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Abstract

Personalized pricing analytics is becoming an essential tool in retailing. Upon
observing the personalized information of each arriving customer, the firm needs
to set a price accordingly based on the covariates such as income, education
background, past purchasing history to extract more revenue. For new entrants
of the business, the lack of historical data may severely limit the power and
profitability of personalized pricing. We propose a nonparametric pricing policy
to simultaneously learn the preference of customers based on the covariates and
maximize the expected revenue over a finite horizon. The policy does not depend
on any prior assumptions on how the personalized information affects consumers’
preferences (such as linear models). It is adaptively splits the covariate space into
smaller bins (hyper-rectangles) and clusters customers based on their covariates
and preferences, offering similar prices for customers who belong to the same
cluster trading off granularity and accuracy. We show that the algorithm achieves
a regret of order O(log(T)*T**®/(4*d) where T is the length of the horizon and d

is the dimension of the covariate. It improves the current regret in the literature
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(Slivkins, [2014), under mild technical conditions in the pricing context (smoothness
and local concavity). We also prove that no policy can achieve a regret less than
O(T*+ /D) for a particular instance and thus demonstrate the near optimality

of the proposed policy.

Keywords: multi-armed bandit, dynamic pricing, online learning, regret analysis,

contextual information

1. Introduction

Personalized pricing refers to the practice that a firm charges customers different
prices for the same product, depending on customers’ information such as education
backgrounds and zip codes. It is increasingly popular in online retailing, as sellers can
acquire/infer the personalized information from customers’ account profiles or browsing
histories (cookies). The demand (purchasing probability) of each customer depends
not only on the price, but also on the personalized information. The firm observes the
information of each arriving customer and sets a personalized price accordingly. We are
interested in finding pricing policies of the firm that maximize the long-run revenue.

Personalized pricing presents several challenges to the firm. First, for new entrants
to the online business, the demand function and how it depends on the personalized
information is generally unknown. Thus, the optimal pricing cannot be obtained by
directly solving an optimization problem. The firm may experiment with different
prices to learn the personalized demand function, and then sets optimal prices accord-
ing to the estimation. There is usually a finite horizon that forces a trade-off between
gathering more information (learning/exploration) and making sound decisions (earn-
ing/exploitation). This problem, sometimes referred to as the learning/earning dilemma,
has attracted the attention of many researchers.

A second challenge is the presence of personalized information, or covariates. On one
hand, the covariate of each customer provides extra information for the firm to predict
the personalized demand more accurately. On the other hand, the demand is peculiar to
each instance and changes over time, which adds significant complexity to the learning
problem described above. In particular, learning a market-wise demand function is not

sufficient, and the firm has to learn the personalized demand by experimenting with



prices for customers of similar profiles.
A third challenge is the selection of a predictive model to estimate the demand.
Consider a toy example: the demand function only depends on the address of each

customer and nothing else. The firm may postulate a linear model
demand = a — b X price + ¢ - (latitude, longitude),

and uses historical sales data to learn the parameters a, b and ¢ and maximize revenue
according to the estimation. However, whether the model is specified correctly plays
an important role in the performance of the pricing policy. In the particular example,
linearity in the location (latitude and longitude) implies that the customers along
the straight line that is orthogonal to ¢ have the same demand. This hardly reflects
the reality, as customers from the same neighborhood tend to have similar shopping
patterns and neighborhoods are usually clustered geographically. By postulating a
parametric (linear) model, the firm faces the risk of misspecification and not learning
what is supposed to be learned. A nonparametric model is more appropriate in this
setting.

In this paper we study the pricing policy of a firm which tries to maximize the
unknown expected revenue f(x,p) = pd(x,p), where p is the price, d(x,p) € [0,1]
is the personalized demand function for a customer of covariate x. We assume both
quantities are normalized so x € [0,1)? and p € [0, 1]. In period t, the firm observes
an arriving customer with a random covariate X;, and sets a personalized price p;.
The earned revenue is p; multiplied by a Bernoulli random variable with success rate
d(X;, p;), representing the event of a purchase. The expected revenue is thus f(X;, p;).

We propose a nonparametric learning policy for the firm. That is, the policy does
not depend on specific forms of f(x,p) and only assumes general structures such as
continuity and smoothness. The policy achieves near-optimal performance compared
to a clairvoyant who knows f(x,p) and sets p*(x) = argmax,, f(x, p) for a customer
of covariate x. More precisely, the expected difference in total revenues between the
proposed policy and the clairvoyant policy, which is referred to as the regret in the
literature, grows at O(log(T)>*T?*®/(4*d)) a5 T — co. The rate is sublinear in T, implying
that when the length of horizon tends to infinity, the average regret incurred per period

becomes negligible. Moreover, we prove that no pricing policies can achieve a lower



regret than O(T?**9/(4+d)) for a reasonable class of unknown objective functions f.
Therefore, we successfully work out the learning/earning dilemma with covariates.

The main contribution of the paper is the design of a near-optimal nonparametric
learning policy for the personalized pricing problem. Nonparametric learning policies
are introduced in more general settings by Rigollet and Zeevi (2010); Perchet and
Rigollet| (2013); |Slivkins| (2014). The formulation in this paper is originally introduced
in |Slivkins| (2014), and our policy builds upon the idea of adaptive binning proposed in
Perchet and Rigollet (2013)!. Motivated by the application of personalized pricing, we
assume that the expected revenue f(x,p) is smooth and locally concave in the charged
price p. This deviates from the Lipschitz continuous condition in Slivkins (2014) and
can be viewed as a special “margin condition” in Rigollet and Zeevi (2010); Perchet
and Rigollet (2013). By utilizing this condition, we are able to show that our policy is
near-optimal and achieves improved regret over merely continuous objective functions
(T@+d)/(4+d) yergys T(+d)/G+d) jn Slivkins (2014)).

1.1. Literature Review

This paper is motivated by the recent literature that analyzes a firm’s pricing problem
when the demand function is unknown (e.g. Besbes and Zeevi, |2009; Araman and
Caldentey, 2009; Farias and Van Roy, 2010; Broder and Rusmevichientong}|2012; den Boer
and Zwart, 2014; Keskin and Zeevi, 2014; Cheung et al.2017). den Boer (2015) provides
a comprehensive survey for this area. Since the firm does not know the optimal price, it
has to experiment different (suboptimal) prices and update its belief about the underlying
demand function. Therefore, the firm has to balance the exploration/exploitation trade-
off, which is usually referred to as the learning-and-earning problem in this line of
literature. Our paper considers the pricing problem with personalized information and
it does not consider the finite-inventory setting as in some of the papers mentioned
above.

More recently, several papers investigate the pricing problem with unknown demand
in the presence of covariates (Nambiar et al., [2016;|Qiang and Bayati, 2016; |Javanmard
and Nazerzadeh, [2016; (Cohen et al.,2016; Ban and Keskin, [2017). The existing literature

has adopted a parametric approach: for example, the actual demand can be expressed in
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a linear form ax + ﬁTxp + € (Qiang and Bayati, 2016; Ban and Keskin, 2017), where x is
the feature vector of a customer, & and f are vectorized coefficients, and € is the random
noise. Because of the parametric form, a key ingredient in the design of the algorithms
in this line of literature is to plug in an estimator for the unknown parameters (o and
p) in addition to some form of forced exploration. In contrast, we focus on a setting
where the demand function cannot be parametrized. Thus, the firm cannot count on
accurately estimating the function globally by estimating a few parameters. Instead, a
localized optimal decision has to be made based on past covariates generated in the
neighborhood. It highlights the different philosophies when designing algorithms for
parametric/nonparametric learning problems with covariates. As a result, the best
achievable regret deteriorates from O(VT) or O(log T) (parametric) to O(T?+4)/(4+d))
(nonparametric).

The dependence of the optimal rate of regret on the problem dimension d has been
observed before. For example, Cohen et al|(2016) find a multi-dimensional binary
search algorithm for feature-based dynamic pricing, which has regret O(d? log(T/d));
Javanmard and Nazerzadeh|(2016) propose a policy for a similar problem that achieves
regret O(slogdlogT), where s represents the sparsity of the d features; in Ban and
Keskin| (2017), the near-optimal policy achieves regret O(sVT). In their parametric
frameworks, the dependence of the regret on d is rather mild—it does not appear on
the exponent of T; Javanmard and Nazerzadeh|(2016); Keskin and Zeevi (2014) also
provide methods to deal with the sparse strucutre. In contrast, in our nonparametric
formulation, the optimal rate of regret O(T**®/(4*d)} increases dramatically in d, making
the problem significantly harder to learn in high dimensions. This is similar to the
nonparametric formulation in the network revenue management problem (Besbes and
Zeevi, 2012), in which the dimension of the decision space is d and the optimal rate of
regret is O(T?+9)/G+d)2 From the literature, it seems that the dimension significantly
complicates the learning problem in a nonparametric formulation.

This paper is also related to the vast literature studying multi-armed bandit problems.
See (Cesa-Bianchi and Lugosi (2006); Bubeck and Cesa-Bianchi| (2012) for a compre-
hensive survey. The classic multi-armed bandit problem involves finite arms, and the

algorithms (Kuleshov and Precup) 2014;|Agrawal and Goyal, 2012) cannot be applied

%1t is shown in|Chen and Gallego(2018) that if the number of inventory constraints < d, then learning
the dual variables may effectively reduce the problem dimension.



directly to our setting. Recently, there is a stream of literature studying the so-called
continuum-armed bandit problems (Agrawal, 1995; Kleinberg, 2005; Auer et al., 2007;
Kleinberg et al., 2008; Bubeck et al.,[2011), in which there are infinite number of arms
(decisions). Although there is no contextual information in those papers, Kleinberg
et al.[(2008); Bubeck et al.[(2011) have developed algorithms based on a similar idea to
decision trees, because the potential arms form a high-dimensional space.

For multi-armed bandit problems with contextual information, parametric and
regression-based algorithms have been proposed in, for example, Goldenshluger and
Zeevi (2013); Bastani and Bayati| (2015). Our paper is related to the literature studying
contextual multi-armed bandit problems in a nonparametric framework [Yang et al.
(2002); Langford and Zhang] (2008); Rigollet and Zeevi (2010); Perchet and Rigollet
(2013); Slivkins (2014); [Elmachtoub et al. (2017). The analysis builds upon the idea
of adaptive binning in Perchet and Rigollet| (2013). Our algorithm is designed for
continuous decisions. In fact, applying the algorithm in Perchet and Rigollet (2013)
designed for discrete decisions to our problem with simple discretization may result in
worse-than-optimal regret. In terms of the formulation and the rate of regret, this paper
is closely related to Slivkins|(2014). Slivkins|(2014) investigates a more general model, in
which the decision p can be a vector, and assumes that f(x, p) is Lipschitz continuous.
The optimal rate of regret in this setting has been shown to be T(1*@x+dp)/(2+dx+dp) jyy
previous works, where d, and d,, are the dimensions of x and p, respectively. Slivkins
(2014) introduces an adaptive zooming algorithm, and uses the covering dimension of
the space (x, p) in the analysis. The extension accommodates more general spaces of
(x, p) than the Euclidean space. For Euclidean spaces, the algorithm recovers the optimal

rate of regret T(1+dx+d)/(2+dx+d,)

T(2+d)/(3+d) 3

In our setting, letting d, = d and d,, = 1 leads to the
rate Motivated by personalized pricing, we impose additional assumptions
on f(x,p) (smoothness and local concavity, see Assumption 3), and improve the optimal
rate to T**9)/(4+d) 35 3 result. The additional assumption may act as a special margin
condition (Tsybakov et al.,[2004; Rigollet and Zeevi, [2010; |[Perchet and Rigollet, [2013)
and affects the optimal rate. It is unclear whether the algorithm in Slivkins|(2014) could
be adapted to accommodate the additional assumptions and achieve the improved rate.

The design of our algorithm is based on adaptively partitioning the covariate space into

? Applying our assumptions and following Equation (8) of Slivkins| (2014) give dy +d, = d + 1/2, and
the regret improves to T(-5+@)/(2.5+d),



rectangular bins, rather than overlapping balls as in [Slivkins| (2014).

2. Problem Formulation

Suppose the personalized demand function (purchasing probability) is d(x, p) € [0, 1],
where x € [0, l)d is the observed feature vector, or covariate, summarizing the cus-
tomer’s personalized information, and p is the price set by the firm. Since the purchasing
event is a Bernoulli random variable with success rate d(x, p) when the firm sets price
p for a customer of covariate x (henceforth abbreviated to customer x), the expected
revenue is thus f(x,p) = pd(x,p). If the firm knew d(x, p), or equivalently, f(x,p),
then it would set p*(x) = argmax,, ;) f(x, p). Denote the optimal expected revenue
from customer x by f*(x) = maxye[o,1] f(x,p). We will be primarily dealing with the
expected revenue f(x,p) instead of the personalized demand d(x, p).

Initially, neither d(x, p) nor f(x,p) is known to the firm. In period ¢t € {1,2,...,T},
a customer arrives with covariate X;. Upon observing X;, the firm sets a price p;.
The revenue earned in period t is denoted by Z; where Z;/p; is a Bernoulli random
variable with mean d(X;, p;), independent of everything else. The objective of the
firm is to design a pricing policy to maximize the total revenue over the horizon
Zthl E[Z:] = Zthl E[ f(X:, pr)]. Note that p; itself is likely to be random even though
the firm is not adopting a randomized policy. This is because the pricing decision made
in period ¢t may depend on the observed customers, set prices, and earned revenues in
the previous periods. That is, p; = m1;(X1, p1, Z1, - - - » X1, Pr—1, Z-1, X ). Formally, we
refer to 7 as the pricing policy that determines how p; depends on the past information.
We also denote F; = o(X1, p1, Z1, - - - s X, Pty Zt).

2.1. Regret

To measure the performance of a pricing policy, it is standard in the literature to bench-
mark it against the so-called clairvoyant policy and study the regret. Suppose f(x, p) is
known to a clairvoyant firm. The optimal pricing policy is rather straightforward for a
clairvoyant: having observed customer X;, set p*(X;) in period ¢t and earn a random
revenue with mean f*(X;).

For the firm, the expected revenue in period t cannot exceed that of the clairvoyant:



f(X:,pr) < f*(X;). Thus, we define the regret of a pricing policy 7 to be the revenue
gap

T
Ra(T) = Y E[(f*(X0) = F(Xo,po))]
t=1

In period t, the expectation is taken with respect to the distribution of X; as well as
pr, which itself depends on ;_; and X;. Our goal is to design a policy x that achieves
small R;(T) when T — oo.

However, because R,(T) also depends on the unknown function f, we require the
designed policy to perform well for a family C of functions, i.e., we seek for optimal

policies in terms of the minimax regret

inf sup R,(T).
T fec
Although it is usually impossible to find the exact policy that achieves the minimax
regret, we focus on proposing a policy whose regret is at least comparable to (of the
same order as) the minimax regret asymptotically when T — oo.

In this paper, we study functions f that cannot be parametrized. It implies that
the family C is much larger than parametric families: it includes all the functions
that satisfy some mild assumptions presented in the next section. In other words, the
worst-case scenario can potentially be much worse than a parametric family. As a

result, the achievable minimax regret is also higher.

2.2. Assumptions

In this section, we formally provide a set of assumptions that f € C and the stochastic

process has to satisfy and their justifications.

Assumption 1. The covariates X; are i.i.d. for t = 1,...,T. Given X; and p;, the

revenue Z; is independent of everything else.
Both i.i.d. covariates and independent noise structure are standard in the literature.

Assumption 2. The functions f(:,p) and f(x,-) are Lipschitz continuous given p
and x, i.e., there exists M; > 0 such that |f(x1,p) — f(x2,p)] < M||x; — x2||]2 and
| f(x,p1) — f(x,p2)| < Mq|p1 — po| for all x; and p; (i = 1, 2) in the domain.



This assumption is equivalent to | f(x1, p1) — f (32, p2)| < Mi(||x1 — x2|2 + [p1 — p2l)-
Lipschitz continuity is a common assumption in the learning literature. In personalized
pricing, it implies that the expected revenues are close if the firm charges similar prices
for two customers with similar covariates. If this assumption fails, then the historical
sales data of a certain type of customer is not informative for a new customer with
almost identical background and learning is virtually impossible.

To introduce the next assumption, consider any hyper-rectangle B ¢ [0, 1)¢, includ-
ing a singleton B = {x}. Define fz(p) = E[f(X,p)|X € B] for p € [0, 1]. Clearly fz(p)
is the expected revenue when charging p for a customer that is sampled from a subset
B.

Assumption 3. We assume that for any B,

1. The function fp(p) has a unique maximizer p*(B) € [0, 1]. Moreover, there exist
uniform constants Mz, M3 > 0 such that for all p € [0,1], My(p*(B) — p)* <

fs(p"(B)) — fa(p) < Ms(p"(B) - p)*.

2. The maximizer p*(B) is inside the interval [inf{p*(x) : x € B}, sup{p*(x) : x €
B}].

3. Let dg be the diameter of B. Then there exists a uniform constant M4 > 0 such
that sup{p*(x) : x € B} — inf{p*(x) : x € B} < Mydp.

This assumption is quite different from those in the setting without covariates
(Besbes and Zeevi, [2009; Wang et al.,|2014; Lei et al., 2017) or the parametric setting (Ban
and Keskin, [2017;|Qiang and Bayati, [2016). To explain the intuition of fg(p), suppose
the firm only observes I xcpy but not the exact value of X, and thus cannot apply
personalized pricing for customers in B. In this case, the learning objective is the
expected revenue fz(p) and the clairvoyant policy that has the knowledge of f(x, p)
is to set p = p*(B). This class of learning problems are important subroutines of the
algorithm we propose and Assumption [3|guarantees that they can be effectively learned.

For part one of Assumption 3| we have

Proposition 1. If fz(p) is continuous for p € [0, 1], and twice differentiable in an open
interval containing the unique global maximizer p*(B) with f (p*(B)) < 0, then part one
of Assumption |3 holds.



Therefore, part one states that fz(p) is smooth and locally concave around the
maximum. If B is a singleton, then it can be viewed as a weaker version of the concavity
assumption in Wang et al. (2014); [Lei et al,| (2017), i.e., 0 > a > f”(p) > b for all p
in their no-covariate setting. As a result, if fz(p) is the revenue function of linear or
exponential demand, then part one is satisfied automatically.

Part two of Assumption [3| prevents the following scenario: If the optimal price for
the aggregate demand of customers x € B, p*(B), is far from the optimal personalized
pricing p*(x), then collecting more information for fz(p) does not help to improve the
pricing decision for any individual customer x € B. Such obstacle may lead to failure
to learn and is thus ruled out by the assumption. Similar types of assumptions have
been imposed in other applications of revenue management. For example, Proposition
1.16 in Gallego and Topaloglu/(2018) provides conditions under which the optimal price
of the aggregated market lies in the convex hull formed by the optimal prices of each
market segment when discriminatory pricing is allowed.

Part three imposes a continuity condition for the optimal price. It is equivalent to,
for example, some form of continuous differentiability of f(x, p), because p*(x) solves

the implicit function from the first-order condition f,(x,p) = 0.

Remark 1. Assumption [2]is a variant of similar assumptions adopted in the literature.
Assumption 3| although appearing nonstandard, is also satisfied by the parametric

families studied by previous works. We give a few examples that satisfy Assumption

« Dynamic pricing with linear covariate (Qiang and Bayati, 2016): if f(x,p) =
p(07x — ap), then f3(p) = p(8TE[X|X € B] — ap) and p*(B) = OTE[X|X € B]/2a.

« Separable function: consider f(x, p) = Zle gi(x)hi(p). Then fz(p) = Zle E[lg:(X)|X €

Blhi(p). If hi(p) are concave functions and g;(x) are positive, then we may be
able to solve the unique maximizer p* (B) = E[¢(X)|X € B] for some continuous

function g.

« Localized functions: the covariate only plays a role in a subset By C [0, 1)%. See

Section [5|for a concrete example.

As we shall see in Sections[4|and 5] the optimal rate of regret under Assumption [3]is
T@+d/(4+d) 'in contrast to T?*+9/G+) without it (taking dy = 1 in Equation (3) of Slivkins
2014). Technically, we suspect that Assumption [3| plays a similar rule to the margin
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condition in the contextual bandit literature (Tsybakov et al., |2004; |Goldenshluger
et al., 2009; Rigollet and Zeevi, [2010; Perchet and Rigollet, 2013). However, because of
the continuous decision variable studied in this paper, the margin condition cannot
be translated in a straightforward way. It remains a future direction to present the
assumption in a general form (the degree of smoothness such as the Holder and Sobolev

classes) and study how it affects the optimal rate of regret.

We summarize the information available to the firm. In the beginning of the horizon,
the length of the horizon T, the dimension d and the constants {M;}} | are revealed®.

In period t, the price can also depend on ¥;_; and X;.

3. The ABE Algorithm

We next present a set of preliminary concepts related to the bins of the covariate space,
and then introduce the proposed pricing policy: the Adaptive Binning and Exploration
(ABE) algorithm.

3.1. Preliminary Concepts

Definition 1. A bin is a hyper-rectangle in the covariate space. More precisely, a bin
is of the form
Bz{x:aini<bi, i:1,...,d}

for0<a;<b;<1,i=1,...,d.

We can split a bin B by bisecting it in all the d dimensions to obtain 2¢ child bins of
B, all of equal size. For a bin B with boundaries a; and b; for i = 1, ...,d, its children
are indexed by i € {0, 1}¢ and have the form

aj + b; aj + b;
L ifi; =0, 12—

Bi:{x:aijj< ij<bjifij:1,j:1,...,d}.

Denote the set of child bins of B by C(B). Conversely, for any B" € C(B), we refer to B
as the parent bin of B’, denoted by P(B’) = B.

4In fact, only M, is needed in the algorithm.
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Our algorithm starts with a root bin By = [0, 1)d, which contains all possible
customers, and successively splits the bin as more data is collected. Therefore, any bin
B produced during the process is the offspring of By, i.e., P*)(B) = By for some k > 0,
where P%) is the kth composition of the parent function. Equivalently, By is an ancestor
of B. For such a bin, we define its level to be k, denoted by I[(B) = k. Conventionally, let
[(Bp) = 0.

In the algorithm, we keep a dynamic partition #; of the covariate space consisting of
the offspring of By in each period ¢. The partition is mutually exclusive and collectively
exhaustive, so B; N B; = 0 for B;, B; € P;, and Up,ep, B; = By. Initially Py = {Bp}. In the
algorithm, we gradually refine the partition; that is, each bin in #;,; has an ancestor
(or itself) in P;.

3.2. Intuition

The intuition behind the ABE algorithm is to use a partition #; of the covariate space
to aggregate customers in each period. It tries to find the optimal price for customers
in each bin B € P, i.e., p*(B) defined in Section[2.2] As P; is refined dynamically, i.e.,
B € P, becomes smaller, such aggregation is almost identical to personalized pricing.
To do that, we keep a set of discrete prices (referred to as the decision set hereafter)
for each bin in the partition. The decision set consists of equally spaced grid points
of a price interval associated with the bin. When a customer arrives with covariate
X; inside a bin B, a price is chosen successively in the decision set and charged for
the customer. The realized revenue for this price is recorded. When a large number
of customers are observed in B, the average revenue for each price p in the decision
set is close to f(p), which is defined as E[f(X, p)|X € B] in Section[2.2] Therefore, the
empirically-optimal price in the decision set is close to p*(B), with high confidence.
There are two potential pitfalls of this approach. First, the number of prices has an
impact on the performance of the policy. If there are too many prices in a decision set,
then for a given number of customers observed in the bin, each price is experimented
with for a relatively few times. As a result, the confidence interval for the associated
average revenue is wide. On the other hand, if there are too few prices, then inevitably
the decision set has low resolutions. That is, the optimal price in the set could still be

far from the true maximizer p*(B) because of the discretization error. We have to select
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a proper size of the decision set to balance this trade-off.

Second, even if the optimal price p*(B) for the aggregate revenue in the bin is
correctly identified, it may not be a strong indicator for p*(x) for a particular customer
x € B. Indeed, fg(p) averages out all customers X € B, and the optimal price for an
individual customer x could be very different. This obstacle, however, can be overcome
as the size of B decreases, as implied by Assumption [3| In particular, part two and
three of the assumption guarantee that when B is small, p*(x) is concentrated within a
neighborhood of p*(B) as long as x € B. The cost of using a smaller bin, however, is
the less frequency of observing a customer inside it.

To remedy the second pitfall, the algorithm adaptively refines the partition and
decreases the size of the bins in #; as t increases. When a bin B € # is large, the
aggregate optimal price p*(B) is not a strong indicator for p*(x), x € B. As a result,
we only need a rough estimate and split the bin when a relatively small number of
customers are observed in B. When a bin B € #; is small, the optimal price p*(B)
provides a strong indicator for p*(x), x € B. Therefore, we gather large sales data from
customers X € B to explore the decision set and estimate p*(B) accurately, before it
splits.

A crucial step in the algorithm is to determine what information to inherit when a
bin is split into child bins. The ABE algorithm records the empirically-optimal price in
the decision set of the parent bin. In the child bins, we use this information and set up
their decision sets centered at it. As explained above, when the parent bin (and thus
the child bins) is large, its optimal price does not predict those of the child bins well.
Therefore, the algorithm sets up conservative decision sets for the child bins, i.e., they
have wide intervals. On the other hand, when the parent bin is small, its optimal price
provides an accurate indicator for those of the child bins. Thus, the algorithm constructs
decision sets with narrow ranges for the child bins around the empirically-optimal

price inherited.

3.3. Description of the Algorithm

In this section, we elaborate on the detailed steps of the ABE algorithm, shown in
Algorithm 1]

The parameters for the algorithm include

13



Algorithm 1 Adaptive Binning and Exploration (ABE)

10:
11:
12:
13:
14:
15:

16:

17:
18:
19:

20:
21:

22:
23:
24:
25:
26:
27:

1: Input: T, d

2: Constants: My, My, M5, M,

3:

4: Initialize: partition P « {B@},pf‘z’ —0,p," < 1,68, — 1/(No—1), Y5, Np, j < 0

Parameters: K; A, ng, Ny fork =0, . .. ,I}(3
0
forj=0,...,Ny—1
fort =1toT do
Observe X;
B« {Be® :X, €B} > The bin in the partition that X; belongs to
k < I(B), N(B) < N(B) + 1 » Determine the level and update the number of
customers observed in B

if k < K then > If not reaching the maximal level K
if N(B) < ny then > If not enough data observed in B
j«— N(B)—1 (mod Ng) > Apply the jth price in the decision set
Pr — pf + jo; apply p; and observe Z;
Ysj — 5577 (Nb, Y8, + Z1), Npj < Np; + 1
else > If sufficient data observed in B
J*€argmax;c o N - {YBi}p" < plB +j*08 > Find the

empirically-optimal price; if there are multiple, choose any one of them
P «— (P \ B) U C(B) » Update the partition by removing B and adding
its children
for B’ € C(B) do > Initialization for each child bin
N(B') « 0
PP — max{0,p" — Ax1/2}; pE — min{1,p* + Ars1/2} > The
range of the decision set
Opr «— (pu/ —pf’)/(NkH -1 > The grid size of the decision set
Np j, Ypj < 0,forj=0,...,Ny; — 1 > Initialize the average
revenue and number of customers for each price
end for
end if
else > If reaching the maximal level
pe— (pf +p)/2
end if

end for
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1. K, the maximal level of the bins. When a bin is at level K, the algorithm no
longer splits it and simply applies the median price of its decision set whenever a

customer is observed in it.
2. Ak, the length of the interval that contains the decision set of level-k bins.

3. ng, the maximal number of customers observed in a level-k bin in the partition.

When nj customers are observed, the bin splits.

4. N, the number of prices to explore in the decision set of level-k bins. The decision
set of bin B consists of equally spaced grid points of an interval [pf, p2], to be
adaptively specified by the algorithm.

We initialize the partition to include only the root bin By in Step |4} Its decision set
spans the whole interval [0, 1] with Ny equally spaced grid points. That is, the jth price
is jop, = j/(No — 1) for j = 0, ..., Ny — 1. The initial average revenue and the number
of customers that are charged the jth price are set to Y5, ; = Np,; = 0.

Suppose the partition is ?; at t and a customer X; is observed (Step[6). The algorithm
determines the bin B € #; which the customer belongs to. The counter N(B) records
the number of customers already observed in B up to t when B is in the partition
(Step [8). If the level of B is [(B) = k < K (i.e., B is not at the maximal level) and the
number of customers observed in B is not sufficient (Step [9] and Step [10), then the
algorithm has assigned a decision set to the bin in previous steps, namely, {p;3 + jop}
for j = 0,...,N; — 1. There are N prices in the set and they are equally spaced in
the interval [pf, p2]. They are explored successively as new customers are observed
in B (explore pf for the first customer observed in B, plB + p for the second customer,
e plB + (Nj — 1)6p for the Nith customer, pf again for the (N + 1)th customer, etc.).
Therefore, the algorithm charges price p; = plB + jog where j = N(B) — 1 (mod Ny)
for the N(B)th customer observed in B (Step [11)). Then, Step [13|updates the average
revenue and the number of customers for the jth price.

If the level of B is [(B) = k < K and we have observed a sufficient number of
customers in B (Step [9|and Step [14), then the algorithm splits B and replaces it by its
2¢ child bins in the partition (Step . For each child bin, Step [18|to Step [21|initialize
the counter, the interval that encloses the decision set, the grid size of the decision

set, and the average revenue/number of customers for each price in the decision set,
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respectively. In particular, to construct the decision set of a child bin, the algorithm
first computes the empirically-optimal price in the decision set of the parent bin B; that
is, j* € argmax;, {0,1,...,Nk—1}{YB,j} in Step (15| Then, the algorithm creates an interval
centered at this empirically-optimal price with width Ay, properly cut off by the
boundaries [0, 1]. The decision set is then an equally spaced grid of the above interval
(Step[19]and Step [20).

If the level of B is already K, then the algorithm simply charges the median price
(Step [25) repeatedly without further exploration. For such a bin, its size is sufficiently
small and the algorithm has narrowed the range of the decision set K times. The charged

price is close enough to all p*(x), x € B, with high probability.

3.4. Choice of Parameters

1 —
We set K = L%J, Ap =2 k log(T), Ny = [log(T)], and

4k+15
Nk = max {0, [W(log(ﬂ + log(log(T)) — (d + 2)k log(Z))H .
To give a sense of their magnitudes, the edge length of the bins at the maximal level is
approximately T~1/(¢+%_The range of the decision set (A) is proportional to the edge
length of the bin (27%). The number of prices in a decision set is approximately log(T).
Therefore, the grid size is dp = 27k for a level-k. The number of customers to observe
in a level-k bin B is roughly nj ~ 2* /log(T)? before it splits. When k is small, n; can
be zero according to the expression. In this case, the algorithm immediately splits the

bin without collecting any sales data in it.

3.5. A Schematic lllustration

We illustrate the key steps of the algorithm by an example with d = 2. Figure[l]illustrates
a possible outcome of the algorithm in periods t; < t, < t3 (top panel, mid panel, and
bottom panel respectively). Up until period t;, there is a single bin and the covariates
of observed customers X; for t < t; are illustrated in the top left panel. In this case,
the decision set associated with the root bin is p € {0.1,0.2,...,0.9}, illustrated by the

top right panel. The average revenue Y ; of each price is recorded, and p* = 0.6 is the
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empirically-optimal price. At t; + 1, a sufficient number of customers are observed and
Step(14]is triggered in the algorithm. Therefore, the bin is split into four child bins.

From period t; + 1 to t;, new customers are observed in each child bin (mid left
panel). Note that the customers observed before t; in the parent bin are no longer used
and colored in gray. For each child bin (the bottom-left bin is abbreviated to BL, etc.),
the average revenues for the prices in the decision sets is demonstrated in the mid
right panel. The decision sets are centered at the empirically-optimal price of their
parent bin, which is p* = 0.6 from the top right panel. They have narrower ranges and
finer grids than that of the parent bin. At t; + 1, a sufficient number of customers are
observed in BL, and it is split into four child bins.

From period t; + 1 to 3, the partition consists of seven bins, as shown in the bottom
left panel. The BR, TL and TR bins keep observing customers and updating the average
revenues, because they have not collected sufficient data. Their status at t3 is shown in
the bottom panels. In the four newly created child bins of BL (the bottom-left bin of BL
is abbreviated to BL-BL, etc.), the prices in the decision sets are used successively and

their average revenues are illustrated in the bottom right panel.

4. Regret Analysis: Upper Bound

To measure the performance of the ABE algorithm, we provide an upper bound for its

regret.

Theorem 1. For any function f satisfying Assumption|2 and[3 the regret incurred by the
ABE algorithm is bounded by

Ry (T) < CT4 log(T)?

for a constant C > 0 that is independent of T.

We provide a sketch of the proof here and present the details in the appendix. In
period ¢, if X; € B for a bin in the partition B € #;, then the expected regret incurred by
the ABE algorithm is E[(f*(X;) — f(X:, pr))lix,eB,Bep,}]- Since the total regret simply
sums up the above quantity over t = 1,...,T and all possible Bs, it suffices to focus

on the regret for given t and B. Two possible scenarios can arise: (1) the optimal price
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Figure 1: A schematic illustration of the ABE algorithm.
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of the aggregate demand in B, i.e., p*(B), is inside the range of the decision set, i.e.,
p*(B) € [pl ,p2] (Step ; (2) the optimal price p*(B) is outside the range of the decision
set.

Scenario one represents the regime where the algorithm is working “normally”:
up until ¢, the algorithm has successfully narrowed the optimal price p*(B) (Which
provides a useful indicator for all p*(x), x € B when B is small) down to [pl ,p2].

Assumption 3| part one, the regret in this scenario can be decomposed into two terms

f (X)) = fXe,pe) < Ms(Ipe = p*(B)| + |p"(B) = p"(X0))*.

The first term can be bounded by the length of the interval pZ — pf . The second term
can be bounded by the size of B given X; € B by Assumption [3| part two and three.
By the choice of parameters in Section [3.4] the length of the interval decreases as the
bin size decreases. Therefore, both terms can be well controlled when the size of B is
sufficiently small, or equivalently, when the level I(B) is sufficiently large. This is why
a properly chosen nj can guarantee that the algorithm spends little time for large bins
and collect a large amount of data for small bins. When the bin level reaches K, the
above two terms are small enough and no more exploration is needed.

Scenario two represents the regime where the algorithm works “abnormally”. In
scenario two, the difference f*(X;)— f (X}, p:) can no longer be controlled as in scenario
one because p; and p*(X;) can be far apart. To make things worse, p*(B) ¢ [pl ,pB]
usually implies p*(B’) ¢ [pl ,p> '], where B’ is a child of B. This is because (1) p*(B) is
close to p*(B’) for small B, and (2) [pf/, pP'] is created around the empirically-optimal
price for B, and thus overlapping with [pl , p2]. Therefore, for any period s following ¢,
the worst-case regret is O(1) in that period if X € B or its offspring.

To bound the regret in scenario two, we have to bound the probability, which
requires delicate analysis of the events. If scenario two occurs for B, then during the
process that we sequentially split By to obtain B, we can find an ancestor bin of B
(which can be B itself) that scenario two happens for the first time along the “branch”
from By all the way down to B. More precisely, denoting the ancestor bin by B, and its
parent by P(B,), we have (1) p (P(Ba)) is inside P(B“), pf(B )] (scenario one); (2) after
P(B,) is split, p*(B,) is outside [pl , pba] (scenario two). Denote the empirically-optimal

price in the decision set of P(B,) by p*. For such an event to occur, the center of the
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decision set of B,, which is p*, has to be at least A;3,)/2 away from p*(B,).> Because
of Assumption [3| and the choice of Ag, the distance between p*(P(B,)) and p*(B,) is
relatively small compared to Ayg,). Therefore, the empirically-optimal price p* must be
far away from p*(P(B,)). The probability of such event can be bounded using classic
concentration inequalities for sub-Gaussian random variables: the prices that are closer
to p*(P(B,)) and thus have higher means turn out to generate lower average revenue
than p*; this event is extremely unlikely to happen when we have collected a large
amount of sales data for each price in the decision set.

The total regret aggregates those in scenario one and two for all possible combi-
nations of B and B,. It matches the quantity O(log(T)?T?+9/(4*d) presented in the

theorem.

5. Regret Analysis: Lower Bound

In this section, we show that the minimax regret is no lower than cT@+d/(4+d) £51 some
constant c. Combining with the last section, we conclude that no non-anticipating
policy does better than the ABE algorithm in terms of the order of magnitude of the
regret in T (neglecting logarithmic terms).

We first construct a family of functions that satisfy Assumption [2| and [3| The
functions in the family are selected to be “difficult” to distinguish. By doing so, we
will prove that any policy has to spend a substantial amount of time exploring prices
that generate low revenues but help to differentiate the functions. Otherwise, the
incapability to correctly identify the underlying function is costly in the long run.
Therefore, unable to contain both sources of regret at the same time, no policy can
achieve lower regret than the quantity stated in Theorem 2]

Before introducing the family of functions, we define 0B to be the boundary of a
convex set in [0, 1)¢. Let D(B;, B;) be the Euclidean distance between two sets B; and
B,. That is D(By, By) = inf {||x; — x2]|2 : x; € By, x> € B,}. We allow B; or B, to be a

singleton. To define C, we partition the covariate space [0, 1)¢ into M? equally sized

SRecall that p,* —pf“ = Ays,)-
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bins. That is, each bin has the following form: for (ki,...,ks) € {1,..., M}d,

ki—1 ki ,
x:——<x;<—, Vi=1,...,d;.
M M
We number those binsby 1, . . . ,M?in an arbitrary order, i.e., By, . . ., By . Each function

f(x,p) € Cisindexed by a tuple w € {0, 1}Md, whose jth index determines the behavior

of f.,(x,p) in B;. More precisely, for x € Bj, the personalized demand function is

2_£L wj =0
du(x,p) = 2 127 1_p J
§—§+(§—§)D(x,8Bj) Wj:1
and thus
p(3-%) wj =0
pep= P68 ,
p(5-5+(3-3)D(x.0B)) wi=1

The optimal personalized price for customer x € B; is p*(x) = 2/3 if w; = 0 and
Hx) = 2DxB) o
P"(%) = 3pean,y f Wi =1

The construction of C follows a similar idea to Rigollet and Zeevi (2010). For a given
fw € C, we can always find another function f,,, € C that only differs from f in a single
bin B; by setting w’ to be equal to w except for the jth index. The firm can only rely on
the covariates generated in B; to distinguish between f,, and f,,,. For small bins (i.e.,
large M), this is particularly costly because there are only a tiny fraction of customers
observed in a particular bin and the difference |f,, — fi./| = p(1/3 — p/2)D(x, 0B;)
becomes tenuous. It also requires p to be far from 2/3 to detect the difference, which
happens to be the optimal price when w; = 0. This makes the exploration/exploitation
trade-off hard to balance. Now a policy has to carry out the task for M? bins, i..,
distinguishing the underlying function f,, with M¢ tuples that only differ from w in
one index. The cost is inevitable and adds to the lower bound of the regret. Moreover,
we assume the customers X are uniformly distributed in [0, 1)d.

In the appendix, we show that the constructed C satisfies all the assumptions. The

main theorem below shows the lower bound for the regret.
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Theorem 2. For the constructed C, any non-anticipating policy m has regret

2+d
sup R, (T) > c¢T+d
feC

for a constant ¢ > 0.

6. Future Research

As shown in Theorem [1]and Theorem [2] the best achievable regret of the problem is of
order T**d/(4+d) A5 3 result, the knowledge of the sparsity structure of the covariate is
essential in designing pricing policies. More precisely, the provided customer covariate
is of dimension d, while the personalized demand d(X, p) may only depend on d’ entries
of the covariate where d’ < d. In this case, being able to identify the d’ entries out of
d significantly decreases the incurred regret from T?*®/(4+d) o T(2+d)/(4+d) ndeed,
in the ABE algorithm, if the sparsity structure is known, then a bin is split into 2%’
instead of 2¢ child bins. It pools the observations that only differ in the dimensions
corresponding to the redundant covariates so that more observations are available in a
bin, and thus substantially reduces the exploration cost. An important research question
is then whether it is possible to design a binning algorithm that selects one dimension
and the position to split, based on a certain criterion, like regression/classification
decision trees (Hastie et al.|2001). This may significantly improve the regret in the

presence of sparse covariates.
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Online Appendix for Nonparametric Pricing Analytics with
Customer Covariates

A. Table of Notations

[x]  The smallest integer that does not exceed x

(x)*  The positive part of x

#{}  The cardinality of a set
¥:  The o-algebra generated by (X3, 71, Z1, . . ., Xi—1, Tr—1, Zi—1)
px  The distribution of the covariate X over [0, 1)

P*(B) argmax,., ;) {E[f(X,p)IX € B]}
Py The empirically-optimal decision in the decision set for B
0B  The boundary of B

Table 1: A table of notations used in the paper.

B. Proofs

Proof of Proposition |1} Define for p € [0, 1]

olp) = {—fB(@%’i@(p’ p#p(B)
- 2 (p*(B .

By L’Hopital’s rule, g(p) is continuous at p*(B). In addition, because fg(p) is continuous,
g(p) is continuous for all p € [0, 1]. By Weierstrass’s extreme value theorem, we have
g(p) € [My, M3] and both M, and M3 are attained. By the definition and the uniqueness
of the maximizer, g(p) > 0 for p € [0, 1]. Therefore, we must have M;, M3 > 0. This

establishes the result.

B.1. Upper Bound in Section

We first introduce the following lemmas.

Lemma 1. A Bernoulli random variable X satisfies

E[exp(t(X — E[X])] < exp(t*/8)

This lemma follows directly from the Hoeffding’s lemma. It implies that a Bernoulli

random variable is sub-Gaussian.
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Lemma 2. Suppose for given x and p, the random variable Z(x, p) is sub-Gaussian with
parameter o, i.e.,

Elexp(t(Z — E[Z])] < exp(at?)

forallt € R. Then the distribution of Z(X, p) conditional on X € B for a set B is still
sub-Gaussian with the same parameter.

Proof. Let px denote the distribution of X. We have that for all t € R

Elexp(t(Z(X, p) - E[Z(X,p)|X € B])|X € B]
_ J5 Elexp(t(Z(x, p) — E[Z(X, p)IX € Bldpx(x)

J5 dux(x)
o Elexpl(Z0e,p) ~ ELZGep))ldix(x) Jy exp(tELZ(x.p)Ddpx(x)
[ dix(x) exp(tE[Z(X, p)IX € B]) [; dux(x)
exp(ot?)dux(x)
< /B P X X 1 = exp(at?),
s dpx(x)

where the last inequality is by the definition of conditional expectations. Hence the
result is proved. ]

Proof of Theorem[I; According to the algorithm (Step [7), let $; denote the partition
formed by the bins at time ¢ when X; is generated. The regret associated with X; can
be counted by bins B € #; into which X; falls. Meanwhile, the level of B is at most K.
Therefore,

Ry (T) = E Z(f (X,) - f(Xep)) | =

= E [Z Z(f (X¢) = f (Xt pe))ix,eBy

t=1 BEP[

[T K
=E ZZ Z (f*(Xe) = fF(Xe, p)x, B Bep,}

| 1=1 k=0 {B:l(B)=k}

We will define the following random event for each bin B:

Eg = {p"(B) € [p}.pE]} .

Recall that p*(B) is the unique maximizer for fz(p) = E[ f(X,p)|X € B] by Assumption|3}
[pf pB] is the range of the decision set to explore for B. According to Step [19|of the
ABE algorithm, the interval [pl , p2] is constructed around p;(B), the empirically-optimal

price of the parent bin P(B) that maximizes the empirical average Yp(g) ;.
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We will decompose the regret depending on whether Ep occurs.

T K
ERrc] =E (> > D, (FX0) = fXe PO (x,enpem, s}

t=1 k=0 {B:l(B)=k}

term 1

T
+E Z Z (f"(Xy) - f(Xt,pt))H{X,eB,BeP,,EB} (1)

t=1 k=0 {B:(B)=k}

term 2
We first analyze term 1. Because Ep, is always true ([pf“’, pf“’] = [0, 1] always
encloses p*(By) according to Step[4), we can find an ancestor of B, say B, (which can
be B itself), such that Ega N Epi,) N Epps,)) N - - - N Ep, occurs. In other words, up

until By, the algorithm always correctly encloses the optimal price p*(P*)(B,)) of the

(k) (k)
ancestor bin of B, in the intervals [pf (Ba), pf (Ba)

can rearrange the event by such B,. Term 1 in (1) can be bounded by

. Therefore, when Ej occurs, we

T K
EN>. D, D, (X = fXep)(xenpen,is)
t=1 k=0 {B:(B)=k}
T K
<> > > MP(X, €B.BeP,E)
=1 k=0 {B:(B)=k}
T K
= Z Z M;P (Xt € B,B ¢ pt,EEa N EpB,) N Epp@By) N ---N EB@)
t=1 k=1 {B:(B)=k}
T K
<> MiP(X; € B,B € P, E N Ep,)
t=1 k=1 {B:(B)=k}
T K K
- Z Z Z Z MP(X; € B,B € P;,B, = B,ES, NEpsy)  (2)

t=1 k=1 {B:I(B)=k} k'=1 B":I(B')=k’

The first inequality is due to Assumption 2] In the second inequality, we start enumer-
ating from k = 1 instead of k = 0 because E}, never occurs. In the last equality, we
rearrange the probabilities by counting the deterministic bins B’ instead of the random
bins B,.

Now note that {Xt €B,BeP;,B,=H, Eg, N EP(B')} are exclusive for different Bs
because P is a partition and X; can only fall into one bin. Moreover, {X; € B,B €
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P1, By = B',E}, N Eppr)} C {Xt € B,E; N EP(B')} because B C B,. Therefore,

K
Z P(X; € B,B€ P, B, = B,ES N Epw) < P(X; € B,ES, N Epg)) .

Thus, we can further simplify (2):

T K
<> > MP (X €B.Ey N Epg))

t=1 k=1 {B":I(B')=k}

T K
- Z Z Z M P(X; € B)P(ES N Ep(g)). (3)

t=1 k=1 {B:(B)=k}

The last equality is because of the fact that for given t and B, the event {X; € B} € o(X})
and Ej, N Ep(p) € F1-1. Therefore, the two events are independent.

Next we analyze the event E§ N Ep given [(B) = k in order to bound (3). This
event implies that when the parent bin P(B) is created, its optimal price p*(P(B)) is
inside the interval [pf(B) pf(B)] At the end of Step |14} when ny_; customers have been
observed in P(B), it is split into 2d children The optimal price of its child bin B, that
is p*(B), is no longer inside [pB ]. By Step pl = max{pP(B) Ay/2,0} and pB =
mln{pP 3+ Ar/2,1}, where pP ®) is the empirically-optimal price for P(B). Therefore,
Ej implies that p*(B) ¢ [p}, 5) — Ak/2. P ) + Ak/2]. Combined with Assumptionpart
two, which states that p*(B) € [inf{p*(x) : x € B}, sup{p*(x) : x € B}] C inf{p*(x) :
x € P(B)}, sup{p*(x) : x € P(B)}, we have

[inf{p"(x) : x € P(B)}. sup{p"(x) : x € P(B)] & [P}y, — Au/2. Py + D/ 2]-

That is, either inf{p*(x) : x € P(B)} < p;(B) — Ak /2 or sup{p*(x) : x € P(B)} > p;(B) +
Ay /2. By Assumption [3 part three, sup{p*(x) : x € P(B)} — inf{p*(x) : x € P(B)} <
Mydpp) = My Vd2~%*=D because the level of P(B) is k — 1. Hence by Assumptionpart
two, inf{p*(x) : x € P(B)} > p*(P(B)) — MsVd2=*=V and sup{p*(x) : x € P(B)} <
p*(P(B)) + MsVd2~*=1_ Combining the above observations, E} could only happen
when |p*(P(B)) —p;(B)| > Ar/2 — MyVd2=*=D_ On the other hand, Ep(p) implies that
p*(P(B)) € [pP(B), pf;(B) Therefore, E; N Ep(g) could occur only if there exist two grid
points 0 < ji,jp, < Nx—1 — 1in Stepfor bin P(B), such that

1. The j,th grid point is the closest to the optimal price for the bin p*(P(B)). That is,
oy + j2Ops) = P (PB))] < Spis /2.
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2. The jith grid point maximizes Yp(p) ;. That is Pl )+ J10pB) = It implies that

Py gy
Yps)j, 2 Yp(p),, in Step |15}

3. |p*(P(B) = Py | > Di/2 = MyVd2~*,

In other words, the empirically-optimal price is the j;th grid point, while the j,;th grid
point is closest to the true revenue maximizer in bin P(B), i.e., p*(P(B)). Given that the
two grid points are far apart (by point 3 above), the probability of this event should be
small.

To further bound the probability, consider Ypg);. In Step E 15| it is the sum of

| nk—1/Nk-1] or [ng_1/Nk_1] independent random variables with mean E[ f(X, pP(B)
jop®))|X € P(B)]. By Lemmas [ I and 2| I they are still sub-Gaussian with parameter
o = 1/8. This gives the following probabilistic bound (recall the definition of fz(p) in

Section [2.2):

P(Eg N Eps) < P(Yp(), 2 17P(B>j2)

131
1 1 2
P(H ZXZ'() ZX( = fes )(pl +125P(B)) fP(B)(Pl +115P(B)))
i=1 i=1

|51
1 1 . x
P(a ZXi(l) "% in(z) > fP(B)(Pf(B) + j20p(8)) — fre) (" (P(B)))
i=1 i=1
* P(B .
* o 0" (P = fo P+ 18ps)
2
<P(- Z X" - ZX@ > My (pf™ + j16pcm) - 9" (P(B))
— Ms(p, +Jz5p(B) - p"(P(B)))*)
W _ 15y (( N _<k_1>)+)2
P(— ) X2/ —— > X7 > My ||Ar/2 — MyVNd2
(tl Z i t ; i 2 k/ 4
M387/4)-
Here t; and ¢, can be either | ng_;/Ni_1] or [nx_1/Nr_1]; Xl.(l) and Xl.(z) are independent
mean-zero sub-Gaussian random variables with parameter ¢. Their averages are the

centered version of YP(B)’ j, and YP(B), j,» and thus their means are moved to the right-hand
side. In the last inequality, ()" represents the positive part. The inequality follows from

Assumptionpart one and the previously derived facts that | pf(B) +j20p) —p*(P(B))| <

Sp(p)/2 and |Pl +J15P(B) p*(P(B))| = Ar/2 - M\Nd2~k=D, By the property of sub-
Gaussian random variables (for example, see Theorem 7.27 in Foucart and Rauhut,
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2013), the above probability is bounded by

e

40(1/t; + 1/t,)

P(EE N Ep(B)) <exp| -

ooz} g

<exp|-—
P N1 +1

By our choice of parameters, Ay = 27X 1log(T), Ny = [log(T)], Op) < Ak—1/Nk—1 <
2-(k=1) Therefore, when T > max{exp(8M4\/c_l), exp(4+/2Ms3/My)}, we have:

A
4" M Vd2~*D = 2762 1og(T) — MyVd2~ D > 0
A A
= 7" ~ MgVd2~ D > 7"

MpA}  MsSyp  Mp2 2 logh(T
2 PE) | Mp27 log (T) My2 % >
32 4 32

MgA MS(SP(B) MZAIZC

_ -(k-1)\2 _ 2
= My(Ak/2 = MyVd2™* )" = My} /4 > T 7 -

Therefore, there exists a constant ¢; = Mg/ 1024 such that

P(ES N Ep(g)) < Aty
BUEPE) = SR\ T e Ty + 1)

With this bound, we can proceed to provide an upper bound for (3). Because Y. 5.5)-xy P(X; €
B) = 1, we have

T K K A4n
SIS MiP(X: € BIP(E; N Epy) < MiT ) exp | —er—r | (4)
B =ML log(T) + 1

=1 k=1 {B:(B)=k}

We next analyze term 2 of (I). By Assumption [3| part one, f*(X;) — f(X;,pr) <
Ms(p*(Xi) ~ p)* < Ms(|p"(B) = pi| + p"(Xe) ~ p"(B)I)”. By the design of the algorithm
Stepnand. pr € [pl ,p2]; conditional on the event Eg = {p*(B) € [pl P21}, we have
Ip*(B)—p:| < p> —pl < Ay for [(B) = k. On the other hand, by Assumpt1onpart two and
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three, [p*(X;) — p*(B)| < sup{p*(x) : x € B} — inf{p*(x) : x € B} < Mydp < MyVd27*
for I(B) = k. Therefore, term 2 can be bounded by

T K
E ZZ Z (f*(Xy) = f(X4, pr)x,eB BeP, Ex)

=1 k=0 {B:(B)=k}

T K
<t ZZ Z M3(Ak+M4\/32_k)2I{XtGB,BeP,,EB}

T
<E Z Z Ms(A + MgVd2™*1ix cp pep,) (5)
0 {B:I(B)=k} t=1

k=
T
+ Z Ms(Ax + MyVd27K)? Z P(X, € B)

=1 {B:(B)=K}

For the first term in , note that {X; € B, B € $;} occurs for at most nj times for given
B with I(B) = k. Moreover, there are 2% bins with level k, i.e., #{B : I(B) = k} = 2%,
Therefore, substituting Ay = 2 ¥log(T) into the first term yields an upper bound

Iktol M3nk2(d'2)k(log(T)+M4\/E)2. For the second term in (3, 3. (5.(5)=x) P(X; € B) = 1
because {B : [(B) = K} form a partition of the covariate space and X always falls into
one of the bins. Therefore, (5) is bounded by

K-1

2

Ms (Z ng 22k 4 972K ) (1og(T) + Mp/E) log(T)?
k=0

K-1
<c3log(T)*Ms (Z 22k 4 7o2K ) (6)
k=0

2
for ¢s = (1 + Ms) (1og(z) + Mp/g) Jlog(2)? and T > 2.
Combining (4) and (6), we can find constants ¢; = ¢;/2° = M2/2" such that

E[Rr. 5] < (03 log(T)znkZ(d_z)k + MiT exp(—012_4k_4 log3(T)nk/2)) + c3log(T)?*T27%K
< <03 log(T)anZ(d_z)k + MiT exp(—022_4k log3(T)nk)) + c3log(T)*T27%K

(7)
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We choose ny

4k+15
Mk = max {0, {M(log(]‘) + log(log(T)) — (d + 2)k log(Z))”

to minimize c3 log(T)?nx2=2% + My T exp(—co2* log(T)*ny) in (7). More precisely,

2215 log(T)

c3 log(T)anZ(d_z)k csM; oa (T

2@ 2K (1og(T) + log(log(T)))

< ¢, 2@k

for some constants ¢4 > 0, and

M;T exp(—c;2~* log®(T)ng) < My T exp(—log(T) — log(log(T)) + (d + 2)k log(2))
< C52(d+2)k

for a constant ¢5 > 0. Therefore, (7) implies that we can find a constant ¢4 = ¢4 + ¢5
such that

K-1
E[Rrye] < ) 022 + 5 log(T)*T2 7%
k=0
< C(,2<d+2)K + c3 IOg(T)sz_ZK.

Therefore, by our choice of K = [( = jz%iZg)(Z)J the regret is bounded by
¢; log(T)T &
for some constant c;. Hence we have completed the proof. ]

B.2. Lower Bound in Section

Next we show that Assumption 1 and 2 are satisfied by the construction in Section

Proposition 2. The choice of f € C satisfies Assumption|d and[3 with My = 4, M, = 1,
M3 =2, andM4 =1.

To give some intuitions, note that by the construction of f, both f,,(x, p) and p*(x)
are Lipschitz continuous in [0, 1)?. Such continuity guarantees the desired properties.

Proof of Proposition[2; For Assumption[2] we discuss two cases. The first case is x1, x; €
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Bj, i.e., the two customers are in the same bin. In this case,

Ip1(2 = B = pa(2 - B2)] < 2py — s w; =0

wlX1, — JwiX2, <
e pu) = Sl o) {2|P1 —pa| + |P1(% - %)D(Xl,aB]’) —Pz(% - %)D(JQ,@BM wj =1

When w; = 0, the assumption is already satisfied. When w; = 1, by the triangle
inequality we have

1 p 1 p
(- El)D(xl, OB,) = pa( - EZ)D(xz, OB))|

1

Slel —ple(Xl, 0BJ) +p2 (g - %) |D(X1, GB]) - D(X2, BB])|

1
<7711 = p2l + 1D(x1, 9B)) = D(xz, OB))|
<|p1 — pa| + [l31 — x2]|2

The second inequality is because p, > 0 and D(xy, 0B;) < 1/2M < 1/2 when x; € B;.
The third inequality is because

llx1 = x2||]2 + D(x2, 0B;) = min {|la — x2|2 + [[x1 — x2[[2} > min {[[a — x||2}
aeaBj aeaBj

= D(xl, 6B])

and similarly ||x; — x3||2 + D(x1,0Bj) > D(x2,0B)). Therefore, we have shown that
| fw(x1, p1) — fuw(x2, p2)| < 3|p1 — p2| + 2||x1 — x2||2 for case one.

The second case is x; € B;, and x; € Bj, for j; # ji,. If ji = j, = 0, then by the
previous analysis, we already have | f,,(x1, p1) — fuw(x2,p2)| < 2|p1 — p2|- If j; = 1 and
Jj2 =0, then

1
| fw(x1, p1) = fulxz, p2)| < 2|p1 — p2| + p1 (g - %) D(x1,0Bj,) < 2|p1 — pa| + 2[|x1 — x2]|2.

The last inequality is because the straight line connecting x; and x, must intersects
Bj,. The distance from x; to the intersection is no less than D(x;, dB;,). Therefore,
D(x1,0Bj,) < ||lx1 = x2|l2. If j; = 0 and j, = 1, then the result follows similarly. If
Jj1 = j2 = 1, then by the same argument,

1 1
Ip (g - 3) D(x1,0Bj,) = p2 (g - %) D(x3,0B;,)| < D(x1,0B;,) + D(x3,0B},) < 2||x1 — x2]f2.
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Therefore, combining both cases, we always have

| fiw(x1, p1) = fulx2, p2)| < 4lp1 — pal + 421 — x2]|2.

For Assumption [3] note that

M4
fito) =5 - §) +p (% —%)) E| 2wl DX, OB)IX € B
j=1

Md
_ (2 P I p

For part one, because the second-order derivative of fz(p) is always bounded between
[_27 _1]9

2(p - p"(B))* = f3(p"(B)) — fa(p) = (p — p*(B))*
and part one holds for M, = 1, M5 = 2. For part two, note that the maximizer

2+ XM w;P(B; N BE[D(X, 8B))|X € B; N B]

p'(B) = — :
3(1 + ijl WJP(B] N B)E[D(X, 6B])|X € Bj N B])

Because p*(B) is a monotone function of Z]Afi w;P(B; N B)E[D(X, 0B;)|X € B;N B], itis
easy to check that part two of Assumption [3|holds. For part three, consider x; € BN B;,
and x, € BN Bj,. If wj, = 0 and wj, = 0, then p*(x;) — p*(x2) = 0. If either wj, = 0 or
wj, = 0, then

* * 1
lp*(x1) — p*(x2)| < gmax {D(xl,(?le),D(xz,é‘sz)} < ||lx1 = x2||2 < dp.

by the previous analysis. If w;, = 1and wj, = 1, then similarly we have [p*(x;)—p*(x2)| <
%|D(x1,8le) — D(x3,0B;,)| < |lx1 — x2lz < dp. Therefore, part three holds with
My =1. |

The proof of Theorem [2| uses Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence to measure the
“distinguishability” of the underlying functions. Such information-theoretic approach
has been a standard technique in the learning literature. The proof is outlined in the
following.

Among all functions f € C, we focus on each pair of f,, and f,,- that only differ
in a single bin. For example, consider w = (wy, wg, ..., wj_1,0, Wji1,..., Wya) and
w = (W, W, ..., Wj_1, 1, Wjs1,. .., wya) for some j. Because the indices of w and w’
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are identical except for the jth, f,, and f,, only differ in bin B;. Denote w = (w_;, 0)
and w’ = (w-j, 1) to highlight this fact. Distinguishing between f,,_; o and f,,_; 1 poses a
challenge to any policy. In particular for x € B, the difference of the two functions
| fw_j00:0) = fuw_,1(x,p)| = p(— - —)D(x 0B;) is diminishing when in p ~ 2/3. Thus,
charging a price different from 2 / 3 makes the difference more visible and helps to
distinguish f,,_; o and f,,_; 1. However, if p deviates too much from the optimal decision
p*(x) = 2/3 or p*(x) = (2 + D(x,0B;))/(3(1 + D(x,0B;))), then significant regret is
incurred in that period.

To capture this trade-off, for a given j = 1,.. ., M? and w_;j € {0, 1}Md_1, define the
following quantity

(®)

T 2 2
Z 11M2 fw_JO [(5 _Pt) ]I{XtEBj}

t=1

where the expectation is taken with respect to a policy 7 and the underlying function
fw_;.0- This quantity is crucial in analyzing the regret. More precisely, if z,,_, is large
(which implies that p; is large), then f,, o and f,,_; 1 are easy to distinguish but the
regret becomes uncontrollable.

Md
supR,; > M Z e
feg T 9X2Md ZZ W-j

J=1 woj

Lemma 3.

On the other hand, if Zy_; 18 small, then the KL divergence of the measures associated
with f,, o and f,,_;; is also small. In other words, the firm cannot easily distinguish
between f,,_ o and f,,_; ; which impedes learning and incurs substantial regret.

Lemma 4.

sup R, > exp(—2zy,_
feC i 9X2Md+11Md+2 lewz_, Wf

Since the effects of z,,_; are opposite in Lemma and Lemma combining the two
bounds, we can find a positive constant c¢; independent of T and M so that

Md
C1 T 2
Ry 2 2_ Z Z (Ma’+2 €xp (_ZW—J') +M ZW—j)

v
&2 =)
|
SM
~
)
p—
+
[—
=}
OS]
—_
<
U
+
I
~—————
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In the second inequality above, we minimize the expression over positive z,,_,. Since

M can be an arbitrary positive integer, we let M = [TY/(@*7 in the last quantity.
Calculation shows that it is lower bounded by ¢T(?+@/(4+) for a constant ¢ > 0.
To prove Theorem[2] i.e., Lemma[3|and Lemma[4] we introduce the following lemmas.

Lemma 5 (KL divergence for Bernoulli Random Variables). For two Bernoulli random
variables X; and X, with means 0; and 6,, we have

(01 — 6,)?

K(ux,, < —
Proof. The proof can be found in, e.g., Rigollet and Zeevi| (2010) and thus omitted. =

Lemma 6 (The chain rule of the KL divergence). Given joint distributions p(x,y) and
q(x,y), we have

K(p(x, y), q(x, y)) = K(p(x), g(x)) + Ep [ K (p(y|x), q(ylx)],

where p(-) and q(-) represent the marginal distribution, p(-|x) and q(-|x) represent the
conditional distribution.

Proof. The proof can be found from standard textbooks and is thus omitted. ]

Proof of Lemma(3: We use E;E to highlight the dependence of the expectation on the
policy 7 and the underlying function f. Note that

. T M¢
sup e = sup D LX) = fXepo] = sup 3 ) |06 = £GP e |
T M?
> M, sup Z Z E [(p*(xt) _Pf)2H{XzGBJ}]
feCi=1 =1
M, Tom? . )
S DIPIPIA (ORI |
w t=1 j=1

In the last inequality, we have used the fact that #{C} = 2M* and the supremum is
always no less than the average.

For a given bin B;, we focus on f,,_o and f,_,1, which only differ for x € B;.
Therefore, we can rearrange },,, to Zw,je (0.1) M1 Diwjefo,1}- We have the following
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lower bound for the regret

supR; > — Y Z Z Z Z Efw vy [(P (X:) - Pt) I{X,EB}

eC
f L, efoayMi-t wielo) 11

sz Z Z Z fu_jo (P*(Xt) —pt)z]I{Xtij}]

J=1 w_; t=1
T [ 2 2
- sz 1212; E?w 20 (g _pt) I[{XtEBj}]
w_j |
e,
1w

=J

I\/

Md
11M.
2 Mz

9 x 2M¢

j=

In the second inequality, we have neglected the regret for f,,_, ;. The last equality is by
the definition of zZy_; in . Hence we have proved the result. [}

Proof of Lemmal4; By the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 3] we have

d

M, M0 T i
supR,,ZZWZZ Z Z E o [ “(X1) = pr) I[{XteB}]

fec ]=1 =1 7]€{0 l}Md lWJG{O 1}

Because X; is uniformly distributed in [0, 1)¢, P(X; € Bj) = M~¢. By conditioning on
the event X; € B;, we have

B [(P (X1) = p0)Lix, e, }] =Eh [(p*(X:) — pr)*|X: € Bj| P(X; € B))

1

= S, 070 I < 8.

Since (p*(X;) — p;)? is measurable with respect to the -algebra generated by #;_; and
X, by the tower property, we have

fw . (P"(X:) = )1 {x,eB,}| = [E [ (X0) = p)*|Fi1.X: € By |

Ell'
Md fjg

Let EZ'™! [] denote EZ

fw—j Wj fW_j Wj

[E[-|F7-1]] and let Pf(’:_l(-) denote the conditional proba-
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bility P(-|%;-1, X; € B). By Markov’s inequality, for any constant s > 0 we have

Z E%. w[ (Xt)_Pt)zl{Xtij}] (9)
w;j€{0,1}
1 3k
Y Z{;l} EY, ., [El0" (X0 = p)*IX; € B;, Fia] |
WjE s

2

1 L Bj,t—1
> 20 3 [

B

! (|— —pil = M)
> s? 7 Btl A
= Md+2 fwjo | X: |__Pt| = M

PB -1 | 2+ D(X;, 0B)) IS i,A
X 3(1 + D(X;, 0B;)) M

p (X0 - pi > =) |

T
+Efw

t

PB =1 (l 2+D(Xt,(9BJ) S )])

82
- E™ Pl 2
Md+2 ( fw_j, 3(1 + D(Xta 0BJ)) ptl M

(10)

T
+E Fu

where we define event A = {X; € B;} N {D(X;,0B;) > 12s/M}. In the second equality,

we have used the fact that for X; € B;, when w; = 0, p*(X;) = 5 when w; = 1,

P(Xy) = %. The motivation of introducing A is as follows: consider the

classification rule IT; — {0, 1} associated with p; tries to distinguish between w; = 0
and w; = 1. It is defined as

) 2+D(X;,0B;)
I, - 0 |§—pt|S|Wxt,aéj>)_Pf|
1 otherwise.

In other words, I; classifies the underlying function as f,,_, o if p; is closer to the optimal
price p*(X;) of fw_j,o, and as fw_j,l vice versa. For fw_j,o, a misclassification on the event
Ais An{Il; = 1}. It implies that

2 2+D(X..0B) | D(X:,0B))

1
2/3 — z=X|z- - = >
|2/ Ptl =9 X ‘3 3(1+ D(Xt,aBj)) 6(1 + D(X;, aBj))

which on A, implies AN {|2/3 —p;| > s/M} as D(X;, dB;) < 1. Similarly, AN{II; = 0} C

AN {|% — pi| = s/M}. Therefore, by the fact that P(X € A) = (1 — 24s)¢/M¢,
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we have

Bjt-1 pBit-1
e, [P (1-pl > a) |+ 7 [P (11 DX 0B) — pil > .4 |
. pBit-1
> €] [Pxf (AN (I, = 1})] +Ef, [ (AN (I, = o})]
= (1—-245)¢ (P ( L= 10X € A+ P (I = 0JX; € A)) . (11)
Next we lower bound the misclassification error by the Kullback-Leibler (KL)
divergence between the two probability measures associated with f,,_ o and f,,_ 1.
Intuitively, if the two probability measures are close, then no classification (including

I1;) can incur very small misclassification error. Formally, introduce the KL divergence
between two probability measures P and Q as

[log §6dP if P < Q

. s
otherwise

K(P,Q) = {

where P < Q indicates that P is absolute continuous w.r.t. Q. By the independence
of F;_1 and X, the two measures we want to distinguish in (11)), p* Fo ( |X; € A) and

yf ( |X; € A), can be expressed as product measures
Mo CIXe € A) = 1) X i, ()
b, (X e )=y e O, 0
m,t—1

where yf ( ) is a measure of (X1, Z1, ..., X;-1,Z;—1) depending on 7 and fw_0and
,u;t(') is a measure of X; conditional on X; € A. By Theorem 2.2 (iii) in Tsybakov|(2009),

(11) >
_ (1 - 24s)d mt—1  mit—1 m,t—1 A A
=, o (= (w7 ey )- B o | (stnt,)|)

(- 24s) mi-1 -1
0B ) -

(1 B 24S)d T, T,
e (R e )

The second line follows from Lemma 6} the third line follows from the fact that ;13“}[ is
the same distribution for f,,_, o and f,,_, 1, independent of %;_;.
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7t

To further simplify the expression, note that p (+) can be decomposed as

w_j,O
oG = O X px () X i ([ Fee1, Xo)
fw,j,o fw,j,o X fw,j,O t—1s<4)t)s

where puyx is the measure (uniform distribution) of X; and u]ZJ 0(-|ﬁ_1,Xt) is the mea-
W,j,

sure of Z; conditional on #;_; and X;. We apply Lemma [f| again:

Tt It _ m,t—1 m,t—1 m,t—1
K (ufw_j,o,ufw_j,l) =K (ufw_j,o,ﬂfw_j,l) +ER | Kaxss px,)]

= Zt Zt

B [Ex [ K (W, oG X, (1T X0) ||

It is easy to see that the second term is zero. For the third term, we first conditional

on 7;_; and then on the covariate X;. Because p; depends only on #;_; and X;, p; is

the same for f,,_ o and f,,_; conditional on #;_; and X;. Therefore, ,uJZ,jW oClF-1, Xt)
i

and y?;ij,lﬂ‘ﬁ_l,Xt) are two Bernoulli distributions with means dw_].,o(Xt, pr) and

dv_;.1(Xt, pr), respectively. By Lemma we have

2
(dw_j,o(Xt,Pt) - dw_j,l(Xtapt))
dv_; 1 (Xe, pr)(1 = duw_; 1(Xies p1))

K (#]Zviv,j,o('|7'?—1,Xt), #]Ze;fj,l(-lﬁ_l,Xt)) <

144 )
< ? (dw,j,O(Xt,pt) - dej,l(Xt,pt))

144 1 p 2
=11 (pt (g - Et) D(X;. 3B {Xtij})

.9 (2 2]1:
=Tz \3 7 Pr) Hxes)
In the second inequality, we used the fact that d,_, 1(X;,p;) € [1/12,5/6] as long as we

choose M > 2 and thus D(X;, dB;) < 1/2. In the last inequality, we have used the fact
that the distance of a vector inside B; to the boundary of B; is at most 1/2M. Therefore,
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we can obtain an upper bound for?(( f O,’u?t )

w—j, w_i,1
en [ex |7 (e, 1T Xy G152, X)
fw,j,o i X waij’o i—1s 4\ ’”fwfj,l i—1,4\j

» 9 (2 2
m,i—1
Efw,j,o Ex [11M2 (g _Pt) ]I{Xiij}]]

o [ 9 |2 2
< Z Eﬂw_j,o 11 M2 (g _Pt) ]I{Xtij}] = Zw ;-

Therefore, combining it with (9), and (12), we have shown the lemma:

supZE [F*(X:) = £(Xp p2)]

fECt 1

> ZZZ > o0 - e

t=1 j=1 w-; w,e{o 1}

TM,s2(1 — 24s)? <
= 2Md+1Md+2 Z Zexp( Zw_ )

~

J=1 w_j
MT W
2
g w gM+11 ) pd+2 Zl Z exp (_Zw—j)
J=1 w-j

where in the last step, we have set s = 1/24.
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