arXiv:1411.1381v1 [cs.GT] 5 Nov 2014

How to sell an app: pay-per-play or buy-it-now?

Shuchi Chawla Nikhil R. Devanur Anna R. Karlint Balasubramanian Sivan

Abstract

We consider pricing in settings where a consumer discovergdiue for a good only as he uses it,
and the value evolves with each use. We explore simple andatatricing strategies for a seller in this
setting, under the assumption that the seller knows thetitibn from which the consumer’s initial
value is drawn, as well as the stochastic process that getieerevolution of the value with each use.

We consider the differences between up-front or “buy-ivhpricing (BIN), and “pay-per-play”
(PPP) pricing, where the consumer is charged per use. Quitsatiow that PPP pricing can be a very
effective mechanism for price discrimination, and therely increase seller revenue. But it can also be
advantageous to the buyers, as a way of mitigating risk.dddhis mitigation of risk can yield a larger
pool of buyers. We also show that the practice of offering frels is largely beneficial.

We consider two different stochastic processes for how thets value evolves: In the first, the
key random variable is how long the consumer remains intesdén the product. In the second process,
the consumer’s value evolves according to a random walk owBian motion with reflection at 1, and
absorption at 0.

*University of Wisconsin-Madisonshuchi@cs.wisc.edu.
TMicrosoft Researchaikdev@microsoft .com.
University of Washingtonkarlin@cs.washington.edu.
$Microsoft Researchbsivan@microsoft . com.


http://arxiv.org/abs/1411.1381v1

1 Introduction

A standard assumption in mechanism design about a consdmeods is that he has valuations for various
bundles of goods, which he knows ahead of time. The conswriken modeled as a utility maximizer,
where the utility is typically quasi-linear — equal to thensamer’s valuation minus payments made by
him. While this is often a reasonable assumption, in thisepape propose an alternate model that is
more appropriate for many scenarios. In particular, we idenscenarios where the consumer discovers
his valuation of a good as hesesit. For instance, consider a consumer buying a song on iTuiibe
consumer’s valuation of the song depends on how much hesitjag he listens to it and how many times
he wants to listen to it. The consumer does not know thesetitjearahead of time, and only discovers
them as he repeatedly listens to the song. Indeed the conswem@yment of the song, rather than being
constant over time, may evolve as he listens to the song nmater@re. Another example is an app or a
video game that a consumer plays repeatedly. As in the casemig, the consumer’s value may evolve as
he uses the product repeatedly; At some point of time, thewcoer may tire of the product altogether and
stop using it.

We model such scenarios by having a value per usage thateswnith usage. We ugé to denote the
value to the consumer for ther 1" usagé. The consumer knowk; only after she has used the good for
t times. Note that denotes usage and not real time: if the consumer does noh@stein his valuation
for the next usage does not change. We model the evolutiéf @ a random process. The consumer has
an initial value for the very first usag&y, which is sampled from a distribution. Subsequeritlyevolves
according to a given random process that dependgon

The prevalent mechanism for selling songs, apps, softwackpther digital goods is to offer a one-time
contract to the consumer for unlimited usage of the prodé. call such a mechanism a “Buy-It-Now”
(BIN) scheme. Our value evolution model can be “reduced” badkdstandard valuation model for a one-
shot game by considering the expected sum of all4lseconditioned oiVjy; This is the total expected value
that the consumer obtains through unlimited use of the mtogdiHowever, such a reduction overlooks the
fact that there are other interesting pricing mechanisntisdérvalue evolution model. For instance, a simple
pricing mechanism is to charge the consupearusage We call such a mechanism a “Pay-Per-PlayPP)
scheme. While any one-shot mechanism offers a uniform fwicgnlimited usage to all consumersP&P
scheme allows different consumer types to pay differentuantsobased on how long they stay interested in
the product. It therefore price-discriminates in a natarad effective way. APPP scheme also gives the
consumer a finer grained control over his own utility, anchexéfore preferable to consumers that are risk
averse.

Another example of a mechanism in the value evolution maglé¢heé common practice of offering a
“free-trial” to the consumers. Following this free trialpresumers that stay interested may purchase the
product in one shot or per-usage. Our model offers a forn@lbaation of the benefits of such a free trial
period.

We would like to highlight the imminently practical naturétbe model we consider. Almost none of
the goods such as music, games, or apps are currently sold B acheme, yet such a scheme would be
extremely easy to implement given current technology.ghmsi obtained using our model could therefore be
influential in the adoption of a new pricing scheme for suchdyo Our initial findings suggest that different
PPP schemes could do better (and sometimeghbetter) than the standaRIN pricing scheme. Similarly,

In some cases, it may be appropriate to model usage as awmmiguantity, such as the duration of time a game is played,
but for the following discussion it is easier to think of it@iscrete, and this assumption does not affect our analysis.

2This assumes that the consumer is risk neutral, which isapsriot a reasonable assumption in the relevant scenarios. In case
of risk averse consumers, one can likewise consider thexdglsted expectation of total value.



our results suggest that offering a free trial is often a \gogd idea. Yet, these findings only scratch the
surface and they open up a whole new spectrum of open prolaledesearch directions (which we discuss
towards the end of the paper).

We consider two different random models of value evolutiooth of which are meant to be idealized
versions of value evolution in some relevant markets. Tl firodel is a binary value model where the
consumer’s value stays constant while he continues to remgdrested in the product, and then drops to
zero. In other words, there is a joint distribution o¥grand another random varialdlé andV; = V4 for
t < T andV; = 0 otherwise. The binary value model captures scenarios whereonsumer’s experience
from using the product stays the same over time, but aftewaiges, the consumer either does not require
the product any more or switches to a competitor. Softwaageiss a good example of this. The other model
we study is a Martingale random walk model whéfeis Markovian and the increments are independent
with mean 0° The random walk model captures the notion that the valuevesatontinuously with usage,
each usage either increasing or decreasing the value byleesnmaunt. We emphasize that the details of the
models are not the focus of the paper; they are just meant towabefor formal analysis by which we may
confirm our intuition. Quantitatively, our results dependtbe nature of the random process that governs
value evolution, but qualitatively we draw insights thappo both models.

We now summarize our results for the different value evotutnodels and risk attitudes. Our first (and
strongest) result is for the binary value model, and thearstor the random walk model.

e PPP versusBIN in the binary value model. We show that there exist®2PP scheme whose revenue
is higher than that of anBIN scheme even if the consumer is infinitely risk avéiseresponding to
the PPP pricing, and risk neutral in responding to tB&N scheme. Furthermore, tiPP scheme
generates more consumer utility than BN scheme. Thus, thEPP scheme is better thaBIN in
all respects: seller revenue, consumer utility and consuisie (Theorens.1)

e Price discrimination. We formalize the intuition thaPPP schemes are good price discriminators,
by showing that for a risk neutral consumer, there existsR $#heme in whiclkachconsumer type,
given byV;, pays at least half of hisumulative valuén expectation, where the cumulative value is
his total value if he keeps using the g6odhis isalmost perfect price discriminatior{Perfect price
discrimination would be each consumer paying his cumwdaislue.) Thus, a singlBPP scheme
obtains revenue at Iea%tof social welfare, for any initial distribution ov. (Theoremy.6)

e Free trial. We show that free trial can also lead to good price discritiona appropriately choosing
a trial period (number of free usages) and then offering aibagw price to a risk neutral consumer
also has each consumer pay a constant fraction of his cuwauatiue in expectation. (Theorefnd)

Furthermore, a combination friee trial and PPP enables price discrimination even over infinitely
risk averse consumers, and gives the strongest result nratisom walk model: infinitely risk averse
consumers pay a constant fraction of their cumulative vahger this scheme. (Theorefr)

¢ Risk aversion. Intuitively, aPPP scheme is better for a risk averse consumer, since his pdayaen
depend on thé/;s and he therefore has much better control over his realitilify. uAt the extreme
end of the spectrum, where the consumer is infinitely riskssjave show that RPP pricing scheme

*The model is quite general and includes as a special casertivenBin motion, a standard model of the evolution of stock
prices. See Appendik for details.

4See Section for a definition of infinite risk aversion.

%It also turns out that the cumulative value itself is profmoral to V.



can get an asymptoticaflyjunbounded factor higher revenue tHaiN. We also give an interpolation
of this result for a single parameter family of risk aversiitigs that range from the infinitely risk
averse to risk neutral. (Theorem® andA.1)

e The fact that the risk neutr@aPP revenue is half of the social welfare also implies that it &f h
of the BIN revenue, but which is higher? The answer actually dependbeimitial distribution.
Given any distribution, we show how to compute the two reesnso they can be compared. While
we don’t have a concise characterization of distributiasrswfhich one of the schemes is better, our
computations for a few distributions confirm the followinguition: distributions that are not heavily
concentrated towards the upper end®fi| favor thePPP pricing scheme. Many of the well known
distributions have this property, and for the uniform dligttion we obtain that PP scheme gets a
higher revenue than the optimIN scheme, while having each consumer type pay (in expecjation
less than the optimal buy-it-now price. In other words, i scheme grows the total pie and hence
gets a bigger share of the pie. (Remafk3and4.4)

Together these results give us a better understanding sfrirggths and weaknesses of the different pricing
schemes. They are witnesses to the kind of insights we caredeing our model of value evolution. This
is yet simply scratching the surface and we expect in futtaaymmore interesting results in this model.

Related Work. Initiated by the work of Baron and Besanki,[there have been a number of papéxsLp,
4,11, 16, 5] that consider revenue maximizing contracts where theafgiinformation of the agents evolves
over time. The main difference from our model is that in time lof work, the agents’ private information
evolves over timérrespectiveof whether the agent consumes the good or not. In contragtirimodel the
buyer’s value evolves only if he consumes the good. The aiityilto our model is that the value is often
modeled as evolving according to a Markov process. We naiiebibth models are applicable in different
scenarios: pure evolution with time is probably more agtile for a gym membership whereas ours is
more applicable for products such as music, sofware, oloviganes. To our knowledge, the evolution of
consumers’ values with usage has not been studied preyiwusiechanism design literature.

A technically unrelated direction, falling under the braaudbrella of online mechanisms, studies rev-
enue/welfare maximization when buyers arrive sequewtialith either adversarial value distributions, or
values drawn from a known/unknown distributior3[ 2, 9, 12, 8, 1]. A special kind of online mechanism
is a dynamic pricing mechanism where the seller posts a joiceach buyer (as opposed to more gen-
eral schemes like auctions). There is a huge body of work oramijc pricing and revenue management
problems in the Operations Research literature. Sparid references there in. The book by Vohra and
Krishnamurthi [L7] compares various pricing strategies like posted-prieestions, and haggling in the
presence/absence of competition.

2 Model & Preliminaries

Basic Setup. We consider a single seller offering goods for repeatedapgiconsumption (e.g. digital
goods), and a single buyer. We normalize the seller's cograduction to0. The buyer’s initial private
value for the good};, € [0, 1], is drawn from a publicly known distributiof’. The buyer’s value for the
good evolves with repeated consumption of the good. He kribevprocess by whicl; evolves but only

®The asymptotics are with the variance going to zero, whichiisto the choice that we bound the value per usage to be within
[0, 1]. Since the quantities are scale invariant, we “scale up”dmyehsing the variance.



learns his actual valu®; for the (¢ + 1)* consumption immediately after consuming the gedimes.
The seller, on the other hand, only knows the underlyingidigions: the initial value distributiod’ and
the process by which th&; evolves, but not its precise value. We assume that the lauyaltie remains
bounded in the rang®, 1] and is non-zero for only a finite number of steps. The buyerfamcertainty as
to how his value will evolve in the future. This uncertaingpeses him to some risk, and he takes this into
account while making his purchase decisions. We elabouatikeelr on buyer behavior below. The seller's
goal is to maximize his expected revenue, which is the suah ddtall the prices paid by the buyer.

Buyer’s value evolution. We consider two models for how the buyer’s value evolves.

e The binary value model: In the binary value model, the buyer’s value remains at hiimlrvalue V;
for some number of stegs(1}), and then falls t@ in the (7'(Vp) + 1)th step. The number of steps
T (Vp) is unknown to both the buyer and the seller, but it is drawmfeopublicly known distribution.
This model captures settings where the buyer makes a bir&igidn to continue or discontinue the
use of the product, but as long as he continues, he has a fikesl fea the product or service. For
example, the buyer may derive some fixed amount of pleasane flaying a video game or going
to the gym but switches to a competitor after some roundsay. piVe assume that[T'(Vp)| Vo] is
non-decreasing ifry and is finite.

e The random walk model: In the random walk model after each consumption, the buyetdse
increases or decreases by some fixed 0, with probability% each. When the value reachgst gets
absorbed there and doesn’'t change anymore. In other whiglgutyer loses interest in the product
and does not want to continue purchasing it at any price. Wneralue hitsl, it gets reflected, i.e.,
it decreases hy. Both the buyer and the seller are aware of this process oéwalolution.

The random walk model is a special case of a more geméaakov evolutionmodel, in which the
additive change to the buyer’s value after theconsumption is a random variabl®;, that depends
only ont. We assume thak; has mear® and standard deviatioh> 0 (assumed to be small).

These models capture settings where each consumptionightlysénhance or diminish the buyer’s
overall experience of the product. Magazine subscriptisnbscriptions to episodes of a TV serial,
or to a radio channel, are some examples.

Selling mechanisms. Perhaps the most prevalent selling mechanism for digitatlg@uch as songs, apps,
and video games, is what we call thay-it-now (BIN) mechanism. Here the seller charges a one-time
fee for unlimited usage of the product. We compare BIN meidmas to schemes that charge the buyer
for each successive consumption of the product. We collggticall such schemegay-per-play(PPP)
mechanisms. A pay-per-play scheme is specified by an infiaittor of pricep, with p, denoting the price
charged for theth consumption of the product. In this paper we focus on ssnif’P schemes such as a
constant price PPP scheme. Pay-per-play schemes founddtice; such as magazine subscriptions and
gym memberships, typically charge a fixed amount per usage.

We also analyze the effect of offeringfree trial: the seller offers the product for free for some fixed
number of steps, and thereafter either offers a buy-it-ndeepor a constant price PPP scheme.

Buyer cumulative value, social welfare, and utility. The cumulative value of a buyer is the total value he
can potentially accumulate before he loses interest intbeyet (his value drops t@). Formally, consider
a buyer with initial valuel{, whose value evolves according to one of the models aboveT (1gf) be the



buyer's stopping time — the time at which his value drops t@ Badow. Then theumulative valuef this
buyer is the random variable, ;) V:- We denote byC(v) the expectation of this random variable
conditioned oty = v.

The social welfaregenerated by a mechanism is the total value that the buyamsbirom using the
product. In a BIN setting, the buyersocial welfareis his cumulative value if he purchases the good, and
0 otherwise. In a PPP setting, if we denote Xy the indicator random variable which is 1 if the buyer
purchases at th€" opportunity, then the buyer’s social welfare with a staytualue ofV}, is Yoisq Vic1 Xy
Finally, theutility of a buyer with initial valué/jy in a BIN setting with pricep is ZO§t<T(Vo) V, — pifthe
buyer purchases, and 0 otherwise. In a PPP settinduthee utility of a buyer that has purchasetimes,
and whose current value 1§, facing price sequengeis > -, (Vs — ps+1)Xs.

Buyer’s purchase behavior and risk aversion. In a buy-it-now mechanism, the buyer makes a one-time
decision to purchase or not purchase the product, depemndidds (random) future utility. In a pay-per-
play mechanism, the buyer makes a purchasing decision 3t e of the process, once again taking into
account the effect of his decision on his (random) futurityitBecause the value of the buyer as well as the
price of the product evolve with consumption, once the bulgsides to discontinue buying and consuming
the product, the value and price freeze, and the buyer neyarthe product again.

We assume that the buyer is a utility maximizer, but becafiskeouncertainty in his future value for
the item, is also sensitive to losses. In the main body of #pep we consider the two extreme ends of the
spectrum with respect to risk: risk neutral buyers on thelared, and completely (or infinitely) risk averse
buyers on the other. Aisk neutralbuyer chooses to buy or not depending on which of these maagni
his expected utility. Annfinitely risk- aversebuyer not only ensures that his future utility is maximizad i
expectation, but also ensures that his future utility wéltion-negative with probability. We useRg™
(resp.R;"") to denote the revenue from a BIN scheme (resp. PPP schettied wsk-neutral buyerREY
andREST denote the corresponding revenues from an infinitely nigese buyer.

In AppendixA, we consider a single-parameter family of risk-aversequegfces that interpolates be-
tween risk neutral and infinitely risk averse preferences.

Monopoly price and single-round optimal revenue. We will need the optimal revenue achievable in
a single round when a buyer’s value is drawn from the publicipwn distributionF'. A special case
of Myerson’s result 15] shows that the optimal revenue in this casenisx, p(1 — F'(p)). The price that
optimizes this expression is the monopoly price, denoted, s/given by (0), whereg(z) = z— l}a()x) ,

and the optimal revenue is denotedBy".

3 Binary value model

We begin with an analysis of the binary value model of valugion. Recall that in this model, the buyer
has a fixed constant value for usage of the product. Howefter, ome random number of stef@&(V5),
which is unknown to both the buyer and the seller, the buyseddnterest in the product and his value
drops to0. We callT'(V,) the buyer’s stopping time. Since the buyer’s value doedréinge as long as he
maintains interest in the product, a simple and naturaihgethechanism is a constant prieéP scheme.
Regardless of the buyer’s risk attitude, a buyer will pusehéne product in the constant price scheme if and
only if V, exceeds the price, and in that case, for as long as his valenizero. Buyers with different
stopping times pay different amounts to the mechanism, wijiices an effective way to price discriminate.



We convert this intuition into a proof, showing that a constarice PPP scheme with an appropriate
price obtains more revenue (even with a risk averse buyar) #BIN scheme (even with a risk neutral
buyer). Moreover, th&®PP scheme generates more social welfare because it servedma@es. Some of
this social welfare can be shared with the buyers, restiltirghigher total utility for the buyers in addition
to a higher revenue for the seller. So in this settinB P is better in all respects thasiN.

Theorem 3.1. In the binary value model whel[T'(1,)|V}] is a non-decreasing function &f, there is a
constant pricePPP scheme that with amfinitely risk averse buyegets at least as much revenue, as much
social welfare, and as much buyer utility as the revenuenogtBIN scheme with aisk-netural buyer

Proof. In the binary value model with @sk-neutral buyer, recall that the buyer's expected cumulative
value isC(Vp) = VW E[T(V)|V]. The optimalBIN price is the monopoly price for the distribution of
this random variable wher®, is drawn from the distributior¥’. We assume thdt[T'(1;)|V}] is a non-
decreasing function df,. So there is a threshold initial valw&™ such that the risk neutral buyer purchases
in the BIN scheme if and only if his initial value is at least'™~. The revenue of th8IN scheme is then
R%IN — C(UBIN)(I _ F(UBIN)) — UBIN E[T(UBIN)](l _ F(UBIN)).

Now consider a constant prié&P scheme. We begin by setting the per-play price in the scherbe t
equal to the threshold valué’'N. At this price, any buyer with, > vB™N purchases the product until his
value become8. This is the same set of buyers that purchase iifit¥escheme described above. Moreover,
a buyer with initial valué/y pays a total ob®!N E[T'(V;)], which is at least as large a8™ E [T (vBV)], the
amount the same buyer paysBaN. Thus,R;" > Rg™. Further, since thi®PP scheme serves the same
set of buyers as thBIN scheme, the two generate the same total social welfare. dowgjder gradually
decreasing the per-play price in tR®P scheme to below®!N. Then, the social welfare generatedibyP
increases, while its revenue may or may not decrease. Weoraimae decreasing the price as long as the
revenue ofPPP stays above that @IN, and at some point, both the revenue and the buyer utilitycfwh
is social welfare— revenue) oPPP exceed the corresponding quantitiesBilN. W

4 The random walk model

We now switch to the random walk model of value evolution. &lethat in this model, the buyer’s value
evolves as a random walk with step size- 0. The value stays bounded withjg, 1]; When it reacheg,

it gets reflected back to stay within the rari@el]. When it reache$, it gets absorbed, or remaifis In
AppendixB we consider a more general Markov evolution model and shatntfany of our results extend
to that setting.

4.1 Notation and basic facts

Let ., denote the expected time for a random walk startingtathit v, and,%,, (., ., denote the expected
time for a random walk starting at to hit one ofv or /. We useP,[E] to denote the probability of a
(random-walk-related) everit when the random walk starts at Similarly E,[X] denotes the expected
value of a (random-walk-related) random variallavhen the random walk starts at

The following lemma is standard. See, e.dl4][ Note that this lemma is about a simple random walks
with step sizé (i.e., there is no reflection ator absorption ab).



Lemma 4.1. Let X; be a simple random walk with incrementsdief, starting fromX, = v withv € (0,1).
Letw < v < u, Then,

P, [X; reaches u before =~ (1)
u—w
In particular,
P, [X; reaches 1 before|G= v
and,

Mooy = (v—ug# )

The following lemma summarizes several important factaiabar random walk process. In particular,
it determines the hitting times for this walk taking reflectiat1 and absorption &i into account. Some of
the analysis later in the paper is based on the fact that bwyi high initial values are likely to quickly
reach the maximum value. This is formalized in the third pédirthe following lemma, which derives the
expected time to reachconditioned on reaching before.

Lemma 4.2. Suppose thak; evolves according to the random walk model startindgat= v. Then

P, [V, reaches 1 before|0O= v. (3)
Foranyv > u
o = By [ time to hitu] = L= ”)((252_ v=u) T(v) = E, [ time to hit0] = “(25; v @

Let T be the first timé/; hits 0 or 1. Then,

1—2
362

Proof. Equation ) is a standard fact about this kind of random walk. Equatidiicflows from Lemmad. ],
Equation ), and the reflection principle: the random walk with reflentiat 1 and absorption ab is
equivalent to a random walk betweéh 2] with absorption at botld and2. Thus, reaching: in the old
walk is equivalent to reaching one ofand its reflectior2 — « in the new walk.

Equation b) is Exercise 17.1 in 4] (proved by considering a martingale relatedi4o namelyM; =
Y;? — 3tY;, whereY; = %), (See also Appendi®.) m

E,[7|V, =1] = 5)

Expected cumulative value. Next we present expressions for the buyer’s cumulativeevalietC (v, w)
denote the expected cumulative value of a buyer with stasatuev, until the value reaches for the first
time.

Lemma 4.3. Letv > w. Then,

—— (v(1 —v) + (1 —w)(1 = 8) + 6?)



Proof. Using Lemmasgl.1and4.2, we have that the expected cumulative value of a buyer watttist) value
v, until the value reaches for the first time is:

C(v,w) = v - E, [Time to hitw or 1] 4+ P,, [Hitting 1 beforew] - C(1, w)

— - (U_wgz(l_v) +;}:ZC(1,w)

Similarly:

C(l,w) =1+C(1 —4,w)

1-0)1—-0—w)d 1—-6—w

Q=0 5w 13-
1 1-0)(1-0—-w)

= C(Lw) = (1-w) |5+ =

=1+

C(1,w)

Plugging the expression fd¥ 1, w) into that forC (v, w), we obtain the result. B

Corollary 4.4. The expected cumulative value of a buyer With= v is:

v (1 —v) K

v
5z T 52

C(v) =C(v,0) = 5

(1—6+0%) € 5[1,5/4].

Optimal risk-neutral BIN revenue. Suppose thaty = v. A risk-neutralBIN buyer will compute his
expected cumulative value with this initial value, namélfy,), and accept a price gfif and only if C(v) >

p. Thus the risk neutrdBIN revenue is just the Myerson optimal revenue for the distigiouof C(1}), and
the optimal price is the monopoly price for the distributimiC(1;). Thus we have:

Lemma 4.5. The optimal risk-neutraBIN revenue satisfie%Qﬂ <REN < 55; whereRM is the Myerson
optimal revenue in one round for the distributidn

4.2 PPP enables near-perfect price discrimination over risk-neutal buyers

In this section we will show a surprising fact abdiP: if the buyer is risk-neutralPPP can enable near-
perfect price discrimination and obtain a constant fractid the buyer’s expected cumulative value. The
PPP scheme achieving this bound is extremely simple: we chaxgnatant price of /2 to the buyer for
each usage of the product.

Theorem 4.6. Consider a constant pricBPP scheme that charges a per-usage pricé of he risk-neutral
revenue of this scheme is at least half of the expected ctiveuiaalue of the buyer:

1
Vo € [0,1], Ry lvo=o > §C(U).

Proof. How does a risk-neutral PPP buyer react to a constant pritie at a price ofp? At any point of
time, this buyer computes his expected future utility ctoded on buying at this step, and buys if this
expectation is non-negative. BecauseRfiP price stays constant, the buyer’s strategy is time-indégen
and has a threshold behavior: the buyer continues buyinbhistalue drops below a threshold We will
now compute thisv as a function of th&PP price p. Let U (v, w,p) denote the buyer’s expected future

8



utility in a constant pricd® PP scheme with per-usage prigewhen the buyer’s current value isand he
continues buying until his value drops belaw The buyer’s threshold is then the smallessuch that for
all v > w, U(v,w, p) is non-negative.

Recall thatC(v,w) denotes the expected cumulative value of a buyer with stastaluev, until the
value reaches for the first time. We can use Lemma3to computel (v, w, p).

(w2 -w-v)

U(v,w,p) =C(v,w) — p- E, [Time to hitw] = C(v,w) — p

52
v(v—w)(l—wv v—w)(l—w)(l-9 v—w)(2—w-—v
_ o 53( ) 4 ( )( = )( )+(v_w)_p,( )(52 )
:”5‘—2“’(1—5—w(1—5—p)+v(1—v)—p(z—u)+52) (6)

The RHS of equationd] is a decreasing function a@#. Further, as long as > w andp < % the RHS is
non-negative. Therefore, at a constant pricc—% o risk-neutral buyer keeps buying until his value lfits
Surprisingly, even at a value 6f the buyer is willing to pay a price cg because he expects to eventually
make up for the lost utility. This means tH&f"" |y, =, = %T(v). On the other hand;(v) < T'(v), since
the per usage values are always at most 1. The lemma follolWs.

Remark4.1 It appears counter-intuitive at first glance that with aeprdrf% the buyer keeps buying until
his value hit9). The intuition is that although the buyer may be losing masiesome particular moment in
time, either his value will eventually get high, and he wiiMe large gains for a relatively long time, or his
value will go to O relatively quickly. The resulting expedtealue is positive.

Remark4.2 Theorenmd.6 shows that posting a price éfensures that the buyer continues buying until his
value hits0. What if the price is larger thaé? Then the buyer’s threshold to stop buying turns out to be
w = 2p — 1. To see this, consider a buyer at value- w + 4; If his value goes one step lower he will stop
buying. Such a buyer’s utility i (w + §,w,p) =  [(1 — w — 6)(1 +w — 2p) + 6(1 — p)]. It follows that
U(w+ 6,w,p) >0if w>2p—1.

Remark4.3. Note that Theorem.6 gives an exact expression for the payment of a consumer itthli
valuew in the% price PPP scheme, namely}T(v) = ”%—2”). Similarly from Corollary4.4, we have an
exact expression faf(v). Thus, for any given distribution, we can compute the opltiBEN revenue and
the constant pric® PP revenue with a price o% and compare the two to see which is higher.

Remark4.4. Theorem4.6 guarantees thd&PP obtains at least half of the revenueBEN for risk neutral
buyers, however, this comparison is often quite loose. dh far many distributions over the initial value,
RGFT > Rg™. For instance, whefry is drawn from theJ/[0, 1] distribution, the expected revenuelPP

is 517 [, v(2 — v)dv = 55. On the other handR§™ can be computed as follows. We ha¥gv, 0) ~

”2%2_”) + 5z The BIN optimal revenue is obtained by computingx; C(,0)(1 — F'(t)). Taking F'(t) = t,
the maximum value for this expression can be computed q%%ee< 3% Moreover, the optimaBIN price

is > # (corresponding to a threshold initial value %))‘, while the expected payment of a consumer with
valuev in PPP is always< .

Remark4.5. On the other hand, there are distributions for which themegeof anyconstant pricePPP
scheme is strictly smaller thaR5™. For instance whet'(z) = 22, a constant pric® PP with a price of
1/2 obtains revenuri\z%; Using the discussion in remaik?, it is straightforward to show that prices larger
or smaller than% perform no better. On the other hand, we can compute the uevehthe optimaBIN

scheme aR§™ = max; C(t,0)(1 — F(t)) = %2,




4.3 Free trial enables near-perfect price discrimination @er all risk profiles

We now show that near-perfect price discrimination can beéesed even over risk averse buyers, if the
pricing scheme allows the buyer to try the product for freeafearefully chosen number of trials. We first
discuss @PP scheme with a free trial period that achieves this. Next vwevsthat everBIN with a free
trial period enables near-perfect price discriminatioeraisk neutral agents.

In the following lemmas, leR™**"FF(T, ¢) be the expected revenue of the seller obtained by offering
the buyer a free trial period of length, and then offering him a pay-per-play price of Likewise, let
RE=TBIN(T ¢) be the expected revenue of the seller obtained by offeriagotlyer afree trial period of
lengthT', and then offering him a buy-it-now price of

Theorem 4.7. LetT = %Z andc = 0.089. Then the expected seller revenue froMRP pricing scheme
with a free trial priod of lengthl’ and PPP price ¢ for a risk averse buyer is a constant fraction of the
buyer's expected cumulative value:

Yo € [0,1], RETPR(T, ¢)|vy=v = O(C(v)).

2

Proof. By Equation p) in Lemma4.2, and Markov's inequality withl’ = =55,

PU[T>TVT:1}§%. @)

Let 7" be the length of time after the free trial period ends for WHitis at least: 7/ = min{t — T : t >
T,and,V;11 < c}. Then,Rie+FPP = E[cT"]. Let T denote the time at which the buyer’s value readhes
or 1. Then for a buyer with starting vallg, = v we obtain

RECATP(T,0) 2 By [T | Vo =1andr < T| P, [r < T |V, =1]P, [V; = 1]
> cE [h1. — T %v (by Inequality ) and EquationX) in Lemma4.1)

>C'(1—c)2—2/3.2

S E (by Equation ¢) in Lemma4.2)

This latter quantity for sufficiently smadl is 2 (5%) It is maximized atc ~ 0.089. Corollary 4.4 then
implies the lemma. B

Theorem 4.8. LetT = 8% andc = ﬁ Then the expected seller revenue from offering a free priid
of lengthT and then aBIN price ofc to a risk neutral buyer is a constant fraction of the buyexpected
cumulative value:

Vo € [0,1], Rg<T™N(T, ¢)|vy=0 = O(C(v)).

Proof. Suppose that the value of the risk neutral buyer at the erftedfial period,Vr is at least:§?. Then,
noting thatC(x) > 4, the buyer acceptsBIN price ofc. We now lower bound the probabili(v) that
Vi > ¢6? givenVy = v. We can writeQ(v) > Q1(v)Q2, Where

Qi(v)=P[V,=1landr <T|Vp=v] and Qs=P [Vy>cs*V,=1andr <T].

By Equation () in Lemma4.1, Equation §) in Lemma4.2, and Markov’s inequality, witli” = Sg , we
haveQ: (v) > 5.

10



Next, recall that ifX = > | X; with eachX; being+1 with probability half each, independently,

a2 . -
thenP[|.X| > a] < e 2. We can bound)- from below by setting: = 7" — 7, and X to bel/6 times the
change in the buyer’s value at step- 4, and requiring that the net change in value from stép step?’ is
no more thar(1 — ¢4?). Thus,

>1—2 270-152 >1_2¢3/4 = 0.055

52 _ (1—c5?)?
@z 1-P x> 250

Clearly, Ri*™™ > Q(v) - ¢ > 20350 . L, = ©(C(v)). M

Remarkd.6. An interesting fact about Theorems/ and4.8is that the proposed pricing does not depend on
the distribution of the buyer’s initial value. This demaases that in the random walk model the evolution
of the value is a more important phenomenon than the iniiklevzat which the walk starts.

4.4 Comparing BIN and PPP

Theoremst.6and4.7 compare thd®PP revenue to the buyer’'s cumulative value under various rniskilps.
As a direct consequenc®PP gets a large fraction of the revenue of aRyN scheme as well. In this
section, we make the comparison betw@&dhP and BIN more precise and show that in some ca3e®
beatsBIN by far. The following theorem deals with the case of risk agebuyers. (In Appendi® we
extend this result to the case®frisk averse buyers for somee [0, o) achieving a tradeoff betwedPP
andBIN revenue as a function of the risk parameter.)

Theorem 4.9. With an infinitely risk averse buyer, there exists a conspaite PPP scheme with revenue
RPPP > %RBIN
o0 — oot

Proof. Revenue ofBIN. In BIN, the infinitely risk-averse buyer will first compute his cuative value
under the worst possible evolution of values, namely, whiswdlue goes down by in every single round,
and thus, will hit0 in v/§ rounds. The buyer's worst possible cumulative value is thenFrom this it

follows thatREN = max; L (1 — F(t)).
Revenue ofPPP. Lett* = argmax, 5—2(1 — F(t)). Consider a constant prid&P scheme with a price of
% per round. We get the revenue from an infinitely risk aversgebto be:

. . . .
REY = 3 times the expectation ovéf, of the time to hitt* /2

* 1 1 * *
:%5—2/% <v—%> <2—v—%> fw)dv
t

(t*)2 1 - (t*)2
807 [ FWdv =5

1

> =
- 40

(1= F())

BIN
Reo

Here the firstinequality follows by restricting the limit thfe integral to values greater th&rand the second
follows by notingv,t* < 1. H

11



Remark4.7. The factorO(}) is tight. Consider a point mass distributionwatHere, we haveR 2N = %
p

while RESY = max, p - —ﬁ(v_ )(52_17_”) < %;
Next we show that in some setting3PP with a constant price obtains revenue from a risk averserbuye
that compares well even to tidN revenue from a risk neutral buyer.

Theorem 4.10. There exists & PP scheme, that, with aimfinitely risk-averse buyegets a revenue at least
a {5 fraction of the revenue optimal BIN scheme wittisk-neutral buygrwherey. is the monopoly price of
the distributionF of the initial valuel}.

Proof. Recall that by Lemmad.5, the optimal risk-neutraBIN revenue satisfieR ;™ < 51%24 .

We now consider the infinitely risk-aver§PP revenue for a constant per-play prieeThis revenue is
given byREEF =p- fpl hyp f(v)dv, whereh,,, as before, is the time taken by the random walk starting at

to go strictly belowp. By Equation ) in Lemma4.2, we haveh,, = (“_—p)(&%ﬂ. Now consider a price
ofp = g Sincep < 1/2, we have2 — p — v > % Thus, as in the proof of the previous lemma, we have,

1 1
p oo u 1
Ry > /p (v —p)f()dv > 5 /ﬂ flo)do = LorM > B

Remark4.8. When the monopoly pricg of the initial value distribution' is a constantPPP with a risk-
averse buyer gets a constant fractiorBaN with a risk-neutral buyer. Otherwis®PP gets a very small
fraction of theBIN revenue. This is not just an artifact of our analysis: supgbat the buyer’s initial value
is v with probability 1. ThenBIN gets a revenue ¢#(v/42). On the other hand?PP with a constant price
of p can obtain at mostp(v — p) /42, which is a factor of2(v) smaller than th&R5™.

5 Conclusions

In this paper, we have studied pricing in settings where aworer learns his value for a good only as he
uses it. We have seen that in such a setting, the use of “paglgg’ pricing can be advantageous to both
the seller, in terms of revenue, and to the buyer, as a mesthdoi reducing risk. Likewise, offering a free
trial period can improve the seller’s revenue.

The results in this paper are just first steps. Some natutalefuguestions include the following: (1)
What is the optimal seller mechanism and how does it dependoanrisk-averse the buyer is? As an
intermediate model betwedtPP andBIN pricing, it may help to price usage at regular intervals, asra
of “subscription” pricing. (2) Within the framework afPP pricing, is it a good idea to set a constant price
per usage, or does it help to increase or decrease priceima? {(3) What about other models for value
evolution? For example, it would be interesting to incogterdrift, either positive or negative, into the
buyer’s value evolution. Likewise, can we say somethingriggting when per-step changes in value are not
always small? (4) Can we generalize these results to incagother models of risk? (5) What happens
when multiple schemes co-exist, e.g. when the consumefasedfboth a&BIN price and & PP scheme?

It would be very interesting to also have empirical estimatof consumer behavior to complement
the theoretical results. Experiments that shed light ontvgha good model of value evolution would be
extremely useful. Similarly, risk aversion models thatlakpconsumer behavior in these markets would
add great value.
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A «-risk averse BIN vsa-risk averse PPP

We have shown that in the two extreme cases, namely, withneskral buyers (Sectiod.2) and with
infinitely risk averse buyers (Sectigh4) PPP does well compared to BIN. Is it possible to compare the
revenue of BIN and the revenue of PPP as a function of howaiskse the buyer is? We address this
guestion in this section.

a-risk averse buyer. We parameterize risk by the maximum loss the buyer is willmmguffer. Recall that

a completely risk averse buyer not only ensures that higduitility is maximized in expectation, but also

ensures that his future utility will be non-negative witlopability 1. On the other hand, an-risk averse

buyer, for somex > 0, is willing to tolerate a loss of up tb/« while maximizing his expected future utility.
Formally, we have:

e «-risk averse BIN buyer. Given a BIN price ofp, for everya > 0, ana-risk averse buyer buys if
and only if his future utility is non-negative in expectatiand no smaller that 1/« with probability
1. Formally,C(Vo) — p > 0, and, P[>,y Vi —p < —2] = 0.

e «-risk averse PPP buyer. The behavior of the buyer in a PPP mechanism is more complex. A
we mentioned earlier, the buyer buys the product for somebeunmmf steps and then stops buying it.
After the tth step, if the buyer’s valu®; is larger than the current prigg in the PPP scheme, then
it is always in the buyer’s best interest to continue buyinthat step. IfV; is less tharp;, however,
then the buyer may still decide to continue buying, bankingh®e possibility of obtaining a large
positive utility later on. Fixing the vector of PPP prigesthe buyer’s strategy specifies as a function
of his current value whether or not he should continue to lmage the product. We can define the
optimal such strategy via backwards induction. In esseghegyptimal PPP buyer strategy maximizes
his expected utility, subject to the constraint that hisested utility never falls below‘a—l. We omit
the formal specification of the optimal strategy here beedasthe price vectors we construct, the
optimal strategy is immediate.

RemarkA.1. An «-risk averse buyer wittn = 0 corresponds to a risk neutral buyer, andnat= oo
corresponds to an infinitely risk averse buyer.

We now construct a PPP scheme that obtains a revenue corgptrdibat of the optimaBIN scheme
under any risk profile, that is, any > 0. OurPPP scheme charges a fixed pricepoper usage for the first
few rounds, and then charges a pricé)dbr the remaining rounds. We call such a schenfeat-To-Own
scheme: after the buyer has paid some minimum amount of miorge seller, he gets unlimited use of
the product for free. Recall th&"" andR2™ denote the revenues of the optinkdPP andBIN schemes
respectively, with ame-risk averse buyer.

Theorem A.1. Given ana-risk averse buyer with € (0, 00), letv* be the smallest buyer value that accepts
the optimalBIN price. Then,

L RE™ <[4 4 min(d,c()| (1 = F(0)

a’
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2. There exists a PPP scheme with reveRJE" > ©(1) - [(”(QQ +min(,C(v"))| (1 — F(v*))

In particular, for all o, RE?™ > LREN, and whent = O((”;é)2 ), we haveRFF? = w(REW).

Proof. BIN revenue. If a buyer with valuev* accepts the optimdIN price, it follows that the optimal
BIN pricep* < C(v*). Also, by the definition of am-risk averse buyer, the optimBIN pricep* is at most
é plus the cumulative value obtained bywhen the value evolves by decreasing in every round. Ther latt

is the area of a triangle with height and base’i Thus, the optimaBIN pricep* < é + (”;5)2. Since we
have shown two upper bounds ph it follows thatp* < min (— + (25) ,C(v*)) < %erin(é,C(v*)).

Since only buyers with value no smaller theinbuy, RE™ < [( i min(1 C(v*))} (1 —F(v")).

PPP revenue Suppose that among the two terms in the upper boupd, mfamely(” )? andmm( ,C(v")),
we have(“ > /6 -min(L,C(v*)). In this case the proof of Theorem9 shows that there exists a con-
stant price PPP with revenu%é;(l — F(v*)) > Q(\[)RBIN, proving the theorem, and showing that
R = w(RE™) in this case.

Supoose on the other han@r < V/dmin(,C(v*)). Consider a dual price PPP scheme that charges

a price ofmin (3, caC(U )) for cC(v*) rounds, ancD thereafter, where = 24. Note that with this PPP
scheme, the total possible loss for the buyer is upper bambyiecm cC(v*) < é From the proof of

Theorem4.6 we know that given a price no larger thén every buyer type excef gets a non-negative
future utility by continually buying till the end, where dset buyer is sure to get@utility by rejecting in

this round. Since the current round pricerofn (2, m) < 2, it follows that every buyer type
excepto will buy till the end, resulting in revenue of

PPP mlnl 1_._U*-*min*cv*.
R (2 o )) (1= F(v")) - Eye [min (hyr o, cC(t"))]

The termE,- [min (h,= o, cC(v*))] gives a lower bound on the number of rounds that the seller can
collect a price ofnin (%, Wh)) For the buyer with value*, the number of rounds where the seller can
collect this price is exactl¥,« [min (h,- o, cC(v*))], and the number of rounds is larger for largér Given
that E[h, o] = 220 < 29° andC(v*) > %, we haveC(v*) > M From LemmaA.2 we know
thatP [, o > k - Blhy o] < 27L2). Settinge = 24, we get

E,+ [min (hy= o,24C(v*))] > Ey+ [min (hv 0, 12E [hy« o])]

Z 276 — 27 HDY (20 4 2) - E [hyr o]
6

(=
= E [y 0] (1 05-2(2“2)-2—5)
=6

_3E
4 7
3
4
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If min (%, Wl(v*)) =9 then

PPP 13 * * _3 * * 3 BIN
RIT 2 22 0 (1 = P(0)) = SC7) (1= F(') = SR,

where the last inequality follows frorRE™ < C(v*)(1 — F'(v*)).

If min (%’ 24a61’(v*)) = 24aC1(v*)’ then

1
PPP
>__ -
R 2 24aC(v*)

3 . . 1 % 1 BIN
1 N0 —FE) 2 5501 = FE) 2 2 s RA™,

where the last inequality follows froR5™ < (é + (”;5)2> (1-F(v*) <1+ Vi1 - F(vY)), given

our assumption thai% < Vdmin(1,C(v*)). Asé — 0, this is a32 approximation, thus proving the
theorem. N

Lemma A.2. The timeh, ¢ to hit 0 starting fromo satisfiesP [, o > k - B[hy )] < 272! for & > 2.

Proof. From Markov’s inequality we hav® [h, o > 2 - E[h,]] < % By reflection principle, a random
walk with reflection atl hitting 0 is the same as a random walk without reflection hitting oné of 2.
Thus, the random walk with reflection &not having hit0 after2 E[h, o] steps is equivalent to the random
walk without reflection not having hit either 6for 2 after2 E[h, o] steps. The position of the random walk
is now a random variabl& with expectatiorv. Our goal is to repeatedly apply Markov's inequality. To do

this, we need an upper bound Bihx o]. We haveE [hy o] = 2EXEIXE < 2BXIBIXE g pefituting

E[X]| = v, we getE[hx ] < 2“6‘2”2 = Elh,,0]. Thus, the probability that, aft&E[h, o] more steps the
random walk did not hiD or 2 incurs an additional factor of at mo%tby Markov’s inequality. Applying

Markov's inequality| 4 | times, we get the lemma.®

B A more general random walk model

In Section4.1, we assumed that the value of the buyer evolved accordingstmple random walk with

a step size ob, with reflection at 1 and absorption at 0. The same resulthigugh assuming the value
evolves according to Brownian motion with mean 0 and stahdawiationd. In particular, the necessary
lemmas used in the proofs, e.g., all the results in Sectidrhold essentially unchanged. (See the book by
Levin, Peres and Wilmerlf], Theorem 2.49, Page 57 and Exercise 2.17 (b), page 62.)

In this section, we consider a more general discrete timeamnwalk model, and outline some of the
(standard) arguments used to prove the claims in Sedtitin Specifically, we assume that the valug
evolves according to a discrete time Markov process, whichmartingale (except at the boundaries). We
can also forego the assumption that the walk is symmetriplgimg the third moment of the steps is 0).
We will assume though that: (&) € (0,1). (b) Reflection occurs whenevéf crosses 1 (from below).
Specifically, ifV; > 1, thenV,; := V;,_;. Note that in a departure from the basic random walk model, we
will allow the value to temporarily exceeldto simplify our analysis. (c) There is absorption (i.e., buyer
loses interest forever), wheneVEy drops to O or below. (d) There is a constant- 0 which is an upper
bound onA, := |V, — V¢ for everyt. In what follows we assume thais sufficiently small.

Finally, we use the notation:

2 =E[(A)*IVi] and c5:=E[(A)*|Vi].
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Definition 1. Define the stopping timeto be the first time at whick; > 1 or V; < 0.

Our theorems in Sectiof follow from the following facts that are generalizationsLledmmas4.1 and
4.2, and Corollary.4.

1. P,[V; hits 1 before e v £+ O(e). (Equation 8) in Lemma4.2)
2. Letr be the stopping time as defined above.Then (special caseuatibg @) in Lemma4.1)

v(1 —v) £ O(e)
52

E,[7] €

3. Letw = V1. Then for anyr < w, (special case of Equatiod)(in Lemma4.2)

(1—2)% 4+ 0(e)
52

hy.zlv,>1 = Ey [ time to hitz or les$V, > 1] =

4. The expected cumulative value starting frons (Corollary4.4)
vEe
5. The expected time to reach a valuelobr higher conditioned on reaching that value beforis

(special case of EquatioB)(in Lemma4.2)

[1—v2 —c3(1 —0)](14+0(e))
302 '

E,[r|V: > 1] =
The proofs of the above facts follow from standard martiagabuments that we outline here.
For (1): 7 is a stopping time andl; is a martingale if0, 7 — 1], so by the optional stopping theorem
E, [V;] = By [Vo] = v =P, [V; > 1By [V[V; > 1]+ (1 =P, [V; > 1)) By [V;|V; < 1].
which yields this fact sinc&,[V;|V; > 1] € [1,1 +¢), and,E, [V |V; < 1] = E,[V;|V; < 0] € (—¢,0].
For (2): Use the fact thak; = ‘g—tj — t is a martingale, and optional stoppingratwhich yields

,1)2 2
Y =B (X =B [x] = P .

An application of () completes the argument.

For (3) and @): follow the proofs given in section 4 (with the appropriat®dification for handling the
boundary error).

For (5) we slightly generalize Exercise 17.1 from Levin et ak]|
LetY; = %. Then, fort € (0,7 — 1], V; is a martingale. In addition, if we defing = (c3/6%), then
M; = Y3 — 3tY; — tcy is also a martingale. To verify this fact, &, = Y1 — Y

My — My = |(Yi+ A% =3(t+ )Y + Ay) — (t + 1)cg] — (Y — 3tY; — tcy)
= 3Y2A; + 3Y; A% + A} — 3tA, — 3Y; — 3A; — ¢,
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Hence

E[Mys1 — M|V} = 3Y2 E [Atm] +3% E {A?m] IE {A?m] _3tE [Atm} - 3% —

and since\; = &¢, this equals

Vi C3 Vi /
:3?—1'5—3—3?—63:0.

Finally, we apply the Optional Stopping Theorem and get

v? V3 Vr
E, [My] = 5= E, [M;] =E, 55 —37‘7 — 4T

or equivalently
v} =E, [V? 387V, —es7] . (%)
Rewrite

o [Ve > 1]+ E, [V2|V; <0] P, [V; < 0]

and

E, ['V] = B, [7V,|V, > 1P, [V, = 1] + B [7V,|V, < 0] P, [V, < 0].

Plugging back into (*), dividing both sides B, [V > 1] = v(1 &+ O(e)) and using factZ), we obtain

= [1-30%E, [r|V; > 1] — c3(1 - v)] (1 £ O(e))

Rearranging gives the result.

With the above facts in hand, the other results in the papethforandom walk model follow in this
more general setting mutatis mutandis.
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