬁz+x>q1}-qz-/

.\ o((q1/k) + (q2/k) ) dﬂ}-

max{O,tT:l}

The first integral prices the portion of the allocation that lies within the first g, units, using the curve
n +— ¢((q1/k)n). Once the cumulative allocation reaches g (i.e., when §, > g1), this term becomes inactive.
The second integral prices the spillover into the next g, units using a shifted curve n — ¢((q1/k) +(q2/k)n),
which only contributes when the decision interval (J;, §; + x) crosses the boundary at g;. Moreover, the
pricing of each segment of the items is normalized so that the fraction of that segment lies within the
unit interval [0, 1]. For example, for the first ¢; units, the integration over the curve n — ¢((q1/k)n) is
normalized to the range [0, 1]. Consequently, the design of the pricing functions in Theorem 1 is inspired
by this structure—where the pricing for the first g; units and the subsequent g» units follows directly from
the pricing functions used in utility-maximization formulation described above.

12



3.2 Proof of Theorem 1

Before detailing the proof, we first introduce a set of notations that will be utilized throughout the remainder
of this paper.

Notation. Let y(Tr) denote the number of units sold when the random seed R realizes to r € [0, 1]. This
quantity is deterministic given some instance / of the KSELECTION-(&, A) problem as input. For simplicity
we drop the subscript 7' and write y(). Let y* := max,c(o,1] y(") be the maximum over realizations of the
random seed R, and let

. 0, if y* < ¢,
it = .
max{ie {1,2,...,A+1}|y* > ql}, otherwise,

which denotes the highest price level such that, once the utilization of algorithm is equal to y*, the algorithm
fully allocates all reserved units from price levels 1 through i*. Let r* € [0, 1] denote the largest value
of the random seed R under which the algorithm fully utilizes the reserved units from the first up to the
i*-th price level, ie., r* = max{r € [0,1] : y) > Zi:*:l q; }. Furthermore, let us define the function
¢7 : [L,U] — [0,1] where ¢7(v) = sup{x € [L,U]|¢(x) < v} is defined as the general inverse of the ¢;
function.

Proof Overview. We first establish two key structural properties of Algorithm 1. The first is a monotonicity
property concerning the number of items sold, and the second provides a lower bound on the utilization
level of the algorithm across all realizations of the random seed R. We then formulate a dual linear program
whose optimal objective value serves as an upper bound on the offline optimal welfare. Next, following
a randomized online primal-dual (R-OPD) approach, we define dual variable updates as functions of the
realized random seed and construct a candidate dual solution. We then show that the dual constraints are
a*-feasible in expectation under these updates and that each buyer contributes at most v, in expectation to
the dual objective. By weak duality, this implies that the algorithm achieves at least a 1/a™* fraction of the
offline optimal value, thereby establishing its @*-competitiveness.
We now proceed with the detailed proof of Theorem 1.

Proof. Let us fix an input instance I of the KSELECTION-(, A) problem and prove Algorithm 1 is a* =
1+1n(U/L)-competitive on this instance of the problem. Although Algorithm 1 is randomized, its correlated
pricing scheme ensures that the number of units sold does not vary significantly across different sample paths.
In other words, the total number of sold units remains close to the maximum Zfll g; achieved across all
realizations of the random seed. This observation is made precise through the following two properties.

Monotonic Utilization. We establish a monotonicity property for the number of units sold by Algorithm 1
as a function of the realized random seed R. Specifically, we show that the utilization of the algorithm by
the arrival of the #-th buyer, denoted yir), is nondecreasing in r. This monotonicity arises from the fact that
the pricing profiles posted by the algorithm become progressively more aggressive as the random seed R
increases from O to 1.

(r) y(rz)
>y, .

Lemma 1. For any ry,ry € [0, 1] with ry < ry, and any buyer t € [T], we have y,

The proof of above lemma can be found in Appendix A. Thus, following the above lemma, we can see
that y(") > 2.i—y i for all values of r € [0, r"].

Lower Bound on the Utilization y(r). Given the constraint on the reservation vector g; < g2 < -+ < ga+1,
and noting that the level-wise pricing functions are nondecreasing across levels—i.e., ¢;(-) < ¢;4+1(-) by
design—we obtain the following lower bound on the total utilization y").
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Lemma 2. Ifi* > 2, then for all r € [0, 1], we have y") > Zi*z_ll qi, under the reservation-vector constraint
q1 < q2 = < gaq+-

The proof of above lemma can be found in Appendix B. In the subsequent proof, we utilize the two
aforementioned properties, in conjunction with the R-OPD framework, to establish the optimality of the
competitive ratio for the pricing design detailed in Theorem 1.

Consider the following dual linear program (LP), which upper bounds the offline optimum:

A+1 A+1
min Z ut+z/lj-qj s.t. v, Su,+zz/lj-qj, vVt € [T]. (6)
] Jj=1

U, A;
P gelT j=1

It can be verified that the optimal objective value of this LP provides an upper bound on the performance
of the offline clairvoyant algorithm. Following the economic interpretation of the randomized primal-dual
framework presented in [13], we can interpret the variable A; as the price associated with the j-th set of
reserved units at the j-th price level, and the variable u, as the utility of buyer ¢ resulting from participating
in the pricing scheme implied by the primal-dual construction.

Following the R-OPD framework, we construct, for each realization of the random seed R = r, a
corresponding set of dual variables /lﬁ.r), u,(r). The final dual variables are then defined as their expectations

/l}R)] and u; = Eg [ut(R)], where the expectation is taken with

over the random seed such that A1; = Eg[
respect to the random seed R.
Initialize all dual variables to zero. Then for a realization of the random seed R = r, let us update the

dual variables /l;.r) as follows:

¢i(r), ie€{l,2,...,i" =1},
A =2g:(r), i=irel0, ], (7

0, otherwise.

Furthermore, if buyer ¢ receives one unit from the i-th price level, set

5 |vi—¢i(r), ifi<itor(i=i"andr<r),
Mt( ) :{ ! (8)

Vs, otherwise.

The update in Eq. (7) mirrors the posted price at level i whenever, under realization r, the reserved
units at that level are fully utilized. By the lower bound established in Lemma 2, which guarantees that

yr) > Zf:l g for all r € [0, 1], and based on the structural monotonicity proved in Lemma 1, the reserved

units for the i*-th level are fully utilized for all » € [0,r*]. The update in Eq. (8) sets uir) to the buyer’s

utility when buyer ¢ is allocated a unit from a fully utilized price level (that is, a level i < i*, or level i*
when r < r*), according to the price posted at that level and the buyer’s valuation. Taking expectations of
these per-realization dual variables over R produces the final dual solution ({u;},{4,}) used in the R-OPD
analysis.

We next show that the dual objective value of the solution obtained from the above updates equals the
expected performance of Algorithm 1 on instance /. It suffices to prove that, under any realization R = r,

el uir) + Zj‘.:ll /l;r) q; = ALG") (I). Fix a realization R = r. Let B") denote the set of buyers who are

allocated a unit under this realization. For each price level j, let B;r) C B") denote the subset of buyers

served from the j-th level’s reserved units, so that |B;.r)| represents the number of j-level units actually sold
under r.
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From Lemma 2, we know that the algorithm fully utilizes the first (i* — 1) levels of reserved units for all
realizations of R. Furthermore, following the definition of »* and the monotonicity established in Lemma 1,
all reserved units up to the i*-th level are also fully utilized for realized values of the random seed in the
range [0, r*]. Thus, we have |B(r)| =qj, Vje{l,...,i" =1}, and |B§[)| =qp, ifr <r*.

(r )

Since the dual variable u, ~ is updated only for buyers who receive an item under realization r, as

(r)

specified by Eq. (8), we can express the total contribution from the u,” ’-variables as

A+1

PIEDIDIE
te[T] IGB(r)
-1 A+1
= Y =N U<t D =g (M) 1> D v Y
j=1 zeBﬁ’) teBSf) teBE*’) J=i+l teB;’)
A+1 i—1
=0 D0 vi= D4 () — Hr <1} ar i (1),
i=lrepln =

Here, the second equality follows from the dual update rule in Eq. (8), by decomposing the summation over
all price levels and separating the case of the i*-th price level based on the realized value of the random seed.
The third equality follows from the sizes of the sets B;r) established above.

Using the dual update rule for the /1;’)
these variables is given by

variables from Eq. (7), the total dual contribution associated with

A+1 i*—1

YA =3 40,00+ 1r <7y gidi- ().
j=1 J=1

Combining the above two expressions for ), uir) and )’ ; /l;r) qj, we obtain

A+1 A+1

>uf +Z/1(’) Z > v = a6,

1€[T] 1 eB™

which shows that the dual objective under realization r exactly equals the realized welfare of the algorithm.
Taking expectations with respect to R on both sides of the equality above yields the desired identity.
For every buyer ¢ € [T], we show that the dual constraint in Eq. (6) corresponding to this buyer is a*-

feasible in expectation; that is, Eg (R) ZA“ A(R) g; | > 2%. Establishing this inequality completes
the R-OPD analysis and proves the o —competltlveness of Algorithm 1 based on the framework used in [10].
Consider a buyer ¢ with valuation v, such that, for some i € [A + 1], we have ¢;(0) < v; < ¢;(1). Depending
on the value of i and v;, we prove the feasibility of the dual constraint under several different scenarios. We
analyze one scenario below and defer the remaining cases to Appendix C.

Case I: Either i <i* — 1, ori = i* and ¢} (v;) < r*. From the dual update rule defined in Eq. (7), and

noting that for all realizations of R € [0, 1], the reserved units corresponding to the first i* — 1 price levels
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are fully sold, and for R € [0, r*], the reserved units at the i*-th price level are also fully sold, we have

ZA+1 i1 i 1 s *
w + T] 22;/ ¢z(n)dn+7‘/ -On)

*~14 q
i Er

= Z /Z ' am s an /Z $(n) dn

m=1 "k I=1

E

q[+ll

Zi:?'? Dl
=/0 ¢(n) dn

el

The first inequality follows from the dual update rule in Eq. (7). The following equalities holds by the
construction of the pricing functions ¢;, as described in Theorem 1 (see Eq. (1)) and the definition of ¢
function according to Eq. (5).

We defer the proof of the feasibility of the dual constraints for the remaining cases ((i = i*, ‘7’1‘_1 (ve) >71")
ori > i*) to Appendix C. The proof structure closely follows that of the cases described above. Considering
all cases together, the a*-feasibility of the dual constraint corresponding to each buyer 7 is thus verified.
Consequently, the a*-competitiveness of Algorithm 1 follows. Based on the lower bound of 1 + In(U/L)
established in prior work [30] for the attainable competitive ratio of any online algorithm for the k-selection
problem, which is a special case of KSELECTION-(J, A), cPPM-¢ attains the optimal worst-case competitive
ratio when § = 1 and value of A varies in the range {0, 1,...,k — 1}. m]

4 KSELECTION-(0,A) with § € (0, 1]: Risk-Sensitive Results with CVaR;-CR
Guarantees in Fully-Static, Fully-Dynamic, and A-Dynamic Pricing Set-
tings (Theorems 2—4)

In this section, we first revisit Theorems 2-3, which present an optimal static pricing algorithm and a fully
dynamic pricing scheme for cPPM-¢. In the first case, CPPM-¢ achieves the tightest CVaRs-CR among
all posted pricing mechanisms (PPMs) that maintain a single price throughout the horizon (i.e., A = 0). In
the second case, it achieves exact optimality in large-inventory settings where k — oo. Building on the
results from these two cases, we then extend our analysis to prove the result for the most general form of the
KSELECTION- (0, A) problem, Theorem 4, where we design A-dynamic PPMs. In the following, we discuss
the intuition behind these pricing designs, explain how they are derived, and outline the proofs behind the
two main theorems.

4.1 Proof of Theorem 2

In this section, we first give an intuition behind the pricing design in Theorem 2. To do so, we first establish
a lower bound on the performance of all static pricing mechanisms. Subsequently, we present a proposition
that characterizes the pricing design for an @-CVaR s-CR static pricing mechanism, motivated by this lower-
bound analysis, and demonstrate how the optimality result established in Theorem 2 follows from these
findings.

Intuition behind Pricing Design in Theorem 2. The design of the pricing function in Theorem 2 is inspired
by the approach in [30, 20], which derives lower bounds on the competitive ratio of all online algorithms
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by identifying the optimal online algorithm over a class of hard instances. The behavior of this optimal
algorithm on such instances, in turn, motivates the construction of the pricing function for our optimal static
algorithm. Thus, following this approach, for some value of € > 0, consider the following hard instance 7 (€)
defined as:

71O9={L,...,L,L+e....L+¢€,....,L+j €...,L+j-€,...,
——— ———
k buyers k buyers k buyers in stage L+j- €

L+|(U-L)/e] €....L+[(U-L)/e] €}

k buyers

Let V€) = {L,L+¢,...,L+ | (U~-L)/e] - €} denote the set of all possible buyer valuations appearing
in 7(€). For any v € V(€ et Iv(e) denote the subset of buyers in 7€) consisting of all arrivals up to
and including the k buyers with valuation v. We derive the optimal static pricing algorithm on the class
of instances {IV<E)}VGV<E>. Since the instance Z,'¢’ is identical to IV(,E) up to the arrival of the k buyers
with valuation v, for some values of v < v’ in V(€), the online algorithm cannot distinguish between these
instances. Therefore, to analyze the performance of an online algorithm on the class {ZV(E) }oeyier, We can
equivalently assume that the entire instance 7 (€) is revealed to the algorithm, although the sequence may
stop at any stage. In other words, to achieve @-CVaR s-CR competitiveness, the algorithm must guarantee
an expected welfare of at least k - v/a (i.e., é fraction of optimal clairvoyant) by the end of the stage in 7 (€
where k buyers with valuation v arrive. This requirement follows because the input sequence may terminate
after any stage corresponding to the arrival of k buyers with valuation v € V(€), thereby yielding an instance
from the class {IV(E) Foevio-

Let the random variable P represent the price posted by a static pricing algorithm on the given instance
7(€)  Since the algorithm is static, we have p, = P for all r € {1,2,...,T}. Define the function
Y [L,U] — [0, 1] such that ¢ (x) denotes the probability that the algorithm posts a price less than or equal
to x, i.e., Pr[P < x] = y(x). The following condition must hold for a fully-static pricing algorithm with
pricing distribution characterized by ¢ to be @-CVaRs-CR on the class of hard instances {IV(E) Foevio :

Proposition 2. For the class of hard instances {IV(E)}VE‘,(S), a fully-static pricing algorithm with price
distribution function ¥ must satisfy the following constraints to be a-CVaR s-CR competitive:

1
W(L)>1-6+6-—,
a

max{y (L),6-1+y¢(v)} 1

1
L-—-min{6 -1+y(),¢(L)} +/ — -y (n)dn > Y owev,
0 n=u(L) 6 @

where the function " (x) = sup{v € [L, U]y (v) < x}.

The proof of the above proposition can be found in Appendix D. In the above, the first inequality follows
from the fact that, with probability at least 1 — ¢ + ¢ - é, any online algorithm must post the price L.

Otherwise, the CVaR s performance of the online algorithm on instance Iée) would fall below k'TL, which is
the benchmark value required for the algorithm to be a-CVaRs-CR. Furthermore, the left-hand side of the
second inequality represents the CVaR s objective value of an online algorithm up to the end of the stage in
which k buyers with valuation v arrive, where the algorithm’s randomness in the posted price is captured by
the function .

Without loss of generality, as € — 0, we can assume that the function ¢, corresponding to the optimal
online algorithm on the class of hard instances {fv(e)}vewe), is a continuous strictly increasing function.
Obtaining the function i that satisfies the above inequality for all v € [L, U] with the smallest possible value
of & naturally motivates a corresponding design for the pricing function ¢. By setting ¢ = ! and enforcing
the inequality to hold with equality, we obtain the following design of ¢ that achieves @-CVaRs-CR.
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Proposition 3 (Risk-SENSITIVE STATIC PRICING). Consider the kSELECTION-(S, A) problem with § € [0, 1]
and A = 0. The CVaRs-CR of cPPM-¢ is agp if (i) agp > 1 is a solution to following equation

Us

SP

Xy =——,
/O ¢(n) dn

and (ii) the pricing function ¢ is designed as

(€))

L, forxe[0,1—6+6-1/a‘gp],

¢(x) = oSP

o—1+x <
P
[T swan preeli-oss /)

It is worth noting that differentiating both sides of the equality given in above proposition for the design

sp
of ¢ function yields the delayed differential equation ¢’ (x) = aTé - ¢(6 — 1 + x), with the initial condition
¢(x) = Lforall x € [0, 1 —5+5-#].

5

Putting Everything Together. By employing the method of steps [28] and Taylor expansion, we can
derive the closed-form design of the pricing function ¢ presented in Theorem 2, based on the system of
delayed differential equations described in the proposition above. Furthermore, we can show that the design
established in Theorem 2 achieves the optimal CVaR s-CR by identifying the smallest value of « for which
a feasible auxiliary function y exists, subject to the constraints in Proposition 2. Since the proof relies
on straightforward mathematical arguments, we defer the full proof of Theorem 2 to Appendix G. In what
follows, we proceed to prove Proposition 3 using the risk-sensitive R-OPD framework.

4.1.1 Proof of Proposition 3: A Risk-Sensitive R-OPD Approach

The proof uses a modified version of the R-OPD method. The central idea of R-OPD for problems that
aim to maximize the expected reward is to specify, for each sample path of the randomized algorithm, an
update rule for the dual variables of the LP as a function of the algorithm’s decisions along that path. These
path-wise dual updates are chosen so that the dual objective accumulated on each realized path is equal to
the social welfare achieved by the online algorithm on that same path.

Key Idea of Risk-Sensitive R-OPD. In the KSELECTION-(J, A) problem, where the objective is to maximize
the CVaR; of the algorithm’s social welfare, the standard R-OPD update scheme is modified. Specifically,
dual updates are performed only along the worst §-fraction of sample paths—those realizations of the
algorithm’s randomization for which the objective value is minimized and smaller than that of all other
sample paths. Each sample path of Algorithm 1 corresponds to a particular realization of the random seed R.
Once R is realized as R = r, the algorithm’s performance ALG") becomes deterministic. Accordingly, to
adapt the R-OPD approach for establishing the CVaR s-CR-competitiveness of Algorithm 1, we perform dual
updates only for those realizations R = r that belong to the set S. When the function Fj;¢(r), corresponding
to the CDF of the algorithm’s social welfare on an input instance I of KSELECTION-(J, A), is continuous, this
set is defined as:

S= {’” € [0,1] | FALG(I)(ALG(r)) < (5},

where 6 € (0, 1) is the risk level associated with the CVaRs metric. However, if this function is not
continuous, we must carefully handle potential discontinuities of the CDF around the tail probability ¢. In
that case, we define

S ={re(0.7]] Faser) ((ALG)7) <5}, (10)
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where 7 is given by

F— inf 1 J
' rel[%’l] {/xzo {FALG(I)((ALG(X))—)Sé} dx > 5}

The quantity 7 is the smallest cutoff in the random-seed interval [0, 1] such that the total measure of seed
values in [0, 7] that produce the worst §-fraction of welfare outcomes is exactly 6.
We now proceed with the formal proof of Proposition 3.

Proof. We define y* and r* consistent with the notation used in the proof of Theorem 1. The monotonicity
condition established in Lemma 1 holds for Algorithm 1, following the design specified in Proposition 3.
Furthermore, let ¢* : [L,U] — [0, 1] be defined as the generalized inverse of the function ¢, where
¢*(v) = sup{x € [L,U]|¢(x) < v}. Based on the value of y*, let us consider the following cases:

Case I: y* < k. In this case, the total number of buyers in instance / must be exactly equal to k™.
Otherwise, when the random seed R is realized as R = 1 — § + ¢/ a/gp, the posted price becomes L. By
Assumption 1, all buyers in instance / have valuations at least equal to L and therefore will accept the posted
price. Consequently, under the realization R = 1 —§ + 6/ a%P, more than k* units of the resource would be
allocated, which contradicts the definition of y*. Hence, there must exist exactly k* buyers in instance /.

Furthermore, for any buyer ¢ with valuation v,, a unit of the item is allocated whenever R € [0, ¢*(v;)],
since in this range the posted price remains below v, and the total number of units sold never reaches k
for any realized value of R as there are less than k buyers in instance /. Therefore, the worst J-fraction of
realizations of R—those that minimize the objective value of Algorithm 1,correspond to the range [1 -6, 1].
Thus, we have:

k* k*

¢*(vi)—1+6 K v;
CVaRs[ALG(1, P)] = Z vi- (6" (vi) = (1=6)) > Z/ . ¢(n) = Z 5P
= i=1 %o

i=1 i=1

where in above the second equality follows from the design of ¢ function given in Proposition 3. On the other
hand, since the total number of buyer in instance / is equal to k* < k, OPT(/) = Zf‘: | Vi the a%P—CVaR(;-CR
of Algorithm 1 is established.

Case II: y* = k. The following LP provides an upper bound on the offline optimal value for the
KSELECTION-(8, A) problem with A = 0:

g,ng Z[T:]u,+k-/l st. v,<u,+A4, Viel[T].
te

To establish the agp-competitiveness of Algorithm 1, we employ the modified R-OPD framework where
the dual update rules for the dual variables are performed for the values of the random seed belonging to the
set S, ensuring that the dual constraints hold in expectation.

Following this framework, we construct, for each realization of the random seed R = r, a corresponding
set of dual variables {1, uir)}. The final dual variables are then defined as their expectations over the
random seed, where 4 = Eg[A1®)], u, = Eg [uiR)], where the expectation is taken with respect to the
random seed R. We begin by initializing all dual variables to zero. For each realized value of the random

seed R, we perform the following dual updates.

Dual Update Rules. Suppose the random seed is realized as R = r. If r € S, we proceed with the dual
update; otherwise, we skip it. The variable 1) is updated as follows:

1D

10 = @, ifr<rresS
B 0, otherwise.
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Next, for each buyer ¢, we update the dual variable u(r) as follows. If buyer ¢ receives an allocation of one
unit then, we have

A = {%-(w—zﬁ(r)), ifr<r,res >

=, otherwise.
Under these updates, and noting that the total number of sold units equals k forall r € [0, r ] the total dual
objective for any r € S, equals the algorithm’s objective under that realization: (Z,E[T ut Vb kAl ))

l . ALG(r)(I) Also since dual updates occur only for realizations of R within intervals in S, we have
ER[Ztem u® + k. A = cvaRs[ALGR) (1)),

Ensuring a P_Feasibility of Dual Constraint in Expectation. We prove that the dual constramt in the

dual LP corresponding to each buyer ¢ € [T] is oS 5 P_feasible in expectation; that is, ER[ + 1B >
S

Combining this « 6P feas1b111ty w1th the fact that the expected dual objective equals the CVaR s performance
of Algorithm 1, Eg Z’Eg )+ k- AR = CVaRs[ALGR)(1)], it follows by weak duality that the
algorithm achieves the a/ -CVaRs-CR guarantee.

Let us consider the followmg two subcases to prove the « 5P -feasibility of the dual constraints. Let
w = inf{r € [0,1] | ¢(r) = v, }. Following from Eq. (9), which enforces ¢(1) = U, such a value of w
always exists. Depending on the value of w, we analyze two cases. First, consider the case where w < r™:

1 r*—(1-96) r v
Be | > u® + k- A" 25-/ ¢(77)d77—¢05 )Zastp'
5

telT] 17=0 5

The first inequality above holds since there must exist a subrange of size r* — (1 — ¢) within the range [0, r*]
inside the set S, as the tail probability is set to be equal to 6. Furthermore, based on the dual updates above
and the fact that the ¢ function is increasing, in the worst case this subrange corresponds to the interval
[0,7" — (1 = §)]. Then, in this case, since by the design of the ¢ function we have w > 1 -6 + 6 - ( SP)

and r* > w, the inequality follows. Thus, based on the dual updates defined in Eq. (11), the first 1nequa11ty
holds. The last equality follows from the design of the ¢ function.

For the second case, consider w > r*. A unit is allocated to buyer ¢ for all realizations R € [r*,w],
because the posted price is below v; on this range and the utilization satisfies y®) < y("") = k based on
Lemma 1 and the definition of r*. Therefore, by the dual updates in Egs. (11)-(12), we have:

o) "
Z (r)+k 1 5 5 forallr € [0,r"], r € S,
t€[T] V—é > ¢Esr)’ forallr € [r*,w], r €S.

Thus, in the worst case, we have:

w—1+6
Er Zut(R)+k~/l(R) 2%(/ ¢(n )d) q;(SM;),

te[T] = S

where the final equality follows from the design of the function ¢ in Proposition 3. This concludes the proof
of agp—feasibility of the dual constraints for each buyer z. O

4.2 Proof of Theorem 3

In this section, we revisit Theorem 3, which provides a design for an online mechanism that uses & pricing
functions and achieves exact optimal performance under the CVaR s metric in the large-inventory regime
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where k — oo, as established by Proposition 1. Theorem 3 focuses on another special case of the KSELECTION-
(0, A) problem in which the online algorithm is allowed up to k — 1 price changes. In this setting, the
price-change cap constraint is effectively relaxed, allowing the decision maker to employ a fully dynamic
pricing scheme. The proof of Proposition 1 follows from Theorem 3 using simple mathematical arguments,
and we defer the full proof to Appendix H. Below, we first outline the proof road map for Theorem 3, and
then, in the subsequent section, we provide the detailed proof.

Proof Overview. We next provide a proof of Theorem 3 that departs from the randomized primal—dual
framework used earlier and instead focuses on interpreting the correlated pricing scheme in Algorithm 1
as a rounding method for fractional allocations. This proof approach illustrates how the correlated pricing
scheme employed by Algorithm 1 naturally induces randomized integral decisions that losslessly round
those of a fractional algorithm using the same set of pricing functions. Hence, the correlated posted-pricing
scheme in Algorithm 1 can be viewed not only as a mechanism for ensuring incentive compatibility but also
as a rounding scheme that converts fractional decisions into randomized integral ones without any loss in
expected performance.
We now proceed with the detailed proof of Theorem 3.

Proof. Consider the following algorithm, denoted by ALG-FRAC, which uses the set of pricing functions
{; {'{=1 to generate the fractional allocation X; for each arriving buyer ¢ as follows:

min{1,9;—|9; [+x} [Fe =19 J+x-1]"
£ = argmax |v; ~x/ ¢K,(n)d77+/ Gu,+1(m)dn |, (13)
{xe[0,1]} Pr =19 0

where $, denotes the cumulative fractional allocation upon the arrival of buyer 7, that is, §; = Y.' _, £, and
k; = [9;] is the index of next unit of item a fraction of which is allocated to buyer 7 in case £; # 0. Also,
$: — | ¥:] corresponds to the portion of «,-th unit that is already allocated. This utility—-maximization rule
is standard for producing fractional allocations in online selection and matching problems and is similar to
the equation introduced in Section 3.1 for generating fractional allocation. At each arrival, the fractional
quantity allocated to buyer # comes from portions of the «,-th and «,-st units of the resource. Thus, the
pricing functions associated with these units determine the fractional allocation.

Rounding Fractional Decisions &, Losslessly. We now show that the correlated pricing scheme used by
cPPM-¢ performs a randomized rounding of the fractional decisions produced by ALG-FRAC such that a unit
of item is allocated to each buyer ¢t with probability at least &, equal to the fractional allocation generated by
ALG-FRAC.

Lemma 3. cPPM-¢ allocates a unit of the item to buyer t with probability at least X;. More specifically,
upon the arrival of buyer t (assuming the random seed R = r), the following holds:

o IfX;+9: <ksandr € [)7, = |9e)s 90+ % = |9¢]), then a unit of the item is allocated to buyer .

e If X + 9; > Ky and (r € [0, Ve + X — | 9] — 1] orr € [ﬁt = |9:1, 1]), then a unit of the item is
allocated to buyer t.

Proof. Consider a buyer ¢ in instance / whose fractional allocation in nonzero, in other words we have &, # 0.

(Case I) Suppose y; +£; < «;. We first show that if the random seed R lies in [ﬁt —|9:], e+ % — I_ﬁtj],
then the «,-st unit of the item will be available at the arrival of buyer ¢. Furthermore, by Eq. (13), we have
Ve > ¢y, (x) forallx € [j), — 1 9eds P+ 5 - L)A/,J]. Thus, the valuation of buyer ¢ exceeds the posted price
for the «;-st unit for every realization of the random seed in this interval and since at least one unit among
the first x, units will be available at the arrival of buyer ¢, a unit will be allocated to buyer ¢.
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We now show, by contradiction, that the «;-st unit is always available at the arrival of buyer ¢ for every
value of the random seed in the specified range. Assume, to the contrary, that for some r in this interval,
cPPM-¢ has already allocated the first «; units to buyers who arrived before buyer . Then there must exist
a sequence of k; such buyers, where the j-th buyer in the sequence has valuation at least ¢ ;(r). Since these
buyers are part of instance /, feeding them to the fractional algorithm ALG-FRAC would, by Eq. (13), cause
the total fractional utilization to exceed J; and reach at least | §,| + r > J, prior to the arrival of buyer 7,
contradicting the definition of j,. Therefore, for every r € [)7, —|9el, Ve + Xf — Lj)tj], the k;-st unit must still
be available at the arrival of buyer ¢. Thus, with probability at least £;, cPPM-¢ allocates a unit to buyer ¢.

(Case II) Suppose now that y, + X; > «;. Then one of the first «, units is allocated to buyer t whenever
R e [fz, — | 9:1, 1], and one of the («; + 1) units is allocated when R € [O, Ve+X— 9] — 1]. The argument
mirrors the reasoning in Case 1. Hence, with probability at least X;, buyer ¢ receives one unit. O

Upper-bounding OPT(/). Consider the following two cases. Case 1: §7 = k. From Eq. (3), we have
¢« (1) = U, and therefore, we can simply upper-bound OPT(/) < k-U = k - ¢, (97). Case 2: 1 < k. Since
the total utilization of ALG-FRAC never exceeds yr, there cannot be k buyers in instance / with valuation
greater than ¢, (97 — [ 7]) < U; otherwise, by Eq. (13), the utilization of ALG-FRAC would exceed yr, a
contradiction. On the other hand, there may be fewer than k& such buyers. Thus, we can upper-bound the
offline optimum as OPT(/) < k - ¢u (7 — [I7]) + Xieir) Ve — ur (§7 — [I7]). Thus, in both cases, the
same general upper bound ¢, (37 — L97)) + Zsefr) Vi — der (7 — L$7]) on OPT(Z) holds.

Computing CVaRs of cPPM-¢ on Instance /. In order to obtain a lower-bound for the CVaRg social
welfare of cPPM-¢ on instance /, we need to establish the following two facts.

Fact 1. For each buyer ¢ with valuation v, greater than ¢, (97 — | y7]), the fractional allocation satisfies
X; = 1. This is because the total utilization level never exceeds yr, and the marginal price of the resource
remains below v;, thus based on Eq. (13), X; = 1. Hence, ALG-FRAC allocates a full unit of the resource to
every such buyer. Moreover, for each buyer with £, = 1, Lemma 3 implies that, for every realized value of
the random seed, cPPM-¢ also allocates a unit of the item to that buyer. Thus, across all sample paths of the
randomized algorithm, the social welfare of cPPM-¢ is always incremented by v,.

Fact 2. For any value r € [0, 1], define the subset of buyers E(Tr) as

B = {; € [T]

X #0, Z)ﬁﬂ§i+r<Zﬁ,/forsomeie{0,1,...,k}}.

t'<t t'<t

The set E(Tr> consists of those buyers whose fractional allocation is nonzero and for whom r falls inside
the fractional portion of a unit allocated to them. By Lemma 3, for every realization R = r, a unit of item
is allocated to all buyers in the set I§(Tr) by cPPM-¢. Furthermore, since the total fractional allocation is yr

and each %; € [0, 1], the size of é(Tr) satisfies

1B = [9r) +1 forr e [0,97 - 9rll, 1B =19zl forr € [$7 - [97), 1.

Thus, when the random seed lies in [0, §7 — [ 7]], the first | §7] + 1 units are sold at the price levels
determined by the pricing functions corresponding to levels 1 through |§7] + 1, evaluated at the realized
value of r. Similarly, when r € [$1 — | 97, 1], the first | 7| units are sold at the price levels determined by
the pricing functions corresponding to levels 1 through | $7 |, again evaluated at the realized value of r.

Putting together Facts 1 and 2, we can lower-bound the CVaR performance of cPPM-¢ over different
realization of random seed R as follows:
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Sr-19r) (STl 1 L3r)
¢i(r)|d +/ ¢i(r)|dr +
/0 ( Z r) ’ yT—Ler(Z r) '

i=1 i=1

ALG") (1) > D v = b Gr = L3r)), e [0, 37 - Lzl
te[T]

1 3]
/ (Z @(r))dr + ) i banGr-1rD,  relir-1r) 10,
y

=13\ =1 te[T]

Thus, even in the worst case, we can lower-bound CVaR as follows:

1 min{0,6-(1-97+97])} LITS+1
CVaR;[ALG] > - / Z i (r) dr+
=0 i=1

min{ +97—| 97,1} LI
/ S gy dr 6 Y v bepnrGr - Lirh)|

=yr—137] i=1 te[T]

It can be verified that, based on the design of the ¢ functions given in Theorem 3, the right-hand
side of the above inequality is exactly a% “Ger 1O = [I7]) + Zierr) Ve — Gir+1 (91 — [ I7]). Therefore,
o
CV3R5[ALG] > k~¢>KT+1(YT_|_YTJ)+Z;eD['7D'] Ve = Gup+1 (FT=197]) > # . OPT(I), and the a,gp of CPPM-¢ over all
s 5
instances of KSELECTION-(J, A) problem is established. O

4.3 Revisiting Theorem 4: Intuition and Proof Sketch

In this section, we revisit the pricing design for cPPM-¢ given in Theorem 4, where the price-change cap A
can take any value within the range {1,2,...,k — 1}. So far, we have analyzed the case of § = 1 and derived
the pricing function design for cPPM-¢ that achieves the optimal CVaR s-CR for any number of price changes
in the risk-neutral setting. We then examined two extreme cases: in the first, where A = 0, we derived the
optimal risk-sensitive static pricing function design for all 6 € (0, 1); and in the second, where A = k — 1, we
studied the fully dynamic setting and obtained an algorithm that achieves exact optimality in large-inventory
regimes. Building on the insights from these special cases, Theorem 4 extends our framework to design the
set of pricing functions {¢; };c[a+1] for the general case where A > 1. The construction of pricing functions
at each level follows a system of delayed differential equations, where each function includes a delayed term
that depends on the tail probability ¢ and the pricing behavior of the preceding price levels. In what follows,
we present the intuition behind the design of these pricing functions.

Intuition of Theorem 4. Let r*, i*, and y* denote the instance-dependent parameters that characterize the
performance of cPPM-¢ on a given instance /, as defined in the proof of Theorem 1. Following the pricing
design in Theorem 4, we can establish both the monotonicity property from Lemma 1 and a lower bound on
the number of sold units similar to Lemma 2. Under these properties, the algorithm fully allocates all units
up to the i*-th price level for all realizations of the random seed within the interval [0, r*]. Additionally,
using the lower bound from Lemma 2, we know that for any realization of the random seed R, the algorithm
must sell all reserved units up to the (i* — 1)-th price level. These units are allocated at the corresponding
prices {¢;(R)};e[i+]- These two properties together allow us to construct a nontrivial lower bound on the
algorithm’s revenue across all sample paths. Because the performance of cPPM-¢ is evaluated using the
CVaRs metric, we only focus on the worst d-fraction of sample paths. For realizations of the random seed
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greater than r*, the algorithm sells no more than the total number of reserved units up to the i*-th price
level. Consequently, at most Zle q; buyers can have valuation at least ¢;«(r). This observation allows us to
upper-bound the revenue of the offline optimal benchmark on instance /. Combining these insights yields
a system of delayed differential equations, parameterized by ¢, which govern the structure of the pricing
functions. The complete proof of Theorem 4 appears in Appendix I. The proof applies a modified version of
the randomized online primal—dual (R-OPD) framework, using the dual linear program in Eq. (6). Crucially,
the dual updates are applied only to the worst o-fraction of sample paths—those realizations in which the
algorithm’s objective value is minimized relative to all others.

Proof Sketch of Theorem 4. The proof generally follows the risk-sensitive R-OPD framework used in the
proof of Proposition 3, adapted to the CVaR objective. We first utilize the dual LP established in the proof
of Theorem 1 to upper-bound OPT(/). Within the risk-sensitive R-OPD, we then define update rules for
the dual variables only on the d-worst fraction of outcomes of the algorithm: let S be the set of seeds r
corresponding to the lower d-tail of ALG®) (1), as in the proof of Theorem 2 and Eq. (10). For r ¢ S, we
keep all dual variables at zero. For r € S, let us define the dual updates for each variable /lgr) as follows:

Fron U i<itor(i=itr<r),
i 0, otherwise.

Furthermore, for any buyer r who receives a unit from the reserved units of price level i/ under the random
seed r, we set

uy, "~ = Vi

= otherwise.

(r) _ {—v,—qﬁg(r)/Z’ i <i*or (l = i*,r < l”*),
Using the monotonicity and lower-bound lemmas, one checks that for every r € S, the dual objective
coincides with the algorithm’s revenue, i.e., 3, u,(r) + 2 /ly)q ji= ALG") (). Since the dual variables are
nonzero only on S, taking expectation over R shows that Eg [ > ut(R) +2 AE.R)q j] = CVaRs[ALG].

It remains to show cz%‘DP—feaSibility of the dual constraints in expectation. Fix a buyer ¢ with valuation
v, and let i be such that ¢; (0) < v; < ¢;(1). Depending on the relative position of i with respect to i* and on
¢i‘1(v,) versus r*, we distinguish cases: (i) i < i* ori = i* with ¢,-_1(Vt) <r* ()i =1i" with ¢,-_1(Vt) > r,
and (iii) i > i*. In each case, using the explicit form of the dual updates and the fact that the reserved units
of levels 1,...,i* — 1 (and possibly i*) are fully sold on appropriate intervals of r, we obtain lower bounds
on u,(r) + % 2 /lg.r)q ;j in terms of the pricing functions. Integrating these lower bounds over a worst-case
d-measure subset of [0, 1] and using the recursive definition of ¢; yields

A+1
1 Y

Er ”ER)"‘E E A;R)qj > A_tDP vt € [T].
j=1

o

Thus, the dual solution is a%‘DP—feasible in expectation, and by weak duality we have OPT(/) < Eg [ > uﬁR) +

2 /l;R) q j] = CVaRs[ALG]. This gives the desired a%‘DP—competitiveness of cPPM-¢, completing the proof
sketch.

5 Conclusion

We investigated the design of posted-price mechanisms (PPMs) for online adversarial selection subject to dual
constraints: a limited number of price changes (denoted by A) and a risk-sensitive CVaR s objective, where
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¢ captures the tail risk. Our primary contribution is the development of cPPM-¢, a novel correlated posted-
pricing scheme that simultaneously manages both the limited price changes and the tail risk by utilizing a
single random seed to correlate posted prices. Our theoretical analysis provides performance guarantees
for this mechanism and formally establishes the inherent trade-off between the number of allowable price
updates, the degree of risk sensitivity, and the worst-case competitive performance.

Several open problems remain for future research. One direction is to perform a tighter analysis of the
CVaRs-CR competitiveness of cPPM-¢ in the most general case of the problem; we conjecture that the
CVaR-CR induced by the pricing design in Theorem 4 can be improved to establish optimality. Another
promising direction involves extending this risk-sensitive, price-change-constrained framework to other
fundamental online problems, such as online matching and combinatorial auctions. Furthermore, exploring
alternative correlation/rounding schemes or other classes of risk-sensitive objectives could yield further
insights. Finally, an important practical extension is to study these problems in a data-driven setting, where
buyer value distributions are unknown and must be learned over time.
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A Proof of Lemma 1

Let Bt(m be the set of buyers to whom a unit is allocated by the arrival of buyer ¢ under realization r;.
Consider the first buyer ¢’ in B;rz). If yt(,r 1) = 0 at the arrival of t’, then ¢’ accepts the posted price because

¢1(r1) < ¢1(r2) < vy, and thus yi,’ V) increases to 1. Proceeding inductively, suppose that upon the arrival

of the ¢-th buyer in B;m we have yi,’ D=f-1< y[(,m = {. Then v is at least the posted price for the {-th
unit under realization R = r,. Since the posted prices are lower under r; than under r,, following from the
nondecreasing property of the pricing functions, buyer ¢’ also accepts under r, implying yt(,r Vo= Hence,

yirl) > yirz)_

B Proof of Lemma 2

For each i, let B;.k be the set of buyers who, under realization r*, were allocated one of the ¢; reserved units at
the i-th price level. By definition, for each i € [i*], |B}| > ¢;. From the pricing design in Theorem 1, for all
t € Bf we have v, > ¢;1(1). Let ¢’ be the first buyer in B}. Fix any r € [0, 1] and suppose yi,r) < g at the
arrival of t’. Since |B}| = g2 > q1, and each buyer in B} has valuation at least ¢ (1) while the posted price
for the first gy units is ¢1(R) < ¢1(1) (as ¢ is increasing), every buyer in B} accepts the price for those
first g1 units. Thus these g; units are fully sold by the arrival of the last buyer in B;. Repeating the same
argument inductively for all i < i* yields, for any r € [0, 1], y") > Zi:_ll g, as claimed.

C Continuation of the Proof of Theorem 1

Let us now continue the proof of the feasibility of the dual constraints for each buyer ¢ by considering the
remaining cases.

Case II: i = i* and ¢>i‘1 (v¢) > r*. In this case, we consider the following two subcases.

Subcase I: For some realized value of R € [r*, ¢t_l (v¢)), buyer ¢ is allocated a unit from among the first
Zf;ll q; reserved units. We show that, with probability one, buyer ¢ is always allocated a unit. Consider such
anr’ € [r, ¢i‘1 (v¢)) where buyer ¢ receives a unit from the first Z}:ll q; reserved units when R = r’. By
Lemma 2, for all r € [r’, 1], the utilization level at the arrival of buyer ¢ satisfies yt(r) < yir,). Therefore,
for any realization R € [r’, 1], at least one unit from the first Zf;ll q; units is always available for allocation

(R) i strictly less than

t-1
Zf:] q;. Otherwise, following an argument similar to that in Lemma 1, it would imply that yt(il) > Zf;ll q1,

to buyer t. Moreover, for any realization of R within [0, ’), the utilization level y

contradicting the assumption that under r’, buyer ¢ is allocated a unit from the first Zf;ll q; units. Hence,
from the above analysis, buyer ¢ is allocated a unit with probability one.
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Using the dual update rules in Eq. (8) and Eq. (7), we obtain

i*—1

Z / ¢l(n)dn+—/ i+ (n)dn
_/O ¢i*(77)d77_‘/r* $i+—1(n)dn
—Ei/lq ¢WMnﬂ/E:?+krmmM

1
mlk

A+1

ur + —Z/llCIl

T

*-1 QI ql r*
ZI K

=1 k k

S e )
¢(n)dn+/2i ¢(n)dn

-1 A itk

S

qi Vi
1+1n% (lzk ) 1+1In (%)

In the above derivation: The first two terms follow from the dual update rule in Eq. (7), together with
the facts that y(r) > Zfz—ll q; for all r € [0, 1], and y(r) > Zfil g; for all r € [0, r*]. The last three terms
on the left-hand side of the first inequality follow from the dual update for buyer ¢ in Eq. (8). The second
inequality follows from the construction of the functions ¢; in Theorem 1. The final inequality is implied
by the following lemma.

Lemma 4. For any buyer t with valuation v, € [¢;-(0), ¢;=(1)], such that ¢3i:] (v¢) = r*, the following
inequality holds:

i*—1

}]2 Lot

/¢z* 1(mdn - / i (n)dn>/ qu o $(mdn.

—+ 7"
— ko k
The proof of the above lemma is provided in Appendix E. The argument follows from the construction
of the pricing functions described in Theorem 1. This concludes the proof of dual constraint feasibility for
buyer ¢, whose valuation satisfies the conditions of Case 2, Subcase 1.
Subcase 2: For no value of r € [r", ¢i‘1 (v¢)) is a unit from the first Z}:l] q; reserved units allocated to

buyer ¢. In this case, whenever r € [r*, w], buyer 7 is allocated a unit from the reserved units corresponding
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to the i*-th price level. From the dual updates, we have

A+1 i*—1 1 . r*
u,+-zqu] Z o / ¢z<n>dn+q7‘ / b ()i + v, (w = 17)
0 0
ir-1 i1 41 9i

) / . b + Lo san o)

=1 k

Z[—]Q[ ‘1;( * Z;—l‘ll+kw
2/0 ¢(’7)d'7+/2,-* . ¢(mdny

-1491,4
qi
1+ln 1+In(Y) (IZ k

=1 k k

) Vt
T
L 1+1In (Z)
CaseIIl: i =i* + 1 and q)i‘l(v,) <r* Letw = ¢>l.‘1(vt).
Subcase 1: For some r € [0, w], one of the first Zle q; reserved units is allocated to buyer #. Then,
following the same reasoning as in Subcase 1 of Case 2, a unit of the item is allocated to buyer ¢ with
probability one. Hence, we have

A+1

l —1
uﬁ—thcn} / ¢z(n)dn+—/ i (1mdn
- /0 R

i*—1 q , i+

= Z/ m' ¢(n)d77+/;ill; o r*cb(n)dn
/ gi- () - / b1 ()

i e ST T g ()
> /0 " gmyn + /Z | o(n)dn

o1 AL, 9
=1 &kt T

i*-1
ql CI: * vt
22—
T 1+m(Y) (Z )‘1+1n(%)

The first inequality and the second equality follow by the same reasoning as in the preceding cases.
Furthermore, the second inequality follows from the lemma stated below.

Lemma 5. For any buyer t with valuation v, € [¢++1(0), ¢i=11(1)], such that ¢;L1(vt) < r*, the following
inequality holds:

i ‘11 +di*+1
DN S

1 r*
vy — / b1 (n)dr / o ()dn > / VR snn.
n=r* ,7:0 221771 %+%T*'r*

=1

The proof of above lemma can be found in Appendix F which follows from the pricing function design
in Theorem 1.

Subcase 2: For no value of r € [0, w] is any of the first Zfi] q; reserved units allocated to buyer ¢.
Then, it must be that for » € [r*, 1], a unit from the reserved units at the i*-th price level is allocated to
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buyer ¢, and for r € [0, w], a unit from the (i* + 1)-th price level is allocated to buyer ¢. Following the dual
updates described above, we obtain

A+1 it—1 | »
E Mt+E;/llql Z;;/O ¢1(77)d77+7 ; di(mdn + v, - (1 =1r" +w)
=l eyl dm ovan g *
> Z /ll #(m)dn + /'*I @ d(mdn+v,- (1 —r*+w)
=1 YT it L

i
=1 k k

S TiL E
> /0 o(n)dn + / o(n)dn

STl i

1 : qi qdi*+1 Vi
= =+ > )
[+1n(Z) (k k W) [+ (%)

Case IV: Eitheri = i* + 1 and qﬁl.‘] (v¢) > r*, ori > i* + 1. The proof for this case follows by reasoning
analogous to the previous cases. Therefore, considering all four cases, the 1 + In (lL—])—feasibility of the
dual constraint corresponding to each buyer 7 is verified. Consequently, the 1 + In (%)—competitiveness of
Algorithm 1 follows.

D Proof of Proposition 2

Let ALG be an online algorithm whose distribution over static (posted prices on the class of hard instances is
characterized by the function . Consider an input instance IVE) for some v € V(€). By the definition of i,
the CVaR s performance of the algorithm on this instance is

1
CVaRs[ALG(LL)] = L~k - = min{6 ~ 1 +y(v), ¢(L))
max{y (L), §—1+y(v)} 1 .
+/ ke 50,
n=y (L)

where ¢*(x) = sup{u € [L,U] | v (u) < x}.

On the other hand, for the algorithm to be @-competitive on the instance ISE ) ,itmust satisfy CVaR [ALG(I‘(,S ) )] =
k—('lv. Therefore, enforcing this inequality for all v € V(€) yields precisely the set of constraints stated in Propo-
sition 2.

E Proof of Lemma 4

SetA=Yi "% andw = ¢2'(v,). Then

1 r*
v,—/* ¢i*—1(77)d77_‘/0 ¢i-(n)dn

= oA+ w ) - —— (804 =04 = (1 =) L)) =~ (oA + L) o),

where the first equality follows from the definition of ¢; in Eq. (1).
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To prove the lemma it suffices to show

6 (4w ) - (o) - pla - (1 =) 1))
g 0 ) 0] 2 (o (40w ) o (a4 ).

where the right-hand side follows from the definition of the ¢ function according to Eq. (5). Define

(604 = 6= (1= =) = (a2 - pa)

qix

F=¢ (A + w@) -
k gi—

el -s(aer )

We show F > 0 for all admissible instance-dependent parameters.

“(1-g)e(as ) o (4 )
- (sla I - o) - — (o) - s(a- (1) L)
g (a+rL) [(1 st 1

_ k (1 _e—ar*q%) _ k (e—(tr*q,‘: _e—a(r*q%+(1—r*)7qi2‘l))
aqix aqix-1

>g(A+r )1 ——(1-erF) - : (emor % _emalria- >—))
k qu, a’qi* 1
qi+ k e
> ¢ A+r*q—l 1- L -a/(l—r*)q[ !
aqi k aqi-—1 k
=g (a+rit )(1—r —(1-r") =0,

where the first inequality follows from w > r* (so e ="") > 1), and the second inequality uses the bound

_ . _arr it cx"q’+1r1’l - .
1 —e™* < x forx > 0. Moreover, we can verify that e~ & —e ( (1=r%) ) < a(l—r*)q'k—‘l,smce

« di*

w i — « di* w0y 4i* _| ar’ —— L
e~ q,’{ —e fl( - +(1-r") = ):/ e"dnﬁa(l—r*)u,
ool - ) :

where the above inequality holds because the integration interval lies within € (-0, 0], and e¢” < 1. Thus,
F > 0, which completes the proof of the lemma.

F Proof of Lemma 5

Letusset A=Y/ ' 2 and w = ¢! (v,). Then

1 r*
—/* ¢i*—1(77)d77_‘/0 ¢i+(m)dn

=g (A T8 (g g (- -2 - (g (a4 D) ).
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Subtract the right-hand side of the lemma’s inequality from the left-hand side and denote the result by
F. Equivalently,

o ) (a4 ) (o))
—é(¢(A+%+wq’;€+l)—¢(A+r*%)).

We show that F > 0 for all admissible values of the instance—dependent parameters; hence the lemma’s
inequality follows. Indeed,

F:¢(A+q—+wu)— (¢(A)—¢(A—(1—r)u))— (¢(A+rq—)—¢(A))
k k aqi -1 k aq k
1 qi+ qdi*+1 qix
-— A+ —+ )— (A+*—))
. (¢( PR B G
- (A L9 r*Qi*H) (1 _ l)e‘“%l(w_r*) + le—(l—r*)‘%—r*%
k k a a
R T e gl
aqi=—1
__k (e—m—r*)"%—r*"'%“_e—"%—r*"%“)
g+
gic | qit+l Iy 1y et
>p|lA+—+r"——| |1 -—]+—e K k
k k a a
__k et (1 _e—<1—r*>q"%1) R (1 - )
aqgix-1 aqix
qi- *‘11‘*+1) ( 1)
>29|lA+—+ 1--
¢( k d k [ a
oy _pedea L =r" _ap dee 7T (e ediva
+ —e k k - e k k - —e k k
a a a

> 6 (A L4 +r*¢]i*+l) l(l B l) + 167(14*)"%4*‘“'*7“ _ le(lr*)"[‘r*"f;ﬂ]

k k a a a
qir | i+l 1
=¢p|lA+—+ 1-—]20,
¢( KTk )( a)

qi* * . .
where in the first inequality we used w > r* (so e Fr v > 1) and the identity e — ¢~ (**Y) =

e * (1 —e7Y), and in the second we used 1 —e™* < x forx > 0. Since & > 1 (hence 1 - é > 0)and ¢(-) > 0,
the claim follows. This completes the proof.

G Proof of Theorem 2

We first derive the closed-form expression of the pricing function ¢ using the design specified in Proposition 3
for an arbitrary value of a, and in particular for the smallest possible value according to that design which is
agp. We then apply Proposition 2 to establish that a/f;P serves as a lower bound on the performance of any
online algorithm.
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Closed-form Design of ¢ for the Upper-Bound a/gp. We begin by defining the parameters 7 = 1-6, ¢ = %.
Consider the function ¢ : [0, 1] — Ry, defined implicitly based on Proposition 3 as follows:

L, x € [0,b],
$(x) = a

g/ _ ¢(n)dn, x € [b,1],
0

where the breakpointb =1 -6 + %.
For x € [b, 1], the function ¢ satisfies the following delayed differential equation (DDE):

, a

¢ = Sox =) = colx = 7). (14)
This is a linear DDE with constant delay T and constant history ¢(x) = L for all x < b. We use the method
of steps to derive an explicit closed-form expression for ¢(x). Define the delay exponential function as

L1zl .

Ecy=1+ ) —(-jol,  (@=0).
— !
]_

Given the constant history ¢ = L on (—oo, b], the unique solution of Eq. (14) on [b, 1] is
¢(x) = p(b)Ec(x —b) = LE.(x - b).
Expanding E. yields a finite, piecewise-polynomial form:

L, 0<x<b,

$(x) =
L

2 n

c c n
1+C(X—b)+2—!(x—b—‘l')i+"'+m(x—b—(n—1)T)+ , b<x<l,

where (1), = max{u,0} and n = {%J + 1, ensuring the summation is finite for every x.

To determine the optimal value of agp for which a feasible design of the pricing function ¢ exists
according to the construction in Proposition 3, we impose the boundary condition ¢ (1) > U. Hence, agp
is defined as the smallest value of a satisfying this condition. By substituting x = 1 into the expression
for ¢(x), and noting that the right-hand side of the equation is monotonically increasing in @, we obtain that
afssp is the solution to the following equation:

2] )
p)=L|1+ > @(a(l—é)—ju—@)f =U.

J=1

~

Thus, afgp is the smallest value of @ that satisfies the above equation.

Lower Bound on agp. Based on Proposition 2 and the definition of the function ¢, we can, without loss
of generality, assume that i is strictly increasing. Using a change of variables, we obtain the following
constraint on the design of ¢~

Y welL Ul
(0%

S—1+y(v)
/ [0 ) Uy 21 -645- 1L+ L 1y s1-5+6-[L]}dv2
v=0
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For a given «, if there exists a feasible design of  that satisfies the above inequality, then there must
exist a corresponding inverse function ¢ ~'. Without loss of generality, we can also assume that ¢~ (1) = U.
Rewriting the above constraints yields:

o—1+x l//(x)
/ [¢‘1(v)-1{vz 1-6+6- |2} +L-1{y<1-6+6-[L]}|dv>—=, Vx € [y(L),1].
v=0 [0
15)
From this, we can upper-bound (1) as:
5
U=u(l) Sa-/ [w_l(v)-l{v21—6+6- L +L-1{y<1-6+5- ng}]dv,
=0
which leads to the following lower bound on a:
U
<a. (16)

12 [z//—l(v)-l{vz1—5+6-L$J}+L-1{vs1—6+5-L$J}]dv h

Computing the above lower bound requires knowledge of ¢ ~! within the range [0, §]. By substituting
the upper bound implied by the constraint in Eq. (15), for the values of ¢!, we can derive the lower bound.
Thus, let us consider the y*~! function for which the inequalities in Eq. (15) are tight. Thus, the design
for y*~! is as follows:

L, xe[0,1-6+0-[1]],

i) =9 e
/ [l//* ) YHy>1-6+46-|2+L-1{y<1-6+6-[L]}|dv, xe[1-6+6-[L1].1].
v=0

Constructing *~! according to the above and substituting into Eq. (16) yields a lower bound on a
achievable by any online algorithm. It can be verified that this design of ¥*~! is equivalent to the pricing
function ¢ characterized in Proposition 3, and the resulting expression in Eq. (16) produces the a lower-bound
value equal to agp following the same procedure as before.

H Proof of Proposition 1

In the following, we will prove that for values of @ > 1+1n( %), according to the pricing design in Theorem 4,
we will have ¢ (1) > U, and thus there exists a design that obtains 1 +In( %)—CVaR,; competitive. Following,
the well-established lower-bound 1 + ln(%), the proof of above theorem follows.

Letus setm = L%J and for i > m + 2 define

i B
s, :=ZI/O br()dn. bi=6:0), ¢ = di(1).

Evaluating ¢; at x = 0 and x = 1 gives

(0% a .
bl‘ = %Si—la Ci = %S, (l >m+ 2), (17)

and since ¢, = L for 1 <r < m, we have the base mass
mo s
Sst > Z/ Ldy = L-mé. (18)
=170
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We claim each ¢; is nondecreasing on [0, 1]. This is clear for i < m; fori > m + 1 it follows by induction:
if all ¢, with r < i are nondecreasing, then in case x + ¢ < 1, then we will have:

i—1
H) = 75 (Z ¢r(x +0) —¢r(x>) >0,
r=1

where in above the inequality follows from the induction hypothesis and thus ¢;(x) for x € [0,1 — 6] is
nondecreasing. Furthermore, for x + 6 > 1, we will have:

i i—1
#(x) = - (Zl r(x+06—1)- Zlqbr(x)) >0,

where the inequality follows from the fact that ¢, (1) = ¢,+1(0) and the induction hypothesis. Thus, ¢;(x)
for x € [1 — 4, 1] is nondecreasing.
If g : [0, 1] — Ry is nondecreasing, then for every x € [0, §],

min{1,x+6} max{0,6—1+x} S5
/ g(mdn +/0 glmdn = /0 g(mdn. (19)
X

Indeed, if x < 1 — ¢ the second integral vanishes and translating a length-6 window to the right can only

X
v 5.1 & and among all

intervals of length 1 — ¢ the integral of g is minimized on [0, 1 — §], giving ./xfrd—l g=< /61 g and hence (19).
Applying Eq. (19) to each nondecreasing ¢, (r < i) design given in Theorem 4, we obtain for any
x € [0,46]:

increase the integral of nondecreasing g. If x > 1 — 4, the left side equals /01 g -

= a
: > — - Y5 = b
00 = 153 [ ortnan = sy = b

Integrating over [0, ] yields

o
Si:Si_1+/ bi(n)dn > Si_1+5bi:S,~_1+5.1si_1:(1+9)S,~_1 (i>m+2). (20)
A ko X

Putting Everything Together. Iterating Eq. (20) fromi{ = m + 2 to i = k and using Eq. (18) gives

a)k—(m-f-l)

k—-m—1
Se > S,,1+1(1+Z “) .

> Lom (145
" k
Thus, by Eq. (17), we have

(04
D=cp=—8, > L —
¢r(1) = ck 5ok 2 .

Since m = |_k/aJ, once k — oo, we have ©* — 1 and

k—m—1
klim dr(1) = klim L- (1 + %) - klim L -exp ((k —m —1)log(1 +a/k)) =L-e% .

Thus, for values of @ = 1 + ln(%), we will have ¢ (1) — U, satisfying Eq. (3), and thus there exists a
feasible solution for the design of {@; };e[a+1] for value of @ = 1 + ln(%) satisfying the bound condition in
Eq. (3). On the other hand, since the 1 + ln(%) is an established lower-bound for the performance of any
online algorithm for KSELECTION-(&, A) problem, the optimality of cPPM-¢ based on the design given in
Theorem 3 follows.
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I Proof of Theorem 4

Let us define y*, r*, and i* as in the proof of Theorem 1, where y* denotes the highest number of units sold
across all sample paths of Algorithm 1 under the pricing scheme specified above. The value r* represents the
realization of the random seed R for which the number of sold units equals y*, that is, y(r ) = = y*. Similarly,
i* denotes the highest price level such that, under the realization R = r*, the algorithm fully allocates all
reserved units from price levels 1 through i*.

Furthermore, the same monotonicity and lower-bound results as those stated in Lemma 1 and Lemma 2
can be established here by following analogous proof arguments, given the constraints on the reservation
vector {q; }ie[a+1] and the pricing design in the theorem above. The only distinction between the constraint
set of reserved quantities {g;};e[a+1] and that in Theorem 1 is that here g = [%], and the monotonicity
property applies to the remaining reserved quantities {g; };e(2,... a+1}. However, since the pricing function
¢ is fixed to the constant value L, it follows that the same monotonicity and lower-bound results (Lemma 1
and Lemma 2) continue to hold.

Given an instance I of the problem, OPT(7) can be upper-bounded using the dual LP give in Eq. (6). We
will restate the LP as follows:

A+1 A+1
1
; E +§/1.. st < +—E/l-- i, VtelT].
gn/lr; te[T]Mt Z, i“qj s Ve S Uy kj:] j4j [T]

We begin by initializing all dual variables to zero. Let us define the set S as defined for the proof of
Theorem 2 such that

S = {r € [0,7] | Faro(r) (ALG")7) < 6},
where 7 = inf,e(0,1) {/_y L{Fae(r) (ALG™)7) < 8} dx = 6}.

Suppose the random seed is realized as R = r. If r € S, we proceed with updating the dual variables;
otherwise, no update is performed. The dual variables {/lgr) }f:ll are updated as follows:

S) reS8, ie{l,2,...,i" -1},

26 °
A =38 s =i, e [0,0], 1)
0, otherwise.

Next, consider a buyer ¢ who receives an allocation of one unit when the random seed is realized as
R = r. Suppose this unit is allocated from the reserved quantity associated with the i-th price level. Then,
under the realization R = r, where r € S, we update the dual variable u(r) as follows:

) _ %-(vt—@), ifreSand (i <i*or (i =i*and r <r%)),
=40 (22)
6’

otherwise.

It can be verified that, under these updates—together with the lower bound established in Lemma 2 and
the monotonicity property in Lemma 1—the total objective value of the dual solution equals the algorithm’s
objective when the random seed is realized as r € S. In other words, we have ;¢ u(r) + ZA“ /l(r) q; =

ALG) (D). Slnce the dual updates are performed only for values of r € S, it follows that CVaR5 [ALG] =
ER | 2rerr) u ZA“ /l(R) qj|. Next, we show that for all buyers ¢ € [T], the dual constraint in the

(R) ZA+1 /l(R) q1

above dual LP is a-feasible in expectation; that is, Eg [u > -L, thereby completing

the primal—dual analysis and establishing the @-competitiveness of the algorlthrn.
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Consider a buyer ¢ with valuation v, such that, for some i € [A + 1], we have ¢;(0) < v, < ¢;(1). To
prove the a-feasibility of the dual constraints, we analyze the following cases.

Case I: Either i <i* — 1, ori = i* and ¢i‘1(v,) < r*. Based on the dual updates defined in Eq. (21), and
given that, for all realizations of R € [0, 1], the reserved units corresponding to the first i* — 1 price levels
are fully sold, while for R € [0, r*], the reserved units at the i*-th price level are also exhausted, we have:

l.*
- : r
ZZAH /l(r) Zl—%il(), ifre[0,7r*] andr € S,

k Sic a1 ¢u(r)

k5 w, ifre[r,1]andr € S.

Thus, in the worst-case, we will have:

(R) ZA‘H /l(R) ir-1 mm{],r*+6} it max{0,6—1+r*}
E »(mdn + +(md
_¢ir (r*) .
a

The first inequality above follows directly from the design of the pricing functions specified in Theorem 4,
while the second inequality follows from the condition defined for Case I. Therefore, the dual constraint is
a-feasible in expectation in this case.

CaseIl: i =i* and qﬁi‘l (v¢) >r*. Letw = qﬁi‘] (v¢). Given the update rules defined in Egs. (21)-(22), we
have:

=191 ¢l(r)’ ifre[0,r*]andr € S,

ZZA+1 /l(r) 1 2-k- 6 Zi*—l ( )
ut(r) TZ 5 (Vt__ b1 (r) + %W% ifr e [r*,w]andr € S,
Zl 12qu ‘;l(r), ifre[w,1]andr € S.

Following the fact that v, — % ~gi_1(r) = %’km for values of r € [r*, w], in the worst case, we have:

(R) lA+l1 /l(R) it-1 min{1,w+6} it max{0,5—1+w}
Eg |u;"" + X 25 kéZ/ ¢j(n)dn+2/0 ¢;(mdn
j=1
_¢i(w) _ v
[0 @

where the first inequality follows from the design of the pricing functions in above theorem and the second
inequality follows from the condition set be case one. Thus, the dual constraint holds in this case. The
proof of a-feasibility for the dual constraints corresponding to the remaining cases, where i > i*, follows
analogously from the above analysis.
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