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Abstract

Supply chain management (SCM) involves
coordinating the flow of goods, information,
and finances across various entities to deliver
products efficiently. Effective inventory man-
agement is crucial in today’s volatile, uncer-
tain, complex, and ambiguous (VUCA) world.
Previous research has demonstrated the su-
periority of heuristic methods and reinforce-
ment learning applications in inventory man-
agement. However, the application of large lan-
guage models (LLMs) as autonomous agents
in multi-agent systems for inventory manage-
ment remains underexplored. This study intro-
duces a novel approach using LLMs to man-
age multi-agent inventory systems. Leveraging
their zero-shot learning capabilities, our model,
InvAgent, enhances resilience and improves
efficiency across the supply chain network.
Our contributions include utilizing LLMs for
zero-shot learning to enable adaptive and in-
formed decision-making without prior train-
ing, providing significant explainability and
clarity through Chain-of-Thought (CoT), and
demonstrating dynamic adaptability to vary-
ing demand scenarios while minimizing costs
and avoiding stockouts. Extensive evaluations
across different scenarios highlight the effi-
ciency of our model in SCM.

1 Introduction

Supply chain management (SCM) involves co-
ordinating and managing the flow of goods, infor-
mation, and finances across various interconnected
entities, from suppliers to consumers, to deliver
products efficiently and effectively. Inventory man-
agement, a critical component of SCM, focuses on
overseeing and controlling the ordering, storage,
and use of components and finished products. In
today’s volatile, uncertain, complex, and ambigu-
ous (VUCA) world, effective inventory manage-
ment is essential for aligning supply with demand,
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minimizing costs, and enhancing the resilience of
supply chains. This ensures that companies can
adapt to disruptions (Quan et al., 2023), optimize
resources (Abaku et al., 2024), and maintain seam-
less operations (Yasmin, 2024) in a highly intercon-
nected and dynamic market environment.

Previous research in inventory management has
explored various applications of heuristic methods,
such as the beer distribution game (Goodwin and
Franklin, 1994; Edali and Yasarcan, 2014; Oroo-
jlooyjadid et al., 2022). Additionally, numerous
implementations of reinforcement learning models
have been investigated, including the decentralized
inventory management (Mousa et al., 2024) and
the adaptive supply chain synchronization (Kegen-
bekov and Jackson, 2021). However, these methods
often require sophisticated design, extensive train-
ing resources, and lack explainability. In contrast,
large language models (LLMs) present a promis-
ing alternative, offering adaptive decision-making
without prior training and enhanced interpretabil-
ity. Recent studies have started to utilize LLMs
in supply chain research, as demonstrated by Li
et al. (2023a), Quan and Liu (2024), and Singla
et al. (2023).

LLMs are increasingly utilized as autonomous
agents in multi-agent systems, showcasing ad-
vanced planning, decision-making, and simulation
capabilities across diverse domains (Guo et al.,
2024) such as gaming (Mao et al., 2023) and fi-
nancial markets (Li et al., 2023¢). However, the
application of LLMs to tackle the multi-agent in-
ventory management problem (IMP) within supply
chains remains relatively underexplored. In this
study, we propose InvAgent!, an advanced zero-
shot multi-agent inventory management system uti-
lizing LLMs. Our approach leverages LLMs to
enhance system resilience and foster collaboration
across various components of the supply chain net-
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Figure 1: The framework of InvAgent, a LLM-based zero-shot multi-agent inventory management system. Firstly,
the user proxy resets the environment at the beginning of the first round. Secondly, the user proxy requests the state
of the current round for each stage from the environment. Then, the user proxy provides the current state to each
stage and requests the action from it. Finally, all agents take actions together and move to the next state.

work through their reasoning and decision-making
capabilities. The framework of our paper could be
seen from Figure 1.

Our contributions of this paper are as follows:

1. We leverage LLMs to manage multi-agent
inventory systems as zero-shot learners,
enabling adaptive and informed decision-
making without prior training or specific ex-
amples.

2. Our model offers significant explainability
and clarity, enhanced by Chain-of-Thought
(CoT) for reasoning, making it easier to under-
stand and trust, and more reliable compared to
traditional heuristic and reinforcement learn-
ing models.

3. Our model adapts dynamically to varying de-
mand scenarios, minimizing costs and avoid-
ing stockouts, demonstrating efficiency in sup-
ply chain management through extensive eval-
uation across different scenarios.

2 Related Work

LLM-Based Multi-Agent System Applica-
tions in Economics. The LLM-based MASs have
been used in economic and financial trading simu-
lations to model human behavior. It enables agents
with specific endowments, information, and prefer-
ences to interact in scenarios like macroeconomic
activities (Li et al., 2023b), information market-
places (Weiss et al., 2023), financial trading (Li
et al., 2023c¢), and virtual town simulations (Zhao
et al., 2023). These agents operate in both cooper-
ative and decentralized environments, demonstrat-
ing diverse applications in economic studies (Guo
et al., 2024).

Multi-Agent System Applications in Supply

Chain. There are some studies extensively explore
the potential of MAS to enhance supply chain effi-
ciency and responsiveness, addressing various chal-
lenges from integration to dynamic adaptation and
coordination. Nissen (2001) examines the inte-
gration of supply chains using agent-based tech-
nologies, highlighting how agents can facilitate
more efficient and responsive supply chain oper-
ations. Kaihara (2003) discusses the application
of MASs in modeling supply chains that operate
in dynamic environments, focusing on how agents
can adapt to changes and uncertainties. Moyaux
et al. (2003) explores how multi-agent coordination
mechanisms can help reduce the bullwhip effect
in supply chains, using a token-based approach
to enhance collaboration and information sharing
among agents.

Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning Appli-
cations in Supply Chain. Research in multi-agent
reinforcement learning (MARL) for SCM focuses
on optimizing interactions and cooperation among
multiple agents in dynamic environments. Oroo-
jlooyjadid et al. (2022) propose the Shaped-Reward
Deep Q-Network (SRDQN) algorithm for RL in
the beer distribution game, where agents optimize
behaviors through rewards and punishments to im-
prove performance. Hori and Matsui (2023) en-
hance cooperative policies in the beer game using
reward shaping techniques based on mechanism
design applied to SRDQN, improving performance
in multi-agent settings. Additionally, OR-Gym
(Hubbs et al., 2020) is an open-source library that
benchmarks RL solutions against heuristic models
in operations research problems including SCM.



3 Methodology

This section outlines the methodological frame-
work, starting with the definition of a multi-period,
multi-echelon production-inventory system. We
then propose InvAgent, a large language model
(LLM) based multi-agent inventory management
system designed for supply chain optimization.

3.1 Problem Definition

A multi-period, multi-echelon production-
inventory system for a single non-perishable prod-
uct is designed for illustrating and simulating a
typical multi-stage supply chain. As shown in Fig-
ure 2, each stage in this supply chain consists of
an inventory holding area and a production area.
The inventory holding area stores the materials
necessary for production at that stage. One unit
of inventory produces one unit of product at each
stage. There are lead times for transferring prod-
ucts between stages. The outgoing material from
stage 7 serves as the feed material for production
at stage ¢ — 1. Stages are numbered in ascending
order: 0,1,..., M — 1, with stage O being the re-
tailer. Production at each stage is limited by the
stage’s production capacity and available inventory.
Figure 2 depicts the flow of raw materials through
various stages of production and inventory manage-
ment, ultimately culminating in the fulfillment of
customer demand at the retail level.

There are T periods in each simulation, starting
from 1, with ¢ = 0 used for the initial condition
of the supply chain. At the beginning of each time
period, the following sequence of events occurs:

1. Check deliveries: Each stage receives incom-
ing inventory replenishment shipments that
have arrived after the stage’s respective lead
time.

2. Check orders and demands: Each stage places
replenishment orders to their respective sup-
pliers. Replenishment orders are filled accord-
ing to the available production capacity and
inventory at the suppliers. Customer demand
occurs at the retailer and is filled based on the
available inventory at the retailer.

3. Deliver orders and demands: Each stage de-
livers as many products as possible to satisfy
downstream demand or replenishment orders.
Unfulfilled sales and replenishment orders are
backlogged, with backlogged sales taking pri-
ority in the following period.

4. Compute profits: Each stage computes the
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Figure 2: The flowchart of multi-echelon supply chain
inventory management. Raw materials flow through
each stage, comprising inventory storage and manufac-
turing facilities. The upstream factory at stage ¢ supplies
intermediate products to the downstream stage ¢ — 1,
where they are stored as inventory. Stage O (retailer)
provides final products to satisfy customer demand.

profit and cost for product sales, material or-
ders, backlog penalties, and surplus inventory
holding costs.

With the notations defined in Table 1, the entire
inventory management problem (IMP), inspired
by Hubbs et al. (2020), can be expressed using
following equations:

Imi=TInt1+ Rmt—r,, — Smit (D
VYm € M,
Ry, = min(By41,0-1 + Omyts Cmt1,
Ig1t—1+ Rt t—Lonsn ) (2a)
Ym=20,..,M — 2,
Ry—14=On-14, (2b)
Smit=Rm—14, YVm=1,...,M—-1, (3a)
So,t = min(By 1 + Dy, co,
Tot—1+ Rot—1,), (3b)
Byt = Bmi-1+ Om—1t — Smts (4a)
Ym=1,...M — 1,
Byt = Bot—1 + Dy — Sot, (4b)
Prt =pmSmit — TmBmit — kmBm t
— hnlms,  Ym e M. (5)

In Equation 1, the current inventory at stage m
at the end of the current period ¢ is equal to the



Notation Definition

m Stage, where m € M =
{0,1,2,...,M — 1}

t Period, where t € T =
{0,1,2,...,T}

It Inventory at the end of period ¢

Am’t Desired inventory at the end of pe-
riod ¢

Om.t Requested order placed during pe-
riod ¢

R Fulfilled order during period ¢

Dy Customer demand during period ¢

St Sales during period ¢

Bt Backlog at the end of period ¢

L, Lead times between stage m—+1 and
stage m

Limax Maximum lead time in the system

Py Profit at stage m during period ¢

Cm, Production capacity at stage m

DPm Unit sale price

T'm Unit order (procurement) cost

km Unit penalty for unfulfilled order

hm Unit inventory holding cost

Table 1: Notations and definitions for parameters.

final inventory in the previous period, plus fulfilled
order placed L., periods ago, minus the sales dur-
ing the current period. In Equation 2a, fulfilled
order at stage m placed during period ¢ is decided
by (1) previous backlog at the upstream stage plus
newly requested orders, (2) upstream stage produc-
tion capacity, and (3) total available inventory at
the upstream stage m + 1 at the start of period ¢, in-
cluding leftover stock from the previous period and
newly arrived orders after accounting for lead time.
The final fulfilled order is the minimum of these
three conditions, ensuring that the order does not
exceed any of these constraints. This ensures that
the supply chain operates within its capacity and
inventory limits, preventing overcommitment and
stockouts. Equation 2b tells us requested orders at
the upmost stage are always fulfilled, because we
assume an unlimited supply of raw materials. Sales
are always equal to fulfilled orders except at stage
0 (retailer), as shown in Equation 3a. In Equation
3b, sales at stage O (retailer) during period ¢ are
determined by the minimum of three conditions:
(1) the previous backlog at stage 0 plus the current
customer demand, (2) the production capacity of

stage 0, and (3) the total available inventory at stage
0 at the start of period ¢, which includes leftover
stock from the previous period and newly fulfilled
orders after accounting for the lead time. This en-
sures that the sales at the retailer do not exceed
the total demand, production capacity, or available
stock. In Equation 4a, the backlog at stage m dur-
ing period ? is calculated as the sum of the previous
period’s backlog at stage and the orders requested
from the previous stage, minus the sales at stage
m, for all stages except the retailer. In Equation
4b, the backlog at stage O (retailer) during period
t is calculated similarly to Equation 4a, but the
requested order is replaced by customer demand
because the retailer is directly in contact with cus-
tomers. In Equation 5, the profit at each stage m
during period ¢ is calculated as the sales revenue
minus the procurement costs, unfulfilled demand
costs, and inventory holding costs.

3.2 InvAgent

In this work, we propose InvAgent, a LLM based
multi-agent inventory management system for sup-
ply chain optimization. InvAgent includes sev-
eral key agents: one user proxy and one agent for
each stage. The user proxy serves as an intermedi-
ary between the environment and all supply chain
agents, facilitating communication and managing
the exchange of data. The framework of InvAgent
method is illustrated in Figure 1, which follows
these steps:

1. The user proxy resets the environment at the

beginning of the first round.

2. The user proxy requests the state of the current
round for each stage from the environment.

3. The user proxy provides the state to each stage
and requests the action from it.

4. The user proxy sends the agent actions to the
environment and obtains the next state and the
reward for this step.

5. The user proxy determines whether the sim-
ulation is terminated; if not, the simulation
moves to step 2.

At the beginning of the simulation, we create sys-
tem messages for agents in Figure 3, which provide
essential information, such as definitions, roles,
and goals in the supply chain. The state s,, ; and
action a,, ¢ of an agent are defined as: s,,; =
[Cmapmy Tmy Kms Pny Lims Im,t—la Bm,t—la
Bimni1,t—1, Smt—Luaxs -+ - s Omyt—1,0, ..., 0,
Royt—Lys---s Rmg—1] and apmy = Oy, where
the state includes the current stage features, inven-



tory, backlog, upstream backlog, recent sales, and
arriving deliveries with left zero padding.

System Message:

Retailer: You play a crucial role in a 4-
stage supply chain as the stage 1 (retailer).
Your goal is to minimize the total cost by
managing inventory and orders effectively.
Wholesaler: You play a crucial role in a
4-stage supply chain as the stage 2 (whole-
saler). Your goal is to minimize the total
cost by managing inventory and orders ef-
fectively.

Distributor: You play a crucial role in a
4-stage supply chain as the stage 3 (distrib-
utor). Your goal is to minimize the total
cost by managing inventory and orders ef-
fectively.

Manufacturer: You play a crucial role in a
4-stage supply chain as the stage 4 (manu-
facturer). Your goal is to minimize the total
cost by managing inventory and orders ef-
fectively.

Figure 3: System messages providing essential informa-
tion, such as definitions, roles, and goals in the supply
chain.

The prompt, as designed in Figure 4, aims to pro-
vide the state and request actions from each agent,
ensuring effective decision-making and clear com-
munication within the supply chain. It includes
contextual information such as the current period,
stage?, and number of stages to position the model
within the supply chain. The state description (Fig-
ure 5) provides a comprehensive snapshot of inven-
tory levels, backlogs, previous sales, and incoming
deliveries, enabling informed decisions. Demand
(Figure 6) and downstream order (Figure 7) details
help match supply with immediate needs, allowing
upstream suppliers to quickly respond to down-
stream orders or demands. The strategy description
(Figure 8) outlines guidelines like considering lead
times and avoiding overordering to maintain inven-
tory balance. By requesting reasoning before speci-
fying the action, the prompt promotes transparency
and interpretability in decision-making. This de-
sign leverages LLLMs’ capabilities to enhance in-
ventory management, ensuring decisions are well-

’The stage is counted from 1 instead of 0 in the prompt to
prevent confusion for LLMs.

informed, transparent, and aligned with the supply
chain strategy. One example of the prompt and the
response from GPT-4 is shown in Appendix A.

Prompt:

Now this is the round {Period}, and you are
at the stage {Stage} of {Number of Stages}
in the supply chain. Given your current
state:

{State Description}

{Demand Description} {Downstream Order
Description} What is your action (order
quantity) for this round?

{Strategy Description }
Please state your reason in 1-2 sentences

first and then provide your action as a non-
negative integer within brackets (e.g. [0]).

Figure 4: Prompt provided to LLMs for inventory man-
agement simulation. State description, demand descrip-
tion, downstream order description, and strategy descrip-
tion are shown in Figures 5, 6, 7, and 8, respectively.

State Description:

- Lead Time: {Lead Time} round(s)

- Inventory Level: {Inventory} unit(s)

- Current Backlog (you owing to the down-
stream): {Backlog} unit(s)

- Upstream Backlog (your upstream owing
to you): Upstream Backlog unit(s)

- Previous Sales (in the recent round(s), from
old to new): {Sales}

- Arriving Deliveries (in this and the next
round(s), from near to far): {Deliveries}

Figure 5: State descriptions providing the current state
for each agent in each period. For the previous sales,
we select recent L, ., periods, and for the arriving de-
liveries, we select next L,,, periods.

The features of the prompt design are as follows:

» Zero-Shot Learning. Our designed prompt
operates on a zero-shot basis without provid-
ing any specific examples to the LLM. This
means that the model must generate responses
based solely on its pre-existing knowledge and
the information presented in the prompt.



Demand Description:

Constant Demand: The expected demand
at the retailer (stage 1) is a constant 4 units
for all 12 rounds.

Variable Demand: The expected demand
at the retailer (stage 1) is a discrete uniform
distribution U{0, 4} for all 12 rounds.
Larger Demand: The expected demand at
the retailer (stage 1) is a discrete uniform
distribution U{0, 8} for all 12 rounds.
Seasonal Demand: The expected demand
at the retailer (stage 1) is a discrete uniform
distribution U{0, 4} for the first 4 rounds,
and a discrete uniform distribution U{5, 8}
for the last 8 rounds.

Normal Demand: The expected demand at
the retailer (stage 1) is a normal distribution
N(4, 272), truncated at O, for all 12 rounds.

Figure 6: Demand descriptions for different demand
scenarios included in the LLM prompt.

Downstream Order Description:

Your downstream order from the stage
{Stage - 1} for this round is { Actions[Stage
- 1]}

Figure 7: The downstream order from the previous stage
to the current stage at one round, which can delivery the
downstream information faster.

* Demand Description. Since we don’t have
any prior training process, unlike reinforce-
ment learning, which involves a training pro-
cess to enhance understanding of the environ-
ment and demand, providing a clear and de-
tailed description of the demand is crucial to
ensure accurate understanding and effective
responses.

* Downstream Order. The prompt considers
downstream order, where information can be
delivered swiftly and shared efficiently be-
tween different stages.

¢ Human-Crafted Strategy. The inherent strat-
egy of the LLM is generally sufficient for sim-
ple scenarios, such as constant demands. How-
ever, for more complex scenarios like seasonal
demands, it is assumed that additional human-
crafted strategies can be helpful for the LLM’s

Strategy Description:

Golden rule of this game: Open orders
should always equal to "expected down-
stream orders + backlog". If open orders
are larger than this, the inventory will rise
(once the open orders arrive). If open orders
are smaller than this, the backlog will not
go down and it may even rise. Please con-
sider the lead time and place your order in
advance. Remember that your upstream has
its own lead time, so do not wait until your
inventory runs out. Also, avoid ordering
too many units at once. Try to spread your
orders over multiple rounds to prevent the
bullwhip effect. Anticipate future demand
changes and adjust your orders accordingly
to maintain a stable inventory level.

Figure 8: Strategy description introducing the golden
rule of the problem and providing the LLM with sug-
gestions for decision-making.

decision-making.

* Chain-of-Thought (CoT). The CoT approach
can enhance the explainability of the results.
By guiding the LLM through a structured rea-
soning process, CoT helps the model to better
understand the scenario and improve its rea-
soning capabilities, ultimately leading to more
accurate and reliable outcomes.

4 Experiments

In this section, we evaluate the performance
of InvAgent, our proposed large language model
(LLM) based multi-agent inventory management
system, by describing experimental scenarios, base-
line models, and the experimental setup. We then
present results showing InvAgent’s adaptability and
efficiency, concluding with ablation studies to as-
sess the influence of various prompt components
in dynamic supply chain management.

4.1 Experiment Scenarios

We describe the various experiment scenarios
designed to evaluate the performance of our inven-
tory management system in a multi-echelon supply
chain. Each scenario introduces specific conditions
to rigorously test the robustness and adaptability of
the proposed model. Parameter settings for these
scenarios are summarized in Table 2.



Scenario Constant Variable Larger Seasonal Normal
Number of Stages 4 4 4 4 4

Number of Periods 12 12 12 12 12

Initial Inventories ~ [12, 12, 12, 12] [12, 12,12, 12] [12,12,12,12] [12,12,12,12] [12, 14, 16, 18]
Lead Times [2,2,2,2] [2,2,2,2] [2,2,2,2] [2,2,2,2] [1,2,3,4]
Demand 4 U(0,4) U(0,8) C(4,8) N(4,22)
Product Capacities  [20, 20, 20, 20] [20, 20, 20, 20]  [20, 20, 20, 20] [20, 20, 20, 20] [20, 22, 24, 26]
Sales Prices [0, 0,0, 0] [0, 0,0, 0] [5,5,5,5] [5,5,5,5] [9, 8,7, 6]
Order Costs [0, 0, 0, 0] [0, 0, 0, 0] [5,5,5,5] [5,5,5,5] [8,7,6,5]
Backlog Costs [1, 1, 1 1] [1,1,1,1] [1,1,1,1] [1,1,1,1] [1,1,1,1]
Holding Costs [1,1,1,1] [1,1,1,1] [1,1,1,1] [1,1,1,1] [1,1,1,1]

Table 2: Parameter settings for different supply chain scenarios.

In the first scenario, a four-stage supply chain
is tested with a constant demand of 4 units per
period over 12 periods, starting with 12 units of
inventory per stage and a lead time of 2 periods.
This scenario aims to test the basic functionality
of the model under stable conditions. The second
scenario introduces variable demand, uniformly
ranging between 0 and 4 units per period, adding
randomness to evaluate the system’s ability to man-
age fluctuating demand while maintaining efficient
inventory. The third scenario further increases de-
mand variability, with uniform distribution between
0 and 8 units per period, and incorporates sales and
order costs set at 5 units per period, testing the
model’s capability to handle high variability and
financial impacts. The fourth scenario simulates
seasonal demand with a leaping pattern ranging
from 4 to 8 units per period, maintaining the same
financial parameters as the third scenario, to evalu-
ate the system’s performance under predictable but
varying demand patterns. Finally, the fifth scenario
features normally distributed demand with a mean
of 4 units and a standard deviation of 2 units per
period, varying lead times, initial inventories, sales
prices and order costs across the stages. This sce-
nario tests the system’s performance under more re-
alistic demand fluctuations and varying operational
constraints. These scenarios collectively provide a
comprehensive test bed for evaluating the efficacy
and adaptability of our multi-agent system in man-
aging dynamic inventory across a multi-echelon
supply chain.

4.2 Baselines

We have four baselines: two heuristic policies,
namely the base-stock policy and the tracking de-
mand policy, and two reinforcement learning (RL)

policies, specifically independent proximal policy
optimization (IPPO) and multi-agent proximal pol-
icy optimization (MAPPO).

Two heuristic baselines are designed based on
the desired inventory levels, where each stage aims
to maintain sufficient inventory to fulfill customer
demands or downstream orders. The stage order
(action) is computed by

Om,+ = min(max(0, OAmﬂg), Cm), (6)

where the OAth is determined by the desired in-
ventory fmt, current inventory [y, ;_1, upstream
backlog order By, 11, and cumulative sum of
arriving deliveries as

L,
_Im,tfl_Bm+l,t71_ E Rm,t—At-

At=1

(N
When an order is placed, the stage replenishes its
inventory to this target level by ordering the differ-
ence between the base-stock level and the current
inventory position with upstream backlog orders
and arriving deliveries. Based on different choices
of the desired inventory, we introduce two heuristic
polices as follows.

Base-Stock Policy. The base-stock policy (Lee
etal., 1997; Oroojlooyjadid et al., 2022) is an inven-
tory management strategy where each stage in the
supply chain maintains a constant inventory level,
or base-stock level. Here, the desired inventory
level is set equal to the production capacity:

A~

Om,t = Im,t

fm,t = Cm. (8)

Tracking Demand Policy. The tracking demand
policy is an inventory management strategy that ad-
justs orders based on observed demand (or sale)



patterns rather than maintaining a constant base-
stock level. By dynamically aligning supply with
actual consumption, this policy ensures a respon-
sive and efficient inventory system. In this policy,
the desired inventory is set as:

jm,t = S1m,t—1Lm + Bm,t—la (9)

where the average sale for recent rounds is

1 Lmax

S’m,tfl = Sm,tht« (10)

max At=1

More heuristic baselines are discussed in Appendix
B.

Independent Proximal Policy Optimization
(IPPO) with Parameter Sharing. Proximal policy
optimization (PPO) (Schulman et al., 2017) up-
dates policies by iteratively sampling data through
interaction with the environment and optimizing a
clipped surrogate objective function using multiple
epochs of stochastic gradient ascent. Independent
PPO (IPPO) (De Witt et al., 2020) is a RL approach
where each agent is independently trained with the
PPO algorithm. Here we employ the parameter
sharing by using the same policy parameters for all
agents to improve learning efficiency and coordina-
tion.

Multi-Agent Proximal Policy Optimization
(MAPPOQO). Multi-agent PPO (MAPPO) (Yu et al.,
2022) is an extension of PPO algorithm designed
for multi-agent environments. It utilizes a central-
ized value function that takes into account global
information from all agents, improving variance
reduction and stability during training.

4.3 Experiment Settings

The performance of our model InvAgent is eval-
uated using the total reward from all stages all pe-
riods during one simulation (episode), and the re-
ported numbers are averaged over 5 episodes for
each experiment to reduce the uncertainty. We
utilize the Python packages such as AutoGen (Wu
et al., 2023), Gymnasium (Towers et al., 2023), and
RLIib (Liang et al., 2018), and also LLMs includ-
ing GPT-4, GPT-40, and GPT-4-Turbo (Achiam
et al., 2023). For the constant demand scenario,
we change the last part of the prompt in Figure 4
to "([0], [4], or [8] only)" to boost the InvAgent
performance.

The performance of baseline models is evalu-
ated based on the episode reward averaged over

100 episodes. For reinforcement learning (RL), we
explore various hyper-parameter settings, includ-
ing the numbers of hidden units ([128, 128] and
[256, 256]), activation function (ReLLU), learning
rate (le-4, 5e-4, le-3), training batch size (500,
1000, 2000), stochastic gradient descent (SGD)
minibatch size (32, 64, 128), number of SGD itera-
tions (5, 10, 20), number of training iterations (500,
800, 1000, 1500), and discount factor (1.0). We
randomly select 20 combinations of these hyper-
parameters during one experiment and keep the
best one of them. The final hyper-parameters used
for all scenarios are presented in Appendix C. The
RL experiments are conducted on a NVIDIA A10
GPU.

4.4 Experiment Results

Our experiment results, as shown in Table
3, highlight the performance of various mod-
els across different demand scenarios. The In-
vAgent model demonstrates competitive perfor-
mance, particularly in the variable demand sce-
nario, where InvAgent (without the hand-crafted
strategy) achieves the highest mean episode re-
wards. While the MAPPO model exhibits the best
performance in the other demand scenarios, In-
vAgent’s zero-shot capability and adaptability of-
fer significant benefits. This adaptability allows
InvAgent to make reasonable decisions and under-
stand concepts without specific examples, showcas-
ing a level of generalization and adaptability akin
to human intuition.

When compared to heuristic baselines, InvAgent
shows notable advantages. Unlike the base-stock
policy and tracking-demand policy, which rely on
fixed or historical data and often struggle with fluc-
tuating demands, InvAgent dynamically adapts to
real-time conditions, minimizing inventory costs
and avoiding stockouts. InvAgent performs partic-
ularly well in the variable demand scenario, indi-
cating its effectiveness in managing unpredictable
demand patterns. These results demonstrate that
InvAgent can achieve lower costs and better adapt-
ability than the heuristic baselines.

In comparison to RL. models, InvAgent offers
distinct strengths despite certain performance limi-
tations. RL models like MAPPO and IPPO achieve
higher metrics in several scenarios due to exten-
sive training but come with increased complexity
and potential instability. RL training often requires
significant computational resources and time, with
risks of overfitting. In contrast, InvAgent provides



Model Constant Variable Larger Seasonal Normal
Base-Stock -296.00 (0.00)  -523.69 (49.15) -392.21 (111.79) -274.29 (40.75)  -322.44 (99.59)
Tracking-Demand -360.00 (0.00)  -412.41 (41.76) -265.07 (99.67)  -421.90 (55.18)  -232.20 (75.45)
IPPO -132.17 (40.17)  -389.55 (40.28) -202.39(92.96)  -126.73 (183.63) -102.90 (64.68)
MAPPO -129.81 (16.02) -391.53 (34.09) -106.79 (109.86) -99.39 (126.09) -41.98 (75.22)
InvAgent (w/o strategy) -156.00 (0.00)  -336.60 (43.24) -350.20 (149.57) -488.00 (114.82) -172.60 (104.70)
InvAgent (w/ strategy)  -200.00 (0.00)  -377.60 (53.50) -357.60 (50.04)  -420.60 (225.42) -192.40 (98.51)

Table 3: Mean episode rewards and standard deviations (in parentheses) for base-stock, tracking-demand, IPPO,

MAPPO, and InvAgent (with and without the hand-crafted strategy) models under various demand scenarios.

key advantages in explainability and ease of imple-
mentation, making reasonable decisions without
prior training. Although InvAgent does not always
outperform RL models, its stability, simplicity, and
interpretability make it a valuable alternative for
dynamic inventory management.

The comparison of the InvAgent model with and
without strategy shows that the inherent strategy of
the LLLM is generally sufficient for many simpler
scenarios, such as constant and variable demands.
However, in more complex scenarios like seasonal
demands, the addition of a human-crafted strat-
egy enhances the LLM’s decision-making. This
demonstrates that while the model’s built-in ca-
pabilities are adequate for straightforward situa-
tions, incorporating explicit strategies proves ben-
eficial for managing more complex and patterned
demand scenarios, thereby improving performance
and adaptability.

4.5 Ablation Studies

We conduct ablation studies to evaluate the im-
pact of various prompt components in InvAgent
under the variable demand scenario, as detailed in
Table 4. This scenario introduces randomness with
demand varying uniformly between O and 4 units
per period over 12 periods. The results demonstrate
that the contributions of different components to
the model’s performance vary significantly. The
prompt without the strategy component is the best
one and other models are compared with it.

Overall, the ablation study confirms the robust-
ness and adaptability of our model in dynamic sup-
ply chain environments. Components such as the
demand description and downstream order are par-
ticularly essential for optimizing performance un-
der variable demands. By keeping agent histories,
all previous messages in the entire episode (simu-
lation) are retained, allowing stage agents to use
the entire chat history for context in their decision-

making. Additionally, structured reasoning through
Chain-of-Thought (CoT) also play crucial roles.
These findings emphasize the importance of each
component in achieving effective and efficient in-
ventory management, guiding future improvements
and applications in more complex scenarios.

5 Conclusion

In this study, we demonstrate the effectiveness
of using large language models (LLMs) as au-
tonomous agents for multi-agent inventory man-
agement in supply chain optimization. Our novel
model, InvAgent, leverages the zero-shot learning
capabilities of LLMs, enabling them to make adap-
tive and informed decisions without prior training.
The integration of structured reasoning through the
Chain-of-Thought (CoT) methodology further en-
hances the explainability and transparency of the
model, making it more reliable and easier to trust
compared to traditional heuristic or reinforcement
learning models. The experimental results show
that our model performs competitively, achieving
lower costs and better adaptability compared with
heuristic polices across various demand scenarios.
This highlights the potential of LLMs to notably
improve supply chain management by reducing
inventory costs and minimizing stockouts.

In the future, we will fine-tune our model using
reinforcement learning to enhance decision-making
capabilities, allowing the LLMs to learn and op-
timize strategies over iterations. We also plan to
use real-world data to evaluate the efficiency of
our model and the utility of the agents. For real
data with seasonality, decomposing data into level,
trend, and seasonality components will be explored
to refine predictive accuracy. Combining human-
crafted strategies with the LLMs’ inherent capa-
bilities will be another focus to handle varied and
unpredictable demand patterns more robustly.



Model Demand Downstream Strategy CoT History Reward A%
GPT-4 X -336.60 (43.24) 0.00%
GPT-4 -377.60 (53.50)  -12.18%
GPT-4 X -349.40 (29.43) -3.80%
GPT-4 X -419.00 (35.91) -24.48%
GPT-4 X X -379.40 (40.03)  -12.72%
GPT-4 X X -339.20 (46.63) -0.77%
GPT-4 X -369.80 (36.83) -9.86%
GPT-4 X -387.40 (11.09)  -15.09%
GPT-40 -405.00 (35.14)  -20.32%
GPT-4-Turbo -636.40 (195.26) -89.07%

Table 4: Ablation studies on different prompt settings of the InvAgent for the variable demand scenario, where each
reward is averaged from 5 experiments and the standard deviation is reported in parentheses. The percentage change
in the reward compared to the first result is also included.

Limitations

Scope of Data. The primary limitation of this
study is the dependence on simulated scenarios and
synthetic data, which may not fully capture the
complexities and variabilities of real-world supply
chain environments. This reliance restricts the gen-
eralizability of our findings to actual supply chain
operations, which may exhibit different behaviors
and challenges.

Computational Resources. In our model, we
need to call the OpenAl API, which incurs signif-
icant costs. Despite this limitation, our approach
offers valuable insights into the use of large lan-
guage models for dynamic inventory management,
suggesting the need for further research and refine-
ment.

Ethical Considerations

This study adheres to ethical Al principles, en-
suring transparency, fairness, and accountability.
We use only synthetic data, avoiding any private
or sensitive information. Rigorous standards are
maintained in experiment design and result evalua-
tion.
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A Prompt and Response Example

An example of the InvAgent prompt and re-
sponse for the constant demand scenario with GPT-
4 is presented in Figure 9. The prompt includes
a detailed state description, a demand description
specifying the expected demand at the retailer, and
a strategy description advising aligning open orders
with expected downstream orders and backlog after
considering lead times and the bullwhip effect. In
the response, the Retailer Agent, considering the
current inventory suffices for up to 3 rounds of max-
imal demand and the 2-round lead time, decides
not to place an order this round, aiming to prevent
excessive inventory, as articulated in the agent’s
reasoned response.

B Evaluation Results of Heuristic
Baseline Variants

The evaluation results of the base-stock policy
and the tracking demand policy variants are dis-
played in Table 5. These evaluations provide in-
sights into how different inventory policies perform
under diverse demand scenarios. The first section
of the table shows the performance of the base-
stock policy with different desired inventory levels
based on production capacities c,,. The results in-
dicate that maintaining a lower desired inventory
level generally results in better performance across
varying demand conditions. The second section of
the table includes five variants of the tracking de-
mand policy, denoted by different formulas involv-
ing the sales S, ;—1, lead time L,,, and backlog
B, t—1. While no single variant consistently out-
performs the others, averaging sales typically helps
manage variable demands across most scenarios.

C Reinforcement Learning Baseline
Settings

The hyperparameter settings used for the inde-
pendent proximal policy optimization (IPPO) with
parameter sharing and multi-agent proximal policy
optimization (MAPPO) baselines are provided in
Table 6 and Table 7 respectively.

D Case Studies

In this section, we have two demand scenario
case studies based on our model InvAgent. One
case study examines a variable demand scenario
without strategy, while the other looks at a seasonal
demand scenario with strategy in place. The sup-
ply chain in these scenarios comprises four stages,
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moving from downstream to upstream: the retailer,
wholesaler, distributor, and manufacturer.

D.1 Variable Demand Scenario

In the variable demand scenario, Figure 10
shows how LLMs take actions (orders) in response
to changes in the demand, inventory, backlog, and
profit. At the start of the simulation (episode),
when demand first appears, the retailer begins to
respond to the change. Initially, the retailer’s in-
ventory decreases because retailers are the first to
supply customers, followed by the wholesaler, dis-
tributor, and manufacturer. Due to the lead time
from the upstream suppliers, the retailer’s inventory
cannot stabilize immediately, even after placing or-
ders with the upstream wholesaler. After several
ordering cycles, the retailer’s inventory eventually
reaches a relatively steady state.

Another interesting phenomenon occurs in the
middle of the simulation, when the backlog value
of the distributor reaches its peak. This happens
because the distributor’s inventory starts decreasing
several periods earlier and completely runs out in
period 6. The distributor fails to restock in a timely
manner as the inventory dwindles, resulting in a
huge backlog in period 7. To prevent this, the
distributor should place orders at least the lead time
periods before the inventory running out.

D.2 Seasonal Demand Scenario

In the seasonal demand scenario, Figure 11
shows how LLM takes action (order) in response to
changes in demand, inventory, backlog, and profit.
In this scenario, all agents are informed of the de-
mand distribution in each period. Specifically, the
demand follows a uniform distribution, ¢/(0,4),
from periods 1 to 4, and a different uniform dis-
tribution, (5, 8), from periods 5 to 12. During
periods 3 and 4, four agents, particularly the dis-
tributor and manufacturer, attempt to order large
quantities of products from their upstream suppli-
ers. The manufacturer’s inventory is exhausted due
to the high volume of downstream orders. This
leads to a spike in backlog during period 4, caus-
ing the manufacturer’s profit to reach its minimum
value. In the subsequent periods, the manufacturer
continues to order raw materials, which helps mit-
igate the backlog and demonstrates the flexibility
and resilience of our model.



Example:
User Proxy (to Retailer Agent):

Now this is the round 1, and you are at the stage 1 of 4 in the supply chain. Given your current
state:

- Lead Time: 2 round(s)

- Inventory Level: 12 unit(s)

- Current Backlog (you owing to the downstream): 0 unit(s)

- Upstream Backlog (your upstream owing to you): 0 unit(s)

- Previous Sales (in the recent round(s), from old to new): [0, 0]

- Arriving Deliveries (in this and the next round(s), from near to far): [0, 0]

The expected demand at the retailer (stage 1) is a discrete uniform distribution U{0, 4} for all 12
rounds. What is your action (order quantity) for this round?

Golden rule of this game: Open orders should always equal to "expected downstream orders +
backlog". If open orders are larger than this, the inventory will rise (once the open orders arrive).
If open orders are smaller than this, the backlog will not go down and it may even rise. Please
consider the lead time and place your order in advance. Remember that your upstream has its
own lead time, so do not wait until your inventory runs out. Also, avoid ordering too many units
at once. Try to spread your orders over multiple rounds to prevent the bullwhip effect. Antic-
ipate future demand changes and adjust your orders accordingly to maintain a stable inventory level.

Please state your reason in 1-2 sentences first and then provide your action as a non-negative
integer within brackets (e.g. [0]).

Retailer Agent (to User Proxy):

Reason: Anticipating the future demand in the coming 2 rounds (considering the lead time) and
keeping in mind that the current inventory level is enough for a maximal demand of 3 rounds, I
think it’s wise not to place an order this round to avoid excessive inventory.

Action: [0]

Figure 9: Example of the prompt and response of InvAgent for the constant demand scenario with GPT-4.
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Desired Inventory Constant Variable Larger Seasonal Normal

0.8¢cp, -208.00 (0.00) -435.69 (49.15) -234.28 (102.81) -207.75 (34.67) -150.67 (101.80)
0.9¢p, -252.00 (0.00) -479.69 (49.15) -310.74 (109.16) -229.08 (34.66) -226.31 (103.32)
Cm -296.00 (0.00) -523.69 (49.15) -392.21(111.79) -274.29 (40.75) -322.44 (99.59)
Smt—1Lm + B -1 -364.00 (0.00) -390.17 (44.24) -393.31(79.05)  -525.84 (47.85) -283.39 (61.83)
Smt—1(Lm + 1)+ Bpy—1 -120.00 (0.00) -395.68 (41.86) -470.55(76.73)  -524.26 (64.68) -351.23 (90.08)
Sunt—1Lm + Bmt—1 -360.00 (0.00) -412.41 (41.76) -265.07 (99.67)  -421.90 (55.18) -232.20 (75.45)
Smt—1(Lm + 1)+ Bp -1 -252.00 (0.00) -382.77 (48.50) -489.75(110.96) -610.03 (94.43) -177.54 (70.87)

1~2§m,t—le + Bm,t—l

-361.00 (0.00)

-397.22 (50.02)

-325.81 (98.39)

-479.07 (69.47)

-218.98 (73.26)

Table 5: Evaluation results (averaged episode rewards and their standard deviations) for different heuristic model
variants under various demand scenarios.

Hyperparameter Constant  Variable  Larger Seasonal  Normal
Numbers of Hidden Unit [128, 128] [256,256] [128,128] [128,128] [128, 128]
Activation Function ReLU ReLU ReLU ReLU ReLU
Learning Rate 0.0001 0.0001 0.001 0.0005 0.0005
Training Batch Size 1000 1000 2000 2000 1000
SGD Minibatch Size 128 128 128 128 128
Number of SGD Iterations 5 10 5 5 5

Number of Training Iterations 1000 1500 1000 800 500

Table 6: Hyperparameters for the independent proximal policy optimization (IPPO) with parameter sharing baseline.

Hyperparameter Constant  Variable  Larger Seasonal  Normal
Numbers of Hidden Unit [128, 128] [128,128] [128,128] [256,256] [128, 128]
Activation Function ReLU ReLU ReLU ReLU ReLU
Learning Rate 0.0001 0.0001 0.001 0.0001 0.0001
Training Batch Size 500 2000 2000 1000 500

SGD Minibatch Size 128 32 32 128 128
Number of SGD Iterations 10 5 10 10 10
Number of Training Iterations 500 500 800 1500 500

Table 7: Hyperparameters for the multi-agent proximal policy optimization (MAPPO) baseline.
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Figure 10: Inventory, backlog, orders, and profit analyses for the variable demand scenario in one entire episode
(simulation) for retailer, wholesaler, distributor, and manufacturer agents in the InvAgent model without strategy.
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Figure 11: Inventory, backlog, orders, and profit analyses for the seasonal demand scenario in one entire episode
(simulation) for retailer, wholesaler, distributor, and manufacturer agents in the InvAgent model with strategy.
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