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1 Introduction

Bass (1969) proposed a model (the Bass model) for the timing of adoptions of a new product, where
the adoption rate increases with the number of past adoptions. This model has been widely used in
marketing and operations management literature to model new product demand over time. In this note,

we provide a simple approach to estimate the Bass model parameters and prove the convergence rate.

2 The model

We define (Q, F,P,{F}>0) as a filtered probability space endowed with a cumulative adoption process
D = {Dy, t > 0} where D, is the cumulative adoptions by time ¢t. Let m be a positive integer that denotes
the market size of potential customers. Hence, D; : Q — {0,1,...,m}. Since adoptions can only occur
in unit increments, D is a counting process. Let {F;, t > 0} be the history or filtration associated with
the process of prices and adoptions, with F; = o((rs, Ds), s € [0,t]). We say that 7 is a non-anticipating
pricing policy if the price r] offered by 7 at time ¢ is F;-measurable. If customers are price-sensitive, a
price change results in a change in the adoption rate. To explicitly state the dependence in price, we will
henceforth refer to the cumulative adoption as D™ instead of D. Without loss of generality, we assume
that Df = 0 for any 7, thus none of the consumers has purchased before time ¢ = 0.

We denote the parameters of the Bass model as 6 := (a,f), where a, 8 > 0. If at time ¢, the
cumulative number of adoptions is j and the seller sets price r;, then the transition rate to the next
(j + 1)-st adoption is

A(g,re) =€) - x(ry), forj=0,1,...,m, (1)

where
e(i) = m =) (a+5-2). )

Note that £(j) is the portion of the adoption rate unaffected by price.
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3 Estimation

Agrawal et al. (2021) proved that the expected mean squared estimation error of parameter $ cannot be
better than 2 (m2 / n?’) given that n is the number of adoptions (Lemma E.3). However, in what follows,
we show that through a proper parameter transformation, the estimation error of S under maximum
likelihood estimation (MLE) is O (1/n).

We first conduct parameter transformation of the problem so that the variance of ML estimators does
not grow infinitely as d/m approaches zero and the second-order derivatives of the log-likelihood with
respect to the unknown parameters do not interact with each other. We let o/ :== o — 8 and ' := aLiﬁ

so 3 can be calculated from 8 = 8’a’ and « can be calculated from o = o/ + 3’a’. Then, we have
d
né(d;a,B) =In(m—d)+In{a+ S—
m

= In(m — d) +In (0/ (1 Tt %W))

=In(m—d)+Ina’ +In (1 +(1+ %)ﬂ’) .

We let both o/, 5/ unknown and let &}, Aé denote the estimated values from MLE at time ¢. The like-
lihood function is convenient to calculate under the Markovian Bass model. We denote the continuously

observed sequence of prices and cumulative sales at time ¢ as
ﬁt::{(a,ﬁs),ogsgt}. (3)

Since the adoption process follows a continuous-time Markov chain, the inter-adoption times are condi-
tionally independent given the previous state information. Let ¢; be the time of the ith product adoption,
where ¢+ = 0,1,2,... That is, at time t;, the cumulative adoption is ﬁtk = k. The log-likelihood of ﬁt

under a Markovian Bass model with parameters o, 3’ is

Di—1 Di—1 Di—1 Di—1
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=S /tji“(m ) <o/ (1 1+ %)ﬂ’)) 2(7y)ds (4)

=0

- /tt (m — Dy) <o/ <1 +(1+ %)5')) x(7s)ds.

Dy

Therefore, the ML estimators a}, 3] are chosen such that the log-likelihood function £:(Uy | o, 3') is

maximized at &}, 3/. The following result bounds the estimation error of &}, /3.

Theorem 1. We let oy, 5 denote the true values. For any fixed time ¢ > 0 and k > 2,

(67}
n+1

)

~ 2 ~ 2 -
Bapsy (64— )+ (3~ )" | P =n) <

for some ag > 0 that is independent of m, ¢t and k.

Proof. For simplicity of notation, we will use D; instead of D] to denote the cumulative adoptions at

time t.



The ML estimators are finite since, from (4), if either & = +oo or 8 = 400, then the likelihood
function is 0. Hence, there exist finite 0;, 2 such that ap < ap(l+ 1), Bé < BH(1 + 52). Note that the

ML estimator 0; = (&}, 3}) can be written as

. N (6
Ht:argrglza%(ﬁt(Ut; 0) = 6y + arg Iznn Zl ffZOGjOLu ,

where u = (uqr, ug ), 0o = (ag, 8;), and f;(0) is defined as follows:

£1(6) = {(m —i) (& 1+ (1 + £)B)) z(Pe,,,) exp <—(m —i) (o (14 (1+ £)B)) [+ x(?s)ds) L ifi=0,1,...,Df —1,
exp (*(m —Dy) (o (1+(1+28)8)) fth x(?s)ds) , if i = Ds.

(5)

If we denote the optimizer of the right-hand side as @ = (G, 4g/), then 0, = 0o + .
We analyze the estimation error |&}, — af| first. Suppose |&} — af| > § for some 10 > § > 0. This
implies that G, lies outside [—4, d]. Since the objective function on the right-hand-side is 0 when u = 0,

and since the log-likelihood function is continuous and element-wise concave in o/, then either

fz 90 + 561) fz 90 561)
- 21 <0 or 21 RO <0,
where ey := (1,0). Note that under the Markovian Bass model, the value f;(6) for any 6 is stochastic
since its value depends on t; and ¢;41, which are random adoption times. Here, t; denotes the time of
the i-th adoption, where ¢ =0, ..., D;.

Let Py, (-) denote the probability under a demand process that follows a Markovian Bass model with

parameter vector 6y = (af, 5j). Therefore,
Po, {|a% — O46| > 0}

fi(0o + deq) fi deq)
<P90{ ;1 Wﬁo}-ﬂ%o{ Zl Wﬁo}

=0

SQPBO{ Zl fi 90+5e1) }_QPGO {H fil 90+6e1 1}

(60 + deq)

7:(60) |ftDt,1 |]:tDr,—2 A F 1R ()

The second inequality is because f; is an increasing function in o’. The last equality is due to the law of

iterated expectations.



We next analyze (6) starting from the innermost conditional expectation. We have

Di—1
_ 1 fi(fo +der) 90+5€1 I, (0o + der)
U o ( o) |7 )

th (9 + 561)
W o, (90)dtpt> (7)

D=1
-1 M </ VT, 00 + 0e1)/ T, (00) dtD,>.

tDy—1

The first equality is because {fi(0),i = 0,...,D; — 1} are all F;,, ,-measurable. The second equality
is because, given the information set F;, _,, fp,(fo) is the conditional probability distribution of the
adoption time tp, under a Markovian Bass model with parameter 6y. Hence, we next want to derive a
bound on ftozif1 \/th (90 + 561)\/th (Qo)dtpt.

Note that

s (Voo s~ VI @) dn,

tp,—1

_ 1 /°° (th (80 + de1) + fp,(00) — 2+/fp, (B0 + de1) fp, (90)) dtp,

2 tp,—1

=1- / \/th 90 + 561)th (eo)dtDtv

tp,—1

where the last equality is because the integral of the probability density function jf; ) fp,(0)dtp, is
.
equal to 1 for any 0. Therefore,

1 [ 2
/ V fp.(00 + de1) fp, (00)dtp, =1 — 5/ (\/th (60 + de1) — \/fp, (90)) dtp,. (8)
tDy—1 tp,—1
The integral on the right-hand side is the Hellinger distance between fp,(6p + de1) and fp,(6p), which
are probability densities of the adoption time ¢p,.
Note that the Hellinger distance can be lower bounded by the K-L divergence (corollary 4.9 in Taneja
and Kumar 2004) provided the following condition holds. Specifically,

1 [ 2 1 0
5 /tDtl (\/th(90 + 561) - \/th(QO)) dtp, > mEGO <1Il 4thJE§;(+O()S€1) |]:tDt1) ) (9)

where R is a constant such that B > max;c(o,5,a4),¢p, m. Here, we can choose R = 1/(ag+a(8))
since MaxXse(0,5,a4],tp, m < 1/(m(af + apBh)) < 1/(ag + opB). Hence, with this choice, R is
independent of m and of t. We will next bound the right-hand side of (9).
Define C; := (a(1+ 61))%. Note that
0? 1y 4D (60) 1 1 1

_ e > — = —
962 fp, (00 +0e1)  (ah+0)2 = (ap(1+01)2 O

where the inequality is because o + & < afy(1 + 61).



Furthermore, since the expectation of the Fisher score under the true parameter is zero, we have

0 0
Es, <%1n /0, (60) |]-'tDt1> = 0.
=0
Hence, we have

fp, (00 + deq) 5
th (90) _ b 2 th(QO)
Eao <1n fp, (0o + deq) | ]:tDtl) = Eo, (/0 0z I fp, (00 + Zel)dz | ftDtl)
- ) fp,(0o) 9 fp,(0o)
b </0 <$ = [, (00 + ze1) 92 = fp,(00 + ze1) 2—0) =1 o

fD (90) / 2
—E : 7 > Lo
" ( / 82’2 fD, (6o + 2'ex) 41 Fip oy | 2 207

Therefore, (9) reduces to

1 9 > 2
4\/§016 S/tDtl (\/th(90+5€1)—\/th(90)) dip,. (10)

Hence, from (8), we have

o0

V fp,(00 + de1) fp,(0o)dtp, =1 — %/oo (\/sz (00 + de1) — \/th(eo))2dtDt

tp,—1 tp,—1

< exp (% /OO (\/th(eo T oen) — o, (90))2dtDt> < exp <

tp,—1

1 52)
8VRC; )’

where the first inequality is because e™® > 1 — x for all . The second inequality is from (10). Hence,

from (7), we have

D ( 8\/]1_%01 52) . (11)

This provides a bound for the innermost conditional expectation in (6).

Observe that all the terms in the bound (11) are F;,, _,-measurable, except for the term

VD100 +de1)/ fp,—1(00).

Taking the conditional expectation of both sides in (11) given F; p,_»» and using the same logic as the

above arguments to bound the right-hand side, we have

Eo,

Ji(Bo + 8er) = sz 0o+5el < 2 2>
| | Fio .| < | | cexp [ — b
L) | Tt P\ T sVRe,

We can proceed iteratively to evaluate (6) as we take conditional expectations given F; b, =3 Ftp,—45 o,



resulting in

Hence, we have that

]P’goﬂézi 7046| >4 | D; = k} < 2K,

if § < 610, and otherwise, Pp, {|&} — ah| > & | Dy = k} = 0. This implies that

Ego[(d;—ag)ﬂDt:n]:/ Pgo{(&g—a6)2>5|Dt:n}d5:/ P90{|a;—ag|2>\/5|pt:n}d5
0 0

oo E+1 SV RC; ( 1 >
< 2 —— ) dd = =0 )
_/0 eXp< 16+ RCy > n+1 n+1

Thus, we have that Eg, [(&} — af)? | D; = n| < 222 where aq = SM

of t.

Hence, to prove the lemma, we only need to show a similar bound for BAQ Similar bounds can be

is independent of m and

obtained for BA{S following the same steps with the only difference on the definition of C;. We can safely

write the second order derivative of the log-likelihood function with respect to 3. We have

(1+ @+ 2)g+0)” "
@+%Y |ED L
(1+ (14 22) (85(1 + 52))) ”

0? 1 th, (90)

Eg, | 55 In —————— =E
% | 952 nth(90+562) |}—tDt1} b0

> EQO

where the inequality is because 8 + & < 85(1 + d2). Defining C; := (1 + 5o (1 + 52))2, we have that

(1+2)° A ]> 1 1
L+ (+2)@a+6))” 7T s+’ O

Eo,

Following the same steps in bounding the estimation error of &}, we know

90 + 562

A i k+1
P, {3, — B)| > 6 | Dy = n} < 2Eq, Hf s D= ggexp<8w_w 52).
? I

This implies that

Bay [(3 = 30 | De=n] = [ Bog {(B— 50 > 81 D=} a5 = [ ", {18~ 33 > VG| D= n} a5

- 1+ 85(1+32))°
S/ 2 exp (—LH(S) d&:s\/ﬁcf :8‘/§( + By(1 +d2)) .
0 16V RC

n+1 n+1

Thus, we have that Eg, [(Bg —B0)? | Dy = n} < ﬂ where ag :=8VR (1 + B)(1 + 52)) is independent



of m and of ¢.
Hence, we prove the lemma with o := 8/ R max { (1+ 51)0/0)2 (14 851+ 52))2}’ and R =1/(ag+
af + B)). Note that ay does not depend on t and m.
O

Note that we can also analyze the variance of Bé under MLE. To do that, we need to analyze the

bounds of the inverse of the fisher information:

1 (1+d/m)?
— e 135/2 Iné(d; o, B') /Z< 14+ 1+d/m)ﬂ’) )

We know that
12

n n 1+—d/n1 n
Zl+ (1+1)p) Z(1+ (1 +d/m)p’)? ) 21+ﬁ/

d:l d=1

Thus, the variance of Bg is upper bounded by

1 - 12
<1 — = =0(1/n).
,ZZ 16,6’2 Iné(d; o, B) z:: 14 ( 1+1)6,) (1/n)

This is consistent with the bound of mean squared error derived in Theorem 1.

We note that transforming parameters from «, 8 to o/, " is the same as pre-processing the data.
Pre-processing the data could help with the estimation. For example, by our transformation of the
parameters, we are actually viewing 1 + D;/m as the data multiplied to 5’, which avoids the issue of
the large estimation variance of By if we directly estimate 8 from MLE. This is a common practice in

parameter estimation when data values tend to be small.
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