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This dissertation examines three distinct big @atalytics problems related to the social aspects
of consumers’ choices. The main goal of this liheesearch is to help two sided platform firms
to target their marketing policies given the greaterogeneity among their customers. In three
essays, | combined structural modeling and macleaening approaches to first understand
customers’ responses to intrinsic and extrinsitofa using unique data sets | scraped from the
web, and then explore methods to optimize two sglatforms’ firms’ reactions accordingly.

The first essay examines “social learning” in thebite app store context, controlling for
intrinsic value of hedonic and utilitarian mobilpps, price, advertising, and number of options
available. The proposed model extracted a socitllence proxy measure from a macro
diffusion model using an unscented Kalman filtemd at incorporated this social influence

measure in a mixed logit choice model with hierar@hDirichlet Process prior. Results suggest

Vi



significant effects of social influence, which umgtmres the importance of choosing different
marketing policies for pervasive goods. The conguariof mobile app adoption parameters
suggests that among several classical goods mayil@doption pattern is very similar to that of
music CDs. The simulation counterfactual analysiggests that early targeted viral marketing
policy might be an optimal strategy for the apprstolatforms.

The second essay investigates bidders’ anticipateder and loser regret in the context of the
eBay online auction platform. | developed a streadtmodel that accounts for bidders’ learning
and their anticipation of winner and loser regretan auction platform. Winner and loser regrets
are defined as regretting for paying too much ecaf winning an auction and regretting for not
bidding high enough in case of losing it, respesivUsing a large data set from eBay and
empirical Bayesian estimation method, | quantifg thidders’ anticipation of regret in various
product categories, and investigate the role okeggpce in explaining the bidders’ regret and
learning behaviors. The counterfactual analysesvstidhat shutting down the bidder regret via
appropriate notification policies can increase éBagvenue by 24%.

The third essay investigates the effects of Gaatifim incentive mechanisms in an online
platform for user generated content. | use an ebkemethod over LDA, mixed normal and k-
mean clustering methods to segment users into ditonge collaborators, achievers, explorers
and uninterested users. Then, | develop a statendiept choice model that accommodates the
effect of number of badges, the rank in the leaskd reputation points, inertia, and
reciprocity, and allow for heterogeneity by DiriehlProcess prior. The results suggested that
estimating the model on small samples generatediastimates. Furthermore, they suggest that

the effects of Gamification elements are heterogesgesignificantly positive or negative for

vii



different users. | found sensitivity patterns tleadplain importance of certain Gamification
elements for users with certain nationalities. Ehéisdings help the Gamification platform to
target its users. The simulation counterfactualyais suggests that a two sided platform can

increase the number of user contributions, by ngakarning badges more difficult.
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1.1. ABSTRACT

| developed a structural model that combines a endiffusion model with a micro choice model
to control for social influence on the mobile agmices of customers over app-stores. Social
influence is measured by the density of adoptetsimthe proximity of the customers. Using a
large data set from an African app-store and Bayesstimation methods, | quantify the effect
of social influence on customer choices over the-stpre, and investigate the effect of ignoring
this process in estimating customer choices. | fimat customer choices on the app-store are
explained better by off-line density rather thaniren density of adopters, and ignoring social
influence in estimation results in biased estimatagthermore, my results showed that the
mobile app-adoption process is very similar to aopof music CDs, among all other classical
goods. My counterfactual analysis showed that fipestore can increase its revenue by 13.6%
through the viral marketing policy (e.g., sharinghafriends and family button).

Keywords: mobile app-store, social learning, staface model, structural model, semi
parametric Bayesian, MCEM, unscented Kalman filtagrarchical mixture model, genetic

optimization.

1.2. INTRODUCTION

Smartphones pervade the global telecommunicatiakeh#o such an extent that, for example,

in the US a consumer has the option to adopt atphmare handset on a postpaid contract, no
matter which mobile operator (e.g., T-Mobile, Veriz AT&T, or Sprint) the consumer selects.

The smartphone handsets and the mobile apps arplements. A mobile app-store (e.g.,

Google play, Apple and Microsoft's app stores) amtsa two sided platform that matches



consumers to the mobile app publishers/develogédrs. mobile app platform revenue comes
from two sources: selling the paid apps, or adsigi on the freemium apps. As a result, for the
app-store platform, the consumers’ adoption ofntlobile apps represents a critical problem.
The app-store platform has a lot of information wbhthe consumers’ download behavior,
enabling it to customize its marketing actions @ogét different consumers’ based on their
different behaviors. For example a mobile app pfatf should decide between the free trial and
the viral referral strategies. A viral referralagggy can be useful if consumers’ preferences are
interrelated, because of the psychological benefitsocial identifications/learning/inclusion or
the utilitarian benefits of the network externalti However, a trial strategy is useful if
consumers’ have a learning cost or an uncertaimbyiiethe mobile apps.

It is not uncommon for customers to have intereslgireference for mobile apps. Online forums
are filled with questions about requests for mobjj@ recommendatiohand, in fact, app-stores
try to inform users about the popularity of mobélpps. The interdependence of mobile app
choices is not only relevant for online world, lalgo for offline world. It is hard for customers
to know what mobile app they want, so they find newbile apps from family friends and
colleagues. App-stores have tried to facilitats fiocess by creating “Tell a Friend” and “Share
This Application. Therefore, an app-store platform needs a frametmguantify not only the
effect of mobile app characteristics, but alsoédffect of online and offline social influence on

customer choices to design policies to affect neoégp choices of its customers.

! "Mobile Applications Forum." CNET. Accessed AR, 2016. http://www.cnet.com/forums/mobile-apps/.

2 WonderHowTo. "How to Share Your Favorite Mobilepspwith Your Friends." Business Insider. June 18,12
Accessed April 02, 2016. http://www.businessinsictam/how-to-share-your-favorite-mobile-apps-withiyo
friends-2011-6



Given this context, | asked the following questiofly How can | design a targeting approach
for an app-store platform? (2) How does the sot@arning process of the mobile apps’
customers differ from that of the classical econ@ryducts, such as a color TV? (3) How can
an app-store platform capture the heterogeneiiisafustomers and the variation in the mobile
apps to customize its marketing actions? (4) Whatle key elements of the consumers’ utility
of adopting a mobile app that allows an app-stdaetfggm to group and target its potential
customers?

To answer these questions, | combined a macro Ideaming diffusion model with a micro
choice model. | used a choice model to study tloptah behavior of the consumers. To control
for social influence, | applied a filtering techog (i.e., Unscented Kalman Filter) on another
aggregated data set to create a time varying measgusocial influence. Also, to control for
mobile app characteristics, price, and advertisingsed a factor model. | ran the filtering
technigue on two aggregate adoption data setspfmo&imately two hundred days. These data
sets include, on the one hand, the cumulative numbadopters within a local city in Africa,
and on the other hand, the cumulative number optads across all thirty cities in which the
platform under the current study globally operatesfer to these two data sets as the aggregate
data sets from now on. | ran the choice model &eddctor model on a data set of a sample of
choices of one hundred forty seven consumers ety weeks. | refer to this sample as micro
sample.

| used a social learning diffusion model of Van dealte and Joshi (2007) to model the
simultaneous diffusion of the mobile apps on the sfore. Such a modeling approach presents

two challenges. The first concerns mobile app cowss’ choice sparse data, because the



download of a mobile app is a rare event. To addtieis challenge, | aggregated the data at an
app-category level. The second challenge invohesginng with the possible measurement error.
For this purpose, | cast the Van den Bulte andiJ@8697) model into a discrete time state space
model. The use of Gaussian Process to filter thasorement error is quite common in online
mission critical systems such as robotics as wrlthis case, | had to filter two double-degree
polynomial differential equations of each mobilgagategory’s diffusion. | used an Unscented
Klaman Filter (UKF), an approach introduced to MaehLearning and Robotics to estimate the
non-linear diffusion equation up to third order g@sgon (Julier and Uhlman 1997; Wan and van
der Merve 2001). This approach is an alternativeExtended Kalman Filter (EKF) which
estimates the non-linear diffusion equation onlytafirst order precision.

| further used a hierarchical prior with a seemynghrelated regression (SUR) model to use the
shared information in the simultaneous diffusiortted mobile app categories, and to avoid the
over fitting of the model with three hundred maparameters. To estimate the macro diffusion
model in the short planning time horizon of an apme platform, | used a Monte Carlo
Expectation Maximization (MCEM) approach to optimithe Maximum A Posteriori (MAP) of
the parameters, in contrast to a possibly slow eayence Bayesian sampling algorithms, such
as Gibbs and Metropolis Hastings. To deal withgheblem of the stochastic surface search of
the MCEM approach, | used a genetic optimizatigoalthm, with an initial population that is a
perturbed version of the estimates found in VanBiglite and Joshi (2007) study.

Next, | used the outcome of the macro diffusion elab a measure for social influence in the
structural choice model to extract factors of custs’ mobile app choices. The choice of a

mobile app adoption is very sparse over time. heotvords, | expected to observe several zeros



in the data. To deal with such sparsity and terfithe possible noise of the data, | aggregated the
data on the characteristics of the mobile app cailegy and the cumulative number of imitators
at a weekly level. Further, to not discard the mudtlinear data on the mobile app-
characteristics, | used a factor model to recower underlying factors of the mobile apps
profiles. To name these factors, | merge the fdc@ading profiles and practitioners’ knowledge
of customers’ mobile app choices.

Given the mobile app-category latent factors, teasity of the imitators, and the download
history of the app-store platforms, | used a mixtnormal multinomial logit model to represent
each consumer’s choice of mobile app-adoptiontilnaged this model by MCMC sampler. The
hierarchical modeling and the weighting schemeddushake the approach appropriate for the
big data, because the mixture normal prior allowrsflExible structure that yet may not over fit.
This modeling approach is appropriate for the cdantef online retailers, in which the
distribution of choices follows long tail distribah (Anderson 2006).

| estimated this model over a data set of a nealyt¢hed app-store in Africa during May 2013
and a supplementary dataset of network locatidheimobile app-store users scraped from web.
The sample consists of mobile app choices of apmaely 20,000 customers that reside in 30
cities that the app store is available, among wtapbroximately 1,000 resides in a city in
Africa. Mobile apps belong to various categoriesoag which | selected 10 categories
(presented in table 1.3) that were less sparse.e$timation results show that, social influence
significantly affects customer app-adoption choicasd | find that social influence at offline
world (within the city) explains the customer clesdetter than social influence at online world

(within the 30 cities that app-store performs)lsioafind that not controlling for social influence



in mobile app choices of customers results in biasstomer preference estimates. Furthermore,
| find that among many different classical goodspite app adoption pattern is very similar to
music CDs adoption pattern.

| further used the estimated micro choice modelsimulate a counterfactual policy that
intervenes in social influence to affect consumelsices. | find a policy that increases mobile
app diffusion by 13.6%. This step is a form of prgdive analytics that | built over the
descriptive and the predictive analytics stepstifeumore, | find individual specific preference
parameters estimated by the choice model, which fedp the mobile app-store target its
customers.

The current study is mostly related to studies onsamers’ peer effect by Yang and Allenby
(2003), Stephen and Toubia (2010), Lehmmes andxJ2206), and Nair et al. (2010). Also, it
is related to studies on the global macro diffudigriVan den Bult and Joshi (2007), Putsis et al.
(1997), and Dekimpe et al. (1997). Another relevasearch stream includes studies on micro
diffusion models by Dover et al. (2012), Chatergg®l Eliashberg (1990), and Young (2009).
The last stream of relevant studies includes ssudirethe app store platform by Ghose and Han
(2014), Carare (2012), Garg and Telang (2013)ettial. (2012), Ghose et al. (2011), Ghose and
Han (2011b), Ghose and Han (2011a), and Kim e{24l08). Although these studies have
contributed greatly to the understanding of thenpingenon, none has created a pipeline which
combines the macro diffusion modeling and the msatractural choice modeling approaches to
allow the app-store platform to target its constsn&he proposed approach allows the app-store
to target its customers by applying the descriptpredictive, and prescriptive analytics over a

high volume, high velocity, high variety, and higgracity big data.



Thus, this paper, contributes to the emergingditege on the prescriptive data analytics of the
mobile app-store platform in three ways. First,introduces the combination of macro
simultaneous social learning adoption model andarstructural choice modeling approaches to
design a method that allows the app-store platfaiomtarget their heterogeneous consumers,
using their big data. Second, this paper benchnthgkparameters of social learning mobile app
adoption against those of classical economy goodb ss the color-TV, personal computer,
music CD, and radio-head. Third, this paper shdves social influence at offline (local city
level) drives mobile app choices of customers am dpp-store, and ignoring social learning
process creates biased estimates. Fourth, this gapa/s the power of its proposed model for
prescriptive analytics over the big data, by figdan optimal viral marketing policy (e.g., share
with friends and family) for the app-store that ¢acrease its total expected diffusion by 13.6%.
Last but not least, to estimate the proposed steaahing model, this paper employs SUR, UKF,
MCEM, and genetic algorithm to maximize the MAPirestte of the macro diffusion model. In
addition, it uses a hierarchical mixture normaloprover its multinomial logit choice model,
estimating it using MCMC sampling method. Theserapphes that allow for a flexible
heterogeneity pattern and for a robust filteringpadcess and measurement errors, as well as
computational feasibility of big data analyticspald be of interest to academia and a number of
commercial entities interested in not only the desiwe and predictive, but also the prescriptive

analytics of their big data.

1.3.LITERATURE REVIEW



This study draws upon several streams investigatidin the literature: (1) the interdependence
of consumer preference; (2) mobile app store dyosymand (3) global macro and micro
diffusion and social learning. Given the breadththedse areas across multiple disciplines, the
following discussion represents only a brief reviefithese relevant streams. Table 1.1 presents
a summary of the position of this study in therétere.

Table 1.1. Literature Position of this study

Global
micro/macro
Simultaneous
Diffusion

Current study * * *

Yang and Allenby (2003); Stephen and Toubia (2010);

Lehmmes and Croux (2006); Bell and Song (2007)] Ara

and Walker (2011);  Nair et al. (2010); Bradletal. *

(2005); Hartmann (2010); Yang et al. (2005); Naragta

al. (2011); Kurt et al. (2011); Chung and Rao (2012

Choi et al. (2010).

Ghose and Han (2014); Carare (2012); Garg and gelan

(2013); Liu et al. (2012); Ghose et al. (201Gose %
and Han (2011b); Ghose and Han (2011a); Kim et al.

(2008).

Van den Bulte and Joshi (2007); Yong (2009);

Chatterjee and Eliashberg (1990); Putsis et aB{}%9 *
Dekimpe et al. (2000); Neelamegham and Chintagunta

(1999); Talukdar et al. (2002); Gatignon et a@§9);

Takada and Jain (1991); Dover et al. (2012).

Interdependen
Stream of Study ce of consumer App Store
preference

1.3.1. Interdependence of consumer preference

Quantitative models of consumer purchase behaviienado not recognize that consumers’
choices may be driven by the underlying social ey processes within the population.
Economic models of choice typically assume thandividual's latent utility is a function of the
brand and attribute preferences, rather than tekemances of the other customers. However, for

pervasive experience goods, a new model which atsofor these underlying forces and
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preferences may better explain consumers’ choMasy studies have tried to address this issue,
using cross sectional data to model the consunpeesérence dependency (Yang and Allenby
2003), online social network seller interaction adab quantify the network value of the
consumers (Stephen and Toubia 2010), the custoraky data at Netgroceer.com to determine
the importance of its consumers’ spatial exposuell(and Song 2007), and physician’s
prescription choices and their self-reported infation to demonstrate the significant effect of
network influence on consumers’ choices (Nair e@lL0).

Other researchers have also reported on the tntts played by social proximity in shaping
consumer preferences. Bradlow et al. (2005) bwldshe previous literature to suggest that the
demographic and the psychometric proximity measaresimportant for consumers’ choice.
Hartmann (2010) uses customer data to show a atoelbetween social interactions and the
equilibrium outcome of an empirical discrete ganYang et al. (2005) demonstrate the
interdependence of spouses’ TV viewership to sugges need for considering choice
interdependency. Narayan et al. (2011) employ ¢ongxperience data to highlight the effects
of peer influences, and finally Choi et al. (20baw from an internet retailer's dataset to
establish the importance of imitation effects igeographical and a demographical proximity.
However, although all studies are significant irggesting the role of social influence on

decision making, none has modeled consumers’ mapjps choices’ interdependence.

1.3.2. Mobile app store dynamics

Recently, a stream of literature has emerged tbdatins to the dynamics of mobile app store.

Some studies have addressed Apple and the Goagff@rpts’ competition (Ghose and Han
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2014), Google play’s fermium strategy (Liu et 818), and Apple’s app-store’s bestseller rank
information influence on sales (Carare 2012; Gag) Belang 2013). Other studies consider the
relation between the content generation/consumg@dose and Han 2011b), the internet usage
and mobile internet characteristics (Ghose and 2dria), users’ browsing behavior on mobile
phones and personal computers (Ghose et al. 284d )yoice and short message price elasticity
(Kim et al. 2008).Although these studies are regmeattempts to teach us more about the nature
of the mobile app-market, none has extracted tfectebf social dynamics on the consumers’

choices in the context of the mobile app-storéadh the macro and micro levels.

1.3.3. Global Macro and Micro Diffusion and Social Learning

Two main streams of literature in product diffuseme relevant to this study: the micro diffusion
models, and the global diffusion and social leagmmodels. The earliest micro diffusion model

considers consumers’ Bayesian learning from thenassg that follow a Poisson process
(Chaterjee and Eliashberg 1990). Later studies asipé the need for micro-diffusion modeling

(Young 2009), and critically review the aggregatsomd homogeneity of diffusion models (Peres
et al. 2010). To remedy the issues, some studigsoped micro network topology approaches
(lyengar and Van den Bulte 2011; Dover et al. 20@2her studies suggest structural modeling
of consumers’ dynamic-forward looking adoption @esi (Song and Chintagunta 2003), and
systematic conditioning to heterogeneous consumnatgption choices (Trusov et al. 2013).

Peres et al. (2010) presents a review of thislitee stream.

Parallel with the micro diffusion literature, a eam of studies provide solutions for

heterogeneous social learning process (Van dere Bl Joshi 2007), the mixing (interactions)
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of adoption process (Putsis et al. 1997), simutiasaiffusion (Dekimpe et al. 1998), supply-
side relationship (e.g., production economies) amitted variables (e.g., income) correlations
(Putsis and Srinivasan 2000), and the effect ofraaaovironmental variables (Talukdar et al.
2002).

This study builds on this literature, by proposengrescriptive machine learning pipeline that
combines the advantages of both macro and microehmgdapproaches. The approach that |
have proposed recognize that the app-store plagodata may be a noisy measure of the
variables of interest. | deal with the sparsityh# choices through a combination of aggregation,
filtering, hierarchy, and SUR processes. | suggedata cleaning and modeling approaches that
may be suitable for the big data variety, velocsracity, and volume of the app-store platform.
To estimate the model, | also suggest a geneticnigattion meta-heuristic approach, which

enables the stochastic surface optimization.

1.4. MODEL

| start the modeling section with the choice ofiwidbals (i =1,...]) at the app-store. | am

interested to model consumer’s mobile app choitéswever, to recognize the long talil

distribution of mobile app choices (which creatparsity), | aggregated the choice data at app
category level. The customer makes a choice of imalgip category [j =0L...J) at a given

week(t = 01,....T), where j =0 denotes the outside good option. The model of wnes app

choice is different from the prior studies (Carafd.2) in not modeling aggregate purchases, but

modeling individual specific choices, through ahrset of mobile app category characteristics.
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The model is similar to nested logit model struetaf studies such as Ratchford (1982) and Kok
and Xu (2011), yet to recognize sparsity of endads) | aggregated the choices within the nest
as the choice of the nests. This model may be ug®funobile app-store owners, because they
concern about the diffusion of mobile apps withiga tategories rather than the diffusion of each
instances of mobile app in seclusion.

| specified the utility of consumers’ choice of apgtegories on the app store in the following
form:

— j
Uy = a; 4§ +ai12cjt +ai13Fljt +ail4F21t +ai15F3jt &

1)

where g, denotes the random coefficient of individual i'®farence for mobile app category j.
F.. F,;, andF;, denote factors that control for variation in obsdie mobile app

characteristics/quality, price, and advertisinge (8tructure of factors are explained Iateﬁd)”.m

denotes time varying social influence measure gthecture of the measure is explained later),
and s, denotes history of consumers i's app downloads| tintie t, which controls for state
dependence and app-choice interdependence. PRaticif consumer i downloads an app at t-
1, then s, =s,_, +1, otherwise if the consumer selects outside optiben s, remains
unchanged: i.es, = s,_,. This specification induces a first-order Markawgess on the choices.

Controlling for state dependence and social infbeehelps to consider the potential correlation
between customers’ choices across the categortes@nss the individuals. Table 1.2 presents

the definition of the variables and the parameters.
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Assuming the random utility tergj has type | extreme value distribution, consumégss
probability of selecting the app category j at tims given by a multinomial logit model, based

on the deterministic portiow, of random utilityu;, as follows:

_explvy)

' 1+ ZJ: exp(vijt )
@

where the mean utility of outside good is set twzee.,v? =0.

Vector of mobile app category characteristic inelsidiverage file size of mobile apps (a proxy
for the app quality), frequency of featuring, awgraand variance of mobile app prices, the
number of paid or free apps and their ratio, ardaterage tenure (time since creation) of all the
mobile apps within the category. These variabéesact as measures of (proxy for) competition.
| assumed each of these pieces of the data corgame information that may be important for

the consumer, but these pieces are highly corcel3teerefore, to get a better insight, | reduced
the variation in these variables into three factbet preserve 85% of the variation. Formally, |

used the following factor model process:

X, =bF, +e,,ef ~N(O,E)

©)
To model consumer social learning, | used filtelegdnt time varying density of imitato@#‘m.

This approach is similar to the classical pracb€enodeling consumer’s response to featured
and display products, in which the modeler incluglesaggregate measure into the choice model
to measure the consumers’ response. Furtherm@e¢héoretical interpretation of this modeling

approach is that as the number of imitators withenpopulation increases, the possibility that an

individual observes another individual who has adyeadopted the mobile app increases. As a
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result, the consumer may become more or less lilkkelgdopt a mobile app within mobile app
category j. This theory is similar by micro modelinliffusion proposed by Chatterjee and
Eliashberg (1990), except that the model does sstirae that consumer receives information
with a Poisson process, so the process can be-harmoageneous Poisson process (inter-arrival
time is not memory-less anymore). In other wordendogenize consumers’ information
receiving process in the choice model. The appraamites as an alternative to the micro-
modeling approach used by Yang and Allenby (20@B)inicorporate interdependence of
awareness and preferences of consumers, but tldelnsuseful when micro spatial structure
information is not available. My proposed approatdy be relevant to the context of pervasive
goods, because these goods are more visible yidgractions.

There are two approaches to capture the densityitdtors in the model. The first approach is
to model it as a latent state variable, and recdavieom the choice model. Although fancy, this
approach may not be the best approach over big detause it is computationally intractable.
The alternative approach is to use the aggregé#tesidin data to filter the number of imitators.
This approach combines macro aggregate diffusiomletmy with micro choice modeling
methods, to endognize the number of imitators, @raach that may be more suitable for the
big data. In this approach, | can use an aggredjfitesion data, to filter the number of imitators
with two degree polynomial linear model. Then, hasse the filtered data in the choice model,
to run a nonlinear model on the data set of indiglcthoice of consumers.

To sum up, | used the whole dataset to filter thasity of influential and imitators for the
mobile app category j within the population at tfigen time t. | casted the social-learning

diffusion differential-equations (Van den Bulte alashi 2007) into a discrete state space model.
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This model is like a double barrel Bass diffusiond®l, and allows for heterogeneity in the
adopters, by segmenting the observed cumulativebeuwf adopters into the latent number of
imitators and influentials. In contrast to claskit@y likelihood and non-linear least square
methods, my filtering approach increases estimataiyustness to process and measurement

noises (Srinivasan 1999; Xie et al. 1997).

Y =6c +@1-6)cm+v,,v, ~N@OV,)
_Inf ”:[“‘ 1
cp =(p" +q" lemf NMT —cil) +e'JTf €, ~ MVN(OW)
. — [ AimMm imm CI]Tf CIJTHI imm _ |mm |mm (4)
Cr =(p;" +qj (W(M'”f) @- W)(M.mm)))(M City) * €

J

where y, denotes the observed cumulative number of adopter®bile apps in the mobile app
category j at time (day) tcij';f denotes the latent cumulative number of adopteisfinential
segment for app category j at time (day&iij“ denotes the latent cumulative number of adopters
in imitator segment for app category j at time(dayp, denotes the size of the segment of
influential adopters, and it is bound between zerd one. p'nf denotes independent (random)
rate of adoption of influential adopters, amﬂﬂfdenotes the dependent (influenced by other
influential adopters) rate of adoption of influehtadopters. p'mm denotes independent (random)
rate of adoption of imitator adopters, amﬂfdenotes the dependent (influenced by other
adopters) rate of adoption of imitator adoptews.denotes the degree of influence of influential
adopters on the adoption of imitators, denotes the noise of observation equation, and

inf

L Imm) denotes the vector of noises of state equations.
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In summary the first equation denotes the obsematiquation and the second two the state
equations of the state space model. The first equaltses a discrete latent model to integrate
over the cumulative number of influential and irtotaadopters. The second equation captures
the adoption process of influential adopters segdnesrd the third captures the adoption process
of imitator adopters segment. The imitators aréetght behaviorally from the individuals in
influential segment, in that they learn not onlgnfr themselves, but also from individuals in
influential segment.

This model of social influence measure is moreasldt for the context of mobile apps, as it
captures more social learning process (Van dereBuitl Joshi 2007) than information cascade
process (Bass 1969). Furthermore, it allows forefdogteneity in the adoption process, by
segmenting the adopters into influential and iroitategments. Van den Bulte and Joshi (2007)
find a closed form solution for this model. | catesied that the data may have measured with
noise. As a result, to control for this potentiatasurement error, | use a state space model
structure with observation and state noises.

| recognized that there is shared information mdfffusion of various mobile app categories on
the app store. As a result, | modeled these difteakequations of social learning across mobile
app categories jointly and simultaneously. Thisijonodeling captures shared information at
two levels: covariance and prior.

To account for the simultaneity, on the covariateeel, | modeled the state variance of the
latent measure of cumulative influential and inatadopters, and the variance of state equation
of cumulative influential and imitator adoptersabgh a seemingly unrelated regression (SUR)

model. The SUR model is presented formally in @jrendeling the joint distribution of the state
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equations in a multivariate normal model structua¢her than modeling the state equation error
terms individually.
To jointly model the diffusions, | used a hieraxaiimodel (prior) with conditionally normal

distribution constraint on the fixed app-categopedfic diffusion parameters, which is
— inf imm inf imm inf imm . . H .

&, =(p",p;"q" g MM ™8 ,w;). This Bayesian process shrinks the fixed app-

category specific parameters toward the populaitgach mobile app, because it is expected

that more popular mobile apps have higher ratenghtor adoptions and market size. Formally,

| defined the following structure:

®, =A,Pop, +0;,0, ~ N(0,07) (5)

where @, denotes vector of non-state (fixed) parametershefdiffusion. Pop, denotes the
popularity of mobile app category /\,denotes the hyper parameter of app category specifi
parameter shrinkage, ang denotes the noise of the hierarchical model, er uthobserved

heterogeneity of the mobile app categories.

| accounted for heterogeneity in the individual ickoparameters by modeling the choices’
parameters random effects. To consider the poggibil misspecification that may result from
rigid normal prior, | adopted the flexible semi-paretric approach proposed by Dube et al.
(2010). This approach assumes a mixture of mulat@rnormal distributions over the

parameters’ prior, to allow for thick tail skewediltrmodal distribution. | denote the vector of

fixed consumer-level parameters bA, =(a,,a,,,...0;5). | accommodated consumer

heterogeneity by assuming thAt is drawn from a distribution common across conssmie

two stages. | employed a mixture of normal as thet §tage prior, to specify an informative
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prior that also does not overfit. The first stagasists of a mixture of K multivariate normal
distribution, and the second stage consists ofr miothe parameters of the mixture of normal
density, formally:

P(A -z | {4, Z,}) =ZKK:17T|<§0(A -4z | . 2y)
{2} b

(6)

where bdenotes the hyper-parameter for the priors on theingy probabilities and the
parameters governing each mixture compon&ngenotes the number of mixture components.

{u.,Z,} denotes mean and covariance matrix of the digtabwf individual specific parameter
vector A, for mixture component Kz, denotes the size of théth component of mixture model,

and ¢denotes the normal density function distribution. denotes information set about

customer i, which here only includes only the ten(the number of days from customer i's
registration on the app storeldenotes the parameter of correlation between cheggonse
parameter and information set about customer i.

To obtain a truly non-parametric estimate usingrtixture of normal model it is required that
the number of mixture componenks increase with the sample size. | adopted the agpro
proposed by Rossi (2014), called non-parametriceBiay approach. This approach is equivalent
to the approach mentioned above wheéntends to infinity. In this structure, the paramgtef
mixture normal model have Dirichlet Process (DRdmpmDirichlet process is the generalization
of Dirichlet distribution for infinite atomic numbeof partitions. This process represents the
distribution of a random measure (i.e., probabiliirichlet process has two parameters, the

first is the base distribution, which is the prébstribution on the parameters of the multivariate
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Normal-Inverse Wishart (N-IW) conjugate prior distition for the distribution for the partitions
that the choice parameters are drawn from, andsdw®nd parameter is the concentration
parameter. Formally, the prior for the individuglesific choice parameters has the following

structure:

B4 = (#has Za) ~ DP(GO(A), @)

GO(A): fhy |2 = N(0,Z4@7), 2y ~ IW (v, xUx1)

A(a,v,v):a~Unif (&4a),v ~d-1+exp(2),z~Unif (d -1+v,V),v ~Unif (0, D)

a' ~ L (a-a)l(a-a))™ @)

where GO(A) denotes the base distribution or measure (i.e.digteébution of hyper-parameters

of the prior distribution of the partitionsj denotes the random measure, which represents the
probability distribution of (a,v,v). (a,v,v)denotes the hyper-parameters of the prior
distribution of the partitions that the choice paeters belong to, which represent the behavior
parameters of the latent segmenisdenotes the number of choice parameters per cestom

my case d is equal to 15x" denotes the concentration (also referred to asgiweg tightness,

or innovation) parameter. The idea is that DP i#ex@d over the base meas@6(A) with N-

the hyper parameters vector for the second level pn hyper parameters of prior over the
partitions distribution of the choice parameters.

Dirichlet Process Mixture (DPM) is referred to thestribution over the probability measure
defined on some sigma-algebra (collection of si#)s#tspacel , such that the distribution for

any finite partition of O is Dirichlet distribution (Rossi 2014). In my cadbe probability

measure over the partitions for mean and variaficanaom coefficient response parameters of
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individual choice parameters sigma-algebra has Narmal-Inverse-Wishart conjugate
probability. For any subset of custom&@®f O :

E[G(C))] = G,(A)
GO(A/] )(1_ GO(A/] ))
a’ +1 (8)

Var(G(C))) =

By De Finetti theorem, integrating (marginalizir@)t the random measureresults in the joint
distribution for the collection of individual spéci mean and covariance of random coefficient

choice parameters as follows:

p(.2) = [ (K, % | G)p(G)dG (@

This joint distribution can be represented as ausece of conditional distributions that has

exchangeability property:
P 20, (2 20)) = U 20)) PA: 22) 1 (£ 20))- (U 20) 1 (s 2)si (1 200)) (1)

The DP process is similar in nature to Chinese &eaht Process (CRP) and Polya Urn. In the
CRP, there is a restaurant with infinite numbetatfles (analogous to partitions of mean and
variance of the individual choice random coeffit®nA customer entering the restaurant selects
the tables randomly, but he selects the table ywrthbability proportional to the number of

customers that have sat on the table so far (ichwbase the customer behaves similar to the
other customers who are sitting at the selecte@)talb the customer selects a new table, he will
behave based on a parameter that he randomly sdiech restaurant customer behavior

parameters (so not necessarily identical to tharpaters of the other tables).
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Table 1.2. Model Variable Definitions

Variable

Descriptior

App Category Daily Downloady

)

App Category Weekly Downlo:

Latent (C;; )

inf

App Category Weekly Downloi

Segment sizeq; )

imm

Latent Cj; )

inf

imm

Internal Market Force o;" , p;"")

External Market Forced;" , q;

Learning split v, )

Market size M ;”f M ;mm)

inf

imm

Category hierarchy paramett
{tha: 2,2}

Full covariance matrix of sta

equationyV)
Variance of observation equatic
V]. )

Category dataX;, )

Category Factordt,, )
Factor loading of Categofip)

Consumer utility from app categor

u,

App category preferencey )

)

Individual download history stat:

s

)

Qi1p-- Ui
Pt

74, { s Zia}

\Y

it

e

it

€

jt

)

Cumulative number of consumers who download aniapgpp category j up
until a given day t

Latent cumulative number of consumers from inftial segment, wh
download an app in app category j up until a gidary t. Consumers from
influential segment only learn from each other, aatifrom imitators.

Latent cumulative numbers of nsumers from imitator segment, who downli
an app in app category j up until a given day n<toners from imitator segment
learn both from each other, and adopters in intiaesegment.

A parameter between zero and one that define tleeoithe influential segment

The randomPoisson rate of adoption of individuals in influentiahdhimitator
segment respectively.

The endogenized imitation rate of adoption of individu&n influential anc
imitator segment respectively.

The degree to which the individuals in imitator reegt learn from adopters
the influential segment

The market size of individual in influential amditator segments respectively.

Parameter of locally weighted regression parametetse hierarchical prior of
app category diffusion parameters

Full covariance matrix of state equation of maciffusion model, which may
suggest complementarity or substitution.

Variance of observation equation of macro diffusioodel
Category j characteristic data at day t, includiwgrage file size, total number
of adds featured in the category, average pricéavee of price, paid app

options, free app options, fraction of free to paijgps within the category,
average tenure of each app category, total appraptiithin the category

Reduced factors explaining the variation in catggtata

Factor loading of data item j of category data eect

Consumer i's utility from selecting an app in appegory j at week t
App category specific preference of consumer i

State of individual i's download history in a giveategory j until week t

Utility parameters of consumer i

Probability of selecting an app in category jirautet t

Parameter of hierarchical mixture of normal compiseof individual choict
parameters

Error terms of observation/state equation andfaoidel
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The Polya Urn process has also the same strudtutlis process, the experimenter starts by
drawing balls with different colors from the urnnytime the experimenter has a ball with a
given color drawn from the urn, he will add an aidaial ball with the same color to the urn, and
he also returns the drawn ball. The distributiomomber of customers sitting at each table in
CRP and number of balls in each color in Polya idhow DP.

An alternative way is the approach proposed by Debeal. (2010) to fit models with
successively large numbers of components and t@egdhe adequacy of the number of
components by examining the fitted density assediatith the selected number of components.
However, the process of model selection is tedioukis case.

Table 1.2 presents the definition of variable aathmeters. To sum up, | used the combination
of macro diffusion model and micro choice modeltthansiders the big data nature of the
current study: variety, velocity, veracity, and wmle. On the variety aspect, | used a flexible
semi parametric mixture of normal distribution asopon the individual choice model. For
velocity, | used a simpler linear state space modethe daily data over the full sample, and |
aggregated this data at weekly level to use it rhicro individual choice non-linear model.
For volume aspect of the data, | considered spamsiture, so | aggregated both macro diffusion
and micro individual choice data for mobile appamges within the mobile app categories, and |
used a factor model to summarize the sparse cleaistts of the mobile app categories. Finally,
for veracity, | casted the social diffusion modetoi a discrete time state space model to add a
layer of robustness to the potential misspeciftcatind process errors. Figure 1.1 presents the

box and arrow diagram of the proposed model.
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‘ Iy

Location 1 Location 1
Consumers
Net. Eff‘ect (Segments, Tenure, Heterogeneity) Net. Eﬁlect
Innovation Innovation
Market Sz Market Sz Localization vs. Globalization
Figure 1.1. Box and Arrow Representation of thed®lo
1.5.DATA

The data set were collected by an African telecperator on individual choices of downloading

mobile apps from the app store platform of its glopartner. The app-stores are a type of two
sided platform, as they match consumers’ and dpeetdpublishers without taking the

ownership of the mobile apps. The app-store | stidd launched within around 330 days prior
to the current study in 2013 and 2014. | used ggregate download data for a period of around
190 to 259 days as the macro sample, and the datiwnload choices of a sample of 1,258
consumers for a period of 124 days as the micrgpgamrhe macro sample therefore includes

between 1,900 to 2,590 observations, which mightbeoconsidered big, but the small sample
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includes approximately 160,000 observations, whidlght be considered big for non-linear
models.

A big data set such as ours creates a trade-eftimation. On one side, | had a big data that can
give insight in a short planning horizon, giventthased a linear model. On the other hand, |
had computationally intensive methods that can gisgghts with prescriptive power, given that
the data is not big. | wanted to have a methoddhegs us the advantage of both big data and a
computationally intensive method. As a result, édia second degree polynomial macro-model
of social learning diffusion over the macro samguhel the non-linear computationally intensive
micro choice model over the micro sample.

To deal with the sparsity of the data, which issein by the long tail distribution of the mobile
apps’ adoptions, and to reduce the daily noisehéendata, | aggregated the data of the micro
sample at weekly level before | fed it to the cleomodel. Second, | aggregated the macro app
adoption, and micro app download choice data atcgdpgory level to limit the study to the
topic of interest for the app-store platform, adlwae to handling the data volume. In addition, |
used a flexible Bayesian prior to shrink the indual specific choice parameters. | investigated
two sources of consumer preference interdependeloml and global. For the local
interdependence, | filtered the macro sample datadividual adopters who live in a city under
the current study. To do this filtering, | used atadset of mapping IP addresses to cities that |
collected by crawling World Wide Web. For the glblterdependence, | did not use this
filtering, so | used the aggregate information dbibxe mobile app adoptions within all thirty

cities from all five continents.
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Table 1.3. Categories Basic Statistics
Total Downloads
within local city

Index Category

1 Dating 27
2 eBook 414
3 Education & Learning 24
4 Health/Diet/Fitness 42
5 Internet & WAP 52
6 Movie/Trailer 597
7 POIl/Guides 22
8 Reference/Dictionaries 55
9 TV/Shows 135
10 Video & TV 105

In a nutshell, the data consists of around 20,@0Gwmers, with around 3,000 consumers in a
local African city under the current study. Thixdl city has around 4,000 app downloads for
the duration of the current study. Twenty thousglubal and three thousand local consumers’
who make choices for a course of six month classithe current data as a big one, for its
variety, velocity, veracity, and volume. Table IllBstrates the list of the categories that |
selected and their corresponding total downloadkimvihe local city under this study. Each of
the 1,258 customers under the study adopts onlyobribe mobile apps during the course of
study, so on all other days she selects outsideropthis observation may suggest that a mixed
logit choice model might be a suitable model, oiflyhat an inter-temporal dependencies

between the choices are controlled.
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Figure 1.2. Intercontinental (across 30 citiesfuifon Curves for the mobile apps within the
Categories
The dataset also included longitude and latitudeash IP address. However, as mobile phones
are usually attached to the customers who mightenvaithin the city, aggregating locations at
city level might be relevant. Moreover, this asgtion is innocuous, because of the social
nature of mobile phones and mobile apps (i.e., @igggmobile and mobile phones in social
atmosphere). Particularly, mobile phones have becmseparable part of societies, to the point
that not only customers use them when they aresdlothe bus, when they are to sleep, or even

when they are in the class, but also they use thatheir parties, in their offices, in their leigur
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times, and generally in any social events. Moblenes use in social events makes mobile apps
visible, and this visibility can create social ieag opportunities. In the figure 1.2, | plottecth
diffusion curves of the cumulative adoptions ohanple of six mobile app categories.

For each mobile app category, | had the averagesiiile, the total number of apps featured, the
average and the variance of app prices, and theoauwf paid and free options. Table 1.4
presents the basic statistics of these variables.edplain the heterogeneity in individual
responses, | used the data on the tenure of eatbnoer. | defined tenure as the number of days
since each customer has subscribed to the app-#Asrelifferent types of consumers (i.e.,
influential and imitators) with different psychologl traits adopt the technology at different
points in time (Kirton 1976), | used the tenurecohsumers as a proxy for the psychological
traits that can explain the heterogeneity in corexghthoice responses.

Table 1.4. Mobile app categories basic statistics

Category Data Summe Mear Variance Min Max

Number of available apps in the Category 35 1250 12 141
Averagetenure olapps in the category (Day 31¢€ 6,38¢ 16¢ 49¢
Number of available free apps in the cate 32 90¢ 7 12C
Average daythat an app is featured in the cate( 0.12 0.0t 0.0C 0.71
Average file size of apps in the category (I 2.0C 4.0C 0.5(C 8.0C
Variance of prices of apps in the categ 0.51 1.0¢ 0.0C 3.7

To explain heterogeneity in app store categoriessdd the popularity of the mobile app
categories on the Apple app store. As the Applesipge is the founder and the leader of the
app-store platforms and its consumers are moreeafflones (possibly more influential onéd),

expect that the popularity of the mobile app categoon the Apple app store to explain the

diffusion of the mobile app categories on the otqgy store platforms as well. Therefore, | used

3 "App Store (i0S)." Wikipedia. Accessed March 2818. http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/App_Store_(iOS).
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the mobile app categories’ popularity on the Apgbg store to explain the heterogeneity in the
mobile app category parameters. These populardtlyssts is presented in figure 1.3. This

figure shows the long tail distribution of the pégoity of the mobile apps.

Games 19.06%
Education
Business
Lifestyle
Entertainment
Utilities

Books

Travel

Music

Sports
Productivity
Reference

Health Care and Fitness

Medical
Food & Drink

Social Networking

© Statista 2014

Figure 1.3. Popularity (market share) of App Categgoon Apple Inc. App Store

Figure 1.4, from Distimo, a mobile app market rese@ompany, suggests that some mobile app
categories are more susceptible to be paid, arefotire more susceptible to be free. The high
share of free mobile apps is an important obseyman this figure. The same feature exists in

the data sets | used in this study. This featuggests that the key cost factor that the consumers

incur might be the cost of learning about the aggpion, supposedly from others (e.g., their
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friends, or over internet). This observation suggésat social influence might be an important

factor for adoption decision, but a formal modaiequired to confirm this conjecture.

DISTIMO
All Games 90% 8% ;

Social Networking 88% 5% 7%

Newsstand I 99

I

Music 65% 31%

Entertainment 68% %

News 95% 5% |

Education 4£3%

56%

I

Books 22%

Productivity 29% 70%

Navigation 22% 55% %% ;
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

[l Free apps with in-app purchases ] Paid apps B Paid apps with in-app purchases

Figure 1.4. Free mobile apps versus paid mobiles app

Anecdotal evidence suggests that from mental adocauperspective consumers perceive the
paid mobile apps as investment, for which theywaititng to pay money, and the free mobile
apps, as entertainmefitfor which the customer might be less inclined &y.pGuided by the
same intuition, | also classified mobile app categg in the sample into two categories:
utilitarian and hedonic categories. The utilitariapategory includes: device tools,
health/diet/fithess, internet/WAP, and referena#idnary mobile apps. These types of mobile
apps might be prominent for their utility ratheaththeir entertainment. The hedonic category

includes: ebook, games, humor/jokes, logic/puzalel social networks mobile apps. These

“ Chang, Ryan. "How to Price Your App: Free or Rafithvato Tuts Code Article." Code Envato Tuts. ey 19,
2014. Accessed March 23, 2016. http://code.tutspins/articles/how-to-price-your-app-free-or-paidetniie-
22105.
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types of mobile apps might be more relevant foir thetertainment features. This categorization
might allow to further investigate whether custosneeally value the utilitarian mobile app
categories more than the hedonic mobile app cagsjobased on the customer choice
parameters.

Finally, the mobile apps are more similar to dueatpbods than to non-durables. Therefore, the
consumers’ choice of downloading a mobile app maysbarse in nature. Sparsity here means
that several choices of the consumers are no deagnbo outside option choices. A suitable
modeling approach that can handle this sparsityhtbg hierarchical Bayesian approach, which

borrows information from other sample items, whaa information on an individual is sparse.

1.6. IDENTIFICATION AND ESTIMATION

In order to identify the choice model, | used ad@m coefficient logit specification, which has a
fixed diagonal scale. To set the location of thitytl normalized the utility of outside optiommt
zero. To minimize the concerns about endogeneityit{ed variable), | control for potential
correlations between choices by explicitly modeling inter-temporal choice interdependence in
the choice history state variable. | also contr potential confounding effects of price,
advertising, and product characteristics by incilgdihe latent factors of variation in these
variables in the choice model. To control for pa@mMmeasurement error in the social influence
measure, | use Kalman Filter, and | control forgotial simultaneity in the social measures
through Seemingly Unrelated Regression (SUR) madeicture. In addition, by random

coefficient structure, the modeling approach alseimizes the concern for Independence from
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Irrelevant Alternatives (IIA), as it allows for leebgeneity in the individual specific choice
behavior parameters.

| identified individual level choice parameters ngithe micro sample panel of individuals, a
sample that consists of twenty week micro choidea &,258 customers. Bayesian shrinkage
with flexible DP prior helps to identify the larget of individual specific parameters, without
over-fitting. The mixture normal distribution is Igact to label switching problem (i.e., the
permutation of segment assignment returns the $&eidood). However, | immunized myself
to this problem by limiting my inference to thenbdistribution rather than individual segment
assignment. To estimate the micro choice modehemiicro sample, | used multinomial logit
with DP prior on the individual specific hyper-parater (Bayesian semi-parametric) estimation
code from Bayesm package in R. This method usesoptgis-Hasting Random-Walk (MH-
RW) method to estimate conditional choice probaedi on cross-sectional units (i.e.,
customers). The limitation of MH-RW is that rand@ralk increments shall be tuned to conform
as closely as possible to the curvature in theviddal specific conditional posterior, formally

defined by:

P(A 1Y 4.2,2,8) 0 p(y; |A)P(A |1,2,7,0) (11)
Without prior information on highly probable valuesfirst stage prior (i.e.,p(A |.)), tuning
the Metropolis chains given limited information @bss-sections (i.e., each customer) by trial is
difficult (this problem exacerbates when each austodoes not have some of the choice items

selected at all in his history). Therefore, to avsingular hessian, the fractional likelihood

approach proposed by Rossi et al. (2005) is impheaein the used approach. Formally rather
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than using individual specific likelihood, MH-RW @mach forms a fractional combination of

the unit-level likelihood and the pooled likelihoad follows:

@ =L@ (MLL A1) a2 N=Tn -

wherewdenotes the small tuning parameter to control tiffecte of pooled likelihood

Hi':lli(A |y,).Bdenotes a parameter chosen to properly scale tbkeddikelihood to the

same order as the unit likelihood. denotes the number of observations for customérsing
this approach, the MH-RW generates samples condition the partition membership indicator

for individual i from proposal densit\ (0, s°Q), so that:

_0%logl; * |
OROAT A=A (13)

Q :(Hi +VA_1)_11 Hi =
where Adenotes the maximum of the modified likelihodd (A ), and V, denotes normal
covariance matrix assigned to the partition (segment) that customerbelongs to.

This approach considers th#& is sufficient to model the random coefficient disition. To
estimate the infinite mixture of normal prior fdnaice parameters, a standard data augmentation
with the indicator of the normal component is regdi Conditional on this indicator, | can

identify a normal prior for each customerparameters. The distribution for this indicator is

Multinomial, which is conjugate to Dirichlet didtition, formally:

71~ Dirichlet(a®)

Z' | m~ Mult - Nom(77) (14)

As a result posterior can be defined by:
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1 K
Z' ~ Mult - Non{(
e ¥
mz ~ Dirichlet(a +3,(2'),.a" +6,(2) (15)

where 9, (z') denotes indicators for whether or not= j. This result is relevant for DP as any

finite subset of customers’ choice-behavior paransépartitions has Dirichlet distribution, and
finite sample can only represent finite number @irtiions. Exchangeability property of
partitions allows the used estimation approachetqusentially draw customer parameters given
the indicator value as follows:

a G Z—l (4;.Z3)
a+i-1 (16)

(e Z Ny Z) e b1, Z ) ~

The next portion of this approach’s specificatisrihie definition of the size of the finite clusters
over the finite sample that is controlled lwy Rossi (2014) suggests augmenting Sethuraman’s

stick breaking notion for draws ogf. In this notion, a unit level stick is iterativabyoken from

the tail with proportion to the draws with betatdisution with parameter one ara®, and the
length of the broken portion defines tik&th element of the probability measure vecto(a

form of multiplicative process), formally:

= p H::ll(l_ﬁi )., ~ Betal,a*) (17)

In this notiong® determines the probability distribution of the nuembf unique values for the

DP mixture model, formally by:

r(a ) S(k) r(l) (y+|n(l))k -1

Pr(* =k) =§¥la* ) 4 i +a®) r(k)

(18)
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where | * denotes the number of unique values(of%)in a sequence af draws from the DP
prior. S"‘) denotes Sterling number of first kind, apdlenotes Euler’s constant. Furthermore, to

facilitate assessment, this approach suggests dlfmving distribution for a®, rather than

Gamma distribution:

at —ﬁ)¢

a’ 0@1- -
a—-a (19)

whered and @ can be assessed by inspecting the mode*pfr®. ¢ denotes the tunable power

parameter to spread prior mass appropriately. farradtive to Gibbs sampler employed by this
approach might be collapsed Gibbs sampler thagjiates out the indicator variable for partition
(segment) membership of each customer, but Ro8%#j2argues that such an approach does not
improve the estimation procedure. Appendix 1.C gmesthe series of conditional distribution
that this approach employs in its Gibbs samplingreégover individual specific choice
parameters.

| identified the latent cumulative number of influml and imitators of mobile app categories
with observed cumulative number of adopters indbwaplete dataset. Also to avoid over fitting,
| used a normal prior on the fixed social learnmgcro diffusion model to regularize the
likelihood of the model. Although the local and lggd aggregate data sets only have two
thousands observations, Bayesian shrinkage of measnallows identification of parameters.
To estimate the latent cumulative number of inflisdnand imitators, | used the maximum a
posteriori (MAP) method, a popular method in maehi@arning, as an alternative method to
Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) sampling methodisTapproach uses an optimization

method to maximize the a posteriori of the modehpeeters. | used genetic algorithm for the
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optimization, as the number of parameters thatit@sed for the social learning diffusion model
is around 300: 210 covariance elements of statar@we matrix, 10 elements of observation
covariance matrix, and 80 elements of fixed paramsedf the diffusion differential equations.

Gradient descend optimization method has complefit®(P) per iteration, but requires tuning

learning parameter, and the quasi newton optinuzatiethod has the complexity 6(P?*) per
iteration, where P is the number of parametersstonate. This complexity translates to long
run time over big data, in which the number of paeters increases with the variety, and volume
of the data. As a result, | adopted the genetiordlgn approach that Venkatesan et al. (2004)
finds comparable to the classical gradient desaenithie Quasi Newton approach. In addition,
genetic algorithm is known as global optimizatioethod, in contrast to local optimization of
Quasi Newton method. Given that a latent stateespaadel like mixture models has multiple
local maxima, genetic algorithm might be more premdind the global maxima than a Quasi
Newton method.

In order to estimate the macro social learningugditin model, | used Unscented Kalman Filter
(UKF) nested within a Monte Carlo Expectation Maiation (MCEM) method. Unscented
Kalman Filter (UKF) is an approach proposed in tasoliterature (Wan and Merwe 2001,
Julier and Uhlmann 1997), which achieves third palEuracy in estimating the latent state in a
state space model, as opposed to the Extended Kdfittar (EKF) that only achieves the first
order accuracy, with the same order of computatiocnanplexity, i.e.,O(T). The basic idea
behind UKF is that rather than using the closednfdirst order tailor expansion term, for the
measurement updating of the latent state, by cangputicobean vector, it uses an Unscented

Transformation (UT) to transform sigma vector ofrp® around the mean, and the mean of the
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latent state prior of a nonlinear state equationgdtimate the transformed normal distribution
posterior parameters. | explained UKF algorithmappendix 1.B.

The MCEM approach starts with an initial vectorpairameters. Then it uses MCMC, UKF in
this case, to recover the latent state distribyteomd a set of samples. Given the latent state
samples, it computes the expected log likelihoaa] & searches for the parameters that
maximize this expected log likelihood (de Valpin@l2). MCEM is appealing for its speed,
compared with the full MCMC sampling method. HowevMdCMC approach is notorious for
slow convergence, and both approaches may suffen fmding only the local maxima. The
exercise of global optimization genetic algorithtochastic search may be a remedy to this
stochastic surface search problem. In the optimozatl used transformation to make sure that
the market sizes of the social learning diffusiondei are positive, and parameters of effect of
learning from imitator and influential in the imitet state equationvw(), and the segment size of
influential and imitators ) are between zero and one. | used just in timapder in R to
speed up the estimation process.

In summary, | used MCEM, UKF, MAP, GA, and SUR nuath to estimate the social learning
model on the aggregate sample data, which consistise aggregate number of adoption of
twenty thousand adopters of mobile apps in ten le@gp categories for two hundred days, and
| used MCMC sampling to estimate the mixture normaltinomial logit model of the micro

mobile app choices of a hundred forty seven custeineten app categories over twenty weeks.



38

1.7. RESULTS

Tablel.5. presents the log-likelihood of the pragbsnodels. Model 1 and 2 represent social
learning aggregate diffusion models over local @idop(only adopters within one city) and
global adoption (total number of adopters acrosscBi@s). Local social learning model
dominates global social learning model by the ik@bd. This result might suggest that mobile
app adoption process is more locally rather thaal coordinated. Model 3 and 4 use the
filtered number of imitators as a measure for doeiluence, and model 5 and 6 use the
observed number of adopters as a measure for soflisénce. Domination of model 5 and 6
over model 3 and 4 by log likelihood might suggbstt not only number of imitators but other
social factors might be the driving factor for mebapp adoptions. This other factor might
include the social force of differentiators (in ffabe result of micro analysis reconfirms the
existence of such potential). The dominance of mbdend 6 over model 7 (the model with no
social learning) suggests that in fact social legyns an important force that drives individual
mobile app adoption choices (the bias in the pat@nestimates when social learning is ignored
is discussed later).

Table 1.5. MODEL COMPARISON

Model Description Number of obs.  Log Lik.
1 Local Adoption (aggregate sample) 2,00¢ -20,724.16
2 Global Adoption (aggregate samj 2,00C -21,649.3,
3 Choice Explained by Local Imitators Signals (misemmple 22,64« -25,921.9.
4 Choice Explained by Global Imitators Signals (misemple 22,64« -38,310.4
5 Choice Explained by Local Adopters Signals (micample)’ 22,64« -12,252.8
6 Choice Explained by Global Adopters Signals (m&ample 22,64« -15,275.2!
7 Choice with No social influence measure (micro siaj 22,64 -15,977.0.
*

dominant model
Finally, dominance of model 5 over model 6 recanfirthe result from aggregate model that

social learning at local level (within the citymar than global level (for example over the world
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wide web) drives the adoption choices of the custamThis finding for mobile apps (as a form
of pervasive good) contrasts with findings aboetaldoption of traditional goods that emphasize

the importance of learning over World Wide Web @iet al. 1998).
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Figure 1.5. 1-Step-ahead Forecast for Local _ Figure 1.6. 1-Step-ahead Forecast for Global
Diffusion (Green Line: a step ahead; Red line: thPiffusion level (Green line: a step ahead, Red:line
actual) the actual)

Table 1.6. Performance of the Proposed Model foalland international category adoption
Description MAD MSE
Local Category Adoption 0.64 1.48
International Category Adoption 0.03 0.12
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Figure 1.5 and 1.6 present a step ahead forecastisv¢éhe observed cumulative number of
adopters at both the local and the global levelis Thsualization together with the Mean
Absolute Deviation (MAD) and the Mean Square EfMISE) presented in table 1.6, suggest
that social learning macro diffusion model fits tygp-store platforms’ macro app diffusion data
reasonably well.

| benchmarked the estimates with Van den Bulte doghi (2007) paper, and relative to the
market size the MSE is in reasonably good range.

Table 1.7. Factor Loading Matrix (Varimax rotation)

Loadings/Components Cl C2 C3
Average File size (a proxy for app quality) 0.77 .00 -0.09
Dummy variable of Is Featured 0.82 0.3 0.01
Average Price -0.06 094 -0.28
Variance of Price -0.05 094 -0.19
Number of Paid app Options 097 -0.09 -0.09
Number of Free app Options 096 -0.15 -0.03
Fraction of Free apps to Paid Apps -0.09 -0.25 0.87
Average Tenure (time from creation) -0.08 0.67 0.48
Total number of app Options 096 -0.14 -0.03

Table 1.7 presents the result of the factor amalysiextract the latent factor of mobile app
characteristics. | used Varimax rotation to be dblénterpret the factors. | named the factors
both from supply side and the demand side in talde

Table 1.8. Factor Names

Factor  Supply side Name Demand Side Name
C1 Red Ocean app categories Popular Apps
C2 Paid app categories Investment Apps

C3 Free app categories Freemiums
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I limited the factor/principle components to thras,it captures already 0.85% of the variation in
the data. Number of paid mobile apps and free radplps load highly into the first factor, so |
expected that there is high demand for these mobips that has brought app
developer/publishers to develop many mobile appsthEr, Ghose and Hann (2014) use the
average file size of a mobile app as a proxy ferdhality of the mobile apps, and this mobile
app category feature also loads highly into thst fiactor, so | may be able to call the first facto
as popular mobile apps. The average and variandbeoprices load highly into the second
factor. | called the second factor investment nebjbps, guided by discussion about figure 1.4
(in the data section), and | refer to the thirdtdady Freemiums, because the fraction of free
mobile apps is much higher than paid mobile apps.

Table 1.9. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Global Adoption

plnf qlnf p|mm qlmm M M ™ W 8
Mobile App Categories:
Device Tools 0.024 0.000 0.278* 0.192*  50* 580* 0.010* 0.039*
eBooks 0.024 0.000 0.274* 0.189* 260* 4540* 0.007* 0.044*
Games 0.026  0.000 0.293* 0.202* 80*  1150* 0.009* 0.046*
Health/Diet/Fitness 0.025 0.000 0.288* 0.199* 100* 1600* 0.008* 0.048*
Humor/Jokes 0.026 0.000 0.297* 0.205* 100* 1410* 0.008* 0.043*
Internet/ WAP 0.026 0.000 0.296* 0.204* 100* 1580* 0.010* 0.039*

Logic/Puzzle/Trivia 0.024 0.000 0.275* 0.190* 90*  1440* 0.009* 0.039*
Reference/Dictionaries 0.026  0.000 0.296* 0.204*  90*  1440* 0.007* 0.048*

Social Networks 0.026 0.000 0.297* 0.205*  40*  390* 0.008* 0.044*
University 0.025 0.0000.281* 0.193* 130* 2080* 0.009* 0.046*
*p< 005

Tables 1.9 and 1.10 present the parameter estinodtdse social learning diffusion models
studies over global (across the cities within thp store) and local (within the city of interest).
Over both local and global diffusion data, the peledent random adoption rate for individuals

in influential segment is not significant statislly across different mobile app categories,
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except for eBooks (which might be driven by its cassent size). However, this rate is
significantly higher than dependent adoption ratetfiis segment, which might suggest that the
model is properly identifying the behavior of tregment of influentials. For influential segment,
the rate of independent adoption is very closénéosame rate for Everclear music CD that Van
den Bulte and Joshi (2007) find. However, for thégment, the dependent rate of adoption is
similar to the same rate for foreign language CbDp#idn in the mentioned study. This result
might be driven by the low search cost of influeh8egment on the app-store, which in turn
drives their learning less from others.

Table 1.10. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Local Adoption

Mobile App Categories: p™ q" pm™ g™ M Mmoo W g
Device Tools 0.025 0.000 0.282*  (.194* 5* 80* 0.100*  0.046*
eBooks 0.024*  0.000 0.278*  (0.191* 103* 1952*  0.032*  0.044*
Games 0.024 0.000 0.275*  0.189* 3* 56* 0.246*  0.038*
Health/Diet/Fitness  0.025 0.000 0.282*  (.194* 7* 120* 0.782*  0.038*
Humor/Jokes 0.026 0.000 0.299*  0.206* 6* 99* 0.506*  0.041*
Internet/WAP 0.025 0.000 0.285*  (0.197* 11* 200*  0.738*  0.041*
Logic/Puzzle/Trivia  0.025 0.000 0.282*  (.194* 6* 113*  0.344*  0.043*
Reference/Dictionarieso.026 0.000 0.299*  0.206* 12* 225* 0.940*  0.042*
Social Networks 0.025 0.000 0.281*  0.193* 3* 48* 0.658*  0.040*
University 0.025 0.000 0.281*  0.194* 6* 113*  0.555*  0.042*

*p< 005
For imitator segment, in almost all the categorate of independent adoption (mean of 0.288) is
greater than rate of dependent adoption (meanl®B). For this segment, the independent rate
of adoption is significantly more than the same ifat goods proposed in classical economy that
Van den Bulte and Joshi (2007) report. This diffieeecan be driven by the low search cost of
mobile apps for imitators. The dependent rate adpédns is similar to the same rate for
Everclear music CD that Van den Bulte and Joshd20@eport. For global adoption, across the

mobile app categories the weight of influential dniving imitators’ dependent choice of



43

adoption is 0.009 which is similar to the same peai@r for Everclear music CD. However, this
rate is 0.50 for local adoption, which is similarthe same rate for John Hiatt music CD (Van
den Bulte and Joshi 2007). The size of influensiegment in the observed sample for global
adopter data is 0.044 and for local adopter dadaDi42 which is very similar to the same rate for
Everclear music CD (Van den Bulte and Joshi 200@)sum up, these results might suggest that
customers adoption behavior for mobile apps is gamylar to music CD adoptions, except that
the independent rate of adoptions for imitatorshégler, but the dependent rate of adoptions for
influentials is less, driven by the lower searchtco

Table 1.11 summarizes the individual parametetsiligion for the choice model that uses local
number of adopters (unfiltered density) as a prmxysocial influence. The negative mean for
the preference parameter for each mobile app caésgmdicates higher preference of outside
options for customers. In the city under the stuthe customers prefer mobile apps in
Health/Diet/Fitness, Games, Internet/WAP, and detools relatively more than mobile apps in
social network, ebooks, and Humar/Jokes categdRekative to the apple app-store popularity
statistics (presented in figure 1.3 in data segtitre surprising result is high preference of the
customers for Health/Diet/Fitness mobile apps. Tifisrmation can help this app-store to target
its marketing communication message by highlightimg mobile app category.

The mean for the distribution of download histotgte parameter is negative and significant.
This negative effect of history suggests that #pg-store is not doing well in retaining the
customers, perhaps for its appearance and its tiarshopping shelf. However, the effect of
social influence is positive and significant, whiskiggests that there is positive spill-over

(possibly because of awareness effect) of adoptititin the population.
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Table 1.11. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Choie#fect (Local Adopters)

Estimate Std. Dev. 2.8 97.58"
Category specific preference:
Device Toolgr, -6.22* 5.04 -14.327 -2.669
eBooksr, -11.34* 3.14 -15.290 -6.381
Gamesw , -4.35* 3.76 -11.222 -2.296
Health/Diet/Fitness , 41 2.18 -5.939 2.982
Humor/Jokes . -16.32* 5.85 -22.097 -9.715
Internet/ WARx -5.41* 2.29 -8.021 -3.021
Logic/Puzzle/Triviar, -14.2* 3.49 -18.122 -8.332
Reference/Dictionaries, -8.48* 1.92 -11.092 -4.547
Social Networksr -10.54 3.47 -15.530 0.076
Universitya, -5.78* 1.39 -7.791 -2.916
States:
Individual download history Stage, 27 27* 5.46 -34.350 -13.821
Latent imitation leveb , 0.02* 0.01 0.011 0.035
App category characteristics (factors):
Popularity of app categony,, 1.32 0.63 -0.830 1.767
Investment apps categary, 5.34 1.75 -0.922 7.230
Hedonic apps categomy,, 7.13 4.28 -6.606 10.330

*p<0.05

Appendix 1.D presents the same result table forcehmodel with local imitators, models with

global imitators/adopters, and model with no sodrdluence. The model with no social

influence underestimates the preference for maples almost in all the categories except for

eBook, Humor/Jokes, Reference/Dictionary, and Usihe

In addition,

this model

underestimates the effect of popularity, investmant free characteristics of the mobile apps.



In summary, a model that does not account for saefluence returns bias estimates for the

parameters.
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Table 1.12. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Choitekerarchical Model (Local

Adopters): CustomerTenure (number of days sincistexgtion on the app-store) explanation of

the effects
Parameter explained by Tenure Estimate  Std. Dev. 2.5 97.58"
Category specific preference:
Device Toolgr, .0.00044* 1.01E-04 -0.00058 -0.00023
eBooks, .0.00048* 2.63E-04 -0.00087  -0.00006
Gamesr , .0.00041* 4.46E-05 -0.00049  -0.00032
Health/Diet/Fitness , -0.0008* 730E-05 -0.00092 -0.00061
Humor/Jokes ; -0.00091* 2.49E-04 -0.00126 -0.00046
Internet/WARx ¢ 0.00011 758E-05 -0.00002 0.00025
Logic/Puzzle/Triviar, -0.00056* 1.29e-04 -0.00081 -0.00035
Reference/Dictionaries, -0.00028 1.50E-04 -0.00046 0.00002
Social Networksr -0.00001 9.45e-05 -0.00016  0.00020
Universitya 0.00018 1.36E-04 -0.00007  0.00034
States:
Individual download history Staég, | g gp136* 3.33E-04 -0-00193  -0.00081
Latent imitation leveb , 0.00006* 7 64E-06 0.00004  0.00007
App category characteristics (factors):
Popularity of app categony,, 0.00001 2 06E-05 -0.00003 0.00005
Investment apps categary, -0.00006 6.77E-05 -0.00016  0.00007
Hedonic apps categoy; 0.00021 1.35E-04 -0.00003  0.00043

*p<0.05

Table 1.12 presents correlation between customerée(number of days since registeration on
the app-store) and choice parameters of custorfiisse who register early to the app-store

(potentially with innovator personality) have highmeference for mobile apps in Internet/ WAP
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and university mobile app categories. This cori@amight be relevant as mobile innovators
might be more interested in improving their perfarmmoe oriented apps. In addition, these
customers are more sensitive to download histodysaxial influence. This result is aligned with
the chasm on the product life cycle theories thgua that if the product does not pass the

acceptance of early adopters it will fall into tteasm, leading to early failiure.
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Figure 1.7 presents the distribution of choice paaters. This distribution has heavy tail, which
highlights the importance of allowing for flexibheterogeneity distribution for the choice
parameters.

Table 1.13. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Choieffect
(Local Adopters)

Total number of users: 1258 Positive Negative
Significant _Significant
Category specific preference:
Device Toolsr, 0 1253
eBooksr, 0 1258
Gamesr, 0 1258
Health/Diet/Fitnesg , 53 1205
Humor/Jokesr . 0 1258
Internet/ WAPa 0 1258
Logic/Puzzle/Triviax, 0 1258
Reference/Dictionariag g 0 1258
Social Networksr 4 53 1205
Universitya,, 0 1258
States:
Individual download history State,, 0 1258
Latent imitation levely , 1257 0
App category characteristics (factors):
Popularity of app category,, 1205 53
Investment apps categamy, 1205 53
Hedonic apps category, . 1205 53

Targeting is a relevant application of micro chaisedeling for app-stores. Table 1.13 presents

the distribution of significance and sign of eaétih@ choice parameters at individual customer
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level. Knowing the distribution of negative andspiive response helps the app-store to target 53
customers that do not prefer health/diet/fitnesssacial network mobile apps. This correct

targeting might help improving the usability of tapgp store.

1.8. COUNTERFACTUAL ANALYSIS

The advantage of the individual specific choice elddr the app-store platforms is that it allows
estimating the implications of the social influenpelicy for total expected adoption by

simulation. | ran three counterfactual scenariaaguthe estimated choice model by modifying
the level of social influence. Furthermore, | use éstimated model to find the optimal dynamic
level of social influence to maximize the diffusiouwer the app-store platform. Formally, | solve

the following optimization problem:

expU;)
mﬂxzz—:l Z]']:Z Z:ilzlj—Jt
{cit 1+ Z exp(uijt )
j=1
e (20)

Table 1.14 presents the implications of each o$eéheur policies. Surprisingly shutting down
the social influence improves the total expectedpéidns of mobile apps on this app-store
platform. This further confirms that this platfordoes not have enough quality to retain its
customers. However, an optimal social influencecyathows 13.6% increase in total expected
adoptions of the platform. This optimal policy demses adoption of mobile apps in
Reference/Dictionary category, but increases thpeebed adoption of mobile app categories in
Logic/Puzzle/Trivia, device tools, and Games thestn& common characteristic of these three
categories is their popularity, so | tried to expldnese improvements by optimal policy with the

popularity of mobile apps in each of the categoowes the Apple’s app-store.
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Table 1.14. COUNTERFACTUAL ANALYSIS: Change in thdoption level by intervening
social influence

Category specific original shut o_Iown 1% more 1%I_ess An op'_[imal
counterfactual results: expec_ted _ social _ social _ social _ social
adoption influence influence influence  influence

Device Tools 875.83 -57% 0.8% -0.7% 55.8%
eBooks 189.45 -1% 0.0% 0.0% 2.5%
Games 187.51 19% -0.3% 0.3% 58.6%
Health/Diet/Fitness 22.21 0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.1%
Humor/Jokes 255.09 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6%
Internet/WAP 1042.20 23% -0.4% 0.5% 14.1%
Logic/Puzzle/Trivia 249.12 25% -0.6% -0.2% 109.1
Reference/Dictionaries 1262.09 16% -0.4% 0.3% 6.2%
Social Networks 21.66 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3%
University 18.08 -1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5%

Total improvement 4123.25 1% -0.1% 0.1% 13.6%

Table 1.15 presents the result of regressing th@awement under optimal social influence
policy on popularity rank of the mobile app catggorhe correlation between mobile app
category popularity and the improvement under ogitipolicy is positive and significant. This
result suggests that more popular mobile app catsghave more improvement under optimal
policy. This result indicates that this app-stoa@ amproves its adoption by 13.6% if it can use
social influence to increase the adoption of maneutar mobile app categories.

Table 1.15. COUNTERFACTUAL ANALYSIS: Explain optirhaocial influence improvement

with popularity rank of the app category on the-appe

Coefficients Stélrndard

p-value t Stat

ror

Intercept -0.185 0.147 0.245 -1.254

Category popularity rank 0.050* 0.015 0.010 3.388
* p<0.01

Finally figure 1.8 presents social influence lefal this optimal policy. This policy suggests

early increase in the social influence by potelytialviral marketing campaign.
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1.9. CONCLUSION

In this paper, | developed an approach that conshmacro diffusion model with micro choice
model to allow app-stores to target their custonsrd proposed Dirichlet Process to model
customers’ heterogeneity, and Unscented KalmarerHiti estimate social influence measure.
Then, using a large data set from an African appestl showed that social influence is an
important factor in determining adoption choice afstomers. My results demonstrate that
ignoring social influence in modeling customersoption can bias the choice parameters’
estimates. Furthermore, my results indicate thasmfluence on mobile app adoption choices
is effective locally (within the city of the studypther than globally (over the internet). |
benchmarked the mobile app adoption process agdiestame process for classical economy
goods, and | find that mobile app adoption processmilar to the same process for music CDs.

| further illustrated how estimated model can bedu analyze counterfactual scenario where
the app-store platform optimizes its interveningiabinfluence. This counterfactual analysis
showed that, if this app store runs viral marketagnpaign focusing on more popular mobile
app categories, it can increase its total adopioh3.6%. | believe that my modeling approach,
proposed estimation method, and derived empirizsights in this paper can be of interest to

both practitioners and scholars in academia.
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2.1.ABSTRACT

| developed a structural model that accounts fddéis’ learning and their anticipation of winner
and loser regrets in an auction platform. Winned brser regrets are defined as regretting for
paying too much in case of winning an auction asgtetting for not bidding high enough in

case of losing it, respectively. Using a large ds¢hd from eBay and empirical Bayesian
estimation method, | quantify the bidders’ antitipa of regret in various product categories,
and investigate the role of experience in explgritre bidders’ regret and learning behaviors. |
also showed how the results can be used to increBsg's revenue significantly. The

counterfactual analyses showed that shutting ddverbidder regret via appropriate notification
policies can increase eBay’s revenue by 24%.

Keywords: winner and loser regret in auctions,liatkd value auction, emotionally rational

bidders, Bayesian updating structural model

2.2. INTRODUCTION

It is not uncommon to regret one’s own bidding diexi at the end of an online auction. Whether
this is about regretting for giving up too easily a bidding war or regretting for losing self-
control and bidding too high, bidders more tharelsafeel discomfort about their final bids.
eBay forums are filled with questions like “I won auction but regret: What can | do?”, and, in
fact, eBay tries to educate its users for biddiithout regretd Winning an auction on eBay is a

contract to complete the sale, and not honoring¢bntract has serious consequences, including

® Bertolucci, Jeff. "Big Data Analytics: Descripti¥s. Predictive Vs. Prescriptive - InformationWe'ek.
InformationWeek. December 31, 2013. Accessed Mag;2016. http://www.informationweek.com/big-
data/big-data-analytics/big-data-analytics-desiugpts-predictive-vs-prescriptive/d/d-id/1113279.
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being banned from any transactions on its webditeerefore, the desire to avoid these
consequences, along with the bad experiences anéage about the product, seller, or one’s
own bidding behavior or even the common senseteat anticipation of end-of-auction regret
during the bidding period.

| consider two types of regret that are studiethenauction literature: Bidders might feihner
regret when they win an auction but feel they pay too imwince their winning depends on
them being the most optimistic among the auctiortiggpants about the market value of the
auction item and/or the honesty of the seller (Baad Hortacsu 2003b). On the other hand, a
bidder might feeloser regretwhen she loses an auction in which the winningtbids out to be
less than her valuation of the item. Clearly, @iger type of regret realizes when the bidders bid
naively (or strategically) instead of bidding theérue valuations of the items. Intuitively,
anticipation of winner (resp. loser) regret shomldke the bidders lower (resp. increase) their
bids.

There are many studies in the auction literatua¢ show that the anticipation of both types of
regret significantly affects the bidding behaviaf auction participants in various settings.
Experimental studies such as Filiz Ozbay and Oz2807) and Engelbrecht-Wiggans and
Katok (2008) study these effects under the firsgtgpsealed-bid auction setting and show that
they have significant implications on the biddirghhvior. Although, in theory, the second price
nature of eBay auctions implies that bidders shawdtl experience winner regret (see, for

example, Ariely and Simonson 2003), Bajari and Bicsti (2003a) and Yin (2006) investigate
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the ““winner’s curs® in eBay auctions and suggest that eBay biddetisipate it too, and hence
act strategicallY | also focus on eBay markets in this paper.

Auction platforms, such as eBay, act as a two sidadket by connecting sellers and bidders
without taking ownership of the auction item. Aocis in these platforms involve a vast amount
of different sellers, bidders, and products inetiéint categories, and hence they exhibit a high
level of heterogeneity in behavior. Although mamgctiptive and predictive tools are studied in
the auction literature to deal with this heteroggnand large data sets (e.g., Park and Bradlow
2005; Bradlow and Park 2007; Zeithammer and Ada@i®}, the prescriptive analyses remain
limited®. However, counterfactual analyses relying on s$tmat¢ models that control for
consumers’ decision processes can have remarkabpigibuitions. One such contribution is
being able to investigate the effects of notificatpolicies (such as notifying bidders about the
similar auctions in the past) on the platform rexenTo work towards filling this gap, in this
paper, | developed a structural model to explae bidder behaviors in an online auction
platform.

Considering all the requirements for a viable emateoon of the auction platforms, | asked the
following questions: Can | design a computationdligictable system to estimate bidders’

bidding behaviors in an online auction platform? Wiat extent do bidders anticipate winner

® | use the term “winner regret” to refer to the lkekped phenomenon, but “winner’s curse” is alscdlisethe
literature.

" Zeithammer and Adams (2010) suggest that seatbddaiond price auction is not a good abstractioeBay
auctions. Bidders’ naivety can also result in thnsistency. | comment more on this issue in Resection.

8 Bertolucci, Jeff. "Big Data Analytics: Descripti¥s. Predictive Vs. Prescriptive - InformationWe'ek.
InformationWeek. December 31, 2013. Accessed M2ag;2016. http://www.informationweek.com/big-
data/big-data-analytics/big-data-analytics-desiugpts-predictive-vs-prescriptive/d/d-id/1113279.
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and loser regret and how do they vary in biddexpegience and learning behavior? What is the
effect of intervening bidders’ regret by notificati policies on the auction platform’s revenue?
To answer these questions, | developed my modesidering many important aspects of
bidders’ behaviors. In particular, I account foe tamotionally laden context of auctions where,
in addition to the regret anticipation, the bidddesnot know the item’s market value and learn
about the value of the product during the biddimgcpss, for example, by gaining additional
information about the auction item or resolving soof the uncertainties about the seller or
about their own needs (Hossain 2008, ZeithammerAalains 2010, Okenfels and Roth 2002). |
also consider the fact that bidders tend to bideimentally in online auctions (Chakarvarti et al.
2002; Zeithammer and Adams 2010), and have diftdexels of experience which affects their
bidding behaviors (Ariely et al. 2005; Wilcox 2008rinivasan and Wang 2010). | further take
into account both common and private value compieneh the auction item (i.e., affiliated
value), and bidders’ learning from the current legfhbid during the bidding process. Due to the
emotionally laden context of eBay auctions, | assuhat bidders might lose their global focus,
as Ariely and Simonson (2003) suggest, so they shertia and generally do not search across
auctions (Haruvy and Leszcyc 2010).

| used the following estimation strategy to identifie parameters of my model: First, at each
discrete time period during the bidding procesapteled the utility of a bidder consisting of her
expected profit, i.e., the difference between heduation and bid, and anticipated winner and
loser regrets. Second, assuming the observed eddt period is the one that maximizes the
bidder’s utility for a given valuation level, | deed —using the first order condition for the uyili

function— the bidder’s revealed latent valuationtfee auction item at that time period. Finally,
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| assumed that this derived latent valuation (whéchow a function of the bidder regret, among
others) consists of a common value, a private vadmel a component consisting of bidder’s
learning the value of the auction item from thehieist observed bid. This approach allows me to
identify the regret parameters.

More specifically, since there is a common valumponent of the auction item, the number of
bidders also matter in this process. To accounttlier bounded rationality and incomplete
information in the model, | considered that thedei perceive the observed bid and number of
bidders as a noisy measure of the latent bid aadatent number of bidders. | modeled the
bidders’ Bayesian learning of the latent bid arelldtent number of bidders using Kalman Filter
theory, which Jap and Naik (2008) introduced to #uetion literature. In this structure, |
assumed that bidders’ beliefs about the latentdnid latent number of bidders follow a first
order Markov process. Similarly, | assumed thatdbmon value element of valuation follows
a first order Markov process as well, with a daifid a common time varying signal.

To account for heterogeneity and to avoid ovemfiftthe data with a large number of
parameters, | clustered the bidders and utilizedetBay-specified auction clusters, and shrunk
the bidder specific (regret and valuation) and iaacspecific (evolution of bids and the number
of bidders) parameters within these bidder andi@uctlusters. | used a mixture normal
distribution model to cluster the bidders usingrtlodserved characteristics, which are used as
proxies for bidders’ experience level. Finally,gtinized the Maximum a Posteriori (MAP) of
the model given the segment and cluster membedhgach of the bidders and auction items

over a large eBay data set. To optimize MAP, | usiedulated annealing method, which is a
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metaheuristic global optimization method used hatlobotics and portfolio optimization in
finance (Crama and Schyns 2003; Zhuang et al £994)

| estimated this model over an eBay data set tltaawled and scraped from the web in May
2014. This sample consists of around 58,000 bidarofind 12,000 bidders in around 1,600
auctions that offered items for sale in 19 différestegories presented in Table 1. The estimation
results show that, in all auction categories, batimer and loser regrets are significant and | find
a positive relationship between winner and losgree | also find that those who are more
regretful stick to status quo, i.e., they updatrthaluations less frequently and learn less from
others. Furthermore, | find that experience carlamhe heterogeneity in the bidders’ learning,
updating, and regretting behavior.

| further used the estimated model to analyze antesfactual scenario where the auction
platform shuts down the bidders’ winner regret.sTémnalysis shows that, if an auction platform
can shut down winner regret of bidders by its mztfon policies, it can increase its revenue by
24%. | also observed that shutting down winneraegan cause the highest bid to increase two
to four folds in some auctions.

Using notification policies to affect the bidderdséhaviors is not uncommon in eBay. For
instance, my personal interview with an eBay sahslaggested that eBay is concerned about
bidders’ loser regret that might lead to a potémiaurn effect. Therefore, they use notifications
to inform the bidders who might lose the auctiorthiéy do not change their bids. Empirical

evidence of significant (winner and/or loser) régoé bidders might invoke using similar

° | used this optimization approach because the iQimston, Broyden—Fletcher—Goldfarb—Shanno (BFGS)
optimization, or Bayesian sampling methods are adatnally intractable over large data sets.
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notification policies in online auction platforfisSuch policies are studied in the experimental
literature as well, and shown to be effective ifiuencing the regret levels of bidders (see, for
example, Engelbrecht-Wiggans and Katok 2008).

| believe the contributions of my paper can berdériest to both practitioners and scholars in
academia. My contributions are threefold: Firstohsider bidders’ anticipation of winner and
loser regret in the affiliated value setting, amdgmse a tractable empirical Bayesian method to
estimate a structural model of bidder demand imm@ime auction platform. This model allows
the auction platforms to run counterfactual scesarin this way, | contribute to the line of
descriptive and predictive auction models for aucticustomer relationship management
(Bradlow and Park 2007, Park and Bradlow 2005, aag Naik 2008, and Zeithammer and
Adams 2010).

Second, | model the learning and affiliated valtibidders, and, by allowing for incremental
valuation revelation in the proposed model, | allmwvthe incremental naive bidding behavior.
The importance of these features in a model arehasiped by Okenfels and Roth (2002),
Hossain (2008), and Zeithammer and Adams (2010% d$pect of my model contributes to the
stream of papers that model common and privateevalictions structurally (e.g., Laffont et al.
1995, Bajari and Hortacsu 2003, Haile et al. 20808] Haile and Tamer 2003). Unlike these
papers, | consider the auctions as emotionally Nadecial contexts. To the best of my
knowledge, | am the first to model the bidders’ Bsign learning and affiliated value updating

processes to account for bidders’ updating thegettain valuations.

“Notifications providing information about similanetion items, such as the highest bids, paid anspanid
number of bidders in those auctions can help lo@nice the winner regret of bidders. Similarly, engranular
information about the sellers might help with thest issues, which again can affect the winnerategrel.
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Third, | contribute to the auction regret literausy proposing a method that identifies regret
parameters structurally using field data. Imporéantbidders’ anticipation of winner and loser
regret are emphasized in the literature, for examipy Ariely and Simonson (2003), Filiz Ozbay
and Ozbay (2007), and Engelbrecht Wiggans and K&0K8). The latter two studies use
experiments to show that notification policy cafeeff the bidders’ feeling regret and potential
over and under bidding. | used real company datthig paper, and my structural modeling
approach allows the auction platforms to quantify impacts of new policies, target different
bidders, and customize their operations conditiondbidder behaviors.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: écti®n 2, | review the relevant literature.
Section 3 provides a detailed description of d8&ction 4 describes my structural model and
how the empirical Bayesian method can be usedtima&® the parameters of the model using
eBay data. | interpret the estimation results iati®a 5, and explain how | can use the estimated
parameters in testing a counterfactual scenariageviie auction platform shuts down the bidder
regret in Section 6. Next, | test the robustnessahe of my assumptions and methods in
Section 7. Finally, Section 8 presents my conclgdamarks and discussion for future research

directions.

2.3. LITERATURE REVIEW
My paper resides at the intersection of four stearh literature: (1) customer relationship
management using auction big data; (2) boundedmality, trembling hand, learning, and the

affiliated value of bidders; (3) the emotionallytiomal or regretful bidders; (4) the theoretical,
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experimental, and empirical studies of auctionsexplore each one of them in the following

sections.

2.3.1. Customer Relationship Management of Auction Platfoms

Numerous studies investigate the behavior of belaer the auction platform to estimate the
demand or to extract information that can be usedustomer relationship management and
targeting. For example, Park and Bradlow (200%ppse a stochastic model to identify the
bidders, the conditions in which they bid, and #mount of their bids, which are useful for
customer relationship management. Bradlow and P20R7), further extend their research by
proposing a record breaking stochastic approadakedover the latent number of bidders in the
context of the first price auction. Both studieskramvledge that empirical literature has
demonstrated flaws in the theoretical predictioraoétions, but they argue that these flaws can
be corrected by a model which accounts for the \ieh&l aspect of the bidders’ decision
making. More recently, another predictive studydimted by Jap and Naik (2008) uses the
Kalman Filter theory to develop a ""Bid Analyzelat allows one to estimate the distribution of
auction participants’ latent bids. All of these pepcall for new studies to model the structural
aspect of bidders’ decisions for policy experimé&ota

To model the bidder behavior structurally, BajandaHortacsu (2003) make the simplifying
assumption that the eBay auction with proxy biddapgroximates a second price auction. Their
study employs a data set from a 1998 coin auctioeRBay to estimate a reduced form common
value model (for tractability), but it calls forusties that model affiliated value (i.e., existente

both common and private value elements). Althotighir proposed model relies on the
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assumption that bidders are fully rational, theyttr recover winner curse from measuring the
amount shed by a bidder when a new bidder enteraubtion. Zeithammer and Adams (2010)
carry out a series of statistical tests to castbdaun the assumptions that the proxy bidding
mechanism is equivalent to the second price sdatkduction, and that bidders’ bids are equal
to their valuations. They recommend employing auced form modeling approach. In
discussing Zeithammer and Adam’s study (2010), &t and Nielsen (2010) and Srinivasan
and Wang (2010) note that, although some of it tee questionable, its main hypothesis is
strongly supported. Both of these commentariesfoakh structural model based on Zeithammer
and Adam’s new findings, particularly those indiegtthat both naive and sophisticated bidders
might exist on eBay, and bidders’ experience paysmportant role on their bidding behaviors.
Yao and Mela (2010) take the auction platform asv@ sided market, and jointly model the
choices of bidders and sellers structurally to aottthe value of the customer lifetime and the
impact of the commission policy on the auction follah revenue. They consider only one
auction category and model bidders’ disutility e ttorm of historical cost function, rather than
in the form of winner and loser regret. In parallelh their paper, Haruvy and Leszczyc (2010)
also model the disutility of bidding in the form tfe inertia of bidders within an auction. They
attribute this inertia to search cost.

All of the above studies unanimously suggest thatré policy experiments is possible only by a
structural model of bidder learning in which hetgoeity is explained by experience measures.
They also agree that such a study should model @ymrand private values jointly, in the form
of an affiliated value model. Built over the abastedies, | model the bidders’ anticipation of

winner and loser regret structurally. Understandsioigh consumer behaviors can benefit the
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auction platforms by allowing it to target its s toward helping naive consumers learn, if
such learning is predicted to improve the reveraiesiction platforms.

2.3.2. Bounded Rationality, Learning, and Affiliated Value of Bidders

There are many papers discussing that consumerdaaneded rational, and their action is
subject to flaws (see, for example, Simon 1972{e8ell975; Kahneman and Tversky 1979;
Tversky and Kahneman 1992; Camerer and Weber ¥92and Orme 1994; Camerer and Ho
1994; Kahneman 2003). Various theories explain wbgsumers behave bounded rationally,
from decision making and psychology perspectivam@8 1972; Ellison 2006; Salant 2011;
Kaufman 1999). Bounded rationality is referred $amaive bidding in the auction context.

Naive bidders are known to bid in an ad-hoc mamndry matching their bids with others bids.
In particular, Ely and Hossain (2008) define théveaidder as the one who acts as if the
amount she pays conditional on winning equals to bid in eBay auctions. Additionally,
Okenfels and Roth (2002) also define naive andpee&nced bidder as a bidder who mistakenly
treats the eBay auction as an English first-prieetians in which the winner pays the maximum
bid.

Furthermore, Kagel et al. (1987) posit that the ohamt strategy equilibrium does not organize
second-price auction outcomes, as bids consistenttged private values. Other studies posit
that experience and learning can reduce biddershded rationality, fostering more rational
behavior. For example, Wilcox (2000) finds that ex@nce leads to behavior which is more
consistent with auction theory although the prdparof experienced bidders who behave in a

manner inconsistent with the theory is quite large.
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Ariely et al. (2005) find that experience reduces does not eliminate considerable incremental
bidding. In this respect, Ockenfels and Roth (2082amine the multiple-bid phenomena to
consider how bidders get information from othelidsb and then revise their willingness to pay
in an auction with independent values. To deschioeers’ learning, Hossain (2008) suggests
that bidders do not always know their exact privatduation for a good and so learn
spontaneously from the posted price. He concldligsbidders obtain information about their
own and others’ preferences as they participatedrauction.

These experimental studies are particularly reledanmy research in the sense that they
emphasized the role of naive bidder, learning,epérience. However, built over these studies,
my paper integrates these processes in a struchwaél to help the auction platform manage
and target its bidders. Moreover, in contrast ®séhstudies, my paper accounts for behavioral
regularities that stem from bidders’ anticipatiohvanner and loser regret, another form of
bounded rationality.

2.3.3. Emotionally Rational or Regretful Bidders

Several studies explain the bounded rationalityao€tion bidders by referring to bidders’

uncertainty about the value of the commodity, whetlggests that bidders might anticipate
winner and loser regret in their decision. In matar, Holt and Sherman’s (1994) theoretical
study describes the acceptance of a bid as anmafore event because it signals an
overestimation of unknown value. They mention thatning/losing might result in regret, so

the bidder might anticipate winner/loser regrehar decisions. In testing a regret theory in a
first-price sealed-bid auction setting, Filiz-Ozbayd Ozbay (2007) find that the anticipation of

winner and loser regret can be modified by a ra@ifon policy. Also, Engelbrecht-Wiggans and
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Katok (2008) find a similar phenomenon, and thegobade that the policy of revealing losing

bids may decrease the auction holders’ revenudoBAgh experiments are helpful for making
causal inferences, an auction site might needwetstial model to run counterfactual analysis
and to target its bidders.

Regret construct has been the subject of manyestudi the consumer behavior, psychology,
decision science, behavioral economics, and madcéiterature. A stream of literature in

psychology and consumer behavior defines regret asgative psychological response which
occurs when an individual believes that a presgnatton would have been better if only she
had decided differently (Peluso 2011; Gilovich aviddvec 1995; Van Dijk and Zeelenberg

2005; Simonson 1992; Zeelenberg et al. 2000; Inavah Zeelenberg 2002; Roes 1994). This
regret can affect the consumers’ decision-makimguiph counterfactual thinking (Roes 1994).
In particular, the consumer might consider the fs$iegative outcome of a previous choice in
her future decisions and so might regulate her\ieh#o decide differently ex ante, by being

regret averse (Peluso 2011; Zeelenberg and Pi20&%; Boles and Messik 1995; Tsiros and
Mittaal 2000).

Many studies in psychology literature classify thiferent types of regrets according to action
and inaction regret categories. The first categefgrs to consumers’ feelings of sorrow for what
they have done, and the second refers to consufeeigigs of sorrow for what they have not

done. The former is analogous to winner and therldd loser regret discussed in the auction
literature (Filiz-Ozbay and Ozbay 2007; Engelbreshgjgans and Katok 2008). Furthermore,

action regret has short term effect and evokesnsatdeeling, and inaction regret has long term
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effect and evokes wistful feelings (Gilovich et #098; Gilovich and Medvec 1995; Keinan and
Kivetz 2008).

Bell (1982) argues that, after making a decisiodennuncertainty, the decision maker may
discover the relevant outcomes by learning thatreraalternative would have been preferable.
This learning creates a sense of loss or regrét ithimcorporated explicitly into the expected
utility framework, better predicts individuals’ dsions. According to Loomes and Sugden
(1986), the violation of the conventional expectddity suggests that important influential
choice factors are overlooked, perhaps becauséefntisspecification of the conventional
theories. They propose an alternative approachutating a theory of expected modified utility
to account for the individual’'s capacity to antaip feelings of regret and rejoice. Such theory
rests on two fundamental assumptions: First, m&wople experience the sensations called regret
and rejoice; and, second, they try to anticipat take into account those sensations in making
decisions under uncertainty. Guided by the mentostidy’'s observation and suggestions,
many theoretical studies incorporated regret tdagxghow the optimum pricing strategy might
change in a new setting that incorporates regrepgscu and Wu 2007; Nasiry and Popescu
2011; Heidhues and Koszegi 2008; Su and Zhang 2D@idue et al. 2012; Nasiry and
Popescu 2012; Ozer and Zheng 2012). All of the abmentioned studies are useful in
expanding the domain of knowledge about consummegset and the effect of such phenomenon
on the consumers’ decisions. However, none of thes modeled both the rational and
emotional aspects of bidders’ decision making ia tontext of the online auctions, where
bidders’ values are affiliated. In this contexte thidders learn the value of the commaodities by

observing others bids as well.
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2.3.4. Theoretical, Experimental, and Empirical Auctionsstudies

| classify the papers in this section into threeegaries based on the modeling assumption about
the bidders’ valuations: independent private vatteanmon value, and affiliated value models.
The model of independent private value assumest@dder has a different private value known
only to him (Laffont et al. 1995; Guerrere et @0B; Haile and Tamer 2003). In respect to the
common value assumption, Haile et al. (2003) prepos non-parametric test for first-price
sealed-bid auctions based on the fact that winoiense might exist in such auctions. Bajari and
Hortacsu (2003) also assume that eBay’s auctiorbeaspproximated with second-price sealed-
bid auction to estimate a structural model of commalue to recover winner curse. However,
they acknowledge that a better option might beragsythat the eBay auction is affiliated value.
Finally, affiliated value is a form of valuation ahis drawn from a joint distribution of
valuations, consisting of both private and commalue component (Li et al. 2002; Campo et al.
2003). Although these studies expand the domaknoWledge about the implication of various
assumptions, they do not consider bidders’ emotioeaponse and bounded rationality.
Chakravarti et al. (2002) call for future studidstlus issue by emphasizing that the learning
process might alter the valuations of bidders by‘iaformation cascade”. They suggest that
such learning and value affiliation might induceastgic emulation of preceding bidders without
considering private signals. In this paper, | ipooate learning, value affiliation, and emotion in
a structural model.

Structural models can consider either consumeashieg, in the form of an adaptive Bayesian
learning model, or the consumers’ expectation, hi@ form of a forward-looking approach.

Zeithammer (2006) argues that buyers can benefi fiorward-looking strategies if they take
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into account the information provided by the anrmaments of upcoming auctions. He
implicitly states that a forward-looking model foidders in online auction is intractable, so in
developing such a model, he uses several simpifggsumptions. Given all these simplifying
assumptions, it is not clear that a forward lookaggproach has much more merit than the
Bayesian adaptive-learning approach. Further, ithad clear how an emotionally laden
environment of an auction might foster the forwbroking behavior of the bidders.

Smith (1989) notes that auction contexts are aftention-laden and suggests that the outcomes
reflect communal legitimization of both price anlfoeation given uncertainty about value,
preferences and fairness. Chakravarti et al. (2608gest that the individual and social nature
of the value determination processes is a fertida dor future research. Furthermore, whether
bidders experience regret or not when bidding agively and winning may depend on their
cognitive skills for counterfactual reasoning ahdit facilities with motivational processes (e.qg.,
dissonance and attribution) for managing the emetif victory and defeat, according to Tsiros
and Mittal (2000).

The Filiz-Ozbay and Ozbay (2007) and Engelbrechgg#fins and Katok (2007) studies focus on
experimentally attributing underbidding and ovedad) to regret theory; Astor et al. (2011)
finds that aforementioned studies’ theoretical mtmhs for the effect of regret holds, by
employing an approach that combines auction exgerimvith psychological measures that
indicate emotional involvement. Furthermore, Greahl(2004) shows that the auction sellers
also anticipate regret and rejoice when they setréiserve price, which is the lowest auction
price that the seller will accept. Engelbrecht-9égs (1989) proposes a utility theory that

depends not only on the profit, but also on theekegf the outcomes (e.g., money left on the
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table). Further, Engelbrecht-Wiggans and Katok {2@ints out that in the case of independent
private value first-price sealed-bid auctions, kiddbid above risk neutral Nash equilibrium,

which can be explained only by regret theory.

Overall, built on the aforementioned studies, leleg a general model that nests all learning,
experience, value affiliation, and bidders’ antatipn of winner and loser regret in a structural
form that allows an auction platform to target @sstomers and run counterfactual policies.
Without a model that controls for all these mechars, the revenue implication of bidders’

regret for the auction platform may not be clear.

2.4. DATA

| acquired the data set by crawling and scrapisgraple of auctions from eBay website, during
May 2014. It consists of 58,285 bids of 12,247 brddon 1,647 auction items within various
auction categories. eBay'’s revenue is based omplea system of fees for services, including
listing product features ($0.10 to $2) and a FiMalue Fee for each sale (10% of the total
amount of the sale, i.e., price of the item pluipgimg charges), and it exceeded $17.90 billion
in 2014. Millions of collectibles, décor, applias¢ceomputers, furnishings, equipment, domain
names, vehicle, and other miscellaneous items @k 3 eBay daily. Generally, sellers can
auction anything on the site as long as it is hegal and it does not violate the eBay prohibited
and restricted item policy.

eBay uses a bidding mechanism called proxy biddiihgs mechanism asks the bidder to submit
the maximum amount she is willing to pay for themt which is called a proxy bid. Then,

eBay’s software bidding agent (called proxy engimds incrementally on the bidder’s behalf up

to this maximum value, which remains hidden frormeotbidders until someone outbids it. As
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new proxy bids enter, the proxy engine sets theeatirwinning bid to the second highest
bidder's maximum value plus the minimum incremgrecified by eBay. The current winning
bid is displayed on the auction board throughoatatction. At the end of the auction, the bidder
with the highest proxy bid wins the item and paysrige equal to the second highest bidder's
maximum bid plus the increment. This process maBss/ auctions a hybrid of the English and
second-price sealed bid auctions. Table 2.1 presepbssible path for the proxy and observed
bids in an auction where the starting price is 28 the minimum increment is $1.

Table 2.1. A sample bid sequence on an eBay ausiitbr$25 reservation bid and $1 minimum

increment
Bid Max. bid Bid on the auction board
number (unobservable) (observable)
1 $50 $25
2 $40 $41
3 $70 $51
4 $65 $66

In eBay’s website, | observe both the amount tlaahebidder puts in as her proxy bid and the
bids automatically generated by eBay’s proxy engiriigtered the automatic bids out to be able
to work with the actual bids of the bidders. Ndiatf in eBay’s system, if someone puts a bid
between the displayed (automatic) bid and the Isigheoxy bid, this action will not reveal the
highest proxy bid — the highest proxy bid will orfdg revealed after someone outbids it. Hence,
even though the displayed bids always increase tws, the proxy bids may not be in
increasing order (see the example in Table 2.8pried the bids before using it in the model
estimation to overcome this issue. Figure 2.1 mrtsstine evolution of observed bids across six

sample items.
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For this study, | randomly selected 19 auction gaities. The selected categories have both
luxury and widely available goods, so the samplewa to test whether the regret levels are

different across these two categories. For insteanb&dder might regret more for losing a luxury

item auction than losing a necessity item aucfi@hble 2.2 shows the categories that | use in this
study along with the number of auctions in eacegaty. | classified the first nine categories as
luxury good categories, and the next ten categasdabte widely available goods.

Table 2.2. Auction categories in the eBay data

Auction category Number of
auction Items
Jewelry and Watches 149
Collectibles 103
Crafts 78
Pottery and Glass 74
Antiques 68
Art 70
Entertainment Memorabilia 88
Tickets and Experiences 91
Stamps 72
Toys and Hobbies 93
Books 84
Clothing, Shoes and Accessories 84
Gift Cards and Coupons 85
Music 86
Consumer Electronics 83
DVDs and Movies 87
Dolls and Bears 84
Health and Beauty 74
Video Games and Consoles 93

Table 2.3 presents a sample of auction items. &oin @auction item, | know its title, category,
number of bidders, number of bids, and the duratibthe auction. | call this auction specific

information. In my data set, the average numbdiiadders and bids in each auction are 9.52 and
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49.19 with standard deviations of 4.58 and 19.d€pectively. The average duration of auctions

is 4.74 days with a standard deviation of 1.67 days

Evolution of Auction bids
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Figure 2.1. Evolution of Bids in six sample aucton

Table 2.3. Sample auctions in the eBay data

number
auction winning number of

Auction Item Title category bid of bids bidders Ended
vintage Original C0-0p oectiples  $1,00000 92 12 May 18,2014
porcelain sign , 2:15PM
$3/1 Pantene Product .
Coupons Shampoo Gift Cards & $17.50 30 5 ng 19, 2014

g Coupons , 6:30PM
Conditioner Styler
Genesis Breyer P-Orridge
"Naked Eye" Autographed  Entertainment May 22, 2014
Camera w/ Original Memorabilia $900.00 5 9 , 2:00AM

Negatives
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Figure 2.2 presents the evolution of the numbebidfiers for a sample of six auctions in
different auction categories. An interesting oba#on in these auctions is a spike at the rate of

entrance at the last minutes. This behavior is knagvsniping in the auction literature.
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Figure 2.2. Evolution of number of participatinglters in six sample auctions

eBay employs feedback as a reputation mechanisitsfarembers to decrease their uncertainty
about bidder and seller characteristics. While baiyean leave sellers negative, neutral or
positive feedback, sellers can leave buyers pasitedback or choose not to leave feedback.
Over time, eBay members develop a feedback prafilegputation, based on these ratings. This
information appears next to the members’ name artti® members’ profile.

In my data set, each bidder attends only one ofatiedions. | observe each bidder’s feedback

score, number of bids on the item in question/ taianber of bids within the last 30 days, total
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number of items / categories bid on within the B&tdays, and number of bid activity with the
current seller. This bidder specific informationptiae different types of proxies for the
experience of the bidders, and, hence, | utilisrthn my analyses. For example, while bidding
on one auction category might show high level aficamtration, bidding on three categories
might show high level of differentiation.

Table 2.4 presents the summary statistics of aeebédder characteristics within each auction
category. It shows significant heterogeneity amdmdders in different auction categories.
Another important observation from Table 2.4 istthan average, bidders in each auction
category have bid at least three times for the stang which suggests a multiple (incremental)
bidding behavior. This behavior, which is also m@d in the auction literature for similar
settings (see, for example, Zeithammer and AdamM®)28uggests that bidders might not enter
their valuations as proxy bids, as second-pricéeddad auction theory suggests.

Table 2.4. Summary statistics of the average biddaracteristics within each of 19 auction

categories
Characteristic Mean SD min max
size 644.53 238.21 453 1550
avg. feedback score 714.53 260.39 342 1301
sd feedback score 2763.37 1897.84 745 8033
avg. Number of bids on this item 4.84 0.74 3 7
sd Number of bids on this item 8.05 1.93 4 13
avg. total number of bids in 30 days 195.16 100.57 56 504
sd total number of bids in 30 days 493.74 260.94 110 1065
avg. Number of items bidded on in 30
days 93.63 57.41 30 264
sd Number of items bidded on in 30 day51.42 197.83 53 1001
avg. Bidding Activity with current Seller 28.63 8.51 17 50
sd Bidding Activity with current Seller  31.11 4.05 24 40
avg. Number of categories bided on 2.05 0.39 1 3

sd Number of categories bided on 1 0 1 1
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2.5.MODEL DEVELOPMENT

| developed an agent-based structural model toigirélde revenue implications of possible
auction platform policies, such as the notificatipolicy, by counterfactual analyses. | model
bidders’ actions in a Bayesian adaptive-learnimgcstire. The term adaptive-learning refers to
the bidders’ updating beliefs about the value @f item, the distribution of the bids, and the
number of bidders conditioned on observing noigynais (Jap and Naik 2008). Bayesian
learning approach is appropriate in my settingahee auctions are emotionally laden settings,
in which users’ preferences are correlated (Chaktagt al. 2002). In this environment, majority
of bidders are naive, so they learn the value efahction items by observing others’ bids
(Hossain 2008; Zeithammer and Adams 2010; Okemfiets Roth 2002). Furthermore, another
advantage of the Bayesian-learning approach isittitetomputationally tractable in the auction
context”.
2.5.1 Modeling the valuation of auction items

| identify the anticipated loser and winner regoétthe bidders by first modeling the bidder’s
valuation with a dynamic adaptive utility maximizat approach. This approach incorporates the
anticipated regret of the bidder in the utility sffieation. Then --using the first order condition
for the utility function--I derive the latent valian of the bidders and embed it into another
valuation specification combining the affiliatedweas of bidders and learning from others in the
bidding process. This method provides the requideshtifying equations for the anticipated

loser and winner regrets for each bidder.

1 Forward-looking approaches are intractable inskising; see, for example, Zeithammer (2006), tvpioposes
many restrictive simplifying assumptions to deathwthe intractability of a forward-looking model.
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2.5.1.1.Dynamic adaptive utility maximization approach:
| first specify the utility of an emotionally ratial bidder. In a second price auction setting, the
term “emotionally rational bidder” refers to a betdhat, rather than bidding her private value as
suggested by the auction theory, acts naively bypasing her bid with the bids of the
population. The reason of this comparison mighatack of information about the value of the
auction item and/or about the seller or bidder'stgaad experiences. In this way, the bidder
anticipates a possible regret for potentially wirgnor losing with his current bid, so ex-ante the
bidder compares her bid with the highest bid ofgbpulation. To quantify this phenomenon, |
adopt the utility function format that Engelbreahitggans and Katok (2008) and Filiz Ozbay

and Ozbay (2007) specify for emotionally ration@ders. Formally, the utility is defined as

U = (v =BG~ &l -2)dGL ()~ AW ~2)dG.(2) "

\ J | ) \ J
| ! |

Rational gain from Winner regre Loser regre

where U, denotes the utility of biddeir=1..I at the time of bidding the t'th bid,=1.T, in a
particular auction (I suppressed the auction sigtscfor ease of exposition); denotes the
time varying value of bidder i at time t, af}i denotes the bid that bidder i raises at tim& t.
denotes the maximum bid among all other partiaigpbidders and3 is the cdf ofZ. Note

that G, (1) is the probability of winning the auction (baseul the beliefs at time-1) after
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bidding bt at timet. @ and ,5,’ denote the winner and loser regret parametersidafebi,

respectively. All the notation | use in this papesummarized in Table 2.5.

Table 2. 5. Notation

Notatior Descriptior
U, The utility of bidderi =1..I at time of bidding the tth bid,=1..T, in auction
J, which is suppressed for ease of presentation
v The time varying value of bidder i at time of raigitth bid in auction j; The
" measure of the valuation of bidder i at time o$irgg tth bid in auction |
o) The bid that bidder i raises at time t
G, The time varying belief of bidders about the dmition of maximum bidZ
response of all other participating bidders
a The winner regret parameter of bidder i
B The loser regret parameter of bidder i
g() The density function, or derivative of cumulativistdbution function of bids
G, ()
qt The tth bid in auctionj = 1...J
8, The latent tth bid in auction = 1...
& The Normally distributed noise of entering the bido the system, or
observation noise, which has auction specific vaesof 7,
I, ¥, The evolution and drift factors of the latent bidsystem equation
Gy the noise of evolution of the latent bids withire tauction, which has auction
specific variance o,
F(.) The time varying cumulative distribution functiohlmds; The auction specific
! subscript j is suppressed
ft(,) The time varying density function of bids, assumthgt the distribution is
normal; The auction specific subscript j is suppees
n The time varying number auction participants; Thetian specific subscript |
is suppressed
N, The observed number of bidders at time of tth biduction j
K The latent number of bidders at time of tth bicirction |
T The time trend, or the count of bids that have reatso far
l; The average rate of entrance parameter
7], The rate of sniper entrance
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The normally distributed system noise, which hasvériance O@ljf

The normally distributed observation noise, whiéls the variance otﬂlj(
The maximum bid that others have raised until thdid

The affiliated value of bidder i when tth bid issed

The auction specific time varying common value edahof this valuation

The parameter of revelation of the value

The private signal error term, which has the aumcsipecific variance OUZj(
The common signals that bidders receive, and itauasion specific variance
of 0'21'{

The vector of measures for experience of bidder i

The mean of this vector across members of cluster c

The propensity of population membership in segreent

The vector of regret, valuation and learning patemef bidder i

The segment that individual i is its member

The information vector of the auction item j, withinformation items (i.e.,
columns)
The latent prior of membership of an auction iraaction cluster

The latent cluster index of feature |

The nth observed information item of auction jomfation vector

The parameters of the LDA model to estimate
The auction specific parameters of the evolutioelfef about the bids and
number of bidders

The cluster membership index for auction |

This utility specification has three componéfitThe first component is the expected profit of

the bidder from winning the auction. The second ponent is the anticipated winner regret for

12 A criticism to the proposed utility specificatiomight be that bidders might search across diffeaemtions.
However, studies such as Haruvy and Leszcyc (26816) that bidders have inertia, and unless theaa is
incentive, they do not search across auctionslydasied Simonson (2003) also posit that when biddess
emotionally involved with the auction, they loseithglobal view of all the options that are avaliéato them (i.e.,
search), so they act bounded rationally, and ardy$ on selecting the bid amount.
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paying higher: Winner regret is defined as a mlidirpof the difference between the bidder’s bid
and highest bid of others in case the bidder wiesauction, and it depends on the distribution of
maximum bids of other bidders. The third comporisranticipated loser regret, which occurs
when the bidder loses an auction even though thainag bid is lower than her valuation. In this
case, loser regret is defined as a multiplier efdifference between the bidder’s valuation and
the winning bid. The underlying assumption for teecification is that bidding is a noisy
process, so bidders form a belief about the digioh of the latent bids, which | describe next.
Consistent with the suggestion that bidders leawming the auctiol (Hossain 2008,
Zeithammer and Adams 2010, Okenfels and Roth 280@)bidding is a noisy process (Jap and
Naik 2008), | assume that the mean of bids foll@rst order Markov process. Formally, |

define
b, =6, +¢,, £, ~NQO,) (4)
0, =16ty tay, o, ~NQOo,) (5)
wherel, denotes the t'th bid in auctiop=1...3 , &, denotes the latent bid, a§ denotes the

normally distributed noise of entering the bid inte system (i.e., trembling hand of Selten

1975) or observation noise (i.e. bounded ratiopalftSimon 1972), which has auction specific

variance,J;, . T; and J;denote evolution and drift factors of the latert, iespectively, and?

13 As mentioned in the Introduction, bidders canreaa various processes, such as gaining additiof@imation
about the auction item or resolving some of theeutainties about the seller or about their own seett. This
type of learning is different than learning theueabf the item from the bidders of the other aucparticipants.
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denotes the noise of evolution (or the unobserwediugon factor) of the latent bids within the

auction, which has auction specific variancg,, .

Let B; be the random variable denoting the latent bitidéeri, Ft() and ft(.) be the time

varying cumulative distribution and density funcisoof latent bids (uniform across bidders),

respectively (assuming the density function exis&s)d N be the time varying number of

auction participants. Cumulative distribution anehsity functions for maximum bid of other

N, —1 bidders at time are formally defined as (I suppress the auctiatexj for ease of
exposition):

G,(6,) = R(max(B,.....B, ,) < 8,) = P,(B, < 6,.....B, , < 6) ©

=PR(B,<6,)..R(B,,<6)=F(6)..F(6)=F ()"

n-1
9.(8,) = (n, ~1)F (6,)"7* f,(8,) (7)
Many studies such as Park and Bradlow (2005) amdlBw and Park (2007) propose methods
to recover the latent number of bidders. In thigdgt for the purpose of parsimony and
simplicity, | assume that customers use the sanyedtan updating structure for the evolution of
both the bids and the number of bidders. This aptomis reasonable since there is potential

observation noise for the number of biddérs

14 Usually bidders only skim through the bids to @étigh level understanding of number of biddersl, since each
bidder bids multiple times, double counting or rimigsone bidder might be completely natural for baeoh
rational bidder. In addition, bidders do not kndwany bidder has left the auction or not at thectiof
consideration, so the cumulative number is a nsigyal.
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Formally, | use the following first order Markovqaess to specify the evolution of the actual

number of bidders:
n, =k, +{%, i ~N@OT') (8)

Ky =Kyt 40,1, +&8%, & ~NQOd') )
where I, and & denote the observed and latent number of biddemne of t'th bid in auction
j, respectively./; denotes the average rate of entrance betweennbiddnes and/, is the
change in that entrance rate, which is multipligd 7h, which denotes the time trend in the
auction. This specification allows me to model $ingping behavior explicitly (see, for example,
Roth and Ockenfels 2000 for further discussion mipiag). let is the observation noise,
normally distributed with mean zero and variarﬂle:, and fljt is the system noise in the rate

of entrance and exit, also normally distributedhwimean zero and varianc@ljf. Therefore,

bidders update their expectations about the lateniber of bidders at each point in time by
observing the cumulative number of distinct bidderso have bid up until that moment.

The last step of the model development in this @ggn is deriving the expression for valuation.

| assume that, at each timebidders optimize their utility by selecting thetimal bid, b, given

the valuation that they decide to reveal at thetiAs a result, the bid},, satisfies the following

first order condition:

15 Given that theory and many empirical studies ssgtjeat bidders are bounded rational for varioasoes, it is
reasonable to assume that bidders follow a singdesimonious approximation, such as my model, rathen a
complex one.
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g_:it =Gy (0) + (v —b) g4 (b)) —aG(b,) —ab, g, (b,) +ab, 9., (B,) + B, —B,)94(b,) =0
3)

Inverting equation (3) gives a measure for biddeatation. Hence, valuation is specified as

v =Ga®@)*+0,9.,0)+aC.,0O)-abg.b) +(a +4)b g b)
' 92 (B) + 594 ()

(10)

However, bidsbt are noisy, so a better measure of valuation ctenefsthe expectation of the

right hand side of equation (10) over the distiitut Ft_l(.: of latent bids t9,t Therefore,

valuation takes the following form:

.- Eg[et-lwn) +6,0,.(60,)+ 0,618 - 0,6,0,,(8) *+ (@, + £)6,0,,(6, )} wn
9:1(6:) + £,9,.1(6;)

The right hand side of the equation (11) is fulpesified, but in order to estimate the unknown

regret parameters, another specificationVipfis required. To derive such a specification, the

affiliated valuation and learning theory providesagppropriate ground, which | analyze next.
2.5.1.2 Affiliated valuation and learning approach:

In this approach, | model a bidder’'s valuation af @uction item as a combination of three

components: a common value, a private value, acmhgonent consisting of bidder’s learning

the value of the auction item from the bids of otparticipants (see Hossain 2008; Zeithammer

and Adams 2010; and Okenfels and Roth 2002 fohéuijustification of this specification). As a

result, the time varying valuation has the follogvspecification:

Vi :lolb—i(t—l) @, (12)
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where b -1 denotes the bid that the bidder sees in the@ubbard at t-1, and, denotes the

affiliated value of bidder i when tth bid is raiséithe affiliated value consists of a private signal
that only the bidder receives, and a common sitral all the bidders receive. To control for
both types of these unobserved signals, | modeatffieated value evolution in the state space
format, where the private signal is the error & tibservation equation, and the common signal
is the error of the valuation state equation. Idit@h, | assume that these signals affect the
valuation higher at higher value items, and lowéew the value of the item is lower (i.e., the
signals are heteroscedastic). Therefore, consistatit Zeithammer and Adams (2010), |
consider a log-log model of affiliated valuatioro&stion, which has the following form:

log@,) =log@,) +log@) +{%, (% ~N(O,0%¢)
log@,) =log@, ) +&%, &% ~ N(0,0%)

(13)
where @, denotes the affiliated value of bidder i that eaig'th bid, and? it denotes auction
specific time varying common value element of th&uation. O denotes the parameter of
revelation of the value, antfzit denotes the private signal error term, which s guction

specific variance oUzj( 16, fzjt denotes the common signals that bidders receitvecea time

t-1 andt, and it has auction specific variance @215. This specification allows the bidders to

reveal their private values gradually when they tdltiple times. | incorporated this hiding

% |In an ideal scenario, each bidder would have diffedistribution for their private values. Howeyeris
assumption significantly complicates the model aradkes it impossible to estimate the bidder-specific
parameters using the available data set. My data sparse in the sense that many bidders doarss their bids
more than three or four bids within each auction.
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process to allow for the later bids to be systeradlyi higher, consistent with the Zeithammer
and Adams (2010), and Okenfels and Roth (2002).

2.5.1.3. Identification of loser and winner regret:
Assuming that the two approaches discussed aboxeasdc utility maximization and affiliated
valuation and learning approaches-- give the saahgation for a particular auction item, | can

combine equations (11) - (13) in the following way:

lO{E{Gt_l<at)+at 0.4(6) +3,G.4(6,) ~0,6,0.,(8) +(@, + B)6, gt_l(en)}_ pib_n]
9:4(6) + £,9:4(6,)
=log@,) +log@) +{%,{% ~ N(0,0%)
log,) =10g@;.) + &%, &%k ~N(©0,0%¢)
(14)

For each bidding time t, the set of equations )and (14) provides the required identifying
equations for the anticipated loser and winnereatsgior each bidder.

2.5.2. Accounting for heterogeneity
eBay auctions and their participants’ behaviorswshogh level of heterogeneity, as also
mentioned in the Data section. Although biddersrbidtiple times (incrementally), the number
of observations is not enough to identify each ertkdparameters, so | use a level of shrinkage
through Bayesian prior on the auction specific antlividual specific parameters. Many studies
including Srinivasan and Wang (2010), Wilcox (200énd Ariely et al (2005) emphasize the
influence of experience on the behaviors of theldid. | use the bidders’ information as a proxy
for their experience at the hierarchical level ndey to shrink the parameters of bidders with
similar experience. | ran the estimation procedarawo steps: In the first step, | segment the

bidders intoK clusters and in the second step, | condition enstgment index of bidders while
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running the estimation procedtfeThis two-step approach helps speeding up thenattn
procedure.
In the same manner, to account for heterogeneityénauction specific parameters, | shrink
auction parameters given the eBay-specified aucttusters. Similar to bidder specific
parameters, | conditioned on the cluster membershipe estimation procedure to shrink the
auction specific parameters. In Section 2.7, legksapplying a clustering technique on the
auctions too, rather than using the eBay-speciflagters. My main model results turned out to
be robust to this method, which suggests that eBayion clusters were indeed informative.
2.5.3. Estimation Procedure

The total number of parameters of the model isdangainly to account for heterogeneity: There

are four parameters® =(a,[,0,0), for each of the 12,603 bidders, and 10 parameters
@, =(y;,1;4;,1;) and the variances of six state-space equation r erferms

>, =(0,.0,,0',0'%,0%,0%), for each of the 1646 auctions. This makes a tft6,872

parameters. This large number of parameters owata set of 58,285 bids most likely causes
over-fitting problem. However, Bayesian shrinkadeparameters across clusters allows me to
identify the model. Additionally, I put constraint the evolution of bids and the number of
bidders to be able to identify the model more @fily. These constraints assure that the
evolution parameters of both the bids and the nusnb&bidders are non-negative. | also put

constraints on the valuation growth and learnirggnfrothers’ bids, consistent with the theory

It is not clear whether or not the model wouldrefieand learn noise rather than the actual bedrani bidders if
| had incorporated unobserved parameters of bigggronses in a form of a mixture normal model erdbdd
within the estimation procedure.
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which suggests that valuation is positive, anditigeler can either learn from the highest bid to
increase her valuation or not learn at all. Finallyounded up the latent number of bidders
recovered from the state space model, as the nuwhltiee bidders should be an integer number.
| explain my estimation algorithm in this sectiamdgrovide a pseudocode of it in Appendix C.

2.5.3.1Clustering estimation:

In the first step of the estimation procedure,ustéred the bidders based on the observed data.
To cluster bidders with similar experiences, | assuin each segment, the experience of
members is a noisy measure of the segment’'s mgaarierce, so | use a mixture normal fuzzy
clustering®. Formally, the likelihood of the mixture normalustering approach has the

following structure:

| I K
I_l I:)Norm(di |m’V’ 77;) = I_l ZIYI.C I:)Norm(di | m:’Vc) (15)
1=1

1=1 c=1

where d denotes the vector of measures for experiencédaebi. m=(my, ...,nx), v=(vy,...,\)
where M and v, denote the mean and variancethfacross members of cluster c, respectively,

and 71 =(7,,...71,) where 7], is the propensity of population membership in segtrc. |

maximize this likelihood function with respect tm,(v, 77) using an Expectation Maximization
(EM) algorithm, which, for each bidder, provides paobability distribution for segment
memberships. Finally, | assign each bidder to tbgnent with the highest probability.

Therefore, for the shrinkage parameters, | formadlye:

18 The term “fuzzy” is used for methods which estienatdistribution for the cluster memberships, nathan
assigning the bidders to certain clusters.
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O, ~ MVN(.|Ind;, d\) (16)

where Inql denotes bidder i's segment. This specificationvigles flexible patterns of bidders’

responses.
| used Mclust package in R to perform this clusigri This package uses the Bayesian
information criterion (BIC) for model selection.

To cluster similar auctions, | utilized the eBasiied auction clusters. Formally, | obtain the

following structure:

‘Pj ~MVN (.|c|usj,Dj) (18)

where clu§ denotes cluster membership index of auction j.

In summary, the model uses the hierarchical muiat@ normal prior for both bidder specific

and auction specific parameters, conditional onr teegment and cluster membership (I use
CIU§ to denote the cluster membership index of aucfjonThis procedure accounts for

heterogeneity in these entities, and prevents hiterg to the data and learning noise.
2.5.3.2.Maximum A Posteriori (MAP) optimization:

In the second step, given the segment and clustenbarship information of each bidder and

auction, | optimized Maximum A Posteriori (MAP) ttie model parameters over the data

Considering the assumption that bidders update thedief about the distribution of the bids

sequentially, | use Kalman Filter theory (Kalmard @&ucy 1961). Introduced by Jap and Naik

(2008) to auction literature, Kalman Filter stav&h a prior on the distribution of latent

19 Alternatives such as Gibbs and Metropolis Hassiagpling methods are computationally intractabler darge
data sets.
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measures, and it updates the posterior distribubibthe latent measures sequentially, using
Kalman gain factor (the variance of signals prapaitto weight the observed signal and the
prior in a Bayesian updating process. The advarwég@lman Filter to other filters is its closed
form, which significantly improves the estimatigpegd. To estimate the latent state space model
with Kalman Filter, 1 used a Monte Carlo ExpectatiMaximization (MCEM) approach

suggested by De Valpine (2012). This approach emb&mman Filter in the optimization

method. In other words, given the non-state pararaépP = (O, W, %) the procedure estimates

the mean and variance of the latent space, andubesMonte Carlo simulation to estimate the

full joint likelihood of the observatiol, and the latent statd, = (6,,,,7,), which has the

following form:

Yy ¥ 1©) = 7208 |P)[] 1y PY: 18, D) 7D, 1By, P) (19)
The posterior of the model has the following form:

P(@;,y,./;:1,,0:,8,0,0,Z|b;,b_y,n;,d,D;) =
J | T;

I_l j:ll_lizll_ltzl[f I:)Norm(bjt | ejt ’ij) X PNorm(gjt | ejt—l’a-jv’rj ’yj )dgj]

x U PNorm(njt |Kjt 10115) x PNorm(Kjt |Kjt—l’0-1j<( o417 )dKj]

x U PNorm(bjt | b—jt ’ai HBi 'pi 15i 102]( 119jt ’Kjt ) x PNorm(ﬂjt | ﬂjt—l’ szf)dﬂj ] (20)

X Paom (@5 B PO, | Hina iy 1 Tina iy » 91)

X Puorn (T35 V5 o157 | Howsijy » Tty » D)
x 53 (%)% 5pcmst“) (luclust(j)) X Jﬁcmstm (Uclust(j)) X 5pmd(i) (Ling (i)) X 5;7ind(i) (luind(i))
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where 6, :(6j1,...,6’jTj), K, :(Kjl,..,KjTj), J, :(z9j1,...,z9jTj), and J.(.) denotes the Dirac delta

functiorf®. The first, second, and third lines denote liketiti of error terms of the state space
equations (4) and (5) --specified for the beliefbalders about the bid distribution-- equations
(8) and (9) --specified for the belief of biddefsoat the number of bidder distribution--, and
equation (14) --specified for the evolution of kdfied valuations, respectively. The fourth and
fifth lines denote the likelihood of error terms efuation (16) and (18), respectively, specified
as hierarchy over individual and auction speciicgmeters. The sixth line specifies prior on the
variance of the three state space equations, amdréan and variance parameters of the
hierarchy. | can rewrite the model parameters’ grast based directly on the error terms of the
state space equations and hierarchy over individo@lauction specific parameters as follows:
J | T, ]

I_I j=1 |_| i=1|_|t=1[[ PNorm("":jt | bjt ’ ejt ’ajv) x PNorm(wjt | Hjt 'Hjt—l' ij ' Tj ’yj )dgj

X PNorm(le't I njt 'Kjt ’0-1]() x PNorm(éTlJ't IKjt 'Kjt—l’o-ljg 'Ij !”j )dKj]

x U F)Norm(Z2it | bjt ’b—jt ’ai 'B| Hoi ’a—i ’0-215 ’79jt 'Kjt) X F)Norm(fzjt |79jt lﬂjt—liazjf)dﬂj ]

X PNorm(a,i ’IBi 'pi ’Ji I:uind(i)’o-ind(i)’di)

X PNorm(Tj NIRURUE |:uclust(i)’a-clust(i) ) Dj)

x0; (2) %8y, (Hausi)) X Oa,,, (Tainsiiy) ¥ Oy (Hinay) * Oy ) (Bhinacy)
| use an MCEM approach to compute the maximizingupeters of the posterior of the model in

(21)

(20). This iterative method starts with an initedt of parameter estimations and alternates

between an Expectation (E-) step and a Maximizgfibn®* step until convergence.

2 Dirac delta function is a generalized distributtbat is zero everywhere except at the point tisattibscript
specifies. It represents a normal distributiorhatltimit when the variance equates to zero.

2 actually applied th&eneralizedEM algorithm where, in the M-step, rather than pating the maximizing
parameters, | settled with a point that improvesdhjective. This algorithm has similar properiéth EM
algorithm (see, McLachlan and Krishnan 2008, fottfer details).
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For the E-step of each iteration, | first performVaighted Least Squares (WLS) to project the
bidder (resp., auction) specific information to thielder (resp., auction) specific parameters

within each segment as follows:

© =H,4d +4, A ~NQog,,)

l'IJj ::u(l:|u§ Dj +/Yj ’ Xj = N(O’ Jc|u§) (22)

The estimated parameters of these WLSE, () Tinagy+ Houst))» Tousgpy)» @re then used to

compute the prior probabilities of the bidder-spe@nd auction-specific parameters (fourth and
fifth lines in equation (20), respectively). | coutpd the likelihood contribution of the belief of
bidders about the bids and the number of bidderd, the evolution of the valuations (first,
second, and the third lines of equation (20)) udfdman filtering and backward smoothing
methods to derive the evolution of the state patareeén each bidding time. | used Monte Carlo
sampling method to integrate out the latent staeakles. The details of these methods are
explained in Appendix C. | used DLM package in Rua the Kalman filtering and backward
smoothing.

For the optimization problem in the M-step of e#tehation, since a closed form solution for the
gradient of the maximum a posteriori of the modehot available, methods such as gradient
descent, quasi Newton, and conjugate gradient @rgugtationally intractable. Calculating the

gradient numerically will also increase the rundiof the estimation algorithm cubically in the

number of the parameters, i©(P°TJ). Therefore, | used simulated annealing methodchwvhi

is a generic probabilistic heuristic method forliglboptimization.
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Simulated annealing method uses only function \&lge it is relatively slow. It starts with an
initial value and, at each iteration, a new pointandomly generated. The algorithm accepts all
new points that improves the objective, but alsithva certain probability that gradually
decreases, it might accept points that worsen lifextive. By accepting the latter type of points,
the algorithm avoids being trapped in local minimaearly iterations and is able to explore
globally for better solutions. (See Belisle 1992 fiarther discussion of this algorithm.) To the
best of my knowledge, | am the first to use sinedatnnealing in the marketing/OM fields, but
it is used in other fields (for example, Crama &uhyns 2003 use this method for complex
portfolio optimization, and Zhuang et al 1994 usfeii robotics calibration).
| terminated the MCEM algorithm when the Euclididifference between the parameter
estimations of two consecutive iterations becamallsmthan a pre-specified tolerance or after a
maximum number of iterations (I used le-8 as theraace and 2,000 as the maximum iteration
number in this study).

2.6. RESULTS
| start presenting the results with the bidder segsithat | estimated in the first step. The BIC
criterion suggests clustering the bidders into 4gnsents. Table 2.6 presents the summary
statistics of average bidder characteristics witeith bidder segment. As expected, there is
considerable heterogeneity between segments.
The optimal MAP is estimated to be -94,280,085. e@ivthat this model is estimated on
approximately 60,000 bids of 12,000 bidders in @,@Qictions, this value is in the expected
range. Table 2.7 presents the summary statisticthé bidder-specific parameter estimations:

columns 2-5 are across 19 auction categories alwinos 6-9 are across estimated 47 bidder
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segments. The estimated parameters show signithedetogeneity in bidders’ parameters across
bidder segments. On the other hand, there is nehrheterogeneity across auction categories,
which suggests that regret and valuation/learningracteristics are more individual specific
than category specific.

Table 2.6. Summary statistics of the average biddaracteristics within each of 47 bidder

segments

Characteristic Mean SD min max
Size 260.55 275.02 3 992
avg. feedback score 3471.21 12399.80 48 84027
sd feedback score 3635.04 8480.39 5 45365
avg. Number of bids on this item 8.57 7.67 1 35
sd Number of bids on this item 6.79 6.77 0 26
avg. total number of bids in 30 days 680.32 1072.73 3 4530
sd total number of bids in 30 days 630.98 1066.22 0 5814
avg. Number of items bid on in 30 days  257.57 412.59 1 1631
sd Number of items bid on in 30 days 266.91 449.57 1 2099
avg. Bidding Activity with current Seller 24.47 20.19 1 100
sd Bidding Activity with current Seller 19.34 11.72 0 40
avg. Number of categories bid on 2.19 0.57 1 4
sd Number of categories bid on 1.13 0.64 0 3

Winner (resp. loser) regret parameter is significal4 (resp. 45) out of the 47 bidder segments
at p<0.01 and it is significant in two (resp. ormtegories at p<0.05. This significance is
consistent with the findings of Bajari and Horta¢2003) suggesting when there is an element
of common value in the valuation, there is poténtianer regret anticipation in eBay auctions.
Table 2.7 also indicates that the mean of averager Iregret is slightly higher (in magnitude)
than winner regret, but the means are fairly ctossach other.

The significance of both winner and loser regreis their close magnitudes, on average, are not

consistent with the suggestions of Ariely and Sisam(2003), which state that the second price
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systems used by online auctions like eBay decrdaseprobability of winner regret, while
maximizing loser regret. Therefore, my results edlsupport the results of Zeithammer and
Adams (2010) suggesting sealed-bid second pricgoaus not a good abstraction for eBay
auctions. Another possible explanation for thiomgistency is bidders’ naive bidding behaviors
which do not conform to second price auction thedhe magnitudes of the regret values do not
support the claim of Gilovich et al. (1998) eith&@hey suggest that action regret (analogous to
winner regret) incites more intensive feeling thaaction regret (analogous to loser regret),
which incites wistful feeling.

Table 2.7. Summary statistics for the bidder dpeparameter estimations
within each auction category (19) within each bigsEgment (47)

Parameter min  max Mean SD min max Mean SD

avg. winner regret 138 -1.24 -1.31 0.04| -1.67 -0.52 -1.28 0.19

se winner regret 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.01 0.03 0.41 0.10 0.08
avg. loser regret -1.4 -1.28 -1.33 0.03 -1.7  -0.79 -1.34 0.13
se loser regret 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.006 0.03 0.49 0.10 0.09

avg. valuation param, 1.17 1.28 1.23 0.03 0.79 1.42 1.22 0.10
se valuation param. 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.004 0.02 0.27 0.08 0.06

avg. learning param. 0.18 0.32 0.25 0.03 0 0.81 0.27 0.12
se learning param. 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.26 0.09 0.06

Looking at the estimation results from the auctategory perspective shows that both winner
and loser regret are significant in all the categgat p<0.0001. To test the hypothesis that
luxury and widely available goods convey differtavels of regret, | ran pairwise t-test between
the parameters of regret in widely available andity goods categories. However, the results,
which are presented in Table 2.8, did not show siggificant difference between luxury and

widely available good auctions in terms of regestels.
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Table 2.8. t-Test: Paired Two Sample for Means

For Winner Regret For Loser Regret
Widel Widel

Availab%e Luxury Availab%e Luxury
Mean -1.334 -1.317 -1.319 -1.330
Variance 0.934 0.982 0.946 0.957
Observations 6024 6024 6024 6024
Pearson Correlation 0.008 0.002
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 0
Df 6023 6023
t Stat -1.002 0.609
P(T<=t) one-tail 0.158 0.271
t Critical one-tail 1.645 1.645
P(T<=t) two-tail 0.316 0.542
t Critical two-tail 1.960 1.960

Table 2.7 shows that the mean of the average vatuatvelation parameters across bidder
segments is 1.22, i.e., at each increment, on geethe bidders reveal 22% more than their
previously revealed valuation. The mean of avelagming parameters across bidder segments
is 0.27, which implies that, on average, the biddeeigh the highest observed bid 27% while
updating their valuations by learning from the ldgh bid. Comparison of the estimated
valuation and learning parameters suggests thdeksdout more weight on their own valuation
than learning from the highest bid. A possible arption for the low learning level is shill
bidding, as Boze and Daripa (2011) suggest. Il bhdding, the seller bids on the auction by
herself or through one of her affiliate to caudeeos$ to bid higher. It might be possible that the

bidders consider such shill bidding, so they distdbeir learning from the highest bid.
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Figure 2.3. Histogram of regret and valuation etioluparameters across bidder segments

Figure 2.3 shows the distribution of regret, leagpiand valuation revelation parameters across
bidder segments. These distributions have long,taild, indeed, Shapiro-Wilk normality tests
reject normality for these distributions at p<0.8d, Gaussian distribution does not represent

them well. This observation lends support to thgepartance of allowing flexible response
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patterns by clustering the data and shrink differéndders’ parameters across their

corresponding segment parameter means.

Table 2.9Relation between the winner regéét the loser regref3, the update of valuation

parametersd and learning parametg® estimates across forty seven bidder segments

winner loser valuation
regret regret revelation learning
winner regret 1
loser regret 0.427 1
valuation revelation  0.662 0.589 1
Learning 0.135 0.474 0.613 1

Table 2.10Relation between the winner regfkt the loser regreﬂ,, the update of valuation

parametersd and learning parametg? estimates across forty seven bidder segments

Regressand Regressor EstimafE t-stat p-value
Winner regret
Intercept -0.43 0.27 -1.61 0.11
loser regret 0.63**  0.20 3.16 0.00
Winner
Regret
Intercept -0.78** 0.20 -3.901 0.000
Learning 0.94**  0.13 7.305 0.000
valuation
revelation -0.59** 0.17 -3.418 0.001
Loser Regret
Intercept -1.64** 0.16 -10.118 0.000
Learning 0.33*  0.10 3.149 0.003
valuation
revelation 0.17 0.14 1.193 0.239

** Two tail 0.95% confidence interval significance
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Table 2.11Explaining winner regre¥, the loser regrﬁ, the update of valuation parameters

OT and the learning parametgrestimates across 47 bidder segments

Regressand  Regressor Estimate SE t-stat p-value
Winner Regref{ AdjustedR* = 064
Intercept -1.278* 0.017 -75.449 0.000
Segment Size 0.000 0.000 0.564 0.576
Bidders Feedback mean 0.001* 0.000 6.3440.000
Number of Bids on This item -0.004 0.003 -1.570 0.125
total number of bids in 30 days 0.013* 0.004 3.5740.001
Number of items bid on in 30 days 0.000 0.000 4.45 0.153
Bid activity with current Seller 0.003* 0.001 2.430 0.020
Number of categories Bid on Mean 0.044 0.046 0.9640.341
Loser Regre(Adjusted R = 030
Intercept -1.341* 0.016 -83.916 0.000
Segment Size 0.000 0.000 -0.737 0.466
Bidders Feedback mean 0.001* 0.000 4.2610.000
Number of Bids on This item -0.004 0.003 -1.734 0.091
total number of bids in 30 days -0.001 0.003 -0.3110.758
Number of items bid on in 30 days 0.000 0.000 4.02 0.312
Bid activity with current Seller 0.000 0.001 -0.455 0.651
Number of categories Bid on Mean -0.027 0.043 $.63 0.529
Learning value from bidAdjusted R = 064
Intercept 0.271* 0.017 16.326 0.000
Segment Size 0.000 0.000 1.168 0.250
Bidders Feedback mean 0.001* 0.000 9.030 0.000
Number of Bids on This item 0.003 0.003 1.216 0.231
total number of bids in 30 days 0.002 0.004 0.601 .55D
Number of items bid on in 30 days 0.000 0.000 -8.20 0.836
Bid activity with current Seller 0.001 0.001 0.590 0.559
Number of categories Bid on Mean -0.023 0.045 -D.50 0.615
Valuation updatéAdjustedR’ = 04))
Intercept 1.269* 0.016  79.126 0.000
Segment Size 0.000 0.000 -0.215 0.831
Bidders Feedback mean 0.001* 0.000 4.782 0.000
Number of Bids on This item 0.004 0.003 1.521 0.136
total number of bids in 30 days -0.011* 0.003 -8.14 0.003
Number of items bid on in 30 days 0.000 0.000 1.8590.071
Bid activity with current Seller 0.000 0.001 -0.213 0.833
Number of categories Bid on Mean -0.010 0.043 -D.24 0.810

* Two tail 0.95% confidence interval significance
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| evaluated the correlation between bidder-spe@fcameters as well. Table 2.9 shows the
correlation matrix for regret and learning parametecross 47 bidder segments and Table 2.10
shows the regression analysis between these pa@né&he results show that winner regret is
positively correlated with loser regret. | explds result by the type of bidders: Some bidders
might be emotional, so they account for both winaed loser regret emotions, and the others
might be less emotional so they generally regieg.lealso find a negative relationship between
learning less from others (status quo tendency)feelihg winner regret, consistent with Inman
and Zeelenberg (2002) findings. In other wordsnd that bidders who update their valuations
based on the new auction board bid less, anticipate winner regret than others.

| also explain the estimated regret and learningrpaters based on the observed characteristics
of the bidder segments. These characteristics @ve groxies for the bidders’ experience and
important factors on bidders’ behaviors, as | dised earlier. Table 2.11 presents the result of
this analysis. The results show that bidders witdtenfeedback score (i.e., more experience) are
less regretful, and learn more from the bids onabetion board. | also find that bidding in
several categories correlates with more loser tegre the valuation update correlates positively
with the bidders’ feedback score. The latter resuljgests that bidders with more experience
reveal their value more, which is consistent wite tlominant strategy of rational bidders in the
auction literature.

Table 2.12 presents the summary statistics foratieion-specific parameter estimations. The
average of the parameter for the belief about tbhevip of bids is 1.77 across all auction items,
which suggests that bidders believe that bids @ifponentially grow as new bids enter. This

exponential growth is consistent with the formlué evolution of bids in figure 2.1. The average
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drift parameter is 5.58 across all auction itembjctv suggests the dollar value that bidders
expect a new bid will increment the previous bittathe growth. The average rate of entrance
between two bids is 1.05 across auction items, estgy bidders expect 1 new bidder watch the
auction and ready to bid between two consecutids.bihe last minute rush rate is 2.09 across
auction items, which suggests that bidders expextdte of entrance to triple at the end of the
auction. This is consistent with the sniping bebavi

Table 2.12. Summary statistics for the auction gjgggarameter estimations
within each auction category

(19)
Parameter min max Mean SD
avg. growth of bids 1.5 2 1.77 0.11
se growth of bids 0.07 0.24 0.14 0.04
avg. drift of bids 536 581 558 0.12
se drift of bids 0.08 0.2 0.12 0.03
avg. last minute flood 09 1.26 1.05 0.09
se last minute flood 0.06 0.24 0.13 0.05
avg. mean entrance rate 1.84 2.26 209 011
se mean entrance rate 0.08 0.24 0.14 0.04

2.7. COUNTERFACTUAL ANALYSIS

Notification policies are shown to be effective influencing the bidder's feeling and
anticipating regret (see, for example, Filiz-Ozlaay Ozbay 2007). Such a notification policy
for an auction platform such as eBay might suggestling emails of auction winning bid and
amount paid statistics to the users, or to presech information on the website. Notification
policies can be conditioned on the bidder behataotarget only naive bidders. However, to
implement a policy change, the auction platform uttiobe able to predict the revenue
implications of such an action accurately. Frons #spect, in addition to allowing for targeting

bidders, the key advantage of modeling the biddéegision structurally is the capability to
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study counterfactuals. My empirical results showat tine bidders experience significant winner
regret on eBay auctions. Therefore, | studied atiactual scenario where an auction platform
shuts down the winner regret using its notificagmmicy (I first assumed that loser regret is still
in effect).

To run this counterfactual scenario, | set the winregret parameters to zero while keeping all
the other parameters in their estimated valueserGikiis new setting, | started from the first bid,
and, at each point in time, | computed the optidlof a given bidder by running a Broyden—
Fletcher—Goldfarb—Shanno (BFGS) optimization alfponi on the utility function of the bidder,
presented in equation (1). Given this new optimal, b then updated the time varying
parameters of belief about the distribution of Eent bids, by running Kalman Filter, and |
computed the optimal bid of the next given bidderthis way, | simulated the bids of all the
bidders at each point in time and determined thening bid and the amount paid for each
auction item in the new environment with no winregret.

Figure 2.4 presents the results of this analysisimnauction samples. The results show that
shutting down the winner regret can increase timning bid two to four times in some auctions.
The results resemble a step function in some pridyirfbecause, as a result of this shut down,
some bidders bid so much higher than others tleabther bidders’ bids became irrelevant, as

they are prone to raise a bid with a lower value.
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Table 2.13. Counterfactual analysis of shutting da@nly winner and both winner/loser regret

Average
Average improvement of
improvement of shutting down
Number of shutting down both winner and

Auction Category Auctions winner regret loser
Jewelry and Watches 149 28% 28%
Collectibles 103 36% 32%
Clothing, Shoes and  Accessories 84 25% 16%
Crafts 78 28% 31%
Pottery and Glass 74 27% 22%
Antiques 68 40% 49%
Toys and Hobbies 93 29% 30%
Stamps 72 61% 43%
Books 84 28% 30%
Tickets and Experiences 91 18% 5%
Art 70 25% 21%
Gift Cards and Coupons 85 40% 38%
Music 86 44% 27%
Consumer Electronics 83 19% 17%
DVDs and Movies 87 53% 39%
Dolls and Bears 84 27% 39%
Entertainment Memorabilia 88 23% 13%
Health and Beauty 74 37% 40%
Video Games and Consoles 93 39% 38%
Total improvement 24% 24%
Average improvement across all auctions 32% 29%

| further studied the revenue implications at aarctplatform level. Table 2.13 presents the
results of this counterfactual analysis within eaciction category, and across all the auctions.
By shutting down the bidders’ winner regret througmotification policy, on average, the
auction platform can improve its revenue of eaemitoy 32%, and its total revenue by 24%.
Considering category-based improvements indicas‘Stamps” and “DVD and Movies” have

the highest improvement, when | shut down the wimegret. Significant improvements by
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shutting down winner regret occur in widely avaiéalgood categories such as DVD’s and
movies, music, health and beauty, books, and @ifti< and coupons, in which usually non-
expert bidders bid on (stamps and antiques arep@ros). However, smaller improvements
occur in tickets and experiences, entertainment onabilia, and art, which most likely attract
more expert bidders. To test this hypothesis legggd the counterfactual revenue improvement
of the auction items on the characteristics of éiddand price. Top part of Table 2.14 presents
the results. They suggest that the number of bid specific auction item and the total number
of items bid on are positively correlated with thgrovement in revenue. This can be explained
by incremental bidders, i.e., those who bid a tetraive incremental bidders, and shutting down
winner regret improves the revenue more, when logddee naive. Furthermore, a high number
of auction items bid on is a signal of the bidder# concentrating on one auction item to win,
which is another proxy for less experience of tiuglér.

As notification policy might have the potential temove both types of regrets together, | also
experimented the effect of shutting down both winaed loser regret. Since winner and loser
regrets affect the bids in the opposite directiamsiitively, such a shutdown should decrease the
amount of revenue improvement of shutting down athlg winner regret, and, indeed, on
average, it improves each auction’s highest bi@® and the total revenue by 24%, slightly
less than shutting down only the winner regret. rBReging the counterfactual revenue
improvement on the characteristics of bidders amidepdid not provide us statistically

significant relations in this case (estimation tessare presented in bottom part of Table 2.13).
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Table 2.14. Counterfactual revenue improvementtaeend by the characteristics of bidder on
each auction bidder category
Shutting down winner regret

Standard P-
Coefficients Error t Stat value
Intercept 0.1559 0.0921 1.6935 0.0905
Feedback 0.0000 0.0000 -0.9519 0.3413
Bids on this item 0.0035 0.0020 1.7814 0.0750
Total bids in 30 days 0.0000 0.0001 -0.3022 0.7625
Number of items bided on 0.0009 0.0004 2.5731 0.0102
Activity with the Seller 0.0006 0.0011 0.5675 0.5704
Number of Categories bid on 0.0231 0.0303 0.7613 0.4466
Shutting down both types of regret
Standard P-
Coefficients  Error t Stat  value
Intercept 0.166 0.084 1.987 0.047
Feedback 0.000 0.000 -0.611 0.542
Bids on this item 0.002 0.002 1.358 0.175
Total bids in 30 days 0.000 0.000 0.404 0.686
Number of items bided on 0.000 0.000 0.756 0.450
Activity with the Seller 0.000 0.001 0.008 0.994
Number of Categories bid on 0.035 0.027 1.266 0.206

2.8. ROBUSTNESS CHECKS

| first checked the robustness of my results to esooh the modeling assumptions. One
assumption in my model is that bidders use thein @wds as a proxy for how much they are

going to pay in case they win the aucfforTherefore, they compare their bids with theiiidfsl

22 Even if bidders might be aware of the second priterre of eBay auctions, it still make sense t&erthis
assumption, since the bidders do not know whetteretwill be new bids between the one on the audiaard
and their bids before the auction ends. Therefbie possible that they will pay a price very @ds their own
bids even if they win.



105

about the maximum bid of other bidders (since treximum bid of others is not directly
observable). | tested an alternative utility speatfon assuming that when a bidder bigst

time t, she considers the fact that she would pagraount between her bid and the currently

displayed maximum bid, in case she wins the auctiorodel this situation by replacirlg with
ADb, +(@L-A)max, where max is the maximum bid that is shown on the auctioartiand

A is the parameter (to be estimated from data) gfeeted proportion of the current bid

difference that can be possibly filled by new bids

| found that this new specification does not chatige inference significantly. In the new

specification, winner and loser regrets are sighsicant at p<0.05 across all bidder segments
except one, and their magnitudes, on average, tlohamge significantly. Other insights derived

from the main model did not change either, so Ictaated that my utility specification is robust

to this assumption.

| further checked the robustness of my estimatigoréhm to the clustering approaches. First, |
tested applying a different clustering method om #uctions, rather than using the eBay-
specified clusters. In particular, the descriptiomghe item titles in Table 2.3 suggest that the
auction categories may not be the best way to iffaasictions, since the keywords in the

product titles also provide useful information folassification. For example the words

“Shampoo”, “Conditioner”, and “Styler” in the titlef the auction item which is classified as

“Gift Card and Coupon”, might suggest that thismtés actually closely related to items in

“Health and Beauty” category. Or the word “Origihappearing in the descriptions of items that

are in “Collectible” and “Entertainment and Memata) categories might suggest that bidders
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behave similarly for these two items, as a resptmskis signal. This observation led me to use
a model that incorporates not only the auctionsicstired information, but also unstructured text
description of the auction items.

To be able to incorporate text data, | used frequemnatrix of words, and after augmenting it
with the auction item information, | used a Lat&nitichlet Allocation (LDA) model to cluster
the auction items based on their observed chaistotsr Similar to bidder specific parameters, |
used a two-step approacéfiji.e., | first clustered the auctions using the LBwdel and then |
conditioned on the segment membership in the estimarocedure to shrink the auction
specific parameters.

| used a topic modeling package available in Ryrun LDA using Variational Bayesian
Expectation Maximization (VBEM) method, over a da#t of key word frequency and auction
information. To create auction key word frequencgtn, | used WordNet python interface to
lemmatize the keywords after parsing them, andly &apt the keywords that are available in
the dictionary. | explain the details of the LDAiggation procedure in the online companion.
This procedure grouped the auctions into 50 clefétefhe average number of bidders (resp.
bids) in each cluster ranges from 6 to 13 (respoZ&3) and the average auction duration ranges
from 4 to 6 dayS. The optimal MAP in this case is estimated to $276,228 (5.3% less than

the estimated main model MAP). The estimation anghterfactual results can be found in the

% did not use LDA in the estimation procedure, mhafor its detrimental effect on the run time.

2 1f | use k-means algorithm, | observe that witgioup sum of square uniformly decreases as the auofb
clusters increases (see Figure B.2 in Appendixjvéier, | used 50 clusters, since some clustersnbedaghly
sparse if | use more than 50 clusters.

% Except one (outlier) cluster that, on averagdslase day with one average number of bids andebidd
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online companion. Overall, my insights derived frotme main model do not change
significantly.

Second, to check the robustness of my resultsaclistering method used for the bidders, |
tested using a k-means algorithm instead of mixtuwemal fuzzy clusteringAppendix B
presents the change in within group sum of squased on the number of clusters using k-
means algorithnf® and compares the summary statistics of clusteigedeby both approaches.
These analyses show that both clustering methoogider similar clusters for bidders. The
optimal MAP in the case of k-means algorithm isneated to be -103,428,091, which is 9.7%
less than the estimated main model MAP. Furthermorg main insights are not affected

significantly in this case either

2.9. CONCLUSION

In this paper, | developed a structural model thatounts for bidders' learning and their
anticipation of winner and loser regrets in an @unctplatform and proposed an empirical
Bayesian estimation method to calibrate the parammeif this model. Then, using a large data
set from eBay, | showed that bidders anticipat@iBaant levels of regret in various product
categories. My results also demonstrate that espesi can explain the heterogeneity in the
bidders' learning, updating, and regretting behavio

| further illustrated how the estimated model canused to analyze a counterfactual scenario

where the auction platform shuts down the biddensher regret. This counterfactual analysis

% The elbow of the curve in Figure B.1 is aroundsbich suggests that the range of the optimal nurabelusters
that BIC criterion suggests in mixture normal ctustg (47 clusters) is robust.

27 Estimation results of this model is available upeguest from author.
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shows that, if eBay can shut down winner regrdiidflers by appropriate notification policies, it
can increase its revenue by 24%. | believe thatmegleling approach, proposed estimation

method, and derived empirical insights in this pagan be of interest to both practitioners and

scholars in academia.
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3.1. ABSTRACT
The cornerstone of the new marketing era consfaiser generated content. This information is
useful for reducing consumer uncertainty, genegatiew ideas for new products, and managing
the customer relationship. To motivate users toegge content, practitioners use video game
elements such as badges, leaderboard, and reputadiots for user achievements, in an
approach called Gamification. To allow Gamificatiplatforms to target their users, | profile
user segments by an ensemble method over LDA, nmnigetial and k-mean clustering, and then
| develop a model of state-dependent choices ofecbrgenerating users. This model captures
long tail distribution of user heterogeneity by iDiMet Process, and investigates the effects of
fun and social elements of Gamification, reputag@mts, rank in the leaderboard, and badges
(i.e. gold, silver, bronze) on the users’ probdiesi to contribute content. | used a big data et o
approximately 11,000,000 choices made by 36,000sus&oss 250 days on Stackoverflow to
estimate the mixed binary logit model of users’ teah contribution choices. | show that
estimating the model on smaller random samplesrganbiased results. The estimation results
demonstrate that users show heterogeneous signiificsitive and negative inertia, reciprocity,
intrinsic motivation, and responses to badges, tegjon points, and leaderboard ranks. | found
interesting sensitivity patterns to Gamificatiorerabnts for users with different nationality,
which allows the Gamification platform to creategeted messages. The counterfactual analysis
suggests that the Gamification platform can inaethe number of contributions by making

earning badges more difficult.
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3.2. INTRODUCTION

An underutilized marketing resource is user geeeraontent, a type of online contents that
customers generate and use. User generated ca@mtimportant tool for generating word of
mouth buzz, collecting new product developmentsgdeacreasing consumers’ uncertainty about
an experience goods, engaging brands, and managsigmer relationships. However, to use
this resource effectively, marketers might needrtow how to motivate users to generate more
favorable and high quality content. To motivate tisers, marketing practitioners have started to
use the video games concepts such as badges antsl fooiuser achievements, and leaderboards,
for user popularity, in a method called Gamificatio

According to Gabe Zicherman, the author of “gamseldamarketing”, Gamification is the use of
game play mechanics for non-game applications &oann and Linder 2010). In other words,
Gamification is the process of using game thinkamgl mechanics to engage an audience and
solve problems (Van Grove 2011). Studies showdhate play itself stimulates the human brain
(releasing dopamine), so Gamification aims to bring proven mechanics from gaming into
marketing (Bosomworth 2011). Gartner predicts bg&0Gamification will be a vital tool for

brands’ and retailers’ customer loyalty and mariggtHowever, this report highlights that firms
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are skeptical about the longevity and the reaktiefficy of Gamification as a tool to motivate
customer&,

As a result, given the interest in and skepticitroud the effects of Gamification mechanics on
motivating users, this study asks the following sjisms: How to model the choices of
consumers in response to Gamification mechanics®? tdoweigh emotional elements such as
fun in relation to the mechanical elements, suclhadges and leaderboard? How to design a
scalable and flexible targeting approach that msifde on massive streaming Gamification
platform data? Are the social aspects of publicdgoontributions, such as reciprocity and
reputation, important in motivating users to prevmbntent in a gamified context?

Answering each of these questions helps the Gaatidic platform to form a different targeted
policy to increase the users’ content contributidfer example, depending on whether badges
are good or bad motivators, the Gamification platfanight modify the thresholds of earning
them. As points sum up to build the users’ repamtidepending on whether different users
respond positively or negatively to their reputatahanges, the Gamification platform can send
a customized list of tasks with different difficultevel to users. In the customized list, the
Gamification platform might prioritize tasks to nealkure that the community replies to the
request of target users who are positively recigirda addition, given that Gamification is about
user empowerment, the Gamification platform mighantvto send positive empowering

messages to failed users who have high inertia.

2 Gartner's Gamification predictions for 2020. Grioviingineering websitehttp://www.growthengineering.co.uk
[future-of-gamification-gartner/. Accessed Jun@@15.
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To respond to these questions and take into acdmenemotional nature of the motivation
process, the current study builds its model inlifie of the state-dependent utility model in the
consumer choice literature. In particular, | in@ddin the state-dependent utility model the
elements that might define the observed motivatiate of users. A user decides whether or not
to contribute, based on this utility. First, | inded in the model heterogeneous stimulation level
in a form of user specific random effects, guidadtbe studies in the consumer behavior
literature (Mittelstaedt 1976; Joachimsthaler aladtbvicka 1984; Steenkamp and Baumgartner
1992). Second, | considered the number of badgedifiarent categories (i.e. gold, silver,
bronze) to have different effects, guided by then@aation literature (Wei et al. 2015; Li et al.
2015; Deterding 2012; Antin and Churchil 2011; eté&urthermore, | allowed the users of
different segments to respond differently to theedype of badges.

| considered the social aspect of users’ decisetnsvo levels: first, the reciprocity and the
reputation points at state of user utility levelgdasecond, the reach of users at hierarchical,level
guided by the literature on behavioral aspect ofsien making (Bolton et al. 2013; Bolton et al.
2004; Yoganarasimhan 2013; Lee and Bell 2013; Tepabid Stephen 2013). | also considered
that the effects of badges and reputation pointaativating users might be different in the short
and long term, similar to the effect of loyalty gram rewards and promotions in the marketing
literature (Liu 2007; Jedidi et al. 1999, Mela et1®97; Lewis 2004).

To estimate the model | use a data set | scraped 8tackOverflow by my Python crawler. The
data set includes approximately 11,000,000 cortinhichoices of 36,000 users over a course of
approximately 230 days. StackOverflow is a quesdiod answer website, where registered users

can post their programming questions, and the otbermunity members can respond. The
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StackOverflow business model is based on the toadik job listing, Curriculum Vitae search,
and unobtrusive advertising. It uses Gamificationaepts such as reputation points, badges, and
a leaderboard to motivate its users. Community negmban up-vote or down-vote a question or
an answer, and StackOverflow keeps track of thesvatuser receives as reputation points. The
platform (i.e. StackOverflow) uses these votesrlatea measure to define who receives badges
at gold, silver, and bronze levels in different Whedge domains. These domains are specified
by tags that a user attaches to the question.ditiawl, these reputation points define the rank of
each user on the leaderboard. | selected StackOwesas a source of the data for this study,
because it implements a successful Gamificationhangcs on its question and answer platform
(e.g., Antin and Churchill 2011; Wei et al. 201%;¢et al. 2015). To use this data, | wrote a web
crawler, and | synthesized the data from variouls pages based on the user identity.

Estimating the model over the big data set alldvesGamification platform to target its policies
effectively, if the estimates capture the heavlydhuser-heterogeneity parameter-distribution. |
employed a mixed binary logit model with hierar@ii®irichlet process, which allows the
number of response parameters to increase withleasize. Allowing the number of parameters
to increase with the sample size allows the estomagirocedure not only to learn the tail more
effectively, but also to learn more about the iitdily complex real phenomena as more data
becomes available.

To the best of my knowledge no studies in markeiage estimated a choice model over such a
big data set. Instead, marketing scholars resod lioear-probability data-fitting approach to
estimate consumers’ parameters (Goldfarb and Tu2Réd). An alternative approach is to

sample from the data, but throwing away data migittbe a relevant strategy for targeting. |
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showed the estimates for the model using samplésdifferent sizes. The results showed that
estimating the model over a smaller sample sizesltee in biased estimates. As a result,
importance of a quick, flexible, and scalable mdtihighlighted.

The results show that users can be segmented ampetitors (20%), collaborators (21%),
achievers (25%), explorers (11%), and unintere@6€lo) users. The users show heterogeneous
significant positive and negative response to thdges, leaderboard ranks, and reputation
points. In addition, users show heterogeneous fgigni positive and negative inertia, intrinsic
motivation, and reciprocity. These results suggiest the Gamification platform can condition
its targeted message on the users’ responsesraagectheir content contributions. Particularly,
my results identify that certain nationalities aensitive to certain Gamification elements. For
example, American users show significant inernarease their contribution when earning silver
badges, but decrease their contribution when tlegutation is greater. However, European
users increase their contribution when their reoanais greater, but they decrease their
contribution when they earn Gold badges.

Given the estimated parameters, and the two sidextdseffects of the badges, | used a
counterfactual analysis to study the effect of rhong the threshold of badges on the response
of users. The results suggested that the Gamiitaglatform may want to increase the
thresholds of earning the badges rather than daogethem, to make badges harder to achieve.
This recommendation parallels the recommendaticstudies on loyalty program effectiveness
in the marketing literature that suggests increatiie reward threshold is a good choice. In the
Gamification context, this decision is importantéease badges are once-in-a-lifetime elements,

without expiry date.
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In summary the current study contributes to therditure in marketing in the following ways:
First, although a stream of literature in marketioguses on various factors that affect the
valence of user generated content, and its impagducing customer uncertainty (e.g., Weiss et
al. 2008; Moe and Schweidel 2012; Godes and Sibi®22Mallupraganda et al. 2012), the user
motivation to contribute content is understudietie TTurrent study tries to narrow this gap by
determining which Gamification elements can driv@igation of users to contribute content.
Second, although many practitioners and sociallpgggists emphasize the role of Gamification
as a motivator (Wu 2011; Deterding 2012; Conejo420duantitative measures of Gamification
elements such as badges and leaderboard to hefpatihéication platform to target its policies
are understudied. Two studies in progress by Weale(2015) and Li et al. (2015) use a
difference in difference and a hidden Markov mageidentify such effects. However, both of
these studies assume that the users select theenwhiontributions, rather than whether to
contribute or not. Also these studies do not actéamheterogeneity in users’ responses to the
Gamification elements. Therefore, in the currentgtl modeled the binary choice of the users
while allowing for state-dependency and heterodggnéiinally, | use ensemble method over
LDA, mixed normal, and k-mean clustering methodsptofile user segment behaviors, and
mixed binary logit model with hierarchical Dirichlé®rocess prior to recover user specific
parameters. These contributions should be of istéoeboth practitioners and scholars.

3.3. LITERATURE REVIEW

This study draws upon several streams within tieediure that have investigated, including: (1)
User Generated Content (UGC); (2) Gamification naetdms and rewards in loyalty programs;

(3) Optimal stimuli level and state dependent choiodels; (4Behavioral aspects of decision
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making (altruism, reciprocity, endowment effect.ptGiven the breadth of these areas across
multiple disciplines, what follows is only a briedview of these relevant streams. Table 3.1
presents a list of relevant studies in each litgeastream.

Table 3.1. The relevant streams of litrature i flusters

Research Are Reference
Mallapragada et al. (201, Godes and Silva (201, Moe and
Schweidel (2012); Chevalier and Mayzlin (2006); Qditzuri (2011);
Chen (2008); Weiss et al. (2008).
Li et al. (2015; Wei and Zhu (201}, Conejo (2014 Bittner and
Shipper (2014); Salcu and Acatrinei (2013Roth and
Gamification elements Schneckenberg (2012); Kopalle et al. (2012); Zhaagd
,Mechanism, and Loyalty Breugelmans (2012); Wu (2011); Zichermann and Guglram
(2011); Pink (2009); Liu (2007); Shugan (200%jvetz and
Simonson (2002); Bolton et al. (2000).
Dubé et al (200f Seetharam: (2004; Seetharame (1999;
State dependent choice modelGuadagni and Little (1983); Steenkamp and Baumgar{h992);
and optimal stimuli Joachimsthaler and Lastovicka (1984); McAlister982);
Mittelstaedt et al. (1976); Lewis(2004); Jedidi 999.
Toubia and Stephen (20; Lee and Bell (201, Yoganarasimha
(2013); Bolton et al. (2004); Andreoni(1990); Casnend Sandler
(1994); Bolton et al. (2013); Churchill (2011); Ghet al. (2010);
Raban (2009); Chiu et al. (2006); Ren and Kraul{20Tedjamulia
et al. (2005).
McMahan et al. (201; McMahan (2011; Genkin et al. (2007 Le
Cessie and Van Houwelingen, (1992); Murphy (2012).

User Generated Content and
free rider problem

Behavioral aspect of Decision
Making, Altruism, reciprocity

Big Data Estimation Methods

3.3.1. User Generated Content (UGC)

User generated content in marketing refers to timtenits that are both produced and consumed
by the same consumers, for example question angleasisblogs, Twitter, social networks, and
YouTube videos (Mallapraganda et al. 2012). UGC aan be considered as a form of public
goods, because one cannot exclude others from usaftgr and during usage. Marketing and
economics scholars have studied UGC from two pets@s: consumption and production.

From the consumption perspective, Chevalier and Ziitay2006) find that UGC can have a
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positive effect on sales. In addition, Weiss et(2008) find that the consumers’ goal and the
social history of the producer affect how consumgesceive the value of UGC. From the

production perspective, Godes and Silva (2012), Bue Schweidel (2012), and Mallapraganda
et al. (2012) suggest that the UGC creation proessibject to selection bias due to social
influence and the heterogeneity in preferencediefproduct adopters who enter with different
order and at different times. Although these stsidies useful, none of them discuss how the firm
can affect the UGC creation process by motivatisey st

The public good literature in experimental econanrfils the gap by studying these incentive
compatible mechanisms (Chen 2003). By relaxingngtn@tionality assumptions, these studies
find that punishing altruistically and monetariyrouping likeminded individuals, and passing

advice across generations can motivate the usérsu@@uri 2011). Although these studies are
helpful, they neglect that users’ emotion can a@lsaelevant. In particular, psychological studies
emphasize that having fun, earning virtual rewassging goals, and empowering can also
motivate users to contribute UGC. In the currendgtl focused on quantifying the effect of

such psychological factors on the users’ choiggetoerate content, in a gamified context.

3.3.2. Gamification mechanisms and rewards in loysl programs

To motivate users in a hon-gaming environment, @aation uses elements from video games
(Bittner and Shipper 2014). Gamification element: de classified according to three
categories: dynamics, mechanics, and componenteg@nann and Cunningham 2011). Game
dynamics involve personal-psychological elementstlid sense of progression, emotions,
relationships, and narratives. Game mechanics wevsbcial-psychological elements, including

feedback, rewards, competition, cooperation, arahstictions. Game components include
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achievements, levels, points, badges, leaderboams$, virtual goods. Studies relevant to
Gamification can be classified into two groups: mfitative and qualitative studies of general
Gamification, and the Gamification role in marketirOnly two studies quantify the effect of
Gamification elements. First, Li et al. (2015) udiference-in-difference reduced-form to
identify the aggregate level effect of badges oersismumber of content contributions. Second,
Wei et al. (2015) aim to quantify these effectsicrally by a Hidden Markov Model (HMM),
but they consider that users plan how many contentsntribute, rather than plan at each point
whether to contribute or not (i.e. binary choicalthough helpful, both of the studies fail to
control for the users’ heterogeneity and effectasars’ inertia.

However, the qualitative studies of Gamificationpd@size the role of user inertia. These studies
emphasize the psychological need of consumersgerexce pleasure, fun and empowerment,
based on self-determination theory (Wu 2011). Unhkonetary rewards, fun and pleasure are
process-focused motivators, rather than outcomestt motivators (Shen et al. 2015). In
Gamification, outcome-focused motivators includeiaglostatus and reputation. Gamification
captures these outcome-focused motivators in pdedslerboard, and badges (Deterding 2012).
These studies are helpful, but for marketing pueppg Gamification platform needs a formal
model to quantify the effect of Gamification elertgeto target users based on their behavior.
Marketing scholars have studied Gamification eleteualitatively. Bitter & Shipper (2014)
shows in a case study that Gamification is usejulafdvertising. Salcu and Acatriney (2013)
discuss a case study in which Gamification has aaik the affiliated marketing program. Roth
and Schnechenberg (2012) find that Gamificatiomsisful for innovation and creativity. Conejo

(2014) posits that Gamification can revolutionipgdlty programs. In particular, Gamification
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differs from conventional loyalty programs givers kmphasis on fun, meaningfulness, and
empowerment, in addition to point rewards. The lkyyprograms’ point rewards have been the
subject of many marketing studies (Bolton et ab®hugan 2005; Kivetz and Simonson 2002;
Kopalle et al. 2012, Zhang and Bregelman 2012;2007; Jedidi et al. 1999; Mela et al. 1997;
Lewis 2004). These studies support a model of Geatibn elements to control for
heterogeneity and short and long term effects, thely do not quantify the effects of

Gamification elements on users’ content contrilbutio

3.3.3. Optimal stimuli level and state dependent dice models

Inertia and state dependence that qualitative Geatibn studies suggest is the subject of two
groups of studies in consumer research and magkettnence. Consumer research scholars
emphasize that, to engage in exploratory behag@mrsumers need to be emotionally motivated
until they reach their heterogeneous optimal estondevel (Steenkamp and Baumgartner 1992;
Joachimsthaler and Lastovicka 1984; Mittelstaedtakt 1976; Seetharaman et al. 1999;
McAlister 1982). Marketing science scholars usedieffects to model this optimal stimulation
level, and they use lagged instant or cumulative@ags to control for heterogeneous users’ state
dependence (Guadagni and Little 1983; Dube et0fl8R These studies further emphasize that
the modeler should allow for a flexible heterogénestructure to avoid confounding state
dependence with heterogeneity. Built on the abegearch, this study adopted a heterogeneous
agent-based state-dependent choice-model, rataertkie rule-based simulation approach that

Ren and Kraut (2011) adopt to run counterfactuahi@eation policies.
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3.3.4. Behavioral aspects of decision making

Gamification policies aim to motivate users to hehan certain ways, for example to create
content. Online content can be considered as a ébnublic good, because upon publishing its
consumption cannot be controlled. Behavioral ecaosriterature concludes that the impure
altruism model can explain the public good creafi©aornes and Sandler 1992; Andreoni 1990).
In particular, the impure altruism model considiérat users might have both private and public
incentives to contribute. In marketing literatuBubia and Stephen (2013) classify user’s
heterogeneous factors of utility to contribute emotinto two groups: intrinsic and extrinsic (or
image and prestige related). Tedjmulia et al. (2@0§ues that, under specific circumstances, the
extrinsic factors can affect intrinsic factorsheit positively by internalization or negatively by
over-justification. Chiu and Want (2006) argue fraocial psychological perspective that,
content creation is more influenced by intrinsictéas such as fun and playfulness than extrinsic
factors such as reciprocity and reputation. Howeveany other studies emphasize the
importance of social capital and reputation, asilasstute for monetary incentives, in content
creation (Raban 2008; Chen et al. 2010; Toubia Stegphen 2013). Furthermore, Antin and
Churchill (2011) discuss that Gamification badgesl déeaderboards can influence extrinsic
factors such as reputation, status affirmation, grodip identification, and intrinsic factors such
as goal setting, and instructions.

All in all, many marketing modeling studies havepdrasized the role of social factors such as
reputation and reciprocity on users’ choices inows contexts (Bolton et al. 2004; Bolton et al.

2013; Banks et al. 2002; Yoganarasimhan 2013; beleBell 2013). However, no study has yet
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modeled individual users’ content creation choiceterms of Gamification policies that aim to

motivate users both intrinsically and extrinsicallyne current study aims to narrow this gap.

3.4. DATA

| collected the data for this study from StackOlMavf because many studies find that it provides
a successful Gamification application (e.g., Argimd Churchill 2011; Wei et al. 2015; Li et al.
2015). Stackoverflow is an open online platform goofessional and enthusiast programmers. It
was founded in 2008, by a firm which later estdids Stack Exchange, a network of question
and answer websites focused on diverse topicsitrarigpm physics to writing) and modeled
after StackOverflow. In 2014, StackOverflow had #dlion users, and among these users, 77%
asked and 65% answered questions. During thisghethey generated 11 million questions and
displayed an exception level of heterogeneity girthontent creation. For example, only 8% of
the users answered more than 5 questions. Stadk@vemised $6 million venture capital
money in 2010, and its business model is basedhore tkey activities: job listing (like
traditional classified advertising), Curriculum && search, and unobtrusive display advertising.
The platform is rigid in its focus, requesting thgers to ask only questions relevant to its topic
and refrain from raising questions that are opinb@ased or lead to open ended chat. The
moderators monitor the violation of this rule thygpuhe community members’ reports.

The community of content creator users plays arkéy in managing StackOverflow's day to
day activities, but the community notifies moderatim exceptional cases, for example when the
etiquette is not preserved. StackOverflow seled&tirhe moderators through a democratic

voting procedure, but moderators can resign. Adogrdo StackOverflow, moderators act as
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liaisons between the user community and Stack Ewg#aStackOverflow asks users to register
and log in before asking a question, but to answquestion, a user must either sign up for an
account or post as a guest, in which case thengstrregister her name and email address.

On Stackoverflow, a user who asks a question Feasktion to review the answers and to accept
an answer as correct. In addition, everyone cae upt or down on either each question or
answer. To be able to vote, the user must firgsteig The sum of all the up-votes and down-
votes that a user receives for contributing costéne. questions and answers) is called the
user’s reputation points. Web surfers can obserusea's reputation level on her profile page
and the leaderboard. According to StackOverfloyutation is a rough measure of how much
the community trusts the user's expertise, comnaiito skill, and content quality and
relevance. In addition to the weekly reputatioinfation, the leaderboard presents the previous
week’s information about user’s rank and rank cleanihe leaderboard provides an informal
way of tracking reputation within the community.altts like a leaderboard of a league, and it
only tracks the users’ points above a threshol06f points.

Contributing users can also earn badges as halémd@riheir achievements. Badges have three
categories or levels: gold, silver, and bronzeathdition, badges are specific to knowledge
domains. In this study, | refer to this detail bging a domain knowledge tag because it is
directly relevant to the tag that user attachesetoquestion. In particular, when a user posts a
guestion, the StackOverflow platform requires fleeattach a relevant tag to make the question
appear to relevant audience, or sub-community.t@ta up-votes a user earns by answering the

guestions relevant to the tag nominate a userafpibadges. The threshold for gold, silver, and
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bronze badges, are 1000, 400, and 100 respectifiegd across the tags (or knowledge
domain). Table 3.2 presents a sample of these badge

Table 3.2. Sample set of Bandges in different kedge domains (tags)

Tag Badge Name Type Definition

Earn at least 100 total score for at least 20 ranraunity
vcl Bronze wiki answers in the vcl tag.

Earn at least 400 total score for at least 80 ranraunity
entity-framework Silver wiki answers in the entity-framework tag.

Earn at least 1000 total score for at least 200- non
community wiki answers in the r tag. These users ca

r Gold single-handedly mark r questions as duplicates.

Earn at least 400 total score for at least 80 ranrounity
ggplot2 Silver wiki answers in the ggplot2 tag.

Earn at least 100 total score for at least 20 r@nrounity
statistics Bronze wiki answers in the statistics tag.

Earn at least 100 total score for at least 20 ranrounity
regex Bronze wiki answers in the regex tag.

Earn at least 400 total score for at least 80 ranraunity
linux-kernel Silver wiki answers in the linux-kernel tag.

Earn at least 1000 total score for at least 200- non
community wiki answers in the sql-server-2008 télgese
users can single-handedly mark sql-server-2008tipnssas

sql-server-2008 Gold duplicates.
Earn at least 400 total score for at least 80 ranraunity
html-helper Silver wiki answers in the html-helper tag.

Earn at least 400 total score for at least 80 ranrounity
google-app-engine  Silver wiki answers in the google-app-engine tag.

| collected the data for this study, by automatycatraping the Stack Overflow website. The
sample includes the 36,915 users who appeareckiledlderboard during the first week of June
2014, and identified themselves by an English n#raecan be captured by the python crawler
and scraper code. | observed users’ choices imguchoices to comment, review, revise, accept,
and post-answers. Table 3.3 presents the definticgach of the activities that | observed from
users. The activity that | am interested to modehggregate number of users’ contribution,

which includes commenting for clarification, ansimgra question, and revising an answer. To
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control for potential reciprocity of users, | indel the total number of accepted posts, reviews,
and asking activities in the reciprocity variable.

Table 3.3. Type of activity, description and inatusin the dependent or independent variable

Observation
Activity Name sin dataset Type (Proxy) Definition
Comment 1,995,665 Dependent Includes the activity of asking for clarification,
(Choice) suggesting correction, providing meta
information about the post (so that not confuse
with answer), it is short (600 character), only
limited Markup, URL, disposable, and it does not
have revision history, and it can be deleted
without warning to the author by the moderator.
Accepted 80,446 Independent Includes the activity of the questioner to review
(Reciprocity) the answers and only accept the one that it finds
suitable.
Post Answered 671,772 Dependent  Includes the activity of answering the question
(Choice) that is raised on the platform.
Review 1,017,029 Independent Includes the activity of the questioner to review
(Reciprocity) the answers that is posted to her question.
Post Asked 129,526 Independent Includes the activity of the questioner to ask a
(Reciprocity)  question.
Revision 812,992 Dependent Includes the activity of revising the answering
(Choice) post that is raised on the platform.

| collected these choices’ data for 238 days ofdample period, namely from June 2014 to
January 2015. In the sample, | observed 11,2761i88s’ choices. Table 3.4 shows the
frequency of users’ declaration of their website aationality. Given the identifier of the users,
| also collected the leadership board informatimamely the total reputation points per week, the
weekly reputation, the rank, and the rank chamgsyhthesize with the main data. In addition, |

collected the history of each user’s badge earnings
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Table 3.4. Sample Observations’ statistics

Observations Frequency
Users 36,915
website 13,194
USA 9,434
UK 2,362
Australia 1,133
India 2,142
Europe 7,142
Asia 482
South America 659
China 208
Middle East 892

Figure 3.1 presents the total number of contentrdutions taken from a sample of four users
over time. As can be seen, considerable heterdgemdsts in the users’ content contribution
levels, and on some days, users do not contribugdi.aThe number of zero contributions of
different users, and the heterogeneity in the nurobéhe contributions might offer evidence to
explain why a simple regression and a homogenessponse model might not return unbiased
estimates. In addition, a great number of non-dmutiion choices might suggest that the user

thinks more about whether to contribute than abowt much to contribute.
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For each of the users, | also scraped the profitgmation: tenure, last seen date, the number of
profile views, reputation, the number of gold, sivand bronze badges earned, the number of
answers, the number of questions, the total amolintach (i.e. approximate total number of
people who viewed the user’s posts), user's webaitd user's country. Table 3.5 shows the
basic statistics of these variables before and #feeobservation period. The average number of

reputation points, badges, questions and answeceglased between 10% and 30%.

To better understand the heterogeneity in usetsavier, | segmented users by clustering their
observable cross sectional information profile goe-study period. These profiles are consisted
of binary indicator and count data. There are werimethods to cluster this data. K-means
partition based clustering might be relevant f& é@mploying similarity index based on

Euclidean distance. Mixture Normal Fuzzy model daskistering might be relevant for its

assumption that observations of a given clustezsnaisy measures of cluster centers. Finally,
Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA) model based clesing method might be relevant for its

assumption that each profile attribute might beevaht contingent on the cluster that the
observation belongs to. Hubert and Arabie (1988pests adjusted random index for comparing
clustering results. This method compares the pssigament of two clustering results and by
assuming generalized hyper geometric distributicgates an index that bounds to 1 under

perfect agreement, and 0 under random partitiomifgeand Ruzzo 2001).
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Figure 3.1. Contribution of a sample of four usarer time

To have computational tractability, | randomly sadeap20,000 from 36,000 users for clustering,
and ran three clustering methods to segment theses.uElbow measure of the within cluster
sum of square suggested that k equal to 30 is apfion k-means clustering method. Bayesian

Information Criteria (BIC) measure suggested tina tlusters are enough for mixture normal
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fuzzy clustering method, and Log Likelihood meassuggested that 13 clusters in LDA method

represents the data better. | used random adjust@gure to compare the partition membership

result of these three methods. Table 3.6 preshatsesult of this comparison. Mixture Normal

and K-means clustering generate more similar rélsait other couples.

Table 3.5. Sample Observations’ basic statistics

Pre Post

Variable AVG SD Min Max AVG SD Min Max

6,213.9 17,650.1 685,46 8,066.6 21,221.3 773,02
Reputation Points 9 5 1 3 1 8 1 0
Number of Gold
Badges 5.51 8.04 2 301 6.70 9.19 2 344
Number of Silver
Badges 20.98 44.88 2 4,597 24.83 50.68 2 5,233
Number of Bronze
Badges 40.86 66.08 2 5,951 46.30 71.74 2 6,507
Number of
Answers 188.86 527.00 0 29,950 207.56 574.53 0 3315
Number of
Questions 36.22 73.04 0 1,688 40.30 78.05 0 1,737

Table 3.6. Adjusted Random Index measure for dlugg@agreements

LDA Mixture Normal K-means
LDA 1.0000
Mixture Normal 0.0005 1.0000
K-means 0.0000 0.3420 1.0000

As it is not clear which method to choose, | useseeble method (similar to Strehl and Ghosh

2003) to create results that are more robust tdyghe of clustering method, rather than using

each of these methods In this approach. | combie results of cluster membership of

observation pairs using a hierarchical agglomeeativistering method. For ease of exposition

and interpretability, | cut the tree at the levethwiive clusters. To interpret the segments, this

study adopts the terminology of Gamification tossify the users into four groups based on
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whether the focus is on action versus reactionpomrcontext versus players (Wu 2012):
collaborators (focus on interaction and player®yngetitors (focus on action and players),
explorers (focus on context and interaction), aclievers (focus on context and action). Table
3.7 presents the definition of each of the segmamiisthe proxy variable relevant to the context.

Table 3.7. Gamification Segment Names

User Segment proxy
Name Focus variables Definition
High level of Users will go to great lengths to achieve rewards
Player & reputation that confer them little or no gameplay benefit dynp
Competitors Action and badges for the prestige of having it.
Users gain the most enjoyment from a game by
Player & High number interacting with other users, and on some occasions
Collaborators Interaction of answers  computer-controlled characters with personality
Context & High number Users find great joy in discovering an unknown
Explore Interaction of Questions glitch or a hidden Easter egg.
Users thrive on competition with other users, and
Context & Personal Site prefer fighting them to scripted computer-contrdlle
Achievers Action in the Profile opponents

Table 3.8 presents the behavioral segmentationtrbased on ensemble method. Users in
collaborator segment consist 20% of the sample sirwv high level of answering activity,
although they have not earned significantly mopatation points and badges. Users in achiever
segment consist 25% of the sample and declareletisite more than users in other segments,
and all of them are American. Users in Exploremsegt consist 11% of the sample and ask
significantly more questions than others. Usersompetitor segment consist 20% of the sample
and have earned more badges and reputation pbiatsdthers. Finally, | identified users in
uninterested segment that consist 22% of the saamdedo not declare their nationality and
behave poorly relative to other users with respedll measures. In fact this information can

help the Gamification platform to target its custom
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Table 3.8. Gamification Segment Names (heat mapgroed at row level)

Uninterestec Whole
Segment Name Collaborators  Users Achievers Explorers Competitors Sample
Segment Size 0.21 0.22 0.25 0.11 0.20 1.00
Website 0.44 0.38 0.46 0.36
USA 0.02 0.01 0.26
UK 0.00 0.00 0.06
Austrailia 0.00 0.00 0.03
India 0.00 0.00 0.06
Euroupe 0.01 0.19
Asia 0.01
South America 0.02
China 0.01
Middle East 0.00 0.02
Tenure 1,584.87 1,691.32 1,623.44 1,601.01
Seen since 30.26 33.75 66.70
profile Views 846.11 886.31 1,095.88 848.84
Reputation Points  7,638.74 6,664.90 7,084.18 6,183.55
Gold Badges 3.10 2.92 2.69
Silver Badges 23.78 22.85 20.56
Bronz Badges 46.31 43.90 40.57
Answers 196.26 212.68 186.61
Questions 30.29 33.24
Reach 4,689,612.80 4,582,561.20 4,149,459.60

It is important to note that users fall within tbentinuum of these classifications, and the noted
assignments only discriminates based on the stresfgtach of the proxy signals (i.e. number of
guestions, number of answers, level of reputatiec|aration of a personal webpage), for ease of
interpretation. Figure 3.2 presents the medianthadjuantiles variations of the total number of
answers that each user reviews or accepts (i.¢ilmaton received), the total reputation points
of the user, her weekly reputation points and remilution across 238 days of the study. The
variation in these variables further suggests dnahggregate non-agent-based model might miss

the underlying dynamics in the data.
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Figure 3.2. Evolution of Explanatory Variables Otiere (Median shown in Black, and the
interval between 25% and 75% interval is colores/pr

Finally, figure 3.3 illustrates the evolution ofettotal number of gold, silver and bronze badges.
The data reveals peaks in the number of badgegaanndid not find the exact explanation for
the peaks from the platform change of the threshpltspective, but, as the peak is not far from
the beginning of the sample, it might be relevantthe seasonal summer period when the
programmers have more free time to contribute. A@ioseasonal peak takes place in September,
an occurrence which again might reflect anotheratefrshock because Google shows the same
type of StackOverflow search trend peak in botty duld September. There is also a periodic
structure in the evolution of the badges. The @ogning nature of the questions explains this
cyclical pattern. Generally, the users on Stack@@werare more active during workdays than

during weekends.
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Figure 3.3. Evolution of Total number of Gold, ®ityand Bronze Badges Granted to Users in
the Sample

Before discussing the model, it might be worthwhite note that, to preserve the data of

11,000,000 contribution choices, with approximatéB;000 heterogeneity parameters, the old

tabular data structure is not a viable option feg tommodity computing devices. Therefore, |

used a big data tool, called Apache Spark, whidhuik on the Hadoop map-reduce structure for
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data cleaning. The map-reduce structure simplytesea data flow of map and reduce
operations. Map operations create assignment oasdor each of the data points in parallel,
across multiple machines (i.e. like a function weéhch data point). The reduce operation
aggregates the outcomes of map operations, bastte @roup flags in parallel, across multiple
machines (i.e. like aggregate functions). The datacture of map-reduce consists of pairs of
key (for grouping purposes) and value (the acta#h)d | used the same structural of key-value
pairs of map-reduce model, rather than the tabstlarcture. In particular, | kept each of the
variables in a separate file with a key for uset ime indices on separate lines. Furthermore, |
used a sparse matrix structure to reduce the $iteedadges’ explanatory variables data. Next,

| present my proposed model.

3.5. MODEL

| start this section with explaining the choicestloé Gamification platform. In particular the
Gamification elements that | considered includen falement, badges, leaderboard, and
reputation points. For example, a Gamificationfplah might work on the positive environment
of social interaction between content producersamsumers, by putting emphasis on different
contents (e.g., easy vs. hard, polite vs. not @gjitestions), to make the engagement more fun. It
can also manipulate the threshold of earning badgemake earning badges harder or simpler.
In addition, a Gamification platform can send empong messages to users whose rank fall on
the leaderboard. To find the effect of each of ¢hpslicies, the Gamification platform should

measure the response of the users to the Ganmiicaitentives.
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In the context of this study, the choice of usersreate content can be in the following forms: to
post an answer, to revise, or to comment on a iguest an answer. As a result, | considered the
outcome of the user choice positive if the user esadny of these choices, and negative if the
user selects none. | recognize that based on tineipserved state dependent utility, the users
contribute content to the platform by answering gioas and commenting and revising the
answers. This state includes information aboutnilvaber of contributions that users have had
and the number of Gamification assets and recagst(e.g., badges, leaderboard rank, and
reputation points) they have earned recently amdutatively. Formally, | define users’ state-

dependent utility of user at dayt in weekw for contributing content, in the following form:

Uit = ai + yilcont'[—l + inrCVit—l + yi3crepw—l + yi4replw—1 +
VisnKy, 1 + Vigrnk,, . + yi,bdg, ; + y,chdg, , +&, (1)

where a, denotes the fixed stimulation threshold paramesemuseri for contributing content.

cont,_, denotes total number of contents that uséas contributed until day. rcv,_, denotes

total number of answers and comments that udsas received until day for the question she

has raisedcrep,_,denotes the cumulative number of reputation paiiser i has earned until
week w. rep,., denotes the number of reputation points usdras earned at weekw—1.
rnk,,_, denotes the rank of useérin leaderboard published at the end of weekl. Arnk,_,
denotes the first order rank difference of usebetween weekw-1and weekv—-2. bdg,_

denotes the vector of number of gold, silver, amthbe badges usehas earned at daty-1.

cbdg,_, denotes the vector of cumulative number of goltyesi and bronze badges usdras
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earned until dayt. &, denotes idiosyncratic unobserved utility error tdomuseri at dayt.

N, =(a,,Vy,.Vs)denotes the vector of individual specific choicespaeters to estimate.

Assuming that a contributor has a random staterdkgpe utility, and that the distribution of the

random error term is extreme value, a logit functttan model the probability of observing a
user contribution. As a result, the likelihood otiser's multiple contributions in a day, follow

binomial distribution. Similarly, a mixed logit fetion can model the choice of multiple users
with heterogeneous choice parameters within thellptipn. Next | explain the rationale behind

choosing the variable that might explain the obsérgtates of the users, in terms of the
Gamification components, inertia, and reciprocity.

The proposed utility model includes user fixed efffe; to capture users’ heterogeneous optimal

stimulation level, to represent that users requm@ivation to contribute content (Salcu and
Actrinei 2013; Mittelstaedt 1976; Joachimsthalerd abhastovicka 1984; Steenkamp and
Baumgartner 1992).

The total cumulative number of contributiom®nt,_ acts as proxy for the fun that a user
experiences. As a result, a lag cumulative humbeonotributions might be a state variable to
capture the effect of the fun elements of the Giaatibn platform. Furthermore, the number of
content received (i.e. answer to the posted questicts as the proxy for the social utility of the

user. As a result, I included the lagged total neimif asked questions, answers reviewed and

answers accepted by a user,_, as a proxy for the users’ reciprocity state. Aeotproxy for
the social utilitycrep,_, of users to contribute content is the level ofutefion points, i.e. the

number of up-votes a user has received for comareshtanswers (Bolton et al. 2013; Bolton et
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al. 2004; Yoganarasimhan 2013; Lee and Bell 2018ubia and Stephen 2013). As the
reputation point might have both instant and lamgt effects, the utility of the user incorporates
both the weekly leverep,,_,, and the cumulative level of user reputatoey,_, (Wei et al.
2015; Li et al. 2015). Another Gamification elem#mt is proxy signal for social status of user
is the lagged leaderboard absolute rank,,_, and rank changérnk,,_. The latter one might
be relevant for potential endowment effect. In otlverds, an individual might be regretful for
losing the last week rank or forgone social status.

Last but not least, badges might also affect usaxstivations to contribute content, for both
intrinsic (empowerment effect), or extrinsic (sé@tatus function) motivations (e.g., Antin and

Churchill 2011; Wei et al. 2015; Li et al. 2015héltotal number of badges earned at each badge
category (i.e. Gold, Silver, Bronzepdg,_, and the number of badges earned in previous days
bdg,_, might both affect the choice of user to contribagethey show the progress of users in the

Gamified environment to their social surroundinigsaddition, like the effect of any marketing
policy, short term and long term effect of earnihg badges might be different (Liu 2007;Jedidi

et al. 1999, Mela et al. 1997; Lewis 2004). Assule consistent with Wei et al. (2015) and Li et
al. (2015), my consumer utility model includes bdglgged cumulativecbdg,_, and instant
number of each of the baddedy _,. Figure 3.4 shows box and arrow diagram of the

components of the state-dependent utility of usersontribute content. Table 3.9 summarizes

the definition of variable and parameters.
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Figure 3.4. Box and Arrow Model of State Dependdtility of a user to contribute

Last but not least, to control for the unobservetktogeneity in users’ responses to each of the
Gamification elements, the model of the usersestitpendent utility allows for flexible patterns
of response, through a random coefficient modelugérs choices, by putting hierarchical
Bayesian Dirichlet Process (DP) prior éq. This approach allows the number of parameters to
increase with the size of the sample, increasiamlag as new data is observed.

This approach assumes a mixture of multivariatenabdistributions over the parameters’ prior,
to allow for thick tail skewed multimodal distribabh. | accommodated user heterogeneity by

assuming that\, is drawn from a distribution common across usersyo stages. | employed a

mixture of normal as the first stage prior, to sfyean informative prior that also does not
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overfit. The first stage consists of a mixture §f multivariate normal distribution, and the

second stage consists of prior on the parametdheahixture of normal density, formally:

PN —AZ | {2, }) =Z::17Tk¢(/\i -0z |y, 2,)
{2} b

(2)

wherebdenotes the hyper-parameter for the priors on tixagiprobabilities and the parameters

governing each mixture componeri.denotes the number of mixture componerig 2}
denotes mean and covariance matrix of the distabutf individual specific parameter vector

N, for mixture component kzz, denotes the size of thiéth component of mixture model, argd

denotes the normal density function distributian.denotes information set about user i, which

here can include indicator of publishing personabsite on the profile, indicator of stated
nationality from USA, UK, Australia, India, EuropAsia, South America, China, Middle east,
Tenure (the number of days since registration enGamification platform), Seen (the number
of days since last date that user logged in), nurabprofile views from internet browsers, total
number of reputation points and badges accumulatadber of answered and asked questions,
and the total number of internet browser reacheddoyributing to the platform, until the start of
sample periodddenotes the parameter of correlation between cheisponse parameter and
information set about user

To obtain a truly non-parametric estimate usingrtixture of normal model it is required that
the number of mixture components increase with the sample size. | adopted the agpro
proposed by Rossi (2014), called non-parametriceBiay approach. This approach is equivalent
to the approach mentioned above whentends to infinity. In this structure, the paramgtef

mixture normal model have Dirichlet Process (DRdmpmDirichlet process is the generalization
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of Dirichlet distribution for infinite atomic numibeof partitions. This process represents the
distribution of a random measure (i.e. probabiliirichlet process has two parameters, the first
is the base distribution, which is the prior distition on the parameters of the multivariate
Normal-Inverse Wishart (N-IW) conjugate prior distrtion for the distribution for the partitions

that the choice parameters are drawn from, andsdo®nd parameter is the concentration
parameter. Formally, the prior for the individuglesific choice parameters has the following

structure:

B = (#has Za) ~ DP(GO(A), @)

GO(A): fhy |2 = N(0,Z4@7), Ty ~ IW (v, xUx1)

A(a,v,v):a~Unif (&4a),v ~d-1+exp(2),z~Unif (d -1+v,V),v ~Unif (0, D)

a' ~ L (a-a)l(a-a))™ 3)

where GO(A) denotes the base distribution or measure (i.edigtebution of hyper-parameters

of the prior distribution of the partitionsp denotes the random measure, which represents the
probability distribution of (a,v,v). (a,v,v)denotes the hyper-parameters of the prior
distribution of the partitions that the choice paeters belong to, which represent the behavior
parameters of the latent segmentisdenotes the number of choice parameters per umseny
case d is equal to 15)° denotes the concentration (also referred to adsiec tightness, or

innovation) parameter. The idea is that DP is cedtever the base measug®(A) with N-IW

hyper parameters vector for the second level poiorhyper parameters of prior over the

partitions distribution of the choice parameters.
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Dirichlet Process Mixture (DPM) is referred to tHestribution over the probability measure
defined on some sigma-algebra (collection of si)swt spacel, such that the distribution for
any finite partition of O is Dirichlet distribution (Rossi 2014). In my cagbe probability
measure over the partitions for mean and variaficanlom coefficient response parameters of
individual choice parameters sigma-algebra has Nmrmal-Inverse-Wishart conjugate
probability. For any subset of useysof [ :

E[GU )] =G, (A\,)
Go(/\/\ Y- Go(/\/\ )

Var(GU))) = <
a’ +1 (4)

By De Finetti theorem, integrating (marginalizir@)t the random measureresults in the joint
distribution for the collection of user specific amand covariance of random coefficient choice

parameters as follows:

p(.2) = [ P, % |G)p(G)dG (5

This joint distribution can be represented as ausece of conditional distributions that has

exchangeability property:
P 20t 20)) = UL Z0)) PA(k, 22) 1 (14 Z0))- U 2 ) 1 (s 2)s (b1 200)) ()

The DP process is similar in nature to Chinese &esant Process (CRP) and Polya Urn. In the
CRP, there is a restaurant with infinite numbetatfles (analogous to partitions of mean and
variance of the individual choice random coeffit®nA user entering the restaurant selects the
tables randomly, but he selects the table with gbdiby proportional to the number of users that

have sat on the table so far (in which case the lhesleaves similar to the other users who are

sitting at the selected table). If the user selaatew table, he will behave based on a parameter
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that he randomly selects from restaurant user hehpsarameters (so not necessarily identical to

the parameters of the other tables). The Polyapdocess has also the same structure. In this

process, the experimenter starts by drawing badigrésenting the parameter of response for

each user) with different colors from the urn. Aiye the experimenter has a ball with a given

color drawn from the urn, he will add an additioball with the same color to the urn, and he

also returns the drawn ball. The distribution offner of customers sitting at each table in CRP

and number of balls in each color in Polya UrndalIDP.

Table 3.9. Utility model Variables Definition

Variable

Descriptiot

State Dependent Utilityd;, )
Individual Specific Fixed Effec{a.)

Contribution Stateg¢ont,_,)

Reciprocity StatelCV,_;)
Reputation Stateqrep, ;)
Weekly Reputationiep,,_;)
Leaderboard rankrk,_, )

Leaderboard rank changAink,_,)

Instant Badge categorpdg,_,)

Cumulative Badge Categc
(cbdg, )

Vii-Vie

E

it

State dependent utility of userat dayt in weekw

Fixed effect, or fixed optimal threshold level cfeu

Total contribution level of useir, up until the current contribution point in
day t, demeaned and then normalized by one hundred

Total number of contribution receiv (answers received for her quest
by useri, up until dayt, divided by a hundred

Total number of reputation points received by useup until weekw

Total number of reputation point received by useat the previous week
(i.e. weekw —1)

Rank of usei , in the leaderboard at previous week (i.e. waek1)

First order rank difference for udes in the leaderboard from the other
week to the previous week (i.e. weak— 2to weekw —1)

A vector of number of gold, silver, and bronze kesigsen earned at the
previous day (i.e. day—1)

A vector of total cumulative number of gold, silvand bronze badges user
i earned until the previous day (i.e. dayl)

Useri specific parameters of state dependent utilityse i
Useri and day specific type one extreme value error

An alternative way is the approach proposed by Debeal. (2010) to fit models with

successively large numbers of components and t@egdbhe adequacy of the number of
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components by examining the fitted density assediatith the selected number of components.
However, the process of model selection is tedioubig data sets in this case.

To sum up, in this section | modeled the state deéget utility of users to contribute content to
the gamified platform. | control for potential ssklection and unobserved heterogeneity of
users by defining Dirichlet Process prior on thexedi logit choice model parameters. | also
controlled for potential reciprocity and inertiaofpntial fun) by including the number of

contributions sent and received by user until gighoice occasion.

3.6. ESTIMATION

In order to identify the choice model, | used ad@n coefficient (mixed) binary logit
specification, which has a fixed scale. To setitisation of the utility, | normalized the utilityfo
no contribution option to zero. To minimize the cems about self-selection, | use different
fixed effect (stimulation level to contribute contgfor different users. To minimize concerns
about endogeneity (omitted variable), | control futential correlations between choices of
various users and unobserved heterogeneity bypocating multi-modal mixture normal prior
on the users’ choices parameters (in a form of Bét)p | also control for potential confounding
effects of inertia and reciprocity by incorporatithgg number of send and received contributions.
In addition, by random coefficient structure, thedaling approach also minimizes the concern
for Independence from Irrelevant Alternatives (l1Ags it allows for heterogeneity in the
individual specific choice behavior parameters.

Estimation of the proposed model over a big datacsasisting of approximately 11,000,000

million choices of approximately 37,000 users imad various computational and statistical
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issues, including over-fiting and computationahctability. First, the large number of
parameters may cause over-fitting the sample, lisdower-fitting may reduce generalizability
of results. Bayesian shrinkage with flexible DPopthelps to identify the large set of individual
specific parameters, without over-fitting. Secomgtimization approaches that use sum of
gradient, like the Newton Ralfphson and batch gnatddescent methods, are expensive over this
kind of enormous data-set like the one used in stigly. To deal with the same type of
computational tractability issue in estimating gilonodel, Goldfarb and Tucker (2011) resort to
a linear probability model for a data set of onl Million observations, with a much lower
number of parameters. An alternative approach isataple a subset of data and estimate the
parameters. However, throwing away data by takimglls sample might not be a relevant
approach for targeting users.

To avoid the sample selection issue and show fieetadf sample size, | take random samples of
1K, 5K, and 10K users from approximately 37K udgrsstratified sampling from strata that are
generated from k-mean, mixture normal fuzzy clustgr and Latent Dirichlet Allocation
clustering. In addition, | separate cross sectimaalable of information set about users before
the sample period into fixed (e.g., nationality,bpage declaration) and dynamic (number of
guestion, answers, badges, and reputation poitgs)si | estimated both the models that
incorporate only fixed information set and completormation set (both fixed and dynamic
variables) at hierarchy level.

The mixture normal distribution is subject to lalsglitching problem (i.e. the permutation of
segment assignment returns the same likelihoodkeder, | immunized myself to this problem

by limiting my inference to the joint distributiorather than user segment assignment. To
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estimate the content contribution choice modelsédumultinomial logit with DP prior on the
user specific hyper-parameter (Bayesian semi-paranestimation code from Bayesm package
in R. This method uses Metropolis-Hasting RandomkWMH-RW) method to estimate
conditional choice probabilities on cross-sectiamalts (i.e. users). The limitation of MH-RW is
that random walk increments shall be tuned to aomfas closely as possible to the curvature in

the individual specific conditional posterior, faaity defined by:
PN Y 14,2, 2,8) T ply; [IN) PN, [14,2, 7, D) (7)
Without prior information on highly probable valueffirst stage prior (i.ep(A, |.)), tuning the

Metropolis chains given limited information of csssections (i.e. each user) by trial is difficult.
Therefore, to avoid singular hessian, the fractitikalihood approach proposed by Rossi et al.
(2005) is implemented in the used approach. Foymather than using individual specific
likelihood, MH-RW approach forms a fractional comdion of the unit-level likelihood and the

pooled likelihood as follows:

lL*(AN) =1, (A (I_lilzlli A 1y, ))Wﬁyﬁ:%! N :z::lni ®)

wherewdenotes the small tuning parameter to control tiffecte of pooled likelihood

|_|i':1Ii(/\i |y,).Bdenotes a parameter chosen to properly scale tbkeddkelihood to the

same order as the unit likelihood. denotes the number of observations for usddsing this
approach, the MH-RW generates samples conditiomahe partition membership indicator for
useri from proposal density (0, s°Q), so that:

_0%logl, *

Q:(Hi +V/\_1)_1,Hi = NN |/\:/\i (9)
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where A, denotes the maximum of the modified likelihogdt (A,), andV, denotes normal
covariance matrix assigned to the partition (iegmsent) that customerbelongs to.
This approach considers that, is sufficient to model the random coefficient distition. To

estimate the infinite mixture of normal prior fdnaice parameters, a standard data augmentation
with the indicator of the normal component is regdi Conditional on this indicator, | can
identify a normal prior for each customer i paraengt The distribution for this indicator is

Multinomial, which is conjugate to Dirichlet didtition, formally:

71~ Dirichlet(a®)

Z' | 1~ Mult - Nom(77) (10)

As a result posterior can be defined by:

1 K

Z' ~ Mult — Nom( a g -)
J J
2 J_O’ E J_O’
1| Z' ~ Dirichlet(@® + &,(Z'),....a* + 5, (Z')) (11)

where 9, (z') denotes indicators for whether or not= j. This result is relevant for DP as any

finite subset of user choice-behavior parameteastifpons has Dirichlet distribution, and finite
sample can only represent finite number of partgioExchangeability property of partitions
allows the used estimation approach to sequenti@fw customer parameters given the

indicator value as follows:

a’G, + zij'l o,

=1 (H;.Z))

a+i-1 (12)

W Z ) (s Z )5 (05 Zi) ~

The next portion of this approach’s specificatisritie definition of the size of the finite clusters

over the finite sample that is controlled by Rossi (2014) suggests augmenting Sethuraman’s
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stick breaking notion for draws af. In this notion, a unit level stick is iterativelbyoken from
the tail with proportion to the draws with betatdisution with parameter one ara®, and the

length of the broken portion defines theéth element of the probability measure vecto(a

form of multiplicative process), formally:

=62 @-5).5, ~Betala®) 13)

In this notiong® determines the probability distribution of the nenbf unique values for the

DP mixture model, formally by:

r(a ) S(k) r(l) (y |n(l))kl

Pri =k =[5l f 7 ri+a®)’” Tk (14)

where | * denotes the number of unique values(of%)in a sequence af draws from the DP

prior. S denotes Sterling number of first kind, apdienotes Euler’s constant. Furthermore, to

facilitate assessment, this approach suggests dl@ving distribution for a®, rather than

Gamma distribution:

d _ =
atoa-2 "9
a-—-a (15)

whered and @ can be assessed by inspecting the mode*pfr®. ¢ denotes the tunable power

parameter to spread prior mass appropriately. ferrative to Gibbs sampler employed by this
approach might be collapsed Gibbs sampler thagjiates out the indicator variable for partition
(segment) membership of each user, but Rossi (28fgtes that such an approach does not
improve the estimation procedure. Appendix 3.A engs the series of conditional distribution

that this approach employs in its Gibbs samplingrécover individual specific choice



148

parameters. In summary, | used MCMC sampling tonedé the mixture normal multinomial
logit model of the content contribution choicessamples of 1K, 5K, and 10K users over two

hundred thirty seven days, in a Gamification envinent.

3.7.RESULTS AND MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS

| begin this section by discussing the importan€ebig data. Table 3.10 presents the log
likelihood of twelve models | have tested. Amongnp&es with 1K users, stratified random
sample from Latent Dirichlet Allocation clusteritig@s a better fit. In addition, the models that
use both fixed and dynamic information set of usgrkierarchical level explains users’ choice
better. However, estimating the model over sampte &K size suggests that potentially the
LDA stratified sample might not have representedgbpulation because the log likelihood does
not increase proportionally. In addition, estimafethe model that uses whole information set
about user at hierarchical level over the sampta WOK size returns relatively better likelihood
than the same model estimated over sample with is& ¢ announce this model dominant,
because it uses more information and returns arlgtelihood relative to the model estimated
over its adjacent sample size (i.e. sample witls&i€).

Table 3.11 presents the distributions of the patamestimates for the individual content
contribution choice model that explains choice pater with whole information set of users
estimated over a sample with 10K random users. eltiestributions are visualized in figure 3.5.
Although | used a flexible mixture normal modelt yee parameter of response has a normal

bell shape.
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Table 3.10. MODEL COMPARISON

Number
of obs.
1 Uniform Sample Choice explained by all variables 237,000 -65,379.08
2 LDA stratified Sample Choice Explained by alliahies 237,000 -61,868.84
K-mear stratified Sample Choice Explained by

Model Description Log Lik.

3 . 237,000 -62,554.44
variables

4 Mlx_ture Normal stratified Sample Choice Explaineddil 237,000 65,164.39
variables

5 Mixture Normal stratified Sample Choice Explained b237,000 66,374.15

Static HB variables
6 Uniform Sample Choice explained by Static HB ablés 237,000 -65,943.30

LDA stratified Sample Choice Explained by Static HBZ37 000 -65.028.38

variables
8 \I/(e-l:ri]aeggsstratlfled Sample Choice Explained by sthtit 237,000 63,548.60
9 Sample of 5K explained by static HB variables 85,000 -327,701.60
10 Sample of 5K explained by all variables 1,188,00-327,765.30
11 Sample of 10K explained by static HB variables ,370,000 -656,838.80
12 Sample of 10K explained by all variables* 2,800, -653,301.00

* Dominant model

The distribution of the parameter estimates fos #nd the other model over samples with sizes
of 1K, 5K, and 10K is presented in appendix 3.Bmparison of these estimates suggest that
model that uses only fixed information set of usdrkierarchical level overestimates fixed effect

(or stimulation level), and it underestimates tHiea of leaderboard and badges (long term
effect of silver and bronze badges) elements. lditiadh, estimating the same model over a

sample with 5K random users results in underesiomatf fixed effect, inertia, rank, and badges

(except gold), and it overestimates the effectepiutation points and reciprocity. These results
highlight the importance of employing a bigger ds¢h to get a better estimate of Gamification

elements.
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Figure 3.5. HISTOGRAM OF PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Indilual Choice parameters

As hierarchical Bayesian method allows recoveringjvidual specific parameters, | can use

individual specific parameters to recover significa of parameters. In fact this significance

information is useful for the Gamification platforto target its users. Table 3.15 presents the

statistics of significance of parameters across ghpulation. It is interesting to note that

individual level fixed effect, which I interpret &lse stimuli level required to contribute content,

is positive significant across 2% and negative ificant across 2% of all the users. This finding
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suggests that, when users contribute content,rathentrinsic (for 2% of users) or an extrinsic
motivation (for 98% of users) exists.

Table 3.11. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Conte@ontribution Choice explained by
whole information set (Sample with 10K explained)

Estimate Std. Dev. 2.8 97.8"

Fixed Effect -0.039 0.301 -0.589 0.599
States:

Previous contribution -0.004 0.070 -0.099 0.105

Reciprocity (contribution received) -0.091 41 -0.528 0.229
Leader Board:

Cum Reputation 0.108 0.184 -0.320 0.435

Reputation -0.500 0.689 -1.636 1.051

Rank -0.012 0.347 -0.795 0.726

Rank Change 0.000 0.001 -0.002 0.002
Badges

Gold Badge 0.079 0.488 -0.780 0.965

Silver Bade -0.105 0.324 -0.678 0.414

Bronze Badge 0.011 0.405 -0.764 0.738

Cum Gold Badge -0.014 0.228 -0.399 0.359

Cum Silver Badge -0.006 0.188 -0.295 0.297

Cum Bronze Badge -0.004 0.134 -0.224 0.237

The number of contents contributed has significpasitive effects for 8% of users and
significant negative effects for 9% of users onirtpeobability of contributing. This result is also
relevant for the Gamification platforms targetifidqne Gamification platform can investigate the
journey of customers who show inertia (positiveeefffof previous contribution) and try to
generate the similar journey for those who showstasce (negative effect of previous
contribution), through its messaging policy. Irddidn, the Gamification platform can also send
customized positive messages to the users withianéo keep them as loyal customers. It can

also send promotional incentivizing messages tedlwho show resistance, to motivate them to
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contribute more (similar to the promotions that seat to churned customers). In fact, given the
domain knowledge of Gamification practitioners, thessage for the users with resistance shall
emphasize the fun aspect of answering other useesstions (Brittner and Shipper 2014; Wu
2012; Deterding 2012).

Table 3.12. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Choieffect significance

Fixed Effect 171 239 204 2%
States:
Previous contribution 819 949 8% 9%
Reciprocity (contribution received) 450 1228 5% 12%
Leader Board:
Cum Reputation 1041 564 10% 6%
Reputation 273 673 3% 7%
Rank 619 716 6% 7%
Rank Change 1349 1444 13% 14%
Badges
Gold Badge 258 147 3% 1%
Silver Bade 76 127 1% 1%
Bronze Badge 263 184 3% 2%
Cum Gold Badge 296 320 3% 3%
Cum Silver Badge 842 930 8% 9%
Cum Bronze Badge 1037 906 10% 9%

The effect of contribution received (or reciprogitg positive significant for 5% of users and
negative significant for 12% of users. In other dgrwhen the users’ questions are answered
more often than others, 5% of users are more ligety 12% of them are less likely to answer the
community members’ questions. The reciprocity resod 5% of users is consistent with the
result of studies in information system researcthefknowledge market and in the economics of
impure altruism that emphasize the importance aprecity in users’ decisions (Ruben 2009;

Chen et al. 2010; Chiu and Wang 2009; Bolton e2@13; Andreoni 1990; Cornes and Sandler
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1994). However, the negative response to receiairsyver by 12% of users might be explained
by users’ shift of focus on their daily life as @gped to participating on the Gamification
platform. This finding suggests that the Gamificatplatform owner can employ a prioritizing
strategy. Such a prioritizing strategy can put brgpriority on the questions of users who
contribute more when the community answers theastjans.

The effect of weekly reputation (instant) is pagtisignificant for 3% and negative significant
for 7% of users, and the effect of cumulative rapiah is positive significant for 10% of users
and negative significant for 7% of users. This leisurelevant for the targeting, and | explain the
relevance later in this section, but first | explaihy the effect can be positive and negative for
different users. The negative effect may be explhiby moral licensing (Wei et al. 2015), or
reversion to the mean. Moral licensing refers t® pinocess by which a user reduces her pro-
social activity after being nominated as pro-socldle moral licensing might be more relevant
here, because none of the studies by practitioaetds academia has yet defended the mean
reversion of users in the Gamification context. Tpwsitive effect of reputation might be
explained by the empowerment effect of Gamificatiloat social psychologists emphasize (Wu
2012). In other words, the reputation points migbt as a signal to the user to recognize the
potential of helping others.

The effect of rank is positive significant for 6%danegative significant for 7% of users, and the
effect of rank change, second order lagged effegbositive significant for 13% of users, and
negative significant for 14% of users. Recognizthgse two different effects is useful for
targeting in the context of the Gamification platio The negative second order lagged effect

resembles the mean reversion behavior. This behavght be relevant to the anchorage effect



154

of the rank on the leaderboard. The positive seécader lagged effect resembles inertia. In
other words, when falling in the leaderboard therugives up and when rising in the
leaderboard, the user works harder. Although thmi@aation platform may not have control
over the mean reversion of the user, it may be tabééfect the users’ negative inertia (i.e. giving
up when falling in the leaderboard) by positive empring messages.

The results for the effects of the gold, silverd dwonze badge categories might also be of
interest of the Gamification platform, becauseam enodify the badges’ requirements (threshold
of points to earn badges) to motivate users. Ins#acts of earning Gold badges are positive
significant for 3% and negative significant for ousers. In addition, the long term effects of
earning Gold badges are positive significant for @tisers and negative significant for 3% of
users. Instant effects of earning Silver badges pmstive significant for 1% and negative
significant for 1% of users. In addition, the loteym effects of earning Silver badges are
positive significant for 8% of users and negatiigngicant for 9% of users. Instant effects of
earning Bronze badges are positive significant3fdr and negative significant for 2% of users.
In addition, the long term effects of earning Brerzadges are positive significant for 10% of
users and negative significant for 9% of users.id\ghese results are useful for targeting as |
explain later in this section.

Potential explanations for observing both positive negative effects of badges across segments
are similar to the explanations for observing bpdsitive and negative effects of the number of
reputation points (i.e. moral licensing vs. empawnent). However, the means of long term
effects of badges across population is negativees@hnegative long term effects can be

explained by the goal setting aspect of badges Gamification setting. In other words, users
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might have set the goal to win badges as hallmbkamnification, so as they earn these badges,
they reduce their content contribution. Given thesegative effects, the fact that badges are
once-in-a-life- time effect might suggest the Garaiion platform a higher point threshold
requirement to grant the badges. The counterfastalon quantifies the effect of such policy at
aggregate level.

To discuss the targeting aspect of these resalite 8.13 presents the hierarchical parameters’
estimates. These results suggest that certainnadities are more likely to be sensitive to certain
aspects of Gamification platform. For the sake oévlty, | only review more interesting
patterns. First, American users show more inentieontribution. They reduce their contribution
level, if they have more reputation, but incredsd they earn silver badges. Second, European
users increase their effort, if they have more t&gn, but English users decrease their
contribution if they earn gold badges. Third, soAthericans are more motivated to contribute
to StackOverflow. Fourth, Asian users are moreprecal. They increase their contribution
when they earn Silver badges, but decrease it wiegnearn Gold badges. Fifth, Middle Eastern
users are also more reciprocal.

These patterns might be relevant for targeting lie=aif certain nationality responds positively
for example to gold badges in long term, it miglet televant to guide the users with this
nationality to earn gold badges easier. Howeveuys#rs of certain nationality decrease their
content contribution when they earn gold badge=) ihmight be relevant to send messages to
these users that confuses them, making earninglgmldes difficult. Similar approaches can be
designed conditioning on response to silver andhdwobadges, and reputation points. In

addition, if the platform finds users of certairtionality more reciprocal, it can put answering
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the questions of these users top priority for othears. All these findings can better guide the
Gamification platform toward increasing their usemntent contributions.

Table 3.13. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Choiekerarchical Model

Estimate Std. Dev. 2.8 97.8"
Fixed Effect
website -0.043 0.072 -0.140 0.137
USA -0.002 0.003 -0.008 0.003
UK -0.009 0.010 -0.027 0.010
Australia -0.014 0.011 -0.036 0.008
India -0.083 0.063 -0.201 0.048
Europe -0.005 0.021 -0.044 0.035
Asia 0.000 0.000 -0.001 0.001
South America 0.186* 0.051 0.082 0.300
China 0.134 0.107 -0.043 0.336
Middle East -0.044 0.085 -0.200 0.101
Tenure -0.020 0.021 -0.060 0.021
Seen 0.011 0.008 -0.003 0.027
Profile Views -0.002 0.006 -0.013 0.009
Reputation 0.351* 0.056 0.249 0.460
Gold Badges 0.004 0.004 -0.003 0.012
Silver Badges -0.015 0.012 -0.038 0.009
Bronze Badges 0.016 0.013 -0.009 0.042
Number of Answers -0.016 0.084 -0.167 0.140
Number of Questions -0.025 0.026 -0.074 0.030
Reach 0.000 0.001 -0.001 0.001
States:
Previous contribution
website 0.003 0.134 -0.203 0.260
USA 0.167* 0.093 0.007 0.365
UK -0.079 0.088 -0.245 0.104
Australia -0.024 0.025 -0.071 0.021
India -0.010 0.008 -0.026 0.008
Europe 0.000 0.007 -0.013 0.013
Asia -0.106 0.079 -0.284 0.016
South America -0.005 0.006 -0.017 0.005
China 0.011 0.019 -0.024 0.052
Middle East 0.003 0.018 -0.032 0.037
Tenure 0.039 0.119 -0.188 0.291
Seen 0.011 0.042 -0.071 0.093
Profile Views 0.000 0.001 -0.002 0.002
Reputation -0.003 0.150 -0.304 0.243
Gold Badges 0.091 0.197 -0.337 0.500




157

Silver Badges -0.090 0.148 -0.390 0.193
Bronze Badges 0.048 0.039 -0.036 0.123
Number of Answers -0.009 0.013 -0.034 0.016
Number of Questions -0.003 0.010 -0.022 0.017
Reach 0.397* 0.183 0.029 0.708
Reciprocity (contribution received)
website -0.016* 0.007 -0.030 -0.001
USA 0.004 0.026 -0.046 0.057
UK 0.009 0.026 -0.045 0.059
Australia -0.221 0.199 -0.648 0.104
India -0.048 0.062 -0.166 0.072
Europe 0.000 0.001 -0.002 0.002
Asia 0.554* 0.200 0.248 0.961
South America -0.118 0.228 -0.499 0.368
China 0.046 0.195 -0.283 0.447
Middle East 0.107* 0.054 0.005 0.210
Tenure -0.009 0.016 -0.041 0.024
Seen 0.014 0.014 -0.012 0.039
Profile Views 0.149 0.132 -0.156 0.375
Reputation -0.004 0.006 -0.015 0.007
Gold Badges 0.029 0.020 -0.007 0.067
Silver Badges -0.004 0.019 -0.040 0.036
Bronze Badges 0.272* 0.121 0.029 0.497
Number of Answers -0.033 0.044 -0.112 0.054
Number of Questions 0.000 0.001 -0.002 0.002
Reach -0.337¢ 0.107 -0.512 -0.082
Leader Board:
Cum Reputation
website -0.148 0.171 -0.455 0.149
USA -0.263* 0.117 -0.500 -0.055
UK -0.031 0.041 -0.109 0.049
Australia 0.012 0.013 -0.014 0.038
India -0.001 0.009 -0.021 0.018
Europe 0.210* 0.058 0.101 0.307
Asia -0.002 0.004 -0.009 0.005
South America 0.010 0.012 -0.013 0.034
China 0.011 0.012 -0.011 0.035
Middle East 0.059 0.070 -0.077 0.197
Tenure -0.020 0.026 -0.069 0.032
Seen 0.000 0.001 -0.001 0.001
Profile Views 0.146 0.118 -0.062 0.331
Reputation -0.063 0.098 -0.237 0.117
Gold Badges -0.279* 0.077 -0.435 -0.127
Silver Badges 0.026 0.030 -0.029 0.092
Bronze Badges 0.000 0.008 -0.016 0.017
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website
USA
UK
Australia
India
Europe
Asia
South America
China
Middle East
Tenure
Seen
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Reputation
Gold Badges
Silver Badges
Bronze Badges
Number of Answers
Number of Questions
Reach

0.001
0.153
-0.012

-0.013
-0.049
0.400
-0.103

0.000

-0.399
-0.401

-0.219
0.208*
0.032

-0.007
0.484*
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0.075

0.415*

0.029

0.000
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0.470
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1.017*
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0.007
0.199
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0.039
0.033
0.219
0.082
0.002
0.284
0.247
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0.079
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0.019
0.231
0.009
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0.196
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0.274
0.248

0.211
0.066
0.023
0.018
0.457
0.017
0.056
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0.283
0.128
0.003
0.711
0.498
0.371
0.149
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0.029
0.189
0.008
0.029

-0.014
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-0.091
-0.113
-0.052
-0.271
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-0.920
-0.925
-0.621

0.069
-0.017
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0.118
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-0.004

0.023
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-0.643

-0.658
-0.144
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-0.027
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-0.124
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0.487
-0.301
-0.005
-1.877
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0.381
-0.015
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0.014
0.588
0.012

0.062
0.014
0.776
0.052
0.004
0.090
0.068
0.225
0.376
0.080
0.028
0.848
0.016
0.073
0.150
0.764
0.180
0.003
-0.596
0.321

0.132
0.111
0.041
0.043
1.520
0.041
0.094
0.066
1.578
0.179
0.006
0.524
-0.675
0.603
0.131
0.018
0.061
1.097
0.014
0.090
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Rank Change
website 0.018 0.028 -0.037 0.070
USA 0.064 0.139 -0.187 0.349
UK -0.054 0.061 -0.168 0.074
Australia 0.000 0.001 -0.003 0.003
India -0.520* 0.272 -0.963 -0.004
Europe 0.242 0.284 -0.449 0.649
Asia 0.029 0.193 -0.361 0.397
South America 0.058 0.069 -0.094 0.162
China 0.009 0.018 -0.024 0.048
Middle East -0.009 0.015 -0.038 0.018
Tenure 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Seen 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Profile Views 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Reputation 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Gold Badges 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Silver Badges 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Bronze Badges 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Number of Answers 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Number of Questions 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Reach 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Badges

Gold Badge
website 0.00000 0.00002 -0.00004 0.00005
USA 0.00001* 0.00001 0.00000 0.00003
UK 0.00000 0.00000 -0.00001 0.00001
Australia -0.00028  0.00007 -0.00042  -0.00016
India 0.00000  0.00001 -0.00001 0.00001
Europe 0.00001  0.00002 -0.00003 0.00004
Asia 0.00003 0.00002 -0.00001 0.00006
South America -0.0004*  0.00012 -0.00063  -0.00015
China 0.00000 0.00004 -0.00009 0.00008
Middle East 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
Tenure 0.0008*  0.00018 0.00048 0.00112
Seen 0.00022 0.00015 -0.00010 0.00047
Profile Views 0.00008 0.00011 -0.00012 0.00030
Reputation -0.00001 0.00005 -0.00009 0.00009
Gold Badges 0.00002 0.00001 -0.00001 0.00005
Silver Badges 0.00001 0.00001 -0.00001 0.00002
Bronze Badges 0.00000 0.00001 -0.00001 0.00001
Number of Answers 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
Number of Questions 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
Reach 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

Silver Bade
website 0.00000 0.00001 -0.00001 0.00002
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website
USA

UK
Australia

0.00000
0.00000
-0.00004*
0.00001
-0.00002
0.00002*
0.00000
0.00000
-0.00001*
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000

0.00000
0.00000
-0.01716*
0.00050
-0.00228
0.00058
0.00847
0.00511
0.00000
0.01705
-0.03556*
-0.02181*
0.00002
-0.00215*
0.00013
0.00747
0.00011
-0.00019
-0.00109*
0.00532*

-0.00036

0.00000
-0.01033*

0.00124

0.00000
0.00000
0.00001
0.00001
0.00002
0.00001
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000

0.00000
0.00000
0.00725
0.00043
0.00139
0.00132
0.00809
0.00327
0.00007
0.01298
0.00920
0.01065
0.00352
0.00105
0.00072
0.00362
0.00013
0.00044
0.00048
0.00233

0.00097
0.00002
0.00231
0.00241

-0.00001
0.00000
-0.00005
-0.00001
-0.00005
0.00001
0.00000
0.00000
-0.00001
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
-0.00001
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
-0.00001
0.00000
0.00000

0.00000

0.00000
-0.03297
-0.00038
-0.00501
-0.00209
-0.01185
-0.00076
-0.00013
-0.01084
-0.05325
-0.04569
-0.00689
-0.00430
-0.00129

0.00147
-0.00014
-0.00105
-0.00207

0.00127

-0.00239
-0.00005
-0.01565
-0.00301
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0.00000
0.00000
-0.00002
0.00002
0.00001
0.00003
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00001
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0.00000
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-0.00624
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Reach

Cum Silver Badge
website
USA
UK
Australia
India
Europe
Asia
South America
China
Middle East
Tenure
Seen
Profile Views
Reputation
Gold Badges
Silver Badges
Bronze Badges
Number of Answers
Number of Questions
Reach

Cum Bronze Badge
website
USA
UK
Australia
India
Europe
Asia

-0.00685*
0.00146
0.00011
0.00001
-0.00640*
-0.00011
0.00034
0.00066
-0.00568*
0.00064
0.00000
0.00758*
0.00253
0.00520
-0.00074
0.00011

0.00001
0.00055*
0.00001
-0.00002
-0.00003
0.00001
-0.00002
0.00000
0.00040*
-0.00007
-0.00007
-0.00010*
0.00001
-0.00002
0.00229*
0.00000
0.00004
-0.00002
0.00100
-0.00040

0.00000
-0.00252*
0.00010
-0.00007
0.00033

0.00000
-0.00002

0.00322
0.00110
0.00033
0.00024
0.00402
0.00010
0.00034
0.00034
0.00216
0.00070

0.00002
0.00139
0.00222
0.00313
0.00072
0.00024

0.00019
0.00018
0.00000
0.00002
0.00002
0.00010
0.00003
0.00000
0.00010
0.00012
0.00011
0.00004
0.00001
0.00001
0.00125

0.00003
0.00008
0.00010
0.00060
0.00023

0.00000
0.00074
0.00128
0.00091
0.00024
0.00006
0.00005

-0.01287
-0.00076
-0.00052
-0.00046
-0.01528
-0.00030
-0.00034
-0.00007
-0.00947
-0.00073
-0.00003
0.00492
-0.00187
-0.00062
-0.00207
-0.00036

-0.00037
0.00015
0.00000

-0.00006

-0.00006

-0.00015

-0.00008
0.00000
0.00019

-0.00025

-0.00028

-0.00018

-0.00001

-0.00003
0.00004

-0.00006

-0.00012

-0.00021

-0.00023

-0.00085

-0.00001
-0.00377
-0.00171
-0.00179
-0.00010
-0.00012
-0.00010
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-0.00047
0.00348
0.00077
0.00050

-0.00074
0.00010
0.00100
0.00133

-0.00058
0.00201
0.00004
0.01065
0.00703
0.01142
0.00082
0.00055

0.00038
0.00076
0.00001
0.00001
0.00000
0.00022
0.00004
0.00000
0.00054
0.00019
0.00014
-0.00001
0.00003
0.00000
0.00403
0.00006
0.00020
0.00016
0.00211
0.00003

0.00001
-0.00117
0.00337
0.00139
0.00083
0.00011
0.00008
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South America 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
China 0.00000  0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
Middle East 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
Tenure 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
Seen 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
Profile Views 0.00000  0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
Reputation 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
Gold Badges -0.000000* 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
Silver Badges 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
Bronze Badges 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
Number of Answers 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
Number of Questions 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
Reach 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000

3.8. COUNTERFACTUAL ANALYSIS AND ITS MANAGERIAL IMP  LICATIONS

An advantage of modeling consumers’ choices froenutility primitive is the capability to run
counterfactuals. One of the choices of a Gamitocafplatform is to modify the threshold of
earning badges. Given the heterogeneous shortarednong term effects of different badges, a
priori it might not be clear how changing the thvasls will affect the expected number of
content contributions at aggregate level. Therefgneen the estimated parameters, | simulated
the users’ response to perturbation in the numb&adges that they receive. As a measure, |
used the expected total number of contributionschivhs the sum of the predicted probability of
the users’ choices, is analogous to integratingptbbability of choices across the population. In
summary, to find the effect of each of the coumtetdal scenarios of modifying the badges, |
modified the related badge variable, and givendtier entire variable and the parameters, |
summed up the predicted choice probability of ezfdhe users.

Table 3.14 summarizes the result of the countaréetnalysis of nine scenarios: shutting down
or five percent increase or decrease of eitheesidnd bronze badges, gold badges, or all the

badges. First, shutting down the badges has iredeti® level of contribution by 3% for the
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duration of experiment. This result suggests tbag lterm effect of distributing badges without
expiry can negatively affect the contribution lewdl users. In addition, while increasing the
number of silver and bronze badges by reducingthinesholds has negative impact on the
expected number of contributions, increasing tHd gadges by decreasing the threshold results
has positive impact on the expected number of tartons. Therefore, the platform might be
better off to increase the threshold for earningesiand bronze badges, but decrease the
threshold for earning gold badges. If the platforrants to either increase or decrease the
threshold across all the badges, then the countedha analysis suggests increasing the
threshold, so that the platform extracts as manysdrs contributions as possible, before
granting badges.

Table 3.14. Counterfactual Analysis Result

Expectec

Cases Number Absolute Improvement

of Change Ratio

Contributions

Real Cas 944,28: - -
Counterfactual 5% Increase in Silver and Bronzeggs 943,07! -1,20¢ -0.13%
Counterfactual 5¢ Decrease in Silver and Bronze Bac 945,55 1,27¢ 0.13%
Counterfactual 5% Increase in Gold Bac 945,22t 942 0.10%
Counterfactual 5% Decrease in Gold Ba 943,50° -777 -0.08%
Counterfactual 5% Increase in All Bad 944,02 -25€ -0.03%
Counterfacual 5% Decrease in All Badc 944,81 53€ 0.06%
shut down silver and bronze bad 979,68 35,40¢ 3.75%
shut down gold badg 944,77! 49z 0.05%
shut down all the badg 975,34« 31,06: 3.29%

3.9. CONCLUSION

In this paper, | developed a structural model #wounts for the effects of motivational factor

of Gamification elements such as Badges and leadsiton users’ choice to contribute content.
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To allow Gamification platforms to target their twsers, | highlight the importance of
controlling for user heterogeneity in the modehgsHierarchical Dirichlet Process. First, using
a large data set from Stack Overflow, | segmentsugeofile by a method that ensembles
clustering assignments of LDA, mixture normal arch&an methods. | showed heterogeneity in
users’ behavior by segmenting users into compstitoollaborators, achievers, explorers, and
uninterested users. Then, by estimating the moded a sample of this data set, | showed that
users’ responses to various Gamification elemeasthe@terogeneous. | showed that small sample
size can return bias parameters’ estimates. Myltseslemonstrate that users with certain
nationalities are sensitive to certain Gamificatdements.

| further illustrated how the estimated model carubed to analyze a counterfactual scenario for
Gamification platform’s badge threshold modificaso This counterfactual analysis shows that,
if the Gamification platform increases the threshfur earning silver and bronze badges, but
decreases the threshold for earning gold badgeaniincrease users’ contribution. | believe that
my modeling approach, proposed estimation methuod derived empirical insights in this paper

can be of interest to both practitioners and sechofeacademia.
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APPENDIX

APPENDIX 1.A: DIRECT ACYCLIC GRAPH OF CONDITIONAL D ISTRIBUTIONS

Probabilistic graphical approaches are popularomputer science, as they not only prove a
visual tool to recognize conditional independerteg,also they help saving space in representing
probability distributions, and they facilitate padblistic queries. Following represents the
probabilistic graphical representation of the modedtudied in this paper. Shaded circles
represent the observed variables and un-shadedrepessent latent variables or parameters.
The rectangles, called plate, represent the repitaf variables with the number specified at

their bottom right.

c. 1_CII.J‘F.‘EL.21.

a; m it

i
o4

Mobile app category

Figure 1.A.1. Probabilistic graphical model of @mer mobile app choices under social
influence
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APPENDIX 1.B: UNSCENTED KALMAN FILTER

A recursive algorithm to update the latent stateabde with Unscented Kalman Filter has the
following steps. | refer the interested reader tarVdnd van der Merve (2001).
Model has the following form, the first equationsebvation equation, and the second one state

equation, with nonlinear functions H and F:

Y =H(X)+7.1, ~MVN(Q,I)

Bl
X, = F(X.y) tU,, U, ~ MVN(Q,Y) (B1)

The estimation algorithm:

Xy = E[%]

Po = El(X% = %X0)(% — >A(o)l]
k 0{L,...,00}
A=a’(L+k)-L

w," A

© L+
W A

(B2)

O L+2A
1

W™ =W° = i=1..2L
2(L + A)

p=2

+l-a*+p)

Drawing Sigma points:

Oy =X Xaxy(L+A)RL] (B3)

Updating Time:
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O s = FIO e

X, = iZZLO\NimD ik k-1

P = Y WO s = X 0 s — %17 + 1 (B4)
Ouger = HIO ]

Vi = 2 W Diges

Updating Measurement:

2L\ e _ o
Py = Zi:ovvi [Oigr = Vil Dygeer = Vi 1" +Y
2L, e e __
kayk = Zizovvi o k-1~ Xk Il D;qk_l ~ Yi ]T
K=pP_ P~ (B5)

XYk Yk
X =X + Ky =)
P, =P -KP, K’

APPENDIX 1.C: CONDITIONAL DISTRIBUTIONS FOR ESTIMAT ION OF THE
MICRO CHOICE MODEL

Conditional distributions of the choice variablelude the following:

yl sl o,z i=1
A |ylt it /'{Limm (Cl)
Cie o Fy
where this conditional distribution can be estimdlaby random walk metropolis hasting on the
weighted likelihood.

The priors for normal mixture distribution ohet individual and the category specific

parameters used are:
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(4, Z )ALz ,av,8,a"
a’ |l *
al{(u,2:)%
V(4. 20} 2
(4, 2)h v
(C2)

where the first conditional is the standard posteRolya Urn representation for the mean and

variance of individual specific random coefficiefitoice model parameter§y,,Z,) * denotes a

set of unique(y ,Z,), which the DP process hyper-parameters depeng amla posteriori).

Given the {( 4 ,%,)*} set?” and based measure parameters (ag,,J) are independent, a
posteriori. The conditional posterior of tt{e hyper-parameters (i.ea,v,J), factors into two

parts asa is independent 0§, given{( 4 ,,)*} . The form of this conditional posterior is:
I* .
p(avd{(x.2)*) O[] @du; 102729 IWE * vV =vdl,)p(av,9) (C3)
=1

where ¢(.].,.) denotes the multivariate normal densityV (.|.,.) denotes Inverted-Wishart

distribution. Finally, for Polya representation iementation the following conditional
distribution is used:

d

G, (a,v,d)with prob  ———

(M0, 2 {1, 2 ) (14, 20} ~ a +1(c4)
0, 5 ,With prob

(ﬂj ’zi

a® +i

| assessed the prior hyperparameters to provideepitaut diffuse distributions, defined formally
by:

4=0.000014 = 50,9 =0.000013 =600V =0.00001¥ =80  (C5)



169

Finally to complete the exposition, the posterior the partition (segment) parameters has the
following form:

Zla Bz, vV ~IW(v+n,,
vxg x| +(ak _[Ikl_AZk)l(ak _ﬁk'_AZk)-'-a([{k -0l — 1)

2
a. X, .i,alz ~N@u,—=
UlaoZl K (4, nk+a)

Z i
- na +aug, _ ="' _
k:—k k k’ak:—'Dk =0
n +a n,
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APPENDIX 1.D: CHOICE PARAMETER ESTIMATES FOR ALTERN ATIVE MODELS

Table 1.D.1. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Choieffect (Local imitators)

Estimate Std. Dev. 2.8 97.5"
Category specific preference:
Device Toolg, -9.19* 6.57 -34.490 -3.216
eBooksy, -8.89* 2.84 -13.253 -3.337
Gamesr, -25.82* 8.31 -38.609 -0.519
Health/Diet/Fitness, 1.17 1.83 -6.588 2.295
Humor/Jokes . -0.41 7.11 -31.222 1.509
Internet/WARx -12.11* 3.94 -18.256 -4.378
Logic/Puzzle/Triviar, -26.26* 10.30 -51.248 -0.384
Reference/Dictionaries, -17.95* 5.82 -27.128 -6.624
Social Networksr -3.23 1.33 -5.043 0.184
Universitya,, -6.86* 10.07 -49.254 -1.866
States:
Individual download history Stagg, | _17 79+ 18.37 -93.057 -5.689
Latent imitation leveb , 0.02* 0.01 0.005 0.032
App category characteristics (factors):
Popularity of app categor.s 0.39 0.73 2.766 0.789
Investment apps categary, -10.73* 3.45 -15.955  -3.700
Hedonic apps category,, 12.67 7.57 115563 20.683

*p<0.05
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Table 1.D.2. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Choieffect (Global imitators)

Estimate Std. Dev. 2.8 97.58"
Category specific preference:
Device Toolgr, -2.13* 0.26 -2.79 -1.89
eBooksy, -0.6 0.84 -0.68 0.52
Gamesr , 0.22* 0.37 0.17 1.18
Health/Diet/Fitness , 1.06 0.86 -1.46 1.53
Humor/Jokes -2.68* 0.34 -3.20 -1.63
InternetWARx -0.53* 0.28 -1.76 -0.44
Logic/Puzzle/Triviar, 1.72 0.75 -2.07 1.08
Reference/Dictionaries, -1.45 0.46 -1.76 0.64
Social Networksr 4 -1.64* 0.36 -1.97 -0.44
Universitya, -2.05* 0.37 -2.44 -1.61
States:
Individual download history Stage, _3.3* 0.44 -4.00 2.15
Latent imitation leveb , 0.01* 0.00 0.00 0.01
App category characteristics (factors):
Popularity of app categony,, -0.08* 0.15 .0.38 -0.06
Investment apps categary, -0.42* 1.09 1.24 -0.40
Hedonic apps categony,s -0.31* 0.49 -2.29 -0.22
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Table 1.D.3. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Choiefect (Global Adopters)

Estimate Std. Dev. 2.8 97.5"
Category specific preference:
Device Toolsr, -24.94* 16.81 -14.327 -2.669
eBooksr, -18.31* 12.36 -15.290 -6.381
Gamesw ; -18.66* 11.97 -11.222 -2.296
Health/Diet/Fitness , -13.37 8.16 -5.939 2.982
Humor/Jokes -11.26* 6.43 -22.097 -9.715
Internet/ WARx -6.92* 2.54 -8.021 -3.021
Logic/Puzzle/Triviar, -0.13* 1.06 -18.122 -8.332
Reference/Dictionaries, -17.74* 12.56 -11.092 -4.547
Social Networksr -26.77 17.29 -15.530 0.076
Universitya, -9, 2% 7.16 -7.791 -2.916
States:
Individual download history Stage, _35.93* 22 88 -34.350 -13.821
Latent imitation leveb , 0.01* 0.01 0.011 0.035
App category characteristics (factors):
Popularity of app category,; -1.05 0.73 -0.830 1.767
Investment apps categary, 19.1 13.08 -0.922 7.230
Hedonic apps categomy,, -25.79 17.78 -6.606 10.330
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Table 1.D.4. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Choieffect (No social influence)

Estimate Std. Dev. 2.8 97.58"
Category specific preference:
Device Toolsr, -20.51* 6.14 -28.162 -2.250
eBooksr, -2.43* 0.39 -2.647 -1.372
Gamewr -11.89 5.26 -19.040 0.482
Health/Diet/Fitness , -10.4* 3.55 -15.011 -0.619
Humor/Jokes -8.9 3.35 -13.168 0.716
Internet/ WARx -21.99* 7.19 -31.258 -2.083
Logic/Puzzle/Triviar, -16.36* 4.60 -21.876 -1.765
Reference/Dictionaries, -7.59 1.80 -8.841 0.232
Social Networks -10.77* 3.39 -14.949 -0.369
Universitya -2.44* 0.46 -2.661 -0.457
States:
Individual download history Stagg, | _15 ga+ 4.79 22241 -4.298
Latent imitation leveb , - - - -
App category characteristics (factors):
Popularity of app categowy,; 1,77+ 0.68 -2.708 -0.254
Investment apps categary, -7.51* 2.81 -11.425 -1.362
Hedonic apps categony,s -9.20* 3.67 -14.263 -0.893
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Table 1.D.5. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Choiterarchical Model (Local
imitators): Tenure explanation of the effects

Parameter explained by Tenure Estimate  Std. Dev. 2.5 97.58"

Category specific preference:

Device Toolgr, -0.0032* 9.66E-05  -0.0034 -0.0030
eBooksy, -0.0012*  1.42E-04  -0.0015 -0.0010
Game® , -0.0005* 1.31E-04  -0.0008 -0.0002
Health/Diet/Fitness , -0.0023* 1.37E-04  -0.0026 -0.0021
Humor/Jokes 0.0006*  7.44E-05 0.0004 0.0007
Internet/ WARx 0.0022*  1.29E-04 0.0019 0.0023
Logic/Puzzle/Triviar, 0.0028* 1.60E-04  0.0025 0.0031
Reference/Dictionaries, 0.0004*  9.12E-05 0.0002 0.0006
Social Networksr 0.0034*  1.46E-04 0.0031 0.0036
Universitya,, 0.0007*  4.04E-05 0.0006 0.0007
States:

Individual download hiStOI’y St&ﬁql -0.005* 8.06E-05 -0.0051 -0.0048
Latent imitation leveb,, 0.0001*  5.88E-06  0.0000  0.0001

App category characteristics (factors):

Popularity of app category,, 0.0001*  1.13E-05  0.0001 0.0001
Investment apps categary, 0.0025* 6.35E-05 0.0024 0.0026
Hedonic apps categony;; -0.0012*  1.09E-04  -0.0014  -0.0010

*p<0.05
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Table 1.D.6. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual ChoitBerarchical Model (Global
imitators): Tenure explanation of the effects

Parameter explained by Tenure Estimate  Std. Dev. 25 97.8"
Category specific preference:
Device Toolgr, -0.0038* 1.61E-04  -0.0041 -0.0035
eBooksr, -0.0014*  1.78E-04  -0.0017 -0.0011
Game® ; 0.0009*  8.48E-05 0.0007 0.0010
Health/Diet/Fitness , 0.0046*  4.85E-04 0.0040 0.0054
Humor/Jokes -0.0061* 3.34E-04  -0.0065 -0.0056
Internet/ WARx -0.0005*  7.52E-05  -0.0006 -0.0004
Logic/Puzzle/Triviar, -0.0035* 1.65E-04  -0.0038 -0.0032
Reference/Dictionaries, -0.0033* 3.75E-04  -0.0039 -0.0028
Social Networksr -0.0034*  2.16E-04  -0.0037 -0.0030
Universitya, -0.0047* 2.57E-04  -0.0051 -0.0043
States:
Individual download history Staég, | g gpge* 5.63E-04  -0.0095 -0.0077
Latent imitation leveb,, -0.0001* 1.31E-05 -0.0001  -0.0001
App category characteristics (factors):
Popularity of app category,, -0.0002* 1.72E-05  -0.0002  -0.0002
Investment apps categary, -0.0016* 9.04E-05  -0.0018  -0.0014
Hedonic apps categomy,, -0.0005* 8.27E-05  -0.0006 -0.0004

* p<0.05
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Table 1.D.7. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual ChoitBerarchical Model (Global
Adopters): Tenure explanation of the effects

Parameter explained by Tenure Estimate  Std. Dev. 25 97.8"
Category specific preference:
Device Toolsr, 0.0003* 1.00E-04 1.36E-04  0.00046
eBooksr, 0.00034* 8.80E-05 1.46E-04  4.74E-04
Games -0.00016 1.00E-04 -3.15E-04  6.43E-05
Health/DietFitness 0.00028* 7.29E-05 1.38E-04  0.000424
Humor/Jokes . 0.00027* 9.25E-05  1.04E-04  0.000454
Internet/WARY, 0.00157* 1.09E-04 1.35E-03  1.76E-03
Logic/Puzzle/Triviar. 0.00072* 9.03E-05 5.92E-04  0.00091
Reference/Dictionaries, 0.00047* 6.80E-05 3.06E-04  5.76E-04
Social Networks , -0.00006 1.00E-04 -2.49E-04  9.45E-05
Universitya 0.00071* 9.72E-05 5.37E-04  8.64E-04
States:
Individual download history Stad€, | 0.0p119*  1.98E-04 8.84E-04 0.001637
Latent imitation level , -0.00001  4.69E-06 -1.43E-05 3.22E-06
App category characteristics (factors):
Popularity of app categowy,, -0.00007*  1.65E-05 -9.67E-05 -3.90E-05
Investment apps categary, -0.00095* 1.17E-04 -1.14E-03 -7.95E-04
Hedonic apps categouy; 0.0002* 8.21E-05 7.29E-05 3.66E-04

* p<0.05
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Table 1.D.8. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Choieerarchical Model (No social
influence): Tenure explanation of the effects

Parameter explained by Tenure Estimate  Std. Dev. 25 97.8"
Category specific preference:
Device Toolgr, 0.00192* 1.34E-04  1.63E-03  0.002171
eBookwr, 0.00162* 1.21E-04  1.33E-03  1.83E-03
Gamesr , 0.00024  4.04E-04 -4.20E-04  8.69E-04
Health/Diet/Fitness , -0.00004 1.86E-04 -3.63E-04 0.000259
Humor/Jokes 0.00019  1.53E-04 -6.07E-05  0.000484
Internet/ WARz 0.00164* 2.65E-04  1.15E-03  2.04E-03
Logic/Puzzle/Triviar, 0.00207* 1.44E-04 1.87E-03  0.002432
Reference/Dictionaries, 0.00292* 1.36E-04 2.58E-03  3.13E-03
Social Networksr 0.00128* 1.39E-04  1.01E-03  0.001511
Universitya,, 0.00066* 8.36E-05 4.77E-04  7.96E-04
States:
Individual download history Stage, | 0-00084*  1.19E-04  6.21E-04  1.08E-03
Latent imitation levelr ,, - i i i
App category characteristics (factors):
Popularity of app category,, 0.000005 3.77E-05 -6.62E-05 6.02E-05
Investment apps categary, 0.00023 1.65E-04 -1.11E-04 4.58E-04
Hedonic apps categony,; -0.00014 2.00E-04 -4.80E-04 1.75E-04

* p<0.05
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Table 1.D.9. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Choieffect
(Local imitators)

Total number of users: 1258 Positive  Negative
Significant _Significant
Category specific preference:
Device Toolsr, 0 1258
eBooksz, 0 1258
Gamesr 0 1258
Health/Diet/Fitnesg , 1197 61
Humor/Jokesr g 1197 61
Internet/WAPa 0 1258
Logic/Puzzle/Triviar, 0 1258
Reference/Dictionaries 0 1258
Social Networksr 58 1197
Universitya,, 0 1258
States:
Individual download history State,, 0 1258
Latent imitation levely ,, 1217 0
App category characteristics (factors):
Popularity of app category,, 1197 61
Investment apps categaty, 0 1258
Hedonic apps categony,; 1197 61




179

Table 1.D.10. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Cheieffect
(Global imitators)

Total number of users: 1258 Positive Negative
Significant _Significant
Category specific preference:
Device Toolsy, 0 1258
eBooksr, 42 1216
Gamesr , 1250 8
Health/Diet/Fitnesg , 1208 50
Humor/Jokesr . 0 1257
Internet/WAPa 0 1258
Logic/Puzzle/Triviax, 42 1216
Reference/Dictionariag g 42 1216
Social Networksr 4 8 1250
Universitya 8 1250
States:
Individual download history State,, 0 1258
Latent imitation levela |, 1051 4
App category characteristics (factors):
Popularity of app category,, 8 1250
Investment apps categagy, 8 1250
Hedonic apps categony, . 8 1250
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Table 1.D.11. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Cheieffect
(Global Adopters)

Total number of users: 1258 Positive Negative
Significant _Significant
Category specific preference:
Device Toolsy, 0 1258
eBooksr, 0 1258
Gamesr, 0 1258
Health/Diet/Fitnesg , 0 1258
Humor/Jokesr . 55 1203
Internet/WAPa 0 1258
Logic/Puzzle/Triviax, 438 545
Reference/Dictionariag g 0 1258
Social Networksr 4 0 1258
Universitya 0 1249
States:
Individual download history State,, 0 1258
Latent imitation levela |, 607 257
App category characteristics (factors):
Popularity of app category,, 55 1203
Investment apps categamy, 1203 55
Hedonic apps categony, . 55 1203
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Table 1.D.12. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Cheieffect
(No social influence)

Total number of users: 1258 Positive  Negative

Significant _Significant

Category specific preference:

Device Toolsy, 0 1258
eBooksr, 0 1258
Gamesr, 54 1103
Health/Diet/Fitnesg , 0 1258
Humor/Jokesr . 54 1204
Internet/WAPa 0 1258
Logic/Puzzle/Triviax, 0 1258
Reference/Dictionariag g 54 1204
Social Networksr 4 0 1258
Universitya 0 1258
States:

Individual download history State,, 2 1256

Latent imitation levela |,

App category characteristics (factors):
Popularity of app category,, 2 1241

Investment apps categagy, 0 1243
Hedonic apps categony, . 2 1241
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APPENDIX 2.A: LATENT DIRICHLET ALLOCATION

LDA is a three-level hierarchical Bayesian mlpdn which each item of a collection is
modeled as a finite mixture over an underlying aketopics (Blei et al 2003). LDA is a
generative approach; it use naive conditional ieddpnce assumption, and it neglect the order
of features by assuming exchangeability and usiag bf words representation. These
assumptions bring two main benefits to these agbesm simplicity, computational efficiency.
Formally the LDA model assumes the following getigea process for each item i in a

collection C consisting of element (feature) e:

1. Choose N ~ Poissoré(), where N is the number of elements e

2. Choosed ~ Dir(a), where g is the probability that a given document has prrei
topic

3. For each of the N features:

a. Choose a topi, ~ Multinomid(6)

b. Choose a feature, from p(i, | z,, ), a multinomial probability conditioned on

the topic

A k-dimensional Dirichlet random variabkecan take values in the (k-1)-simplex (a k-veofor

k
lies in the (k-1)-simplex ifg > O,Z 6 =1), and has the following probability density onsthi
i=1

simplex:
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ra)
NLr(a)

a1 -1
657 . b

p@la)

| represented the Probability Graphical Model (PGM)LDA in figure 1.4. As figure depicts,

there are three levels to the LDA representatione Pparametes, Sare collection level
parameters, and they are sampled once. The var@bhas Dirichlet distribution, and it is

document level variable, so it is sampled onceduaument. This variable simply defines the

weight distribution of topics within the documehtnally variablesz, and w, are feature level

parameters and they are sampled once for eachrdeaithin each document. Variabl&

defines the topic of n'ths word within documentadd variable"*. defines the feature instance
that appears at location n within document d. Asah see an LDA model is a type of
conditionally independent hierarchical model, anis ioften referred to as parametric empirical
Bayes model. One of the advantages of an LDA m@¢hat it is parsimonious, so unlike

probabilistic Latent Semantic Indexing (pLSI) mgdetloes not suffer from over fitting.
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Figure 2.A.1. Graphical model representation of LDA

To estimate LDA model, | defined the likelihoodmbdel in the following:

p(D |a,B) = [Ny ] PG I P2a, 16,)P(W,, 12, ,8)d6,

The key inferential problem to solve for LDA is cpuating posterior distribution of topic hidden
variabled,, z,, the first one with Dirichlet distribution, andettsecond one with multinomial
distribution. To normalize the distribution of wardivena, 5, | marginalized over the hidden

variables as following:

p(D1a,8) = Tsa j(|‘|_l I 2|‘| ' (65,)"d6

|‘| (@)
Due to the coupling betweeahand Sin the summation over latent topics this likelihdadction

is intractable. Therefore to estimate it Blei et @003) suggests using variational inference

method. Variational inference or variational Bagesirefers to a family of techniques for
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approximating intractable integrals arising in Bsige inference and machine learning. These
family of methods are an alternative to samplingthods, and they are basically used to
analytically approximate the posterior probabilitiythe unobservable variables, in order to do
statistical inference over these variables. Thesthous also give a lower bound to the marginal
log likelihood. This family of lower bounds is indsd by a set of variational parameters. To
obtain tightest lower bound | used an optimizapoocedure to select the variational parameters.
A simple way to obtain a tractable family of lowsunds is to consider simple modifications of
the original graphical model, by removing dependencand introducing new variational
parameters instead. In the LDA model, | used thkovdng variational distribution to

approximate posterior distribution of unobservedaldes given the observed data s follows:
N
a@.zly.¢) = ql(é’ly)rlqz(zn |2.)

Where q,(.)is a Dirichlet distribution with parametegsand 0,(.)is a multinomial distribution
with parameter@. Variational parameters are result of solving théowing optimization
problem:

(v.¢)=arc MIiND,. a6z v #)lp@,z|wa,B))

(.o

D

where ~Kirepresents the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergenceviztn the variational distribution

D

and the true joint posterior of latent paramet@r(g’z|w’a”3). Formally, =kt is defined as

follows:
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_ 906.21y.¢)
D @02l @)IPE.2IWa.f)= 3 a@.21y.glogl o= Ey

As a result, | can write KL-divergence in the foliog format:

Logaw|a,5) =L(y.¢a.5)+Dq 60 2 ly.9)llp@.z|wa,f))

where
L(y.g.a,pB) = E,llog p(d,z,w|a, B)] - E,[log q(b, )]

This relation suggests that maximizing the lowenrwbL (y,¢;a, 5) with respect toy and ¢ is
equivalent to minimizing the KL divergence betwélea variational posterior probability and the
true posterior probability. Expanding(y,¢;a,) using factorization of p and q gives the

following:

L(v.@a. ) =E,llog p(8] a)] + E llog p(z| 6)] + E,llog p(w] z, B)] - E,[log 4(6)] - E,llog o 2)]
=logr (Y ,a;) =D logl(a) + > (@ ~DW() P v+ 2o > o (W) -wO )
~logl (X, ¥,) = 2 0aT () + 2, (v =DM)W L y)+ D, > 0@,

Where I'(.)is gamma function andV(.)is its derivative. They key for this derivation tise
following equation: E[log8g | a] :‘P(ai)—W(Z';:laj), which is direct derivative of general

fact that the derivative of log normalization facteith respect to the natural parameter of an

exponential distribution is equal to the expectatd sufficient statistics. Collecting terms that

are only related to each of the variational paransef and ¢, from L(y,¢;a,[), and getting
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the derivative respectively give us an algorithnsatve the above optimization problem to find
variational parameters. In particular, | can uséngple iterative fixed-point method and update

two variational parameters by the following equasiaintil convergance:

% U B, exp{E,[log(8) | v}
vi=a; + z:zlqoni

This optimization is document specific, so | viewthd Dirichlet parametey (w) as providing a

representation of a document in the topic simplexsummary, | had the following variational

inference algorithm for LDA (Blei et al 2003):

(1) Initialize ¢,° :=1/kfor all i and n
(2) Initialize y; :=a; + N/kfor alliand n
(3) Repeat

a. Forn=1toN

i. Fori=1ltok

1L @ =8, exp®1")

t+1

ii. Normalizeg, "tosumtol

+1 . N +1
b. y‘ " a+Zn:1(0ft‘

(4) until convergence
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This algorithm has the order @(N°K). Given the variational Bayesian method, | hadtétsle

lower bound on the log likelihood, a bound whiateh maximize with respect @®and B | can
thus find approximate empirical Bayes estimates tfttge LDA model via an alternating
variational EM (VEM) procedure that maximizes a &wbound with respect to variational

parametersy and ¢, and then, for fixed values of the variational gmaeters, maximizes the

lower bound with respect to the model parametéasd B The VEM algorithm is defined in

the following:

1. (E-step) For each document, find the optimizati@iue of the variational parameters

{v,,@, :d 0D} . This is done as described in the above variatioference algorithm.
2. (M-step) Maximize the resulting lower bound on tbg likelihood with respect to the

model parameter§ and B This corresponds to finding the maximum likelidosstimates

with expected sufficient statistics for each docomender the approximate posterior which

is computed in the E-step. The update for the ¢mmdl multinomial parametelﬂ can be

written out analytically as:
M N * i
'Bij 0 Zd:lZn:dl(odniWé”

The last concern about LDA is to make sure thatssfyadoes not make the likelihood zero, an

extended graphical model with prior eﬁl wherePis a k*V random matrix(k number of topics

and V number of features, a row for each componevith independence identically Dirichlet

distributed with parametef; rows assumption. Now3 can be treated as a random variable to
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be endowed to the posterior distribution of hiddanables, giving us the following variational

distribution with independence assumption:
M
(B + Zuas O 1,7, 0) = [, Dir (B RO CACEAVATSY
d=

To account for this modification, | only neededcttange the variational inference algorithm by

augmenting the following update of variational paeter A as follows:

_ M Ng «
/]ii =nt Zd:lZn:l%nin”

This equation finalizes the plot of VEM algorithra estimate an LDA model. There is an
alternative approach proposed by Phan et al. (26€8)uses Gibbs sampling to estimate an
LDA model. This approach draws from the posteri@tribution of p(z|w) by sampling as

follows:

) (d)
NN t0 niy +a
n? +vVon' +ka

Nz =K |w,z,)0O

where % is the vector of current topic memberships ofaadlds without the i'th wordw. The
index j indicates thay is equal to the j'th term in the vocabulary)), gives how often the j'th

term of the vocabulary is currently assigned taddpwithout the i'th word, and the dot implies

the summation over all relevant index instanagidicates the document in the collection to

which the wordw belongs to. In this Bayesian formulatidrand a are the prior parameters for
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the term distribution of topicgZand the topic distribution of documents respectively. The

predictive distribution of the paramet@rand Sgiven w and z are given by:

)
nijx +0
0

ny, +Vo

R() —
K

(d)
g(d) g +a

n +ka

The likelihood for the Gibbs sampling also hasftiwing form:

|Og(|0(W|Z))‘k|09( (5) )) > LY log(r (! + )] ~log(r (g +Va))}

APPENDIX 2.B: K-MEANS CLUSTERING
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Figure 2.B.1. Within groups sum of square basedwnber of clusters in K-Means algorithm

for bidders
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Figure 2.B.2. Within groups’ sum of square basediwmber of clusters in K-Means algorithm
for auctions
Table 2.B.1. Cluster center comparison between &maad mixture normal fuzzy clustering

~ < n 2 el
e T . 8 52 5z E8 5 £ 5
N9 5= S ¢ = 5 ® o 2o S 2= @ ® o
f, O c TGO oOg '5 el _g Q _ o™ %) >4 Q (@) 0
S L8 285 5= =z E® = S £ 2 52 3 5c 2
= — = — o
E vE 28 52 & E£ E §85 £ F5 5 3 5
) [} OV ofF = = o) [a) © = = o =
) 5e] = g 8o = E © = - 3 n c n
n o v 5 8 5 n 59 wn 20 g
k-means approach
mean 261 5913 1531 9 3 867 307 456 134 25 11 2 1
STD 285 19587 2330 14 3 1569 408 989 169 28 8 2 1
Mixture normal Fuzzy clustering
mean 261 3471 3635 9 7 680 631 258 267 24 19 2 1

STD 275 12400 8480 8 7 1073 1066 413 450 20 12 1 1
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APPENDIX 2.C: ESTIMATION PROCEDURE

We summarize the Monte Carlo (Generalized) ExpiectaMaximization algorithm using
pseudo code.
[Outline of the algorithi

Parameters to estimate:
W, =(y,.1,.4,,17,) : Auction specific,©; =(a;, 5,9, 0,): Bidder specific

>, =(0,.0,.05,0,0°,0%): Variance of state space

le le
Clustering step: eBay-specified auction clustericesl are denoted bylusg. Bidders are

clustered using mixture normal fuzzy clusteringextractind : index of membership of bidder i

in bidder segment.

Generalized E-M algorithm:

Step O: Initialize all parameters to estiméite @, andz

E-Step:

ziuction)

« Compute weighted least square to estingaig,.,, =", b

auction

» Compute prior over bidder and auction specific pei@rs

» Compute expected likelihood function usikglman forward filteringand backward
smoothingto estimate the distribution of state paramet@iisen useMonte Carlo
Samplingto integrate over latent state.

M-Step: Improve the expected likelihood functionr.ww(W,0,%) using simulated annealing
method and return to step 1a.

[Details of the algorithi
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[Input data]: a sequence of bigj of individual i =1...,1 on t'th bid t=1..,7 within each

auction j=1..,J, and a vector of cross sectional information ab®ath bidderd,for each

bidder, and a vector of cross sectional informadbaut each auctioﬂj for each auction.

[Preprocessing]:

1.
2.

eBay-specified auction cluster indices are denbtedlus.

Identify the segment of each of bidders by estintatnixture normal fuzzy clustering,
specified in equation (15). With the following ENgarithm:

[E-step]l Compute “expected” segment of all bidders formesegment by evaluating the
Gaussian density of the bidder i’'s data for eagmsmt:

P d i ’zin | nin |
P(indi |,U,Z,l'[) — ( i |Iu|ndi d,) d;

K
Zkzlp(di | 4, Z,) 78,
[M-Step]: Compute maximum likelihood of the model giver tata’s class membership
distribution:

> P(nd, =k |u,Z, md,
A5 ping, 1wz
_ 2, Plnd, =K | 4%, mld, - p][d, - 4]
‘ > P(ind, |¢,%,7)
- > Pind, =k | %, m)

I
The output of this algorithm aftengergence isnd which is the segment of bidder i.

Set initial value for the following parameters \ast
[Auction specific parameters]

Ty = (Tl y) V= VooV g 1l = (aend 327 = (10017)
Stacked inW, =(y,,7,./;,17;), s0 ¥ =(¥,,...,¥;)

[Bidder specific parameters]
a=(ay,.0,),B8=(B5)0=(0,--.9,), 0 = (Pr,--.0,)
Stacked in®, =(a,,5,9,,p) so©=(0,,...,.0,)
[Variance of the state space equations]
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o,=(0y,-05,),0, =(Ou,03,)

0'1( = (0'11(,...,0'135),0'15 = (0'11{,...,0'135)

0'2( =(0’21(, UZJ() 0'25 :(0'215,...,0'2J5)

Stacked inZ; =(0,,,0,;,04,0'5,0°,0°5) s0Z=(%,,....2,)
[Main procedure to maximize a posteriori]

1. Compute the prior on the auction specific paramseter

T -1 T
(dclust(j) kdclust(j) k (dC|USI(j) kLIJC|USt(]) =k )
auctlon z k=1 Zaucnon Zk =1 zauctlon

Then prior is defined as follows:
(chlust(]) k | b ziuction’dj)

Norm auction ?

2. Compute prior on the bidder specific parameters:

de() =k ¥ind(i)= k de() =k d(i)=k
na(l ind (i mna(l ind(i
|dders Zk 1( Zbldder Zk 1( Zb,dder )

Then prior is defined as follows:
Norm (elnd(l) “ Ibb|dders’Zbldder d )
3. Compute the likelihood contribution of belief ofldier about the bids:
Forj:=1, ..., Jdo:
[Kalman Filter on the evolution of bids in equatidrand 5]
Fort:=1,...,T do:
[Time updating (Prediction)]
Project state ahead of a step ahead

O =161+,

Project the error covariance matrix a head
\A (9]"[)_ = Tth—l(ejt—l)rj I"'Jjw
[Measurement update (Correction)]
Compute the Kalman gain

V()
bV o)
Compute estimate with measurement:
6, =0, +K,(b, -6,)
Update the error covariance:
V(@) =01 -K )V, (6,)
EndFor
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Fort:=T,...,0 do:
[Backward Smoothing]
Correction factor

_T V(8,)
! V(Hjt+1)
Correct estimate with step ahead state prediction:
9jt+ = 9]1 + Cjt (91;1 - 9jt+l)
Update the error covariance:
Vi (ejt )+ =V, (ejt) + Cjt (Vt+1(8jt+l)Jr _Vt+1(8jt+1)k:jtT
EndFor

EndFor

[Monte Carlo E-Step]

From the time varying distribution of states drawa®nple points

Compute the following likelihood contribution ofehbelief about bids based on the
draws, by integrating out the latent state:

Forj:=1,...,Jdo:
I PNorm(bjt I gjt ’Ujv) X PNorm(gjt | ejt—l’ajv ’ Tj ’yj )dejl""'ngj

EndFor

. Compute the likelihood contribution of belief ofdbler about the number of bidders:

Apply Kalman Filter and backward smoothingn the evolution of bids in equation (8)
and (9) Then, apply théMlonte Carlo E-Steffthe pseudocode is similar to part (3), so |
skip it here)

. Compute the likelihood contribution of the evolutiof valuation:

[Invert the latent bids to recover a measure ofiation]
Forj:=1,...,Jdo:

v. =E {GH (6:) +6,9.(6:) +a,G,(6,) - a,6,9.4(6,) *+(a; + 5)6,9..(6; )}
v 9:4(6;) + £9..(6;)
An adaptive quadrature algorithm can be used tothenfollowing integration:
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V. = J.|:Gt—1(git ) + Hit gt—l(git ) + aiGt—l(Hit ) -4, Hit gt—l(git) + (ai + :B| )glt gt—l(git )}f (9_ )d@-
' 9,1(6;) + 59,..(6;) o

EndFor
Apply Kalman Filterand backward smoothingn the evolution of bids in equation (14)
Then, apply theMonte Carlo E-Steffthe pseudocode is similar to part (3), so | skip
[Gene:‘aelirzegd M-Step]
Evaluate a posteriori of the parameters given tlgedf priors on auction and bidder specific
parameters, and log of likelihood contribution loé¢ telief about the bids and number of bidders
in each auction, by summing them up, and optimizzr ¢he following vector of parameteks,

©, andz . Due to the high number of parameters and multiatity, | use simulated annealing

with adaptive cooling for this step.

APPENDIX 2.D: EXTRA TABLES FOR THE MAIN AND ALTERNA TIVE MODEL

(ONLINE COMPANION)

Table 2.D.1Bidder’s characteristicsayithin each auctionsatggo
o A4 e O _

v

o < c ¥el g _g s = s =
E O ’q-‘)\ et - Y— = 5} 5 © o
2 @ < 5 5. 88-2-9g 23t . 3 3
=3 n o S Lo B Lo ecx>» @ T3 0 8§ T
3 B TS 0 s> 8c 0w @ = O o)
@ S 39 ¥ 82 ¢ -TEs=Eg E3gia &
5 E ¢2 B 52 E g,29%58 & 52 5 ®
=) @ — T o0 £ £® S c o0& cE 2E D bep) =
= n @ n 2 5 2958~ 20 5 %= 5 <
@ 3 n §E o5 £ § & s S A
ol n
Q z 5 8 p 8 C z
Jewelry and Watches 1550524 3077 5 10 275 710 127 341 21 28 2 1
Collectibles 859 863 4916 7 13 243 471 90 201 25 29 2 1
Clothing, Shoes and
Accessories 453 342 1178 5 8 163 505 95 379 28 33 2 1

Crafts 558 536 1185 4 6 175 589 74 178 33 34 2 1
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Pottery and Glass 607 967 4721 5 8 195 447 90 235 26 28 3 1
Antiques 546 643 1089 5 9 213 477 109 241 24 30 3 1
Toys and Hobbies 744 920 5589 5 9 159 357 64 170 26 30 2 1
Stamps 6511188 1899 5 8 504 940 227 346 20 25 1 1
Books 482 651 1612 5 6 171 803 74 355 32 33 2 1
Tickets and
Experiences 489 574 1224 3 4 56 119 33 85 40 36 2 1
Art 456 469 745 5 7 69 110 30 53 50 40 2 1
Gift Cards and
Coupons 522 818 1784 4 6 373 1065 264 1001 17 27 2 1
Music 585 1047 3583 5 8 172 334 91 19 31 31 2 1
Consumer Electronics 734425 2562 5 10 142 347 64 187 29 32 2 1
DVDs and Movies 602 635 1688 4 6 180 831 80 222 24 29 2 1
Dolls and Bears 6791301 8033 5 9 219 370 90 155 17 24 2 1
Entertainment
Memorabilia 506 626 1257 5 9 140 323 62 168 43 38 2 1
Health and Beauty 541 480 2098 5 9 100 191 44 94 35 34 2 1
Video Games and
Consoles 682 567 4264 5 8 159 392 71 170 23 30 2 1
Table 2.D.2Maximum A Posteriori of the model

Element of the maximum a posteriori model selection Log

criteria Likelihood

Number of bidders evolution state space model -788,079

Bid evolution with each auction state space model -92,739,612

Valuation evolution state space model -627,982

prior on the auctions parameters -16,854

prior on the bidders parameters -107,558




Table 2.D.3Bidder’s segment profile after mixture normal cergtg

202

3 T 2 o § g

< o E s 5e gz E& S 5 5 c

= 2 3 g 5 = 33 28 g5 § ¢ 7 28 o
9] 2 s L 3 5 23 @ ™ 9] s o O = @
& 5 = y =§ =z E8 2 °s=£ 2 32 3§ S5
3 € o 3 B = o c £ E g s =3 z3 = 52 s
o g ' e 5 5 g £ Ez 2 2 5 g3 5
9] n ] (=] o o 5 n 59 n 35 23

3 3 e £ . s o 3

=) =) wn =z o

1 215 70 68 15 17 211 151 48 38 19 24 2 1
2 23 630 606 7 8 3266 2604 856 715 9 20 2 1
3 89 335 379 21 19 940 679 163 138 12 17 2 1
4 963 588 1148 1 0 233 692 148 382 20 30 2 1
5 153 671 5 5 0 192 0 90 1 26 1 2 0
6 466 221 331 5 6 27 26 10 10 45 34 2 1
7 90 1864 3782 3 1 252 215 160 154 12 22 2 1
8 992 907 4109 1 0 214 545 136 357 19 29 2 1
9 535 452 444 4 2 101 88 48 46 21 17 2 1
10 284 75 77 15 14 107 182 14 19 56 33 2 1
11 42 1783 2171 26 18 186 121 52 33 22 18 3 2
12 83 978 1289 5 4 462 335 217 213 1 1 2 1
13 12 19165 29755 9 9 3314 2474 1146 842 3 3 4 3
14 52 449 598 21 14 1243 740 209 114 12 19 2 1
15 113 5046 18209 23 26 1778 1551 718 692 26 33 2 2
16 466 435 398 4 2 87 80 40 38 36 26 2 1
17 522 1146 1751 9 12 404 348 159 174 23 27 2 1
18 589 663 683 1 0 97 96 66 73 6 6 2 1
19 310 173 190 2 2 7 7 4 4 59 36 1 0
20 395 1426 1867 9 12 286 237 139 135 19 26 3 2
21 403 196 226 6 8 12 11 4 2 62 27 1 0
22 530 608 646 4 2 102 72 47 36 32 30 2 1
23 49 5504 11521 10 18 2369 2317 1283 1631 18 32 2 2
24 481 427 410 1 0 36 32 25 25 11 10 3 1
25 142 59 48 3 3 3 3 1 1 100 0 1 0
26 871 856 3857 1 0 81 162 56 124 19 29 2 1
27 242 518 322 5 2 201 153 83 52 20 11 2 1
28 569 122 156 7 10 29 34 9 9 46 33 2 1
29 62 567 1003 19 12 1123 911 225 201 4 4 2 1
30 83 1544 1884 13 15 162 170 40 29 14 13 3 1
31 102 340 348 3 1 420 546 194 265 2 2 3 2
32 7 14621 22217 2 0 4530 5814 1081 997 4 9 3 2
33 64 929 961 1 0 1939 2030 1631 2099 7 18 2 2
34 163 655 85 5 2 209 93 93 26 26 6 2 0
35 183 273 599 3 0 80 142 30 61 35 35 2 1
36 198 91 105 14 12 26 24 5 5 76 24 2 1
37 346 560 1422 2 0 108 256 57 161 31 36 2 1
38 971 714 1790 1 0 132 277 81 179 23 32 2 1
39 65 527 1202 5 1 29 18 12 8 32 20 2 1
40 14 2268 2423 10 5 301 147 115 58 17 19 3 1
41 73 175 174 16 14 808 612 159 84 3 3 2 1
42 73 350 449 7 4 143 80 45 23 7 4 3 1
43 93 48 45 12 8 134 118 30 29 32 24 2 1
44 41 198 264 35 17 177 97 35 35 27 11 2 1
45 19 1780 1464 18 10 822 577 212 133 15 13 2 1
46 5 84027 45365 3 1 831 893 644 703 2 2 3 3
47 3 8113 4001 11 8 3761 2896 1486 1391 39 40 3 1
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Table 2.D.4The winner regreX estimates across bidder's segments

Bidders Segment ~ Segment SizeEgtimate STE  t-stat p-value

Segment 1 215 -1.36*** 0.06 -22.75 <0.0001
Segment 2 23 -1.19*** 0.19 -6.32 <0.0001
Segment 3 89 -1.31*** 0.09 -14.02 <0.0001
Segment 4 963 -1.35*** 0.03 -49.76 <0.0001
Segment 5 153 -1.33*** 0.07 -18.72 <0.0001
Segment 6 466 -1.26*** 0.04 -33.82 <0.0001
Segment 7 90 -1.19*** 0.09 -12.56 <0.0001
Segment 8 992 -1.27*** 0.03 -45.81 <0.0001
Segment 9 535 -1.33*** 0.04 -35.85 <0.0001
Segment 10 284 -1.38*** 0.05 -25.37 <0.0001
Segment 11 42 -1.67*** 0.13 -13.34 <0.0001
Segment 12 83 -1.35*** 0.09 -14.82 <0.0001
Segment 13 12 -1.13*** 0.23 -4.81 <0.001
Segment 14 52 -1.16*** 0.11 -10.74 <0.0001
Segment 15 113 -1.21*** 0.08 -15.86 <0.0001
Segment 16 466 -1.35** 0.04 -32.58 <0.0001
Segment 17 522 -1.35*** 0.04 -38.33 <0.0001
Segment 18 589 -1.32%** 0.04 -37.02 <0.0001
Segment 19 310 -1.38*** 0.05 -27.72 <0.0001
Segment 20 395 -1.28*** 0.04 -30.05 <0.0001
Segment 21 403 -1.22%** 0.04 -29.13 <0.0001
Segment 22 530 -1.30*** 0.04 -32.94 <0.0001
Segment 23 49 -1.42** 0.12 -12.18 <0.0001
Segment 24 481 -1.36*** 0.04 -34.85 <0.0001
Segment 25 142 -1.32*** 0.07 -17.62 <0.0001
Segment 26 871 -1.28*** 0.03 -45.48 <0.0001
Segment 27 242 -1.25** 0.06 -22.10 <0.0001
Segment 28 569 -1.30*** 0.04 -35.25 <0.0001
Segment 29 62 -1.48*** 0.11 -12.93 <0.0001
Segment 30 83 -1.46*** 0.09 -16.57 <0.0001
Segment 31 102 -1.36*** 0.09 -14.97 <0.0001
Segment 32 7 -0.87* 0.38 -2.30 0.027437
Segment 33 64 -1.43** 0.13 -11.08 <0.0001
Segment 34 163 -1.30*** 0.07 -19.08 <0.0001
Segment 35 183 -1.28*** 0.06 -21.78 <0.0001
Segment 36 198 -1.27** 0.06 -20.19 <0.0001
Segment 37 346 -1.31*** 0.05 -28.41 <0.0001
Segment 38 971 -1.32%** 0.03 -47.30 <0.0001
Segment 39 65 -1.34** 0.10 -13.31 <0.0001
Segment 40 14 -1.34*** 0.19 -7.05 <0.0001
Segment 41 73 -1.33*** 0.10 -13.87 <0.0001
Segment 42 73 -1.29*** 0.08 -15.56 <0.0001
Segment 43 93 -1.28*** 0.09 -13.94 <0.0001
Segment 44 41 -1.41** 0.13 -10.50 <0.0001
Segment 45 19 -1.33** (0.15 -8.87 <0.0001
Segment 46 5 -0.52* 0.23 -2.26 0.036761
Segment 47 3 -0.52 0.41 -1.28 0.145362

*p<0.1, ** p<0.05, **p<0.001
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Table 2.D.5The loser regreﬂ,’estimates across bidder’s segments

Bidders Segment Segment Size  Estimate STE t-stat p-value
Segment 1 215 -1.34%** 0.06 -22.14 <0.0001
Segment 2 23 =111 0.19 -5.69 <0.0001
Segment 3 89 -1.39%** 0.09 -15.53 <0.0001
Segment 4 963 -1.33*** 0.03 -47.22 <0.0001
Segment 5 153 -1.37%** 0.07 -20.33 <0.0001
Segment 6 466 -1.33%** 0.04 -32.76 <0.0001
Segment 7 90 -1.15%** 0.09 -12.22 <0.0001
Segment 8 992 -1.35%** 0.03 -48.69 <0.0001
Segment 9 535 -1.31 % 0.04 -35.55 <0.0001
Segment 10 284 -1.48*** 0.05 -29.18 <0.0001
Segment 11 42 -1.55%** 0.13 -12.03 <0.0001
Segment 12 83 -1.45%** 0.09 -15.86 <0.0001
Segment 13 12 -1.46%** 0.31 -4.73 <0.001
Segment 14 52 -1.29%** 0.11 -11.27 <0.0001
Segment 15 113 -1.51%** 0.08 -18.92 <0.0001
Segment 16 466 -1.26*** 0.04 -34.61 <0.0001
Segment 17 522 -1.33%** 0.04 -36.52 <0.0001
Segment 18 589 -1.28%** 0.04 -34.91 <0.0001
Segment 19 310 -1.32%** 0.05 -26.63 <0.0001
Segment 20 395 -1.36%** 0.05 -29.05 <0.0001
Segment 21 403 -1.34%** 0.05 -29.24 <0.0001
Segment 22 530 -1.24%** 0.04 -33.68 <0.0001
Segment 23 49 -1.47%** 0.14 -10.88 <0.0001
Segment 24 481 -1.36%** 0.04 -34.65 <0.0001
Segment 25 142 -1.34%** 0.07 -19.36 <0.0001
Segment 26 871 -1.36%** 0.03 -45.34 <0.0001
Segment 27 242 -1.41%** 0.05 -26.47 <0.0001
Segment 28 569 -1.29%** 0.04 -36.43 <0.0001
Segment 29 62 -1.30%** 0.11 -11.96 <0.0001
Segment 30 83 -1.31%** 0.11 -11.71 <0.0001
Segment 31 102 -1.33%** 0.08 -16.93 <0.0001
Segment 32 7 -1.70%** 0.27 -6.20 <0.001
Segment 33 64 -1.51%** 0.10 -14.77 <0.0001
Segment 34 163 -1.38*** 0.07 -18.55 <0.0001
Segment 35 183 -1.21%* 0.06 -19.29 <0.0001
Segment 36 198 -1.36%** 0.06 -22.33 <0.0001
Segment 37 346 -1.33%* 0.04 -30.24 <0.0001
Segment 38 971 -1.35%** 0.03 -47.39 <0.0001
Segment 39 65 -1.32%** 0.11 -12.53 <0.0001
Segment 40 14 -1.27*** 0.26 -4.92 <0.001
Segment 41 73 -1.30*** 0.10 -13.57 <0.0001
Segment 42 73 -1.40%** 0.10 -14.16 <0.0001
Segment 43 93 -1.32%** 0.10 -13.39 <0.0001
Segment 44 41 -1.51%* 0.11 -13.92 <0.0001
Segment 45 19 -1.30%** 0.18 -7.41 <0.0001
Segment 46 5 -0.79 0.49 -1.63  0.082383
Segment 47 3 -1.23** 0.32 -3.85 <0.05

*p<0.1, ** p<0.05, **p<0.001
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Table 2.D.6The update of valuation parameté,s and learning parametg® estimates across bidder’s

segments
; Valuation
gf;ni:; Sesgirzneent revelatiory STE (3) Learningg STE (g)
Segment 1 215 1.21%** 0.05 0.15** 0.06
Segment 2 23 0.79*** 0.09 0.21 0.15
Segment 89 1.23%* 0.08 0.25*** 0.10
Segment 4 963 1.22%** 0.03 0.26*** 0.03
Segment 5 153 1.30*** 0.07 0.16** 0.07
Segment 466 1.20%** 0.04 0.25%** 0.04
Segment 7 90 1.25%* 0.08 0.28*** 0.09
Segment 992 1.25%** 0.02 0.27** 0.03
Segment 9 535 1.25%** 0.03 0.18*** 0.04
Segment 1 284 1.22%** 0.05 0.28*** 0.05
Segment 11 42 1.33*** 0.11 0.27* 0.13
Segment 1 83 1.33%** 0.08 0.07 0.09
Segment 13 12 1.37%* 0.23 0.48* 0.26
Segment 14 52 1.15%* 0.10 0.39*** 0.12
Segment 1 113 1.22%** 0.07 0.32%** 0.08
Segment 16 466 1.22%** 0.04 0.24*** 0.04
Segment 1 522 1.20%** 0.03 0.28*** 0.04
Segment 18 589 1.26%** 0.03 0.27** 0.04
Segment 19 310 1.22%** 0.04 0.23** 0.05
Segment 20 395 1.20%** 0.04 0.24*** 0.04
Segnent 2! 403 1.24%** 0.04 0.26*** 0.04
Segment 22 530 1.20%** 0.03 0.16*** 0.04
Segment 23 49 1.26%** 0.12 0.21* 0.12
Segment 24 481 1.27%** 0.03 0.23** 0.04
Segment 25 142 1.29%** 0.06 0.12* 0.06
Segment 2 871 1.27%** 0.03 0.24%** 0.03
Segment 27 242 1.18*** 0.04 0.40%** 0.06
Segment 2 569 1.23*** 0.03 0.29%** 0.04
Segment 29 62 1.33%* 0.09 0.05 0.14
Segment 30 83 1.40%** 0.09 0.29*** 0.10
Segment 31 102 1.13%** 0.08 0.39*** 0.09
Segment 32 7 1.04%** 0.09 0.19 0.20
Segment 3 64 1.25%** 0.10 0.25** 0.10
Segment 34 163 1.27%** 0.06 0.33** 0.07
Segment 35 183 1.27%** 0.06 0.26*** 0.07
Segment 36 198 1.24%** 0.06 0.14** 0.06
Segment 3 346 1.22%** 0.04 0.25%** 0.05
Segment 38 971 1.19%** 0.02 0.25%** 0.03
Segment 3 65 1.13%** 0.09 0.28*** 0.09
Segment 40 14 1.28** 0.24 0.50* 0.25
Segment 41 73 1.25%* 0.08 0.30*** 0.10
Segment 42 73 1.17%* 0.09 0.39*** 0.10
Segment 43 93 1.20%** 0.07 0.25*** 0.09
Segment 4 41 1.10*** 0.12 0.33** 0.14
Segment 45 19 1.42%* 0.17 0.28* 0.15
Segmet 4€ 5 1.07*** 0.24 0.81*** 0.18
Segment 47 3 1.17* 0.27 -0.08 0.26

*p<0.1, ** p<0.05, **p<0.001
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Table 2.D.7The winner regret? and the loser regreff estimates across auction categories

n o) =

0] o) o

) a3 = = (=2 — —

2 © = o o o © T

i) = [} () () D = = =

= ¢ £ 2 f ;5 § § f

g 5 S - - 4 _ 3 R

c c L © S c S g L < 3 g3

. = = e T3 S i T

Auction Category c = noL o ~ 0oL o
Jewelry and Watches 1550-1.32*** 0.02 -60.59 <0.0001 -1.32*** 0.02 -60.33 <0.0001
Collectibles 859 -1.35** 0.03 -46.96 <0.0001 -1.38*** 0.03 -47.07 <0.0001
Clothing, Shoes and
Accessories 453 -1.24** 0.04 -29.94 <0.0001 -1.40*** 0.04 -35.06 <0.0001
Crafts 558 -1.33*** (0.04 -37.27 <0.0001 -1.33** 0.04 -34.27 <0.0001
Pottery and Glass 607 -1.38*** 0.04 -38.98 <0.0001 -1.35*** 0.04 -38.37 <0.0001
Antiques 546 -1.28*** 0.04 -33.61 <0.0001 -1.30*** 0.04 -33.74 <0.0001
Toys and Hobbies 744 -1.27** 0.03 -40.54 <0.0001 -1.35*** 0.03 -41.96 <0.0001
Stamps 651 -1.38*** 0.03 -41.66 <0.0001 -1.32*** 0.03 -41.22 <0.0001
Books 482 -1.37*** 0.04 -35.47 <0.0001 -1.31*** 0.04 -33.14 <0.0001
Tickets and Experiences 489-1.26** 0.04 -32.47 <0.0001 -1.28*** 0.04 -34.57 <0.0001
Art 456 -1.25*** (0.04 -31.10 <0.0001 -1.28*** 0.04 -31.00 <0.0001
Gift Cards and Coupons 522-1.32*** 0.04 -32.59 <0.0001 -1.30*** 0.04 -31.89 <0.0001
Music 585 -1.32*** 0.04 -36.80 <0.0001 -1.34*** 0.04 -35.76 <0.0001
Consumer Electronics 734-1.30*** 0.03 -42.21 <0.0001 -1.36*** 0.03 -42.92 <0.0001
DVDs and Movies 602 -1.28** 0.04 -35.48 <0.0001 -1.37*** 0.03 -39.65 <0.0001
Dolls and Bears 679 -1.29*** (0.03 -40.39 <0.0001 -1.37*** 0.03 -41.79 <0.0001
Entertainmen
Memorabilia 506 -1.37*** 0.04 -36.04 <0.0001 -1.31*** 0.04 -34.57 <0.0001
Health and Beauty 541 -1.31*** 0.04 -35.79 <0.0001 -1.36*** 0.04 -35.91 <0.0001
Video Games an
Consoles 682 -1.29** (0.03 -38.58 <0.0001 -1.32*** (0.03 -39.19 <0.0001

*p<0.1, *p<0.05, **p<0.01
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Table 2.D.8The update of valuation paramete’;,sand learning parametg® estimates across

bidder's segments

number Learning yalue Valuati_on

of from bid STE revelation STE
Bidders segment bidders Parameter@)  (A) parameter ¢)) )
Jewelry and Watches 1550 0.25%** 0.02  1.22%** 0.02
Collectibles 859 0.26*** 0.03 1.25%** 0.03
Clothing, Shoes and
Accessories 453 0.20*** 0.04 1.23*** 0.04
Crafts 558 0.25*** 0.04 1.2]%** 0.03
Pottery and Glass 607 0.26*** 0.03  1.26*** 0.03
Antiques 546 0.24%** 0.04 1.20%** 0.03
Toys and Hobbies 744 0.25%** 0.03 1.24%** 0.03
Stamps 651 0.25%** 0.03 1.24%** 0.03
Books 482 0.22*** 0.04 1.25%** 0.03
Tickets and Experiences 489 0.22%** 0.04 1.22%* 0.03
Art 456 0.18*** 0.04 1.19%** 0.04
Gift Cards and Coupons 522 0.29%** 0.04 1.26%** 0.03
Music 585 0.23*** 0.03 1.19%** 0.03
Consumer Electronics 734 0.25%** 0.03  1.23*** 0.03
DVDs and Movies 602 0.29%** 0.04 1.23%** 0.03
Dolls and Bears 679 0.32%** 0.03 1.28%** 0.03
Entertainment Memorabilia 506 0.24%** 0.04 1.17%** 0.03
Health and Beauty 541 0.24%** 0.04 1.24%** 0.03
Video Games and Consoles 682 0.24*** 0.03 1.19*** 0.03

*p<0.1, **p<0.05, **p<0.01
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Table 2.D.9The growth of bids and their drift parametdisand);, and the rush of bidders at

the end of auction rate and average entrancenaach period/J; and/; , estimates across

auction segments

Last Mean
Drift of minute entrance
Auction growth of bids  STE bids STE flood STE rate STE
Auction Cluste Clslszer (7i) (Z) o) (¥ 1) () () ()

Jewelry and Watches 150 1.65%** 0.07 5.44* 0.08 .0Q**=* 0.06 1.84* 0.08
Collectibles 104 1.63*** 0.0¢ 5.63*** 0.1C 0.93%*= 0.0€ 1.90%** 0.0¢
Clothing, Shoes and 85

Accessories 1.86*** 0.09 5.56*** 0.10 0.93*** 0.07 2.171%** 0.08
Crafts 79 1.81%** 0.11 5.48%*= 0.1C 0.97*** 0.0€ 2.03*** 0.11
Pottery and Gla: 75 1.50%*** 0.1C 5.47%* 0.1C 1.10*** 0.1C 2.16*** 0.11
Antiques 69 1.68*** 0.12 5.60*** 0.11 0.95** 0.11 1.89*** 0.13
Toys and Hobbies 94 1.73%** 0.10 5.61* 0.09 0.96* 0.09 2.21** 0.10
Stamp: 73 2.00%** 0.1z 5.64**= 0.1z 1.04%*= 0.1z 2.08*** 0.1z
Books 85 1.83*** 0.12 5.50*** 0.11 1.13** 0.12 22p** 0.12
Tickets and Experiences 92 1.74%** 0.13 5.58*** P.1 0.95%** 0.12 2.10** 0.13
Art 71 1.79*** 0.1€ 5.52%* 0.1z 1.05%* 0.1€ 2.04*** 0.17
Gift Cards and Coupo 86 1.77%* 0.15 5.36*** 0.1z 1.06*** 0.1 2.14%*= 0.1t
Music 87 1.86*** 0.16 5.65*** 0.12 1.15%* 0.16 23 0.16
Consumer Electronics 84 1.76%** 0.17 5.37** 0.15 .13*** 0.17 2.13** 0.17
DVDs and Movie 88 1.82%** 0.17 b5.75%* 0.1¢ 1.11%* 0.17 2.26™** 0.1¢
Dolls and Bears 85 1.66%** 0.19 5.81* 0.16 1.26** 0.19 2.08** 0.19
Entertainment Memorabilia 89 1.86*** 0.19 5.63** A5 1.12%* 0.19 2.06*** 0.20
Health and Beauty 75 1.84*** 0.24 577 0.20 1%5 0.24 2.26** 0.24
Video Games and consoles 94 1.86*** 0.20 5.65*** 10 1.04%x* 0.20 2.21*** 0.20

*p<0.1, *p<0.05, **p<0.01
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Figure 2.D.1. The probabilistic graphical plate reloof the main model

2.D.2.1. ESTIMATION RESULTS OF THE MODEL WITH LDA-E STIMATED
AUCTION CLUSTERS

Table 2.D.10. Summary statistics for the biddec#eparameter estimations
within each auction category (19) within each bidsEgment (47)

Parameter min  max Mean SD min max Mean SO

avg. winner regret 137 -1.27 -1.33 0.03 -1.9 -1.09 -1.35 0.13
se winner regret 0.02 0.05 0.04 0.01 0.03 0.49 0.11 0.10

avg. loser regret 1.38 -1.25 -1.32 0.03f -198 -1.08 -1.35 0.17
se loser regret 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.005 0.03 0.5 0.11 0.10

avg. valuation param| 1.2 13 1.26 0.03 0.85 1.89 1.27 0.14
se valuation param. 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.005 0.03 0.54 0.10 0.10

avg. learning param. 0.16 0.33 0.25 0.04 0 1.33 0.27 0.19
se learning param. 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.78 0.12 0.14
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Table 2.D.11Relation between the winner regéét the loser regreﬁ,, the update of valuation

parameterﬂ and learning parametg® estimates across forty seven bidder segments

winner loser  valuation
regret  regret revelation learning

winner regret 1
0.25
loser regret 1
-0.14 0.45
valuation revelation 1
-0.38 0.03 0.61
learning 1

Table 2.D.12Relation between the winner regéét the loser regreﬁ,, the update of valuation

parameterﬂ and learning parametg® estimates across forty seven bidder segments

Upper

Regressand Regressor Estimate SE Lower 95%  95%
Winner regret

Intercept -1.10** 0.15 -1.40 -0.80

loser regret 0.18* 0.11 -0.03 -0.41
Winner
Regret

Intercept -1.28** 0.03 -1.35 -1.22

Learning -0.25%** 0.09 -0.45 -0.07
Loser Regret

Intercept -2.03** 0.20 -2.44 1.62

Valuation

revelation 0.53** 0.16 0.21 0.86

** Two tail 0.95% confidence interval significanc& One tail 0.95% confidence interval significance
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Table 2.D.13Explaining winner regre¥, the loser regreﬁ,’, the update of valuation parameters

é,_ and the learning parametgrestimates across 47 bidder segments

Regressand Regressor Estimate SE  Lower 9%per 95%

Winner Regref AdjustedR’ = 029
Intercept -1.3535* 0.0163 -1.3864 -1.3206
Segment Size 0.0000 0.0001 -0.0002 0.0001
Bidders Feedback mean -0.0001 0.0001-0.0004 0.0002
Number of Bids on This item -0.0005 0.0026 -0.0057 0.0046
total number of bids in 30 days -0.00756.0035 -0.0145 -0.0004
Number of items bid on in 30 days 0.0000 0.0001-0.0002 0.0002
Bid activity with current Seller -0.0016 0.0011 -0.0038 0.0006

Number of categories Bid on Mean -0.0396 0.04390.1284 0.0491
Loser Regre(AdjustedR = 026

Intercept -1.3509* 0.0221 -1.3956 -1.3061
Segment Size 0.0000 0.0001 -0.0002 0.0002
Bidders Feedback mean 0.0000 0.0002-0.0004 0.0004
Number of Bids on This item 0.0037 0.0035-0.0033 0.0107
total number of bids in 30 days -0.01226.0047 -0.0218 -0.0026
Number of items bid on in 30 days 0.0002 0.0001-0.0001 0.0004
Bid activity with current Seller -0.0018 0.0015 -0.0048 0.0011
Number of categories Bid on Mean -0.13363.0597 -0.2544 -0.0129
Learning value from bidéAdjustedR’ = 03Q
Intercept 1.2688* 0.0160 1.2364 1.3013
Segment Size 0.0000 0.0001 -0.0002 0.0001
Bidders Feedback mean 0.0007* 0.00010.0004 0.0010
Number of Bids on This item 0.0038 0.0025-0.0013 0.0089
total number of bids in 30 days -0.01086.0034 -0.0178 -0.0039
Number of items bid on in 30 days 0.0002 0.0001-0.0000 0.0003
Bid activity with current Seller -0.0002 0.0011 -0.0024 0.0019

Number of categories Bid on Mean  -0.0105 0.04330.0980 0.0770
Valuation updatéAdjustedR’ = 079

Intercept 0.2707* 0.0166 0.0000 0.2372
Segment Size 0.0001 0.0001 0.2501 -0.0001
Bidders Feedback mean 0.0013* 0.00010.0000 0.0010
Number of Bids on This item 0.0032 0.0026 0.2314 -0.0021
total number of bids in 30 days 0.0021 0.00360.5510 -0.0051
Number of items bid on in 30 days 0.0000 0.00010.8363 -0.0002
Bid activity with current Seller 0.0006 0.0011 0.5586 -0.0016
Number of categories Bid on Mean -0.0227 0.04470.6151 -0.1132

* Two tail 0.95% confidence interval significance



Table 2.D.14. Summary statistics for the auctioecdfr parameter estimations
within each auction category (19)

212

within each auction cluster (50)

Parameter min max Mean SD min max Mean SD
avg. growth of bids 1.61 2.03 1.79 0.12 1.67 9.87 3.20 1.53
se growth of bids 0.07 0.24 0.15 0.05 0.04 7.33 1.46 1.38
avg. drift of bids 5.24 5.82 5.58 0.15 5.15 12.72 6.79 1.42
se drift of bids 0.08 0.2 0.13 0.03 0.05 6.81 1.28 1.28
avg. last minute flood 0.93 1.33 1.10 0.10 0.92 9.33 2.52 1.56
se last minute flood 0.06 0.24 0.14 0.05 0.04 7.43 1.49 1.40
avg. mean entrance

rate 1.92 2.31 2.08 0.13 1.39 10.42 3.43 1.58
se mean entrance rate 0.08 0.25 0.15 0.04 0.05 7.23 1.45 1.37
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Table 2.D.15Counterfactual analysis of shutting down only winaed both winner/loser regret

Average

improvement of

Average
improvement of

Number of shutting down shutting down both
Auction Category Auctions winner regret winner and loser
Jewelry and Watches 149 32% 29%
Collectibles 103 26% 23%
Clothing, Shoes and
Accessories 84 21% 39%
Crafts 78 50% 42%
Pottery and Glass 74 18% 28%
Antiques 68 45% 49%
Toys and Hobbies 93 31% 30%
Stamps 72 52% 28%
Books 84 50% 42%
Tickets and Experiences 91 22% 6%
Art 70 31% 28%
Gift Cards and Coupons 85 40% 21%
Music 86 32% 39%
Consumer Electronics 83 34% 35%
DVDs and Movies 87 47% 47%
Dolls and Bears 84 29% 29%
Entertainment
Memorabilia 88 25% 6%
Health and Beauty 74 38% 19%
Video Games and
Consoles 93 21% 21%
Total improvement 26% 23%
Average improvement across all auctions 34% 29%
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Table 2.D.16Auction’s Cluster profile

number STD STD

Auction STD mean Dominant
Cluster Cll.JSter . of (number num_ber (number duration . Auction
index size bidders _ of of bids ofbids)  (Days) (_duratlon Categories
mean bidders) in Days)
1 14 10 4 44 11 4 2 Jewelry, collectibl
2 12 9 5 44 15 5 2 Clothing, antique
3 46 9 5 42 14 5 2 Jewelry, collectible, pottery
4 13 10 4 45 16 5 2 Stamps and boo
5 14 10 5 44 18 5 2 Jeweln
6 9 6 4 25 19 5 1 Jewelry
7 454 9 4 63 19 5 2 Toys and hobbies
8 19 8 3 33 9 5 2 Collectible
9 10 9 5 41 19 5 1 Stamps
10 27 8 3 44 18 5 2 DVD and entertainment
11 5 1 0 1 0 1 0 Pottery
12 214 13 5 44 15 4 2 Video Games and Consa
13 32 10 5 47 16 5 2 Pottery
14 14 8 3 48 20 5 2 Dolls and Bears
15 3¢ 8 3 44 17 5 2 Healthy and beau
16 11 6 4 50 11 6 1 Jewelry
17 48 12 6 50 19 5 2 Music and DVDs
18 15 8 4 38 16 5 2 Video Games and Consoles
19 37 9 4 48 15 5 1 Clothing
20 22 8 5 47 21 5 2 Stamps, entertainment, jewelry
21 2¢ 10 4 5C 18 5 1 Entertainment anmusic
22 24 8 4 40 19 5 2 Clothing and jewelry
23 29 10 4 55 18 4 2 DVD, consumer electronics
24 12 7 3 3€ 9 5 2 Toy, music, gif
2E 1¢ 10 3 47 13 5 1 Clothing and gil
26 24 10 4 44 15 5 2 Crafts
27 38 10 5 51 20 5 2 Art
28 1¢ 9 4 41 13 5 1 Dolls end Bear
29 30 9 4 43 18 5 2 Pottery
30 23 8 4 38 14 5 2 Craft and book
31 1€ 7 3 4C 14 5 1 Antique
32 8 8 4 43 17 5 2 Craft, toys, boo
33 13 7 4 32 13 5 2 Helath and beauty
34 38 9 4 43 14 5 1 Art
35 20 7 3 34 12 5 2 Clothing and art
36 23 8 3 42 10 5 2 Stamps
37 8 10 5 36 13 4 2 Antique, collectible
38 3C 8 3 44 20 5 1 Gift Cards and Coupo
39 10 10 3 38 12 4 2 Video game, dolls
40 7 11 6 44 12 5 2 Video game, gift card, pottery
41 17 7 2 5C 16 5 2 Clothing
42 1€ 10 4 48 15 5 2 Pottery, dils
43 16 8 3 43 16 5 2 Stamps, video games
44 2C 9 5 42 18 4 2 Stamps, toy
45 17 8 4 48 18 5 2 Books entertainme
46 10 11 6 43 12 5 2 Gift cards
47 17 9 5 44 12 5 2 Books
48 42 9 5 42 18 5 2 Consumer electroni
49 11 11 4 45 16 4 2 Ticket experience
50 5 8 1 48 7 6 0 Books, music, DVD
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Table 2.D.17Maximum A Posteriori of the model

Element of the maximum a posteriori model selection Log
criteria Likelihood
Number of bidders evolution state space model -2,055,997
Bid evolution with each auction state space model -96,099,682
Valuation evolution state space model -991,098
prior on the auctions parameters -17,261

prior on the bidders parameters -112,190
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Table 2.D.18The winner regret® estimates across bidder’'s segments

Bidders Segment  Segment Siz&-gtimate STE

t-stat p-value
Segment 1 215 -1.36+ 0.07 -19.28 <0.0001
Segment 2 23 -1.68+ 0.18 -9.19 <0.0001
Segment 3 89 -1.28+ 0.10 -13.02 <0.0001
Segment 4 963 -1.29+ 0.03 -42.10 <0.0001
Segment 5 153 -1.36~+ 0.09 -15.53 <0.0001
Segment 6 466 -1.3# 0.05 -26.69 <0.0001
Segment 7 90 -1.2%  0.11 -11.38 <0.0001
Segment 8 992 -1.36~+ 0.03 -45.07 <0.0001
Segment 9 535 -1.24+ 0.04 -30.68 <0.0001
Segment 10 284 -1.23+ 0.06 -21.24 <0.0001
Segment 11 42 -1.1¥» 0.14 -7.87 <0.0001
Segment 12 83 -1.33» 0.10 -13.70 <0.0001
Segment 13 12 -1.5%5+ 0.31 -4.99 <0.001
Segment 14 52 -1.4¥ 0.14 -10.04 <0.0001
Segment 15 113 -1.53+ 0.09 -16.17 <0.0001
Segment 16 466 -1.43+ 0.05 -31.14 <0.0001
Segment 17 522 -1.2¥  0.05 -25.80 <0.0001
Segment 18 589 -1.28+  0.04 -32.03 <0.0001
Segment 19 310 -1.32=+ 0.06 -23.60 <0.0001
Segment 20 395 -1.32+ 0.05 -26.16 <0.0001
Segment 21 403 -1.34+ 0.05 -27.61 <0.0001
Segment 22 530 -1.36~+ 0.04 -33.75 <0.0001
Segment 23 49 -1.32= 0.11 -11.76 <0.0001
Segment 24 481 -1.33+ 0.04 -30.30 <0.0001
Segment 25 142 -1.3%+ 0.09 -15.08 <0.0001
Segment 26 871 -1.3%+ 0.03 -40.01 <0.0001
Segment 27 242 -1.32+ 0.06 -20.62 <0.0001
Segment 28 569 -1.36+ 0.04 -33.70 <0.0001
Segment 29 62 -1.33= 0.14 -9.79 <0.0001
Segment 30 83 -1.54~ 0.10 -15.96 <0.0001
Segment 31 102 -1.33+ 0.10 -12.96 <0.0001
Segment 32 7 -1.3# 040 -3.41 <0.05
Segment 33 64 -1.29~ 0.11 -12.25 <0.0001
Segment 34 163 -1.36~ 0.07 -18.81 <0.0001
Segment 35 183 -1.3#% 0.08 -17.58 <0.0001
Segment 36 198 -1.34=+ 0.06 -21.06 <0.0001
Segment 37 346 -1.33+ 0.05 -26.05 <0.0001
Segment 38 971 -1.33+ 0.03 -42.88 <0.0001
Segment 39 65 -1.09~ 0.12 -8.97 <0.0001
Segment 40 14 -1.36~+ 0.28 -4.64 <0.001
Segment 41 73 -1.4¥  0.12 -11.29 <0.0001
Segment 42 73 -1.44~ 0.11 -12.63 <0.0001
Segment 43 93 -1.32=  0.10 -13.58 <0.0001
Segment 44 41 -1.36~+ 0.13 -10.59 <0.0001
Segment 45 19 -1.24~ 0.18 -6.97 <0.0001
Segment 46 5 -1.45+ 0.40 -3.60 <0.05
Segment 47 3 -1.96+ 0.49 -3.88 <0.05

* p<0.1, *p<0.05*p<0.01



Table 2.D.19The loser regreﬂ,estimates across bidder's segments

Bidders Segment Segment Size Estimate STE tstat p-value
Segment 1 215 -1.29+ 0.07 -18.31  <0.0001
Segment 2 23 -1.15* 0.28 -4.12 <0.001
Segment 3 89 -1.2% 0.09 -13.11  <0.0001
Segment 4 963 -1.36+ 0.03 -43.41 <0.0001
Segment 5 153 -1.32 0.08 -16.87  <0.0001
Segment 6 466 -1.33+ 0.05 -29.32  <0.0001
Segment 7 90 -1.27 0.10 -12.46  <0.0001
Segment 8 992 -1.34 0.03 -43.52  <0.0001
Segment 9 535 -1.26+ 0.04 -29.25 <0.0001
Segment 10 284 -1.29+ 0.06 -21.81 <0.0001
Segment 11 42 -1.14% 0.14 -8.35 <0.0001
Segment 12 83 -1.38* 0.11 -12.98 <0.0001
Segment 13 12 -1.37 0.32 -4.30 <0.01
Segment 14 52 -1.50* 0.13 -11.52 <0.0001
Segment 15 113 -1.40+ 0.10 -14.72  <0.0001
Segment 16 466 -1.29+ 0.05 -28.33  <0.0001
Segment 17 522 -1.39x 0.04 -31.98 <0.0001
Segment 18 589 -1.39+ 0.04 -34.08 <0.0001
Segment 19 310 -1.25% 0.06 -22.04  <0.0001
Segment 20 395 -1.38 0.05 -30.21 <0.0001
Segment 21 403 -1.25 0.05 -27.67 <0.0001
Segment 22 530 -1.27 0.04 -30.60 <0.0001
Segment 23 49 -1.19% 0.15 -8.13 <0.0001
Segment 24 481 -1.34 0.04 -33.17 <0.0001
Segment 25 142 -1.34 0.09 -15.08 <0.0001
Segment 26 871 -1.34 0.03 -39.38  <0.0001
Segment 27 242 -1.25% 0.06 -20.25 <0.0001
Segment 28 569 -1.29 0.04 -30.67 <0.0001
Segment 29 62 -1.55% 0.11 -14.03 <0.0001
Segment 30 83 -1.40+ 0.12 -11.81 <0.0001
Segment 31 102 -1.32 0.09 -14.93  <0.0001
Segment 32 7 -1.98* 0.50 -3.93 <0.01
Segment 33 64 -1.29+ 0.13 -10.21  <0.0001
Segment 34 163 -1.27F 0.08 -16.42  <0.0001
Segment 35 183 -1.32 0.07 -17.79  <0.0001
Segment 36 198 -1.35 0.07 -18.79  <0.0001
Segment 37 346 -1.36+ 0.05 -23.93 <0.0001
Segment 38 971 -1.35* 0.03 -44.24  <0.0001
Segment 39 65 -1.18* 0.11 -10.54 <0.0001
Segment 40 14 -1.98* 0.24 -8.34 <0.0001
Segment 41 73 -1.29% 0.13 -10.03  <0.0001
Segment 42 73 -1.30* 0.09 -14.57 <0.0001
Segment 43 93 -1.50* 0.10 -15.09 <0.0001
Segment 44 41 -1.08** 0.14 -7.86 <0.0001
Segment 45 19 -1.42 0.18 -7.77 <0.0001
Segment 46 5 -1.33* 0.17 -7.59 <0.001
Segment 47 3 -1.73 0.50 -3.46 <0.05

*p<0.1, *p<0.05, **p<0.01
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Table 2.D.20The update of valuation parameté,s and learning parametg® estimates across bidder’s

segments
Bidders Segment Segment Size Valuation revelatiog STE (3) Learning g STE (g)
Segment 1 215 1.27%** 0.06 0.28*** 0.07
Segment 2 23 1.53%** 0.19 0.53** 0.23
Segment 3 89 1.22%+* 0.07 0.22** 0.11
Segment 4 963 1.22%** 0.03 0.22%** 0.03
Segment 5 153 1.28%** 0.06 0.11 0.08
Segment 6 466 1.26%** 0.04 0.26*** 0.05
Segment 90 1.16%** 0.09 0.20* 0.11
Segment 8 992 1.29%** 0.03 0.25%** 0.03
Segment 9 535 1.16%** 0.03 0.20*** 0.04
Segment 10 284 1.29%** 0.05 0.26*** 0.06
Segment 11 42 1.38%** 0.16 0.27* 0.15
Segment 1 83 1.35%** 0.08 0.15 0.10
Segment 13 12 1.2] % 0.22 0.38* 0.21
Segment 14 52 1.04%x* 0.11 0.49*** 0.14
Segment 15 113 1.23%** 0.07 0.23** 0.09
Segment 16 466 1.24%*x 0.04 0.33*** 0.05
Segment 17 522 1.29%** 0.04 0.25%** 0.04
Segment 1 589 1.22%** 0.04 0.26*** 0.04
Segment 19 310 1.26%** 0.05 0.19%** 0.05
Segment 20 395 1.30%** 0.04 0.29%** 0.05
Segment 21 403 1.23%** 0.04 0.32%** 0.05
Segment 22 530 1.22%** 0.03 0.29%** 0.04
Segment 2 49 1.31%* 0.12 0.26* 0.14
Segment 24 481 1.27%* 0.04 0.19%** 0.04
Segment 25 142 1.22%** 0.06 0.33*** 0.08
Segment 26 871 1.28%*** 0.03 0.26*** 0.03
Segment 27 242 1.23%** 0.06 0.23*** 0.06
Segment 28 569 1.28%** 0.03 0.29%** 0.04
Segment 29 62 1.07*** 0.09 0.00 0.12
Segment 3 83 1.40*** 0.09 0.27** 0.11
Segment 31 102 1.28*** 0.07 0.22* 0.09
Segment 32 7 0.85** 0.27 0.20 0.47
Segment 33 64 1.25%+* 0.10 0.14 0.13
Segment 3 163 1.15%* 0.07 0.22%** 0.07
Segment 35 183 1.18%** 0.06 0.11 0.07
Segment 36 198 1.33%** 0.06 0.05 0.07
Segment 37 346 1.35%** 0.04 0.27%** 0.05
Segment 38 971 1.24%*x 0.03 0.25%** 0.03
Segment 39 65 1.29%** 0.09 0.25** 0.12
Segment 40 14 1.24%** 0.17 0.32 0.30
Segment 4 73 1.27%* 0.10 0.27** 0.12
Segment 42 73 1.42%** 0.09 0.15 0.12
Segment 43 93 1.34%xx 0.08 0.09 0.09
Segment 44 41 1.51%x* 0.14 0.42** 0.17
Segment 45 19 1.13%* 0.19 0.05 0.18
Segment 46 5 1.89** 0.54 1.33* 0.49
Segment 47 3 1.20* 0.40 0.55 0.78

*p<0.1, **p<0.05, **p<0.01
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Table 2.D.21The growth of bids and their drift parametdisand),, and the rush of bidders at

the end of auction rate and average entrancenaach period/]; and/; , estimates across
auction segments

Auction
Cluster
Auction
Cluster Size
growth of bids
STE(~N)
Drift of bids
STE ()
Last minute
flood ( S )
STE(S )
Mean entrance
rate (~ )
STE( ~)

(<)

I

15 2.28** 0.20 5.47** 0.36 1.27*** 0.28 1.88*** 0.25
13 1.93** 0.23 5.15*** 0.33 1.16*** 0.20 1.93** 0.32
47 1.73** 0.15 5.32*** 0.14 1.22** 0.12 2.07** 0.16
14 1.84** 0.28 5.43** 0.27 0.96*** 0.27 1.39"** 0.28
1.89*** 0.37 5.46*** 0.21 0.92** 0.30 2.01** 0.30
10 1.74** 0.49 5.50*** 0.21 1.13* 0.53 2.75*** 0.37
455 1.67*** 0.04 5.54** 0.05 0.96*** 0.04 2.03** 0.05
20 1.89*** 0.40 5.29*** 0.28 1.23** 0.37 2.13** 0.37
11 2.25*** 0.67 5.78** 0.43 1.35* 0.74 2.45** 0.72
2.15%* 0.33 5.82** 0.29 1.29*** 0.34 2.53%** 0.32
3.82** 1.34 6.34** 091 2.48 1.57 3.82** 1.34
12 215 1.68** 0.08 5.59*** 0.08 1.10*** 0.07 2.16** 0.09
13 33 2.08** 0.37 5.39*** 0.29 1.76*** 0.38 2.43** 0.35
14 15 2.39** 0.84 6.49*** 057 2.22* 0.84 2.66** 0.81
15 40 2.05*** 0.36 5.91** 0.27 1.53** 0.36 1.95%* 0.37
16 12 2.89** 1.16 6.33*** 0.90 2.08 1.22 3.18** 1.15
17 49 1.84** 0.33 5.68** 0.28 1.40** 0.34 2.29"** 0.34
18 16 3.10*** 1.00 7.17*** 0.74 2.43** 1.04 2.87* 1.00
19 38 2.15** 0.47 5.73** 0.38 1.53*** 0.48 2.28** 0.47
20 23 234 0.81 6.12*** 0.64 1.76** 0.83 2.64** 0.80
21 30 243** 0.66 6.05*** 0.54 1.62** 0.67 2.77** 0.66
22 25 249 0.82 6.29"** 0.66 1.73** 0.84 2.82** 0.80
23 30 2.36** 0.72 6.09** 0.61 1.51** 0.74 2.64** 0.71
24 13 3.31* 1.67 6.70** 1.40 2.78 1.71 3.48* 1.65
25 20 2.72* 1.15 6.31** 0.98 2.43* 1.17 2.72** 1.16
26 25 277 0.96 6.20"* 0.83 2.03* 0.99 2.81*** 0.97
27 39 249 0.65 5.87*** 0.58 1.57**  0.67 2.55*** 0.65
28 20 3.06** 1.29 6.66** 1.11 2.08 1.33 3.57** 1.28
29 31 2.49** 0.89 6.24*** 0.76 2.06**  0.89 2.99*** 0.87
30 24 2.78* 1.17 6.60** 1.01 2.23* 1.19 2.90** 1.18

OCO~NO UL~ WNPEF
-
(6]

e
— o
N
o ™

31 17 3.54* 1.67 7.20"* 146 2.94 1.71 3.72** 1.66
32 9 532 3.16 8.36**  2.81 431 3.27 5.30 3.16
33 14 3.66 2.19 7.64*** 1.89 3.18 2.21 3.68 2.19

34 39 243** 0.83 6.13** 0.74 1.76*  0.85 2.82*** 0.82



35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50

21
24

9
31
11

8
18
17
17
21
18
11
18
43
12

6

3.29%*
2.97**
5.70
3.06**
5.00
6.52
3.85*
4.05*
3.97
3.80*
4.16*
5.75
4.04
2.87**
5.69
9.87

1.56 7.06***
1.42 6.93***
3.70 8.99**
1.16 6.85***
3.25 8.59**
4.48 9.71**
2.13 7.66***
2.32 7.94%**
2.38 7.41***
1.97 7.38***
2.34 7.79%**
3.84 9.18**
2.46 8.12***
1.07 6.28***
3.78 8.96**
7.33 12.72

1.38
1.25
3.31
1.04
2.91
4.06
1.92
2.07
2.17
1.80
2.13
3.52
2.23
0.99
3.49

2.55
2.19
5.46
2.28*
454
5.84
3.17
3.51
3.35
3.03
3.56
5.05
3.31
1.90*
5.13

6.81 9.33

1.59 3.50**
1.44 3.23**
3.72 6.31
1.18 2.98**
3.30 5.02
4.57 6.91
2.17 4.05*
2.34 4.17*
2.41 4.47*
2.00 4.39**
2.38 4.30*
3.91 6.19
2.50 4.68*
1.09 3.13%*
3.83 5.59
7.43 10.42

1.54
1.41
3.63
1.16
3.25
4.43
2.12
2.30
2.35
1.94
2.34
3.81
2.43
1.07
3.79
7.23

*p<0.1, *p<0.05, **p<0.01
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Table 2.D.22The winner regret¥ and the loser regre@,’estimates across auction categories

[7)) -

2 = = 5  _ _

5 S 3 5 S T ° o o

5 g E 2 - g 8 3

) - = o @ ORI 2 3 o O =

£ 2 0% gE FE 3 L B2 32

_ S S =P ©2 T3 o = ®J 7

Auction Category c = 0= L Q™ — 0 e Q™
-1.30*** 0.0z -52.4( <0.000: -1.31***

Jewelry and Watches 1550 0.03 -51.92 <0.0001
-1.27***  0.04 -36.1¢ <0.000. -1.33**

Collectibles 859 0.03 -39.61 <0.0001
Clothing, Shoes and -1.28***  0.0¢ -30.07 <0.000: -1.31*+*

Accessories 453 0.05 -28.91 <0.0001
-1.31***  0.0¢ -29.8¢ <0.000: -1.38***

Crafts 558 0.04 -34.35 <0.0001
-1.29%*  0.0¢ -32.21 <0.000: -1.27**

Pottery and Glass 607 0.04 -32.27 <0.0001
-1.37%*  0.0¢ -32.0¢ <0.000: -1.34%**

Antiques 546 0.04 -33.99 <0.0001
-1.31***  0.0¢ -38.17 <0.000: -1.32*+*

Toys and Hobbies 744 0.04 -36.28 <0.0001
-1.36***  0.0¢ -36.2¢ <0.000: -1.32%**

Stamps 651 0.04 -34.17 <0.0001
-1.32%*  0.04 -29.7: <0.000. -1.25%*

Books 482 0.04 -29.83 <0.0001
-1.37%*  0.0¢ -31.6% <0.000: -1.37***

Tickets and Experiences 489 0.04 -30.73 <0.0001
-1.29***  0.0E -26.9¢ <0.000: -1.32*+*

Art 456 0.05 -28.36 <0.0001
-1.34**  0.04 -29.9¢ <0.000: -1.34*+*

Gift Cards and Coupons 522 0.04 -30.39 <0.0001
-1.36***  0.0¢ -34.2¢ <0.000: -1.35*%**

Music 585 0.04 -36.23 <0.0001
-1.35%** 0.0 -39.1f <0.000: -1.35*+*

Consumer Electronics 734 0.04 -35.97 <0.0001
-1.36***  0.0¢ -33.5¢ <0.000: -1.32%**

DVDs and Movies 602 0.04 -34.18 <0.0001
-1.30***  0.0¢ -32.3¢ <0.000: -1.31*+*

Dolls and Bears 679 0.04 -35.22 <0.0001
Entertainmen -1.34**  0.0¢ -32.4. <0.000: -1.36***

Memorabilia 506 0.04 -31.30 <0.0001
-1.37%*  0.0¢ -34.4¢ <0.000: -1.30***

Health and Beauty 541 0.04 -30.04 <0.0001
Video Games an -1.35%**  0.0¢ -37.11 <0.000: -1.32*+*

Consoles 682 0.04 -35.68 <0.0001

* p<0.1, *p<0.05, **p<0.01



222

Table 2.D.23The update of valuation paramete’;,sand learning parametg® estimates across

bidder's segments

number Learning yalue Valuati_on
of from bid STE revelation STE

Bidders segment bidders Parameter@)  (A) parameter ¢)) )
Jewelry and Watches 1550 1.24%** 0.02  0.25*** 0.02
Collectibles 859 1.20%** 0.03 0.23*** 0.03
Clothing, Shoes and

Accessories 453 1.28%*** 0.04 0.23*** 0.04
Crafts 558 1.21%** 0.03 0.21%** 0.04
Pottery and Glass 607 1.28*** 0.03  0.24%** 0.04
Antiques 546 1.26%** 0.04 0.25%** 0.04
Toys and Hobbies 744 1.29*** 0.03 0.28*** 0.04
Stamps 651 1.27%** 0.03 0.29*** 0.04
Books 482 1.20*** 0.04 0.33*** 0.04
Tickets and Experiences 489 1.25%** 0.04  0.20%** 0.04
Art 456 1.28*** 0.04 0.24*** 0.04
Gift Cards and Coupons 522 1.24%** 0.04 0.26*** 0.04
Music 585 1.27%** 0.03 0.26*** 0.04
Consumer Electronics 734 1.28%** 0.03  0.27** 0.04
DVDs and Movies 602 1.27%** 0.03 0.29*** 0.04
Dolls and Bears 679 1.29%** 0.03 0.16*** 0.04
Entertainment Memorabilia 506 1.2]%** 0.04  0.25*** 0.04
Health and Beauty 541 1.30%** 0.04 0.26*** 0.04
Video Games and Consoles 682 1.26*** 0.03 0.21*** 0.04

*p<0.1, **p<0.05, **p<0.01
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Table 2.D.24The growth of bids and their drift parametdisand),, and the rush of bidders at

the end of auction rate and average entrancenaach period/J; and/; , estimates across
auction segments

Last Mean
Drift of minute entrance
Auction growth of bids STE bids STE flood STE rate STE
_ Cluster (7 OO NG A T (/D N OO R (Y ()
Auction Cluste Size

Jewelry and Watches 150 1.62%* 0.07 5.47%* 0.08 .98 0.06 1.99%* 0.08
Collectibles 104 1.79%* 0.0¢  5.24%** 0.1C 1.03%* 0.0€ 1.99%** 0.1C
Clothing, Shoes and 85

Accessories 1.62%** 0.10 5.46%** 0.12 1.07%* 0.09 1.94%* 0.11
Crafts 79 1.84%** 0.1C 5.58%* 0.1Z2 0.99*** 0.0€ 2.10%** 0.1¢
Pottery and Gla: 75 1.78*** 0.12 5.40%* 0.1C  1.01** 0.1C  2.09%** 0.1Z2
Antiques 69 1.77%* 0.11 5.40%* 0.12 1.05%** 0.11 1.92%** 0.12
Toys and Hobbies 94 1.70%*** 0.11 5.55*** 0.10 1.05* 0.09 1.95*** 0.14
Stamp: 73 1.77%* 0.14¢ 5.63*** 0.11 1.07** 0.12 2.13** 0.14
Books 85 1.61%* 0.12 5.75%= 0.12 1.02%** 0.12 283 0.13
Tickets and Experiences 92 1.64%* 0.13 5.60%** R.1 1.17** 0.12 1.92%** 0.15
Art 71 1.87%* 0.17 5.54** 0.15  1.05%** 0.1€ 2.05%** 0.17
Gift Cards and Coupo 86 2.03%+* 0.1F  5.63%* 0.15  1.21%* 0.15  2.00%** 0.1¢
Music 87 1.65%* 0.16 5.53*** 0.14 1.07** 0.16 2@** 0.16
Consumer Electronics 84 1.84%* 0.17 5.50%** 0.15 .04*** 0.17 2.27%* 0.18
DVDs and Movie 88 1.80%** 0.1€ 5.68%* 0.14 1.24%* 0.1€ 2.31%* 0.1¢
Dolls and Bears 85 1.92%** 0.20 5.65%* 0.17 1.23* 0.19 2.27%* 0.20
Entertainment Memorabilia 89 1.87** 0.20 5.82%** Xy 1.24% 0.19 2.15%* 0.20
Health and Beauty 75 2.00%** 0.24 5.73%* 0.20 1238 0.24 1.93%* 0.25
Video Games and consoles 94 1.83*** 0.21 5.81** A0 1.12%* 0.21 2.24%** 0.21

*p<0.1, *p<0.05, **p<0.01
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2.D.3. K-MEANSs BIDDER CLUSTERS

Table 2.D.25Bidder’s segment profile (based on k-means appjoach
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APPENDIX 3.A: CONDITIONAL DISTRIBUTIONS FOR ESTIMAT ION OF THE
GAMIFICTION CHOICE MODEL

Conditional distributions of the choice variablelude the following:

]
/\i | yit ’ Contit—l’ r.Cvit—l’ CreplW—l’ repiw—l’

. (A1)
k., Arnk,,_,,bdg,.cbdg,_,, 1,2, 1=1.1

where this conditional distribution can be estmtlaby random walk metropolis hasting on the
weighted likelihood.
The priors for normal mixture distribution ohet individual and the category specific

parameters used are:

{1 TN LD, z,8,v,9,a°
a|l*
al{(u,2,)%
VI{(u, Z)% 9
I, 2} v
(A2)
where the first conditional is the standard posteRolya Urn representation for the mean and

variance of individual specific random coefficiefitoice model parameter§y,,Z,) * denotes a
set of unique(y ,Z,), which the DP process hyper-parameters depeng amla posteriori).
Given the {( & ,%,)*} set?” and based measure parameters (ag,,J) are independent, a

posteriori. The conditional posterior of ti{e,hyper-parameters (i.ea,v,sJ), factors into two

parts asa is independent 0§, given{( 4 ,%,)*} . The form of this conditional posterior is:
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p(a v, J{(4,2)} U uqﬂ(ﬂ} 10,27, 2 IWE *[vV =vdl,)p(av.d) (A3)

where ¢(.].,.) denotes the multivariate normal densityV (.|.,.) denotes Inverted-Wishart

distribution. Finally, for Polya representation iementation the following conditional
distribution is used:

d

G, (a v, Z)with prob  ——

(s Zis) [ {CH 2 ) (1, 250} ~ a”+1(C4)
Oy, =,y With prob

at +i

| assessed the prior hyperparameters to provideeptaut diffuse distributions, defined formally
by:

4=0.01a=25=0.18=3v=0.1v=4 (C5)
Finally to complete the exposition, the posterior the partition (segment) parameters has the
following form:

Z la Az, vV ~IW(v+n,,
vxg x| +(ak _[Ik'_AZk)I(ak _ﬁk'_AZk)"'a(ﬁk - 0l — 1)

2
a. X, . u,alz ~N@,—-
U laozl K (4, nk+a)

a.

- na, +ag, _ Z'_

k= k™ k aﬂk,aklek ,/J:O
n +a n,



APPENDIX 3.B: EXTRA TABLES FOR THE ALTERNATIVE MODEL
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Table 3.B.1. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Choieffect (10K sample size with model
that explains parameters with fixed variables a&ratichy)

Estimate Std. Dev. 2.8 97.8"

Fixed Effect 50.881 160.168 50.144 53.493
States:

Previous contribution -0.004 0.042 -0.097 0.095

Reciprocity (contribution received) -0.065 20 -0.489 0.256
Leader Board:

Cum Reputation 0.101 0.190 -0.335 0.455

Reputation -6.340 18.781 -7.643 -4.691

Rank -0.053 0.419 -0.926 0.797

Rank Change 0.000 0.001 -0.001 0.001
Badges

Gold Badge -0.198 0.826 -1.074 0.350

Silver Bade -0.084 0.443 -0.973 0.526

Bronze Badge -0.002 0.370 -0.711 0.679

Cum Gold Badge 0.014 0.197 -0.387 0.344

Cum Silver Badge -0.015 0.157 -0.317 0.284

Cum Bronze Badge -0.010 0.125 -0.252 0.235
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Table 3.B.2. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Choiefect
(10K sample size with model that explains paransetgth fixed variables at Hierarchy)

Fixed Effect 9711 60 97% 1%
States:
Previous contribution 864 902 9% 9%
Reciprocity (contribution received) 450 1250 5% 13%
Leader Board:
Cum Reputation 1124 565 11% 6%
Reputation 60 9706 1% 97%
Rank 552 860 6% 9%
Rank Change 1316 1407 13% 14%
Badges
Gold Badge 33 318 0% 3%
Silver Bade 69 91 1% 1%
Bronze Badge 208 201 2% 2%
Cum Gold Badge 300 298 3% 3%
Cum Silver Badge 837 945 8% 9%
Cum Bronze Badge 968 986 10% 10%
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Table 3.B.3. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Choieffect (5K sample size with model that
explains parameters with all variables at Hieraychy

Estimate Std. Dev. 2.8 97.8"

Fixed Effect -0.405 0.938 -2.826 0.830
States:

Previous contribution -0.008 0.065 -0.100 0.101

Reciprocity (contribution received) -0.085 @37 -0.429 0.217
Leader Board:

Cum Reputation 0.111 0.198 -0.318 0.455

Reputation -0.441 0.874 -1.706 1.014

Rank -0.032 0.374 -0.805 0.750

Rank Change 0.000 0.001 -0.002 0.002
Badges

Gold Badge 0.078 1.237 -1.291 1.955

Silver Bade -0.155 0.519 -0.818 0.566

Bronze Badge -0.011 0.615 -0.862 1.174

Cum Gold Badge 0.040 0.269 -0.388 0.460

Cum Silver Badge -0.011 0.187 -0.290 0.277

Cum Bronze Badge -0.010 0.152 -0.237 0.217
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Table 3.B. 4. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Cheieffect
(5K sample size with model that explains parametgtts all variables at Hierarchy)

Fixed Effect 94 725 204 15%
States:
Previous contribution 428 498 9% 10%
Reciprocity (contribution received) 205 624 4% 12%
Leader Board:
Cum Reputation 541 261 11% 5%
Reputation 167 362 3% 7%
Rank 308 360 6% 7%
Rank Change 665 716 13% 14%
Badges
Gold Badge 643 569 13% 11%
Silver Bade 53 58 1% 1%
Bronze Badge 147 92 3% 2%
Cum Gold Badge 158 163 3% 3%
Cum Silver Badge 429 468 9% 9%
Cum Bronze Badge 491 476 10% 10%
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Table 3.B.5. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Choieffect (5K sample size with model that
explains parameters with full variables at Hiergjch

Estimate Std. Dev. 2.8 97.8"

Fixed Effect -0.094 0.818 -1.414 2.455
States:

Previous contribution -0.010 0.079 -0.107 0.110

Reciprocity (contribution received) -0.089 ®44 -0.481 0.232
Leader Board:

Cum Reputation 0.111 0.193 -0.312 0.444

Reputation -0.447 0.622 -1.478 0.940

Rank -0.023 0.362 -0.803 0.735

Rank Change 0.000 0.001 -0.002 0.002
Badges

Gold Badge -0.089 0.641 -1.730 0.844

Silver Bade -0.045 0.312 -0.592 0.446

Bronze Badge -0.049 0.390 -0.833 1.005

Cum Gold Badge 0.022 0.230 -0.418 0.451

Cum Silver Badge -0.012 0.189 -0.294 0.279

Cum Bronze Badge -0.011 0.152 -0.249 0.222




Table 3.B.6. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Choieffect

(5K sample size with model that explains paramet&tts fixed variables at Hierarchy)
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Positive

Negative

Significant Significant % positive % Negative

Fixed Effect 356 536 7% 11%
States:

Previous contribution 427 513 9% 10%

Reciprocity (contribution received) 208 622 4% 12%
Leader Board:

Cum Reputation 532 251 11% 5%

Reputation 147 390 3% 8%

Rank 301 363 6% 7%

Rank Change 684 707 14% 14%
Badges

Gold Badge 116 310 2% 6%

Silver Bade 49 54 1% 1%

Bronze Badge 144 92 3% 2%

Cum Gold Badge 154 164 3% 3%

Cum Silver Badge 412 459 8% 9%

Cum Bronze Badge 490 478 10% 10%
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Table 3.B.7.PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Choieffect (1K size for k-mean stratified
sample with model that explains parameters witbdixariables at Hierarchy)

Estimate Std. Dev. 2.8 97.8"

Fixed Effect -0.003 2.045 -3.356 2.772
States:

Previous contribution -0.034 0.089 -0.236 0.165

Reciprocity (contribution received) -0.031 B21 -0.557 0.403
Leader Board:

Cum Reputation 0.095 0.233 -0.384 0.540

Reputation -0.271 0.869 -1.937 1.391

Rank 0.004 0.386 -0.818 0.834

Rank Change 0.000 0.009 -0.003 0.004
Badges

Gold Badge -0.134 1.138 -2.132 2.822

Silver Bade -0.448 1.019 -1.756 1.265

Bronze Badge -0.193 2.120 -5.708 0.877

Cum Gold Badge 0.021 0.494 -0.584 0.432

Cum Silver Badge -0.020 0.170 -0.394 0.330

Cum Bronze Badge -0.011 0.188 -0.288 0.330
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Table 3.B.8. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Choieffect (1K size for k-mean stratified
sample with model that explains parameters witbdixariables at Hierarchy)

Fixed Effect 215 284 4% 6%
States:
Previous contribution 97 134 10% 13%
Reciprocity (contribution received) 62 121 6% 294
Leader Board:
Cum Reputation 122 73 12% 7%
Reputation 78 106 8% 11%
Rank 66 68 7% 7%
Rank Change 122 123 12% 12%
Badges
Gold Badge 128 213 13% 21%
Silver Bade 26 98 3% 10%
Bronze Badge 28 57 3% 6%
Cum Gold Badge 39 34 4% 3%
Cum Silver Badge 77 98 8% 10%
Cum Bronze Badge 126 96 13% 10%
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Table 3.B.9. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Choieffect (1K size for LDA stratified
sample with model that explains parameters witbdixariables at Hierarchy)

Estimate Std. Dev. 25 97.5"

Fixed Effect 14.635 2.287 12.119 19.938
Times:

Previous contribution -0.015 0.079 -0.174 0.174

Reciprocity (contribution received) -0.110 B20 -0.613 0.272
Leader Board:

Cum Reputation 0.069 0.183 -0.318 0.435

Reputation -1.989 0.847 -3.334 -0.197

Rank -0.092 0.357 -0.853 0.654

Rank Change 0.000 0.003 -0.005 0.003
Badges

Gold Badge -0.314 1.366 -2.758 2.276

Silver Bade -0.136 1.076 -2.265 1.370

Bronze Badge 0.047 0.535 -1.181 1.053

Cum Gold Badge 0.044 0.262 -0.472 0.526

Cum Silver Badge -0.034 0.178 -0.413 0.329

Cum Bronze Badge -0.017 0.137 -0.266 0.236
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Table 3.B.10. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Cheieffect (1K size for LDA stratified
sample with model that explains parameters witbdixariables at Hierarchy)

Fixed Effect 1000 0 20% 0%
States:
Previous contribution 114 116 11% 12%
Reciprocity (contribution received) 42 156 4% 694
Leader Board:
Cum Reputation 99 49 10% 5%
Reputation 5 936 1% 94%
Rank 60 81 6% 8%
Rank Change 128 145 13% 15%
Badges
Gold Badge 162 320 16% 32%
Silver Bade 46 69 5% 7%
Bronze Badge 25 19 3% 2%
Cum Gold Badge 38 32 4% 3%
Cum Silver Badge 84 114 8% 11%
Cum Bronze Badge 94 93 9% 9%
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Table 3.B.11. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Cheieffect (1K size for Uniform stratified
sample with model that explains parameters witbdixariables at Hierarchy)

Estimate Std. Dev. 25 97.5"

Fixed Effect -0.260 1.280 -2.227 3.432
States:

Previous contribution -0.027 0.080 -0.177 0.153

Reciprocity (contribution received) -0.109 ®27 -0.690 0.318
Leader Board:

Cum Reputation 0.091 0.182 -0.319 0.424

Reputation -0.083 1.060 -1.772 1.937

Rank -0.073 0.415 -0.995 0.863

Rank Change 0.000 0.005 -0.004 0.004
Badges

Gold Badge -0.351 1.971 -3.725 2.775

Silver Bade -0.533 1.056 -2.180 1.218

Bronze Badge 0.060 0.892 -1.307 1.414

Cum Gold Badge -0.015 0.275 -0.503 0.580

Cum Silver Badge -0.027 0.163 -0.313 0.271

Cum Bronze Badge -0.003 0.150 -0.288 0.305




244

Table 3.B.12. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Cheieffect (1K size for Uniform stratified
sample with model that explains parameters withdix¥ariables at Hierarchy)

Positive

Negative

Significant Significant % positive % Negative

Fixed Effect 82 89 2% 2%
States:

Previous contribution 93 118 9% 12%

Reciprocity (contribution received) 52 152 5% 5%
Leader Board:

Cum Reputation 100 52 10% 5%

Reputation 126 103 13% 10%

Rank 69 92 7% 9%

Rank Change 137 139 14% 14%
Badges

Gold Badge 158 323 16% 32%

Silver Bade 14 145 1% 15%

Bronze Badge 21 23 2% 2%

Cum Gold Badge 49 45 5% 5%

Cum Silver Badge 82 98 8% 10%

Cum Bronze Badge 133 111 13% 11%




245

Table 3.B.13. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Cheieffect (1K size for mixed-normal

stratified sample with model that explains paramsetéth fixed variables at Hierarchy)

Estimate Std. Dev. 25 97.5"

Fixed Effect 0.065 1.353 -2.403 3.649
States:

Previous contribution -0.023 0.076 -0.153 0.103

Reciprocity (contribution received) -0.055 @27 -0.437 0.237
Leader Board:

Cum Reputation 0.119 0.206 -0.294 0.506

Reputation -0.456 0.621 -1.603 0.814

Rank -0.048 0.282 -0.676 0.494

Rank Change 0.000 0.005 -0.006 0.004
Badges

Gold Badge -0.085 0.933 -1.858 2.451

Silver Bade -0.108 0.895 -2.220 1.019

Bronze Badge -0.029 0.607 -0.800 0.798

Cum Gold Badge 0.019 0.319 -0.445 0.397

Cum Silver Badge -0.007 0.196 -0.321 0.339

Cum Bronze Badge -0.023 0.149 -0.312 0.259
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Table 3.B.14. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Cheieffect (1K size for mixed-normal
stratified sample with model that explains paramsetéth fixed variables at Hierarchy)

Fixed Effect 195 137 4% 3%
States:
Previous contribution 88 105 9% 11%
Reciprocity (contribution received) 41 124 4% 294
Leader Board:
Cum Reputation 114 44 11% 4%
Reputation 31 152 3% 15%
Rank 44 58 4% 6%
Rank Change 121 125 12% 13%
Badges
Gold Badge 81 108 8% 11%
Silver Bade 25 42 3% 4%
Bronze Badge 25 21 3% 2%
Cum Gold Badge 40 38 4% 4%
Cum Silver Badge 97 83 10% 8%

Cum Bronze Badge

108 109 11% 11%
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Table 3.B.15. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Cheieffect (1K size for mixed-normal
stratified sample with model that explains paramsetéth full variables at Hierarchy)

Estimate Std. Dev. 2.8 97.8"

Fixed Effect -0.294 1.505 -3.123 2.165
States:

Previous contribution -0.037 0.103 -0.195 0.143

Reciprocity (contribution received) -0.119 (B49 -0.927 0.356
Leader Board:

Cum Reputation 0.134 0.273 -0.373 0.533

Reputation -0.579 1.416 -2.484 2.422

Rank 0.031 0.583 -1.019 1.080

Rank Change -0.001 0.026 -0.005 0.005
Badges

Gold Badge 0.046 1.667 -5.272 1.733

Silver Bade -0.094 1.547 -2.989 3.156

Bronze Badge 0.115 1.429 -1.215 1.436

Cum Gold Badge -0.025 0.176 -0.398 0.300

Cum Silver Badge -0.019 0.182 -0.399 0.324

Cum Bronze Badge -0.006 0.160 -0.320 0.329
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Table 3.B.16. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Cheieffect (1K size for mixed-normal

stratified sample with model that explains paramsetath full variables at Hierarchy)

Fixed Effect 155 288 3% 6%
States:
Previous contribution 92 145 9% 15%
Reciprocity (contribution received) 57 135 6% 4%
Leader Board:
Cum Reputation 131 57 13% 6%
Reputation 78 220 8% 22%
Rank 85 88 9% 9%
Rank Change 134 157 13% 16%
Badges
Gold Badge 135 89 14% 9%
Silver Bade 122 129 12% 13%
Bronze Badge 32 27 3% 3%
Cum Gold Badge 24 20 2% 2%
Cum Silver Badge 73 115 7% 12%
Cum Bronze Badge 129 80 13% 8%
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Table 3.B.17. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Cheieffect (1K size for k-mean stratified
sample with model that explains parameters withvalliables at Hierarchy)

Estimate Std. Dev. 2.8 97.8"

Fixed Effect -0.419 1.661 -4.120 2.602
States:

Previous contribution -0.024 0.150 -0.199 0.147

Reciprocity (contribution received) -0.168 or39 -0.734 0.286
Leader Board:

Cum Reputation 0.118 0.199 -0.330 0.472

Reputation -0.419 0.893 -2.209 1.093

Rank -0.049 0.376 -0.777 0.742

Rank Change 0.000 0.008 -0.006 0.004
Badges

Gold Badge -0.131 1.950 -3.361 3.930

Silver Bade 0.052 1.412 -2.208 1.787

Bronze Badge 0.068 0.847 -1.282 1.994

Cum Gold Badge -0.021 0.727 -0.440 0.546

Cum Silver Badge -0.021 0.216 -0.364 0.317

Cum Bronze Badge -0.006 0.167 -0.266 0.274
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Table 3.B.18. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Cheieffect (1K size for k-mean stratified

sample with model that explains parameters withvaliables at Hierarchy)

Fixed Effect 202 380 4% 8%
States:
Previous contribution 99 109 10% 11%
Reciprocity (contribution received) 48 135 5% 4%
Leader Board:
Cum Reputation 114 53 11% 5%
Reputation 56 218 6% 22%
Rank 70 72 7% 7%
Rank Change 141 140 14% 14%
Badges
Gold Badge 222 292 22% 29%
Silver Bade 131 75 13% 8%
Bronze Badge 52 32 5% 3%
Cum Gold Badge 47 36 5% 4%
Cum Silver Badge 97 82 10% 8%
Cum Bronze Badge 103 84 10% 8%
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Table 3.B.19. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Cheieffect (1K size for LDA stratified
sample with model that explains parameters withvalliables at Hierarchy)

Estimate Std. Dev. 2.8 97.8"

Fixed Effect 13.886 2.334 9.135 17.403
States:

Previous contribution -0.034 0.082 -0.197 0.134

Reciprocity (contribution received) -0.104 ®24 -0.695 0.410
Leader Board:

Cum Reputation 0.130 0.203 -0.287 0.522

Reputation -1.850 0.930 -3.612 -0.218

Rank -0.093 0.448 -1.088 0.860

Rank Change 0.000 0.002 -0.004 0.005
Badges

Gold Badge -0.874 1.402 -3.808 2.347

Silver Bade 0.034 1.194 -2.064 3.101

Bronze Badge 0.130 0.548 -0.800 1.268

Cum Gold Badge 0.000 0.289 -0.493 0.600

Cum Silver Badge -0.035 0.176 -0.403 0.364

Cum Bronze Badge -0.008 0.140 -0.289 0.280
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Table 3.B.20.PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Choieffect (1K size for LDA stratified
sample with model that explains parameters withvaliables at Hierarchy)

Fixed Effect 997 1 20% 0%
States:
Previous contribution 82 107 8% 11%
Reciprocity (contribution received) 43 131 4% 39
Leader Board:
Cum Reputation 115 39 12% 4%
Reputation 6 850 1% 85%
Rank 58 70 6% 7%
Rank Change 131 140 13% 14%
Badges
Gold Badge 70 555 7% 56%
Silver Bade 163 144 16% 14%
Bronze Badge 39 16 4% 2%
Cum Gold Badge 33 30 3% 3%
Cum Silver Badge 89 94 9% 9%
Cum Bronze Badge 106 89 11% 9%
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Table 3.B.21. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Cheieffect (1K size for
Uniform stratified sample with model that explaperameters with full variables at
Hierarchy)

Estimate  Std. Dev. 25 97.5"

Fixed Effect 0.459 2.628 -4.001 4.872
States:

Previous contribution -0.021 0.080 -0.190 0.156

Reciprocity (contribution received) -0.104 ™24 -0.662 0.294
Leader Board:

Cum Reputation 0.124 0.203 -0.327 0.489

Reputation -0.651 1.382 -2.805 1.752

Rank 0.062 0.534 -0.922 0.892

Rank Change 0.000 0.002 -0.004 0.004
Badges

Gold Badge 0.012 2.723 -4.257 5.609

Silver Bade -0.167 1.287 -4.334 3.800

Bronze Badge -0.014 0.966 -2.003 1.228

Cum Gold Badge 0.051 0.211 -0.385 0.426

Cum Silver Badge -0.023 0.149 -0.325 0.269

Cum Bronze Badge 0.004 0.120 -0.230 0.274
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Table 3.B.22. PARAMETER ESTIMATES: Individual Cheieffect (1K size for
Uniform stratified sample with model that explaperameters with full variables at
Hierarchy)

Positive Negative % %
Significant  Significant positive Negative

Fixed Effect 358 155 7% 3%
States:

Previous contribution 85 119 9% 12%

Reciprocity (contribution received) 44 132 4% 39
Leader Board:

Cum Reputation 120 48 12% 5%

Reputation 76 243 8% 24%

Rank 72 70 7% 7%

Rank Change 135 140 14% 14%
Badges

Gold Badge 257 332 26% 33%

Silver Bade 53 91 5% 9%

Bronze Badge 47 57 5% 6%

Cum Gold Badge 34 34 3% 3%

Cum Silver Badge 69 95 7% 10%

Cum Bronze Badge 112 84 11% 8%
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