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Abstract

Dynamic discrete choice models are widely employed to answer substantive and
policy questions in settings where individuals’ current choices have future implications.
However, estimation of these models is often computationally intensive and/or infea-
sible in high-dimensional settings. Indeed, even specifying the structure for how the
utilities/state transitions enter the agent’s decision is challenging in high-dimensional
settings when we have no guiding theory. In this paper, we present a semi-parametric
formulation of dynamic discrete choice models that incorporates a high-dimensional set
of state variables, in addition to the standard variables used in a parametric utility func-
tion. The high-dimensional variable can include all the variables that are not the main
variables of interest but may potentially affect people’s choices and must be included
in the estimation procedure, i.e., control variables. We present a data-driven recursive
partitioning algorithm that reduces the dimensionality of the high-dimensional state
space by taking the variation in choices and state transition into account. Researchers
can then use the method of their choice to estimate the problem using the discretized
state space from the first stage. Our approach can reduce the estimation bias and
make estimation feasible at the same time. We present Monte Carlo simulations to
demonstrate the performance of our method compared to standard estimation methods
where we ignore the high-dimensional explanatory variable set.

Keywords: Structural Models, Dynamic Discrete Choice Models, Machine Learning,
Recursive Partitioning
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1 Introduction
Consumers’ choices are not solely a function of the utility they get in the current stage in many
settings. They might forgo a choice with higher current utility for a better stream of utilities in the
future. Buying a new car instead of keeping an old car, getting higher education, and investing in
retirement plans are examples of such choices. Estimating the underlying primitives of an agent’s
behavior in these settings requires incorporating the current utility she gets and her future stream of
utilities from a choice.

In the conventional dynamic discrete choice modeling approaches, researchers calculate the
value of being in each state of the problem space. This value, a.k.a value function, is equal to the
discounted sum of all the future utilities an agent gets from making optimal choices in the future
starting from that given state. Researchers calculate the value functions by solving a dynamic
programming problem using the Bellman equation (Smammut and Webb, 2010). Two limitations
make the estimation of these models challenging. First, solving the dynamic programming problem
is computationally expensive and infeasible in high-dimensional data settings. Second, researchers
must make some assumptions on the data generating process in the unobserved part of the state
space to make the estimation possible. For example, one common assumption is that the observable
part of the state in time t is independent of the unobservable part of the state in the previous time
period. As a result, it becomes essential to incorporate all the potential variables that affect agents’
decisions and state transitions to avoid violation of these assumptions, even if these variables are
not the main focus of the research problem at hand.

These two limitations force an accuracy-computation trade-off to researchers. On the one hand,
limiting the number of variables in the estimation procedure, in the favor computational feasibility,
increases the chance of violating the required estimation assumption. On the other hand, adding
more explanatory variables makes the computation infeasible as adding each variable increases
the size of the state space exponentially (Rust, 1997). In addition to the accuracy concerns, model
specification choices such as selecting the appropriate covariates and discretizing the state space are
challenging, especially in complex and high-dimensional settings. Researchers usually have little
intuition about which covariates to select or how to discretize the state space (Semenova, 2018). As
a result, many estimation approaches avoid this trade-off by proposing value function estimation
procedures that do not require solving a dynamic programming problem (Hotz and Miller, 1993;
Hotz et al., 1994; Keane and Wolpin, 1994; Norets, 2012; Arcidiacono et al., 2013; Semenova,
2018).

Besides the concerns for estimation assumptions, the data-gathering trends in the industry calls
for more high-dimensional friendly approaches in dynamic choice modeling. Gathering data has
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become a necessary part of businesses of all sizes. Companies create massive databases of users’
behavioral and contextual data, hoping to turn the data into knowledge and enhance the quality of
their services, and marketing interventions. Demographic and behavioral data is used for designing
personalized services, promotions, and prices. The advent of high-dimension friendly approaches
has made it possible for companies to exploit all the available information to extract knowledge
from consumers. The hyper-parameter optimization procedure implemented within these algorithms
ensures that the model is generalizable to the data-generating process, not the training dataset.
Overfitting is of foremost importance in high-dimensional settings as it is easier for the algorithm to
model noise instead of signal (Zimek et al., 2012). These methods, nevertheless, are not appropriate
for modeling dynamic choice modeling settings, as they do not incorporate the future implications
of a decision into account. Estimation of dynamic choice models in high-dimensional settings has
remained a rewarding research topic open to investigation.

This paper proposes a novel approach that let researchers control for a high-dimensional variable
set Q, in addition to the conventional independent variable set X in dynamic discrete choice
modeling. We reduce the dimensionality of Q using a data-driven discretization approach based on
recursive partitioning. In our framework, we distinguish between the state space discretization and
estimation, and separate these two steps in our framework. We define the term perfect discretization

as a discretization where all the points in the same partition have a similar decision and transition
probabilities. We reformulate the DDC problem using the perfect discretization definition. We then
propose an algorithm for discretization and prove that the discretization offered by our algorithm
converges to a perfect discretization. Researchers can then use any conventional algorithm for the
estimation of parameters in for the estimation stage using the discretized state space offered in the
first stage.

Our dimension reduction method has several desirable properties that makes it convenient to use
and applicable in many settings. First, we separate the estimation and discretization tasks and define
a general discretization criterion that does not depend on parametric assumptions of the estimation
step. This property makes the algorithm robust to the parametric assumption of the estimation
step. Furthermore, the discretization algorithm does not impose any limitation on the estimation
method one can use in the second stage. The discretization algorithm converts the high-dimensional
variable set Q to a categorical variable P . Researchers can then use the new independent variable
set {X,P} with any conventional DDC estimation method that can handle categorical variables. In
addition, the algorithm can be used for discretization in both finite and infinite time horizon settings.

Second, our discretization algorithm inherits the desirable properties of recursive partitioning-
based algorithms. The time complexity of our method is linear with respect to the dimensionality

4



of Q. If the number of dimensions in Q doubles, the discretization time of our algorithm doubles
at most. It is a substantial computational saving compared to conventional methods such as
nested fixed-point, whose time complexity is exponential with respect to the dimensionality of the
independent variable set. In addition, our algorithm is robust to scale and irrelevant variables. Our
discretization algorithm offers the same discretization for Q and any transformation of Q that does
not change the ordinality of observations. Furthermore, the algorithm can be implemented in a
parallelized way, making its execution pretty fast over distributed systems and servers with many
cores. These desirable properties make it possible for researchers and industry users to benefit
from all their available information in the discretization procedures without domain expertise or
computational concerns.

Third, in addition to the agents’ choice data, our algorithm uses the rich information available
in the state transition data to reduce the state space dimension. It is a novel approach given that
researchers usually regard the state space transition as a nuisance parameter; they non-parametrically
estimate it in the first step of DDC modeling. The algorithm’s capability to use the variation in
agents’ decision and state transition for dimension reduction makes it a more efficient algorithm than
when only the decision part is used for discretization. Additionally, our algorithm learns the relative
importance of these two parts of agents’ behavior during hyperparameter optimization and assigns
an optimal weight to each part of the data. As we show in our simulation study section, optimizing
the relative importance of these two can lead to considerable gains in optimal discretization.

Our paper is organized as the following. In section 2, we review the current literature on
the estimation of dynamic discrete choice models and proposed methods for their estimation
in high-dimension. We also touch upon the recursive partitioning algorithm and its extensions
designed for estimation in different modeling settings. In section 3, we formulate the problem at
hand by explaining the components of dynamic discrete choice models, pointing to the curse of
dimensionality, defining perfect discretization, and reformulating the estimation of DDC problems in
the discretized space. In section 4 we describe our discretization approach, discuss hyper-parameter
optimization and model selection, and highlight the properties of the algorithm. We run two
simulation studies to take a deeper look into this problem in section 5. In the first simulation study,
we highlight the importance of controlling for estimation assumptions. In the second simulation
study, we highlight the value of state transition data and our algorithm’s ability to exploit the rich
information in state transition for discretization. Section 7 concludes.

2 Related Literature
First, our paper is related to the literature of estimating dynamic discrete choice modeling in high-
dimensional settings and breaking the curse of dimensionality in DDC modeling. The Bellman’s
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equation in DDC modeling rarely has an analytical solution, and the dynamic programming problem
of calculating the value function is usually solved numerically (Rust, 1997). Unfortunately, the
computational complexity of this numerical estimation increases exponentially as the number
of explanatory variables increase. Many solutions have been proposed to break this course of
dimensionality, and make estimation of DDC models in high-dimensional settings feasible.

Hotz and Miller (1993) shows that the value function can sometimes be estimated from the
probability that a specific choice occurs in any given state space. This so-called Conditional
Choice Probability (CCP) method makes the DDC estimation problem possible in high dimensions.
However, CCP techniques have two limitations: i) using CCP methods is not always possible since
they rely on some particular structures in the state space, ii) to conduct counterfactual analysis,
researchers usually need to solve the full model once using NFXP. Several methods used simulation
to estimate the approximation of full solution methods (Keane and Wolpin, 1994; Hotz et al., 1994).
One can use the non-parametric estimations of choice probabilities and state transitions to draw a
choice and a realized state given a choice and use simulations to solve the DDC problem.

Another stream of research tries to resolve the dimensionality problem by approximating the
value function. Methods such as parametric policy iteration (Benitez-Silva et al., 2000), and sieve
value function iteration (Arcidiacono et al., 2012) estimate the value function by assuming a flexible
functional form for it. Nonetheless, these methods work well when there are a set of basis functions
that provide a good approximation of the value function (Rust, 2000)1. A more recent body of
literature has tried to use the advances in machine learning and methods such as neural networks to
solve DDC problems. Norets (2012) uses an artificial neural network to estimate the value function
taking state variables and parameters of interest as input. Semenova (2018) offers a simulation-based
method using machine learning. She estimates the state transition and decision probabilities by
machine learning models in the first stage and uses them to find the underlying decision parameters
in the second stage.

Su and Judd (2012) proposes yet another approach to solve the curse of dimensionality problem
in dynamic discrete choice modeling called MPEC. They formulate the dynamic discrete choice
problem as a constrained maximization problem where likelihood function is the maximization
objective, and the bellman equations are the constraints. Dubé et al. (2012) show that MPEC is
applicable to a broader set of problems. MPEC method reduces the computational complexity as it
does not need to solve the bellman equation and calculate the value function at each guess of the
structural parameters. Nevertheless, MPEC algorithm is still not applicable in high-dimensional
settings without proper discretization of the state space. Although we do not solve the structural

1See Powell (2007) for a summary of the related literature on approximating in dynamic programming.
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equation at each iteration of MPEC algorithm, we estimate the value function for each point of the
state space. As the number of variables increases, the size of the state space increases exponentially,
and as a result, using MPEC becomes computationally infeasible.

Our algorithm adds to this literature by offering a method to break the curse of dimensionality
through discretization rather than value function approximation. We argue that state-space dis-
cretization and parameter estimation are two separate tasks. In fact, our discretization algorithm
can be used together with any of the above algorithms: researcher uses our algorithm to reduce
the dimensionality of a high-dimensional state space Q to a one-dimensional categorical variable
P in the first stage, and then use P in addition to other independent variables X for estimation of
parameters using any of the above algorithms in the second stage. This procedure lets the researcher
control for a high-dimensional covariate Q at a low computational cost.

Second, our paper contributes to the literature of estimation using recursive partitioning. Breiman
et al. (1984) work gave birth to the Classification and Regression Trees (CART) algorithm, one
of the earliest and well-known algorithms for estimation using recursive partitioning. Ensemble
methods combine several trees to produce better performance than a single tree. The Random
Forest algorithm (Breiman, 2001) is based on the idea of generating thousand of such trees, each
on a subsample of data and covariates, and average the estimates of trees for prediction. While
recursive partitioning has been used for prediction tasks, there has been a recent development
for using recursive partitioning for different purposes. Athey and Imbens (2016) has used the
recursive partitioning approach for the heterogeneous causal effect estimation task. They offer a
method to partition the data into subgroups that differ in the magnitude of their treatment effects.
Athey et al. (2019) propose the Generalized Random Forests (GRF) algorithm, a method for non-
parametric statistical estimation that can be used to fit any quantity of interest. They use their
approach to develop new estimation methods for different statistical tasks, including non-parametric
quantile regression, conditional average partial effect estimation, and heterogeneous treatment effect
estimation via instrumental variables. However, their method is limited to the static estimation
settings as their algorithm does not incorporate the state transitions in discretization. Our algorithm
adds to this literature by proposing a novel use of recursive partitioning to estimate dynamic models.
We develop a new approach for formulating the objective function that enables us to use the state
transition data during recursive partitioning.

Third, our paper indirectly contributes to the literature of unobserved heterogeneity in dynamic
discrete choice modeling. A potential solution for concerns regarding DDC modeling assumptions
on the unobservable part of state space is to use latent class models. Arcidiacono and Jones (2003)
and Arcidiacono and Miller (2011) have suggested EM-based algorithms to account for unobservable
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parts of the state space and their transitions. Nevertheless, these algorithms suffer from several
limitations that make them impractical in circumstances where we have quite a few unobservable
states. Besides, these algorithms are not guaranteed to converge to the global maximum (Wu, 1983).
Even though our algorithm does not directly capture the effect of unobservables, its ability to capture
the effects of a high-dimensional variable set alleviates the concerns from the unobservable part
of the state space. Similar to the latent class models in DDC estimation, our algorithms assign
a category to each observation. However, in contrast to the EM-based algorithms, which use
a latent class to capture the explained variation in the dependent variable, our algorithm uses a
high-dimensional variable set to potentially explain the variation.

3 Problem Definition
We consider the discrete choice problem from the perspective of a forward-looking single agent,
denoted by i ∈ {1 . . . N}. In every period t, the agent chooses between j = 1 . . . J . options. i’s
decision in period t is denoted by dit, and dit = j indicates that agent i has chosen option j in
period t. The agent’s decision is not only the function of her utility in current state (sit), but also her
expectation of her utility in all her future states given decision dit. We assume that the agent’s state
is composed of three sets of variables.

1. A set of observable low-dimensional state variables xit ∈ X.

2. A set of observable high-dimensional state variables qit ∈ Q.

3. Unobservable state variable εit, which is a J × 1 vector each associated with one of the
alternatives observed by the agent, but not by the researcher.

X represents state variables for which we have some a priori theory, i.e., we know how the
parametric form in which they enter the utility function. The structural parameters associated with
these variables form the main estimands of interest. Q denotes state variables that act as nuisance
variables in our estimation exercise – they are not the main variables of interest, and we do not have
a theory for if and how they influence users’ decisions and state transitions. However, ignoring them
can potentially bias the estimates of interest.

In each period t, agent i derives an instantaneous flow utility u(sit, dit), which is a function
of her decision dit and her state variables sit = {xit, qit, εit}. The per period utility is additively
separable as follows:

u(sit, dit = j) = ū(xit, qit, dit = j; θ1) + εitj, (1)

where εitj is the error term associated with jth option at time t, ū(xit, qit, dit = j; θ1) is the
deterministic part of the utility from making decision j in state xit, qit, and θ1 is the set of structural
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parameters associated with the deterministic part of utility. The state sit transitions into new, but
not necessary different, values in each period following decision dit. We make three standard
assumptions on the state transition process – first order markovian, conditional independence, and
IID error terms. These assumptions imply that: (i) {sit, dit} are sufficient statistics for sit+1, (ii)
error terms are independent over time, and (iii) errors in the current period affect states tomorrow
only through today’s decisions. Thus, we have:

Pr(xit+1, qit+1, εit+1|xit, qit, εit, dit) = Pr(εit+1) Pr(xit+1, qit+1|xit, qit, dit) (2)

We denote the state transition function Pr(xit+1, qit+1|xit, qit, dit) as g(xit+1, qit+1|xit, qit, dit; θ2),
where θ2 captures the parameters associated with state transition.2

Each period, the agent takes into account the current period payoff as well as how her decision
today will affect the future, with the per-period discount factor given by β. She then chooses dit to
sequentially maximize the expected discounted sum of payoffs E [

∑∞
τ=t β

τu(siτ , diτ )]. Our goal is
to estimate the set of structural parameters θ = {θ1, θ2} that rationalizes the observed decisions and
the states in the data, which are denoted by {(xi1, qi1, di1), . . . , (xit, qit, dit), . . . , (xiT , qiT , diT )} for
agents i ∈ {1, . . . , N} for T time periods.

3.1 Challenges

The standard solution is to use a maximum likelihood method and estimates the set of parameters
that maximizes the likelihood of observing the data. Given the first-order Markovian and condi-
tional independence assumptions, we can write the likelihood function and estimate the structural
parameters as follow

L(θ) =
N∑
i=1

(
T∑
t=1

log p̂(dit|xit, qit;θ1) +
T∑
t=2

log ĝ(xit, qit|xit−1, qit−1, dit−1; θ2)

)
(3)

θ∗ = argmax
θ
L(θ)

where p̂(.) is the predicted choice probabilities.
However, there are three main challenges in estimating a model in this setting:

• Theory: First, the researcher may lack theory on how the high-dimensional variables q enter
the agents’ utility function. For instance, if we consider the example of high-dimensional usage
variables in a subscription model, we do not have much theoretical guidance on which of these

2Both the utility function and state transition can also be estimated non-parametrically if we do not wish to parametrize
them. In that case, θ1 and θ2 would simply denote the utility and state transition at a given combination of state
variables.
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variables affect users’ utility and how. As such, we cannot make parametric assumptions on the
effect of Q on decisions and transitions or hand-pick a subset of these variables to include in
our model.

• Data: Second, in a high-dimensional setting, we may not have sufficient data in all areas of the
state space to model the flow utility and the transitions to/from that area.

• Estimation: Finally, estimation of a discrete choice dynamic model in an extremely high
dimensional setting is often computationally infeasible and/or costly. Rust (1987)’s nested-fixed
point algorithm requires us to calculate the value function at each combination of the state
variables at each iteration of the estimation, which is infeasible in a large state space setting.
While two-step methods can overcome estimation challenges in large state-spaces by avoiding
the value function iteration, they nevertheless need non-parametric estimates of Conditional
Choice Probablities (CCPs) at all values at each state (Hotz and Miller, 1993). This is not
possible in a very high dimensional setting with finite data.

Thus, in a finite data, high-dimensional setting where we lack guiding theory, it is not feasible to
specify a utility function over q and/or estimate a dynamic discrete choice model using conventional
methods. Therefore, we need a data-driven approach that reduces dimensionality of Q in an
intelligent fashion.

3.2 Dimensionality Reduction using Discretization

Our solution is to recast the problem by mapping Q to a lower-dimensional space through data-driven
discretization such that Π : Q→ P , where P = {1, . . . , k}. The goal is similar in spirit to that of
Classification and Regression Trees (CART) algorithm used for outcome prediction (Breiman et al.,
1984) and the Causal Tree algorithm for estimation of conditional average treatment effects (Athey
and Imbens, 2016). These algorithms discretize the covariate space to minimize the heterogeneity of
the statistic of interest within a partition. For example, the CART algorithm discretizes the covariate
space into disjoint partitions such that observations in the same partition have similar outcome
values/class. Similarly, the Causal Tree algorithm discretizes the state space such that observations
within the same partition have similar treatment effects. However, the high-level intuition from
the static estimation of CART/causal tree cannot be directly translated to dynamic discrete choice
models. Therefore, our first step is to outline the characteristics of a suitable discretization. In
§3.2.1 we formally define the term perfect discretization as a discretization wherein observations
with similar behavior are pooled together in the same partition. Then in, §3.2.2, we present the
reformulated problem in the lower-dimensional space.
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3.2.1 Properties of a Good Discretization

We now discuss some basic ideas that a good discretization should capture. First, some variables
in Q may be irrelevant to our estimation procedure, i.e., they have no effect on utilities or state
transitions. A good data-driven discretization should be able to neglect these variables and thus be
robust to irrelevant variables. Second, our discretization approach has to be entirely non-parametric
since we not have any theory on how variables in Q affect agents’ utilities and state transitions.
Finally, the discretization should be generalizable, i.e., it should be valid outside the training data.
Formally, we define the term perfect discretization as follows:

Definition 1. A discretization Π∗ : Q→ P is perfect if all the points in the same partition have the
same decision and incoming and outgoing transition probabilities. That is, for any two points q, q′

in a partition π ∈ P , we have:

∀x, x′ ∈ X, q′′ ∈ Q, j ∈ J :


Pr(j|x, q) = Pr(j|x, q′) (4a)

Pr(x′, q′′|x, q, j) = Pr(x′, q′′|x, q′, j) (4b)

Pr(x, q|x′, q′′, j) = Pr(x, q′|x′, q′′, j) (4c)

The first equality ensures that the decision probabilities are similar for data points within a given
partition π ∈ P . The second equality asserts the equality of transition probabilities from any two
points q, q′ within the same partition π ∈ P . Finally, the last equality implies that the transition
probabilities to any two points within a partition π are equal. Together, these three equalities imply
that all the observations within a same π ∈ P are similar from both modeling and estimation
perspective. Therefore, we do not need to model the heterogeneity within the partition π. Instead,
modeling agents’ behavior at the level of P is sufficient.

3.2.2 Formulation of DDC in a discretized space

We now use the definition of perfect discretization and translate the DDC estimation in the Q-space
to the P-space. Because observations within each partition in a perfect discretization behave
similarly, we can project the problem from the Q-space to the P-space. That is, Π∗ is a sufficient
statistic for estimation of state transition and decision probabilities. We can therefore write the
probabilities of choices and state transitions in the P-space as follows:

∀x, x′ ∈ X, q′′ ∈ Q, j ∈ J :


Pr(j|x, q) = Pr(j|x,Π∗(q)) (5a)

Pr(x′, q′′|x, q, j) = Pr(x′, q′′|x,Π∗(q), j) (5b)

Pr(x, q|x′, q′′, j) =
Pr(x,Π∗(q)|x′, q′′, j)

N(x,Π∗(q))
(5c)
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where N(x,Π∗(q)) is the number of observations in state {x,Π∗(q)}.
These three equalities are the counterparts of the relationships shown in Equation (4) in the P-

space. According to the first equality in Equation (5), if the choice probabilities for the observations
within a partition π ∈ P are the same, then {X,P} is a sufficient statistic to capture the choice
probabilities. The same argument is true for out-going state transitions. If the probabilities of
transition to other states from all points in a partition are similar, we can use the partition instead of
points to specify transition (as shown in the second relationship in Equation (5)). Finally, when the
probability of transition into all the points within a partition are similar, the probability of moving to
a specific point is equal to the probability of transitioning into the partition divided by the number
of observations within that partition. That is:

Pr(x,Π∗(q)|x′, q′, j) =
∑

q′′∈Π∗(q)

Pr(x, q′′|x′, q′, j)

= N(x,Π∗(q)) Pr(x, q|x′, q′, j),

which gives us the third relationship in Equation (5).
We now use the relationships in Equation (5) to reformulate the log likelihood in Equation (3).

Given a perfect partitioning Π∗, the log likelihood can be written as:

L(θ,Π∗) =
N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

log p(dit|xit,Π∗(qit); θ1,Π
∗)

+
N∑
i=1

T∑
t=2

log
g(xit,Π

∗(qit)|xit−1,Π
∗(qit−1), dit−1; θ2,Π

∗)

N(xit,Π
∗(qit); Π

∗)
(6)

Note that the second term in the log-likelihood is obtained by combining the second and third terms
in Equation (5) as: Pr(x′, q′′|x, q, j) = Pr(x′, q′′|x,Π∗(q), j) = Pr(x′,Π∗(q′′)|x′,Π∗(q),j)

N(x,Π∗(q′′))
.

Finally, since agents within a given partition in Π∗ have similar state and choice probabilities,
we can conclude that their utility function are also similar. We can formulate the utility function in
the Π∗(q)-space as follows:

u(sit, dit) = ū(xit,Π
∗(qit), dit; θ1,Π

∗) + εitj (7)

Similarly, we can also write the value function and the choice-specific value function in terms of
the discretized state space. Conceptually, once we have a perfect discretization Π∗, we can treat
Π∗(q) as a categorical variable in addition to X, and ignore q. As such, all the methods available
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for the estimation of dynamic discrete choice models (e.g., nested fixed point, two-step estimators)
are directly applicable here, with {X,P} as the state-space. Thus, all the consistency and efficiency
properties of the estimator used would directly translate to this setting.

4 Our Discretization Approach
We now present our discretization algorithm. We first explain the recursive partitioning method for
a general objective function in §4.1. Next, in §4.2, we formulate a recursive partitioning scheme for
the dynamic discrete choice model discussed above. We summarize the properties of our algorithm
in §4.2.2. Finally, we discuss model selection and hyper-parameter optimization in §4.3.

4.1 Discretization using Recursive Partitioning

Figure 1: An example of recursive partitioning for a classification task with two explanatory
variables and two outcome classes (denoted by orange and black dots).

Recursive partitioning is a meta-algorithm for partitioning a covariate space into disjoint par-
titions to maximize some objective function. In each iteration, the algorithm uses an objective
function as the criterion for selecting the next split among all the potential candidate splits. A split,
divides a partition into two along based one of the variables in the covariate space. The following
pseudo-code presents a general recursive partitioning algorithm, where the goal is to maximize the
objective function F(Π).

• Inputs: Objective function F(Π) that takes a partitioning Π as input and outputs a score.

• Initialize Π0 as one partition equal to the full covariate space.

• Do the following until the stopping criterion is met, or F(Πr) = F(Πr−1)

– For every π ∈ Πr, every q ∈ Q, and every value v ∈ range(q) in π

∆(π, q, v) = F(Πr +{π, q, v})−F(Πr)
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– {π′, q∗, v∗} = argmax{π,q,v}∆(π, q, v)

– Πr+1 = Πr +{π′, q∗, v∗}

Figure 1 shows three iterations of recursive partitioning applied to a classification task. The
partitioning Π maps the two-dimensional covariate space into four different partitions.

4.2 Recursive Partitioning for Dynamic Discrete Choice Models

The ultimate goal of our discretization exercise is to estimate θ by maximizing the likelihood
function in Equation (6). To do so, we first need to find a perfect discretization, i.e., a discretization
that satisfies Equation (4). Thus, an intermediate goal is to find the partitioning Π∗. The key
question then becomes what should be the objective function for the recursive partitioning algorithm
that helps us achieve the two goals discussed above. One naive approach would be to simply use the
log-likelihood shown in Equation (6). However, this is problematic because of three reasons. First,
this likelihood is a function of both Π∗ and θ. A naive implementation of a recursive partitioning
algorithm requires estimating the optimal θ in every iteration for a given Πr. However, estimating
θ is computationally expensive in a DDC setting because we need to calculate the discounted
future utility associated with a given choice to estimate the primitives of agents’ utility function
fully. Doing this at every potential split in each iteration of the algorithm is very computationally
expensive (and infeasible when the Q-space is large). Second, the likelihood function contains
two sets of outcomes: (i) choice probabilities and (ii) state transition probabilities. Therefore,
any data-driven approach to discretize the state space must account for both of these outcomes.
This makes the splitting process more complex than usual recursive partitioning algorithms such
as CART/causal tree, where there is only one set of estimands to be considered. Third, unlike a
standard recursive partitioning algorithm, where we split on all the state variables, here we only
split on Q since Xs are known (or assumed) to influence outcomes by definition. As such, we need
an algorithm which only splits on a subset of state variables (Q), but considers all the state variables
({X,Q}) to estimate the choice probabilities and state transitions; see Figure 2 for an example.

We design a recursive partitioning method that addresses all these three problems. To address
the first problem, we separate the discretization problem from estimation and suggest an objective
function for recursive partitioning algorithm that is fully non-parametric, i.e., is not dependent on θ
– thus, its calculation is computationally cheap. Next, to address the second problem, we split our
objective function into two sub-objectives, whose relative importance can be learnt from the data
using model selection. Finally, to address the third problem, we customize the splitting procedure
such that it only splits on Q and not X. We discuss these ideas in detail below.
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Figure 2: The dashed lines are candidate splits. Orange and black dots are observations with
decision 1 and 2 respectively. Agents’ choices across different Xs in the left side of the thick dashed
line are different from their choices in the right side.

4.2.1 Nonparametric Objective Function

As we discussed in §3.2.2, we can estimate the primitives of agents’ utilities and state transitions
by maximizing the log-likelihood shown in Equation (6). This likelihood is a function of both
the primitive parameters and the discretization Π∗. Nevertheless, we do not need to solve the
maximization problem on both dimensions simultaneously. Conceptually, the discretization goal
is to separate Q into buckets such that observations within the same bucket behave similarly. A
key insight here is that we can achieve this objective without estimating θ, by simply using the
non-parametric estimates of choice probabilities and state transitions observed in the data. That
is, we can re-formulate the objective function from Equation (6) in non-parametric terms. Our
proposed objective function is thus a weighted sum of the nonparametric equivalents of the first and
second components of Equation (6) as shown below.

F(Π) = Fdc(Π) + λF tr(Π) (8)
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where Π is a partitioning function, and Fdc(Π) and F tr(Π) are:

Fdc(Π) =
N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

log
N(xit,Π(qit), dit; Π)

N(xit,Π(qit); Π)

=
∑
x∈X

∑
π∈Π

∑
j∈J

N(x, π, j; Π) log
N(x, π, j; Π)

N(x, π; Π)
(9)

F tr(Π) =
N∑
i=1

T∑
t=2

log
N(xit,Π(qit), xit−1,Π(qit−1), dit−1; Π)

N(xit−1,Π(qit−1), dit−1; Π)N(xit,Π(qit))

=
∑
x∈X

∑
π∈Π

∑
j∈J

∑
x′∈X

∑
π′∈Π

N(x, π, x′, π′, j; Π) log
N(x, π, x′, π′, j; Π)

N(x, π; Π)N(x′, π′, j; Π)
(10)

The function N(.) counts the number of observations for a given condition. For example, N(x, π, j)

is the number of observations where the agent chose decision j in state {x, π} and N(x, π, x′, π′, j)

is the number of observations that chose decision j in state {x′, π′}, and transitioned to {x, π}.
The weighting parameter λ is a multiplier that specifies the relative importance of the state

transition likelihood in comparison to decision likelihood in our algorithm. To make this parameter
more intuitive and generalizable across different datasets, we decompose it as follows:

λ = λadj × λrel, where λadj =
Fdc(Π0)

F tr(Π0)
. (11)

Here, Π0 is the full covariate space of Q as one partition. λrel is a hyperparameter that captures the
relative importance state transition and decision likelihoods in our objective function and should
be learnt from the data using cross-validation. For example, λrel = 2 implies that the recursive
partitioning algorithm values one percentage lift in F tr twice as much a one percentage lift in Fdc
when selecting the next split. The optimal λrel can vary with the application. In settings where there
is more information in the state transition, the optimal λrel will be higher whereas a smaller λrel is
better when the choice probabilities are more informative. Therefore, it is important to choose the
right value of λrel to prevent over-fitting and learn a good discretization.

A couple of additional points of note regarding our proposed objective function. First, the first
lines in both Equations (9) and (10) are aggregating observations over individuals and time whereas
the second lines are aggregating over all possible decisions and state transitions weighted by their
occurrence. While the two representations are equivalent, we use the latter one in the rest of the pa-
per since it is more convenient. Second, the objective function in Equation (8) is the non-parametric
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version the log-likelihood in Equation (6) (with the hyperparameter λ added in for data-driven opti-
mization). The terms N(xit,Π(qit),dit;Π)

N(xit,Π(qit);Π)
, and N(xit,Π(qit),xit−1,Π(qit−1),dit−1;Π)

N(xit−1,Π(qit−1),dit−1;Π)
are the non-parametric

counterparts of Pr(dit|xit,Π(qit); θ1,Π) and Pr(xit,Π(qit)|xit−1,Π(qit−1), dit−1; θ2,Π), respec-
tively. Therefore, maximizing F(Π) is equivalent to maximizing the original likelihood function.

4.2.2 Algorithm Properties

We now establish two key properties of the recursive partitioning algorithm proposed here. First, as
shown in Appendix A.1, the non-parametric log-likelihood shown in Equation (6) is non-decreasing
at each iteration of the algorithm. Formally, we have:

L(θ∗r ,Πr) ≤ L(θ∗r+1,Πr+1)

where

 θ∗r = argmaxθ L(θ,Πr)

θ∗r+1 = argmaxθ L(θ,Πr+1)

Second, as shown in Appendix A.2, for λ > 0, the final discretization Π∗ = argmaxΠF(Π)

converges to a perfect discretization3. Together, these two properties ensure that: (a) the algorithm
will increase the likelihood at each step and converge, and (b) upon convergence, it will achieve a
perfect discretization.

In addition to the above two properties, our proposed algorithm shares the desirable properties
of other recursive partitioning-based algorithms. First, it has linear time complexity with respect to
the dimensionality of Q (Sani et al., 2018) – if the number of dimensions in Q doubles, the requires
time to discretize the model doubles at most. This is in contrast to conventional DDC estimation
methods such as the Nested Fixed Point algorithm, where the execution time increases exponentially
in observable state variables. Second, the proposed algorithm is robust to the scale of the state
variables and only depends on the ordinality of the state variable. As such, any changes in the scale
of variables in Q does not change the estimated partition. Finally, since the algorithm splits on a
variable only if it increases the log-likelihood shown in Equation (8), it is robust to the presence of
irrelevant state variables.

Together, these properties allow the researcher to include all potential observable variables that
might affect the agents’ decisions in Q without significantly increasing the compute cost. This is
valuable in the current data-abundant era, where firms have massive amounts of user-level data
but lack theoretical insight on the effect (if any) of these variables on users’ decisions. Indeed,
one of the advantages of the method is that it allows the researcher to make post-hoc inference or

3Under some conditions that we discuss in the proofs
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theory-discovery in a data-rich environment. In sum, our proposed algorithm allows researchers and
industry practitioners to reduce the estimation bias associated with ignoring relevant state variables,
improve the fit of their models, and draw post-hoc inference in a high-dimensional setting without
theoretical guidance, all at relatively low compute cost.

4.3 Hyperparameter Optimization and Model Selection

We now discuss the details of the hyperparameters used and the tuning procedure for model selection.
Like other machine learning approaches, our recursive partitioning algorithm also needs to address
bias-variance trade-off. If we discretize Q into too many small partitions, the set of partitions
(and the corresponding estimates of choice and state transition probabilities) will not generalize
beyond the training data. Thus, we need a set of hyperparameters that constrain or penalize model
complexity. We can then tune these hyper-parameters using a validation procedure.4

4.3.1 Set of Hyperparameters

We implemented two hyperparameters that are commonly used in other recursive partitioning-based
models: minimum number of observations and minimum lift.5 The former stops the algorithm from
making very small partitions by ruling out splits (at any given iteration) that produce partitions with
observations fewer than the minimum number of observations. The latter prevents over-fitting by
stopping the partitioning process if the next split does not increase the objective function by the
minimum lift, which is defined as F(Πr+1)−F(Πr)

F(Πr)
. In addition to these two standard hyperparameters,

we also include another one: maximum number of partitions, which stops the recursive partitioning
after the algorithm has reached the maximum number of partitions. This hyper-parameter not only
controls overfitting, but can also help with identification concerns because it allows the researchers
to restrict the number of partitions, and hence the number of estimands. Together, these three
hyperparameters ensure that the algorithm does not overfit and produces a generalizaeble partition
that is valid out-of-sample.

In addition to these three hyper-parameters that constrain partitioning, we have another key
hyperparameter, λrel, that shapes the direction of partitioning. As discussed earlier, λrel captures
the relative importance of the two parts of the objective function when selecting the next split.
If λrel is set close to zero, the discretization procedure prioritizes splits that explain the choice
probabilities. As λrel increases, the recursive partitioning tends to choose splits that explain the
variation in the state transition. λrel can be either tuned using a validation procedure or set manually
by the researched based on their intuition or the requirements of the problem at hand. We present

4See Hastie et al. (2009) for a detailed discussion of the pros-cons of different validation procedure.
5See the hyperparameters in Random Forest (Breiman, 2001), XGBoost (Chen and Guestrin, 2016), and Generalized
Random Forest (Athey et al., 2019).
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some simulations on the importance of picking the right value of λrel in §5.3.

4.3.2 Score function

Let η denote the set of all hyperparameters. To pick the right η for a given application setting,
we need a measure of performance at a given η. Then, we can consider different values of η and
select the one that maximizes out-of-sample performance (on the validation data). The model’s
performance is measured by calculating our objective function on a validation set using the training
set’s estimated values. Formally, our score function for a given set of hyperparameters is:

score(η) =
1

1 + λrel

(∑
x∈X

∑
π∈Π∗

∑
j∈J

N val(x, π, j; Π∗) log
N trn(x, π, j; Π∗)

N trn(x, π; Π∗)
(12)

+λrelλ
val
adj

∑
x∈X

∑
π∈Π∗

∑
j∈J

∑
x′∈X

∑
π′∈Π∗

N val(x, π, x′, π′, j; Π∗) log
N trn(x, π, x′, π′, j; Π∗)

N trn(x, π; Π∗)N trn(x′, π′, j; Π∗)

)

where Π∗ = argmaxΠF(Π; η) and N trn(.) and N val(.) are counting functions within the training
and validation data, respectively. Notice that the main differences between Equations (8) and (12) is
that here the model is learnt on the training data, but evaluated on the validation data. As such, the
weight terms (N(·)) and λadj are calculated on the validation dataset, while the probability terms
are based on the training set. In addition, one minor difference is that this score is normalized by

1
1+λrel

. Without this normalization, any hyperparameter optimization procedure will tend to select
larger λrel since without normalization, a larger λrel leads to a higher score.

In the validation procedure, we select the hyperparameter values that have the highest score on
the validation dataset. Note that having a separate validation set is not necessary. We can also use
other hyper-parameter optimization techniques such as cross-validation, which is implemented in
the accompanying software package.

4.3.3 Zero Probability Outcomes in Training Data

A final implementation issue that we need to address is the presence of choices and state transitions
in the validation set that have not been seen in the training set.6 For example, suppose that we
have no observations where the agent chooses action j in state {x, π} in the training data, but there
exists such an observation in the validation data. Then the score in Equation (12) becomes negative
infinity. This problem makes the hyperparameter optimization very sensitive to outliers.

To solve this problem, we turned to the Natural Language Processing (NLP) literature, which
also deals with high-dimensional data and has studied this problem extensively. Several smoothing

6These kind of zero-probability occurrences are more likely in a finite sample as the dimensionality of the data increases.
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techniques have been proposed to resolve this issue in NLP models (Chen and Goodman, 1999).
One of the simplest smoothing methods that used in practice and can be applied to our setting is
additive smoothing (Johnson, 1932), which assumes that we have seen all possible observations (i.e.,
choices and state-transitions) at least δ times, where usually 0 ≤ δ ≤ 1. This smoothing technique
removes the possibility of zero probabilities

A typical value for δ in the NLP literature is 1; however, the optimal value for δ depends on the
data-generating process. A low value for δ penalizes the model more heavily for potential outliers.
It also prevents the recursive partitioning step from creating small partitions since it increases the
probability of having observations in the validation set that are not observed in the training set. On
the other hand, a high value for δ may help with reducing overfitting by adding more noise to the
data. In our simulations we set δ to 10−5, which is a relatively small value. However, the researcher
can use a different number depending on their data and application setting.

5 Monte Carlo Experiments
We now present two simulation studies to illustrate the performance of our algorithm. We use
the canonical bus engine replacement problem introduced by Rust (1987) as the setting for our
experiments. Rust’s framework has been widely used as a benchmark to compare the performance
of newly proposed estimators/algorithms for single-agent dynamic discrete choice models (Hotz
et al., 1994; Aguirregabiria and Mira, 2002; Arcidiacono and Miller, 2011; Semenova, 2018). We
start by describing the original bus engine replacement problem and our high-dimensional extension
of it in §5.1. In our first set of experiments in §5.2, we document the extent to which our algorithm
is able to recover parameters of interest and compare its performance to a benchmark case where the
high-dimensional state variables are ignored. In the second set of experiments in §5.3, we examine
the importance of optimizing of the key hyperparameter, λrel.

5.1 Engine replacement problem

In Rust’s model, a single agent (Harold Zurcher) chooses whether to replace the engine of a bus or
continue maintaining it in each period. The maintenance cost is linearly increasing in the mileage
of the engine while replacement constitutes a one-time lump-some cost. The inter-temporal trade-
off is as follows – by replacing the bus engine, he pays a high replacement cost today and has
lower maintenance costs in the future. If he chooses to not replace the bus engine, he forgoes the
replacement cost, but will continue to pay higher maintenance cost in the future.

We start with the basic version of the model without the high-dimensional state variables. Here,
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the per-period utility function of two choices is given by:

u(xit, dit = 0) = −cmxit + εi0t

u(xit, dit = 1) = −cr + εi1t,
(13)

where xit is the mileage of bus i at time t, cm is the per-mile maintenance cost, cr is the cost of
replacing the engine, and {εi0t, εi1t} are the error terms associated with the two choices. Next, we
assume that the mileage increases by one unit in each period 7. Formally:

if dit = 0, then xit+1 = xit + 1 if xit < 20 , else xit+1 = xit

if dit = 1, then xit+1 = 1
(14)

The maximum mileage is capped at 20, i.e., after the mileage hits 19, it continues to stay there.
We now extend the problem to incorporate a set of high-dimensional state variables Q that can

affect utility function and state transition. Q can include all the potential variables that can affect
utilities and state transitions. For example, the mileage accrued may vary depending on the bus
route, weather of the day, etc. Similarly, the replacement costs may vary by bus brands and/or
economic conditions. A priori, it can be hard to identify which of these state variables and their
combinations matter. Our method allows us to include all potential variables in the utility and state
transition, and identify the partitions that matter.

In our simulations, we expand the utility function and state transition to include Q as follows:

u(xit,Π
∗(qit), dit = 0) = cmxit + εi0t

u(xit,Π
∗(qit), dit = 1) = fdc(Π

∗(qit)) + εi1t
(15)

if dit = 0, then xit+1 = xit + ftr(Π
∗(qit)) if xit < 20, else xit+1 = xit

if dit = 1, then xit+1 = ftr(Π
∗(qit))

(16)

where qit is the set for bus i at time t, and fdc(Π∗(qit)) and ftr(Π∗(qit)) are functions that specify
the effect of qit in the replacement cost, and state transition respectively. Note that we use Π∗(qit)

instead of qit since Π∗(qit) is a perfect discretization (and conveys the same information) as qit.
Finally, we set cm = −0.2 in both our simulation studies.8

7This choice is just for the sake of increasing simplicity. However, our framework can easily handle stochastic state
transitions as well.

8Note that the specific functional form is chosen for convenience, and the algorithm works even with a fully non-
parametric utilities within a partition and non-parametric state transitions across partitions.
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5.2 First simulation study

In the first set of experiments, our goal is to demonstrate the algorithm’s performance and document
the extent of bias when we do not account for Q.

5.2.1 Data generating process

In this simulation study, Q consists 10 variable: q1, . . . , q10, where qi ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 9}. However,
only the first two variables affect the data generating process, and the rest of them are irrelevant. In
principle, our algorithm is robust to inclusion of irrelevant state variables. Therefore, the extra eight
variables in Q allows us to examine if this is indeed the case. In our simulations, q1 and q2 partition
Q into four regions {π1, π2, π3, π4} such that all the observations within a partition have the same
choice and state transition probabilities. The partitions are given by:

Π∗(q) =



π1, if q1 < 5 and q2 < 5

π2, if q1 < 5 and q2 ≥ 5

π3, if q1 ≥ 5 and q2 < 5

π4, if q1 ≥ 5 and q2 ≥ 5

The mileage transitions are as described in Equation (16). We also need to define the state transition
in the Q space. Note that since we have a perfect discretization, only the state transition between πs
matter – condition on the partition π the exact q is completely random. We consider three different
state transition models in our simulations:

• No transition: There is only within-partition transition. This implies that the agent remains
within the same partition in each period: Π∗(qit) = Π∗(qit+1).

• Random transition: Agents’ transitions in the Q-space are completely random. In each period,
an agent’s randomly transition from one partition to another such that: Π∗(qit) ⊥ Π∗(qit+1).

• Sparse transition: After each period, the agent remains in the same partition with probability 0.5

an moves to the next partition with probability 0.5.9

Next, we consider two different cases for ftr and fdc in Equations (15) and (16) as follows:

ftr([π1, π2, π3, π4]) =

 [0, 1, 2, 3] in the dissimilar mileage transition case

[1, 1, 1, 1] in the similar mileage transition case
(17)

9The order of partitions is as follows: π2 is after π1, π3 is after π2, π4 is after π3, and π1 is after π4.
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fdc([π1, π2, π3, π4]) =

 [−7,−6,−5,−4] in the dissimilar replacement costs case

[−5,−5,−5,−5] in the similar replacement costs case
(18)

Together, this gives us 3× 2× 2 possible scenarios for the data generating process. We simulate
data and recover the parameters for each of these cases. While doing so, we set the hyper-parameters
as follows: we minimum lift to 10−10, minimum number of observations to 1, and λrel to 1. Further,
for each case, we run the algorithm (and then perform the estimation) for four different values
of maximum partitions: 1, 2, 4, or 6. The single partition case is equivalent to ignoring the high-
dimensional state variable Q. Setting maximum partitions to 2 and 6 allows us to examine how our
algorithm performs when we allow for under-discretization and over-discretization, respectively.

5.2.2 Results

We run 12 Monte Carlo simulations, each of which employs a different data generating process.
Each simulation consists of 100 rounds of data generation from a given data-generating process.
And in each round, we generate data for 400 buses for 100 time periods. For each round of simulated
data, we first use our algorithm to discretize the high-dimensional state space Q. Then, as we
discuss in §3.2.2, we simply treat each of the partitions in Π∗(q) as an extra categorical variable
in addition to X at the estimation stage. As such, we provide the partitions obtained from our
algorithm and the mileage to the nested fixed-point algorithm and estimate the utility parameters.

There are two different cases for ftr, two different cases for fdc, and three different cases
for transition in Q. We simulate all combinations of these cases, which result in a total of 12
data-generating process Monte Carlo simulations. For each data generation process case, we run
100 rounds of data generation to form bootstrap confidence intervals around our estimates. In each
round, we simulate 4 different number of allowed partition and parameter estimation. The results of
estimated value for cm in these simulations are presented in table 1. Table 2 presents the estimated
replacement cost in cases where we neglect Q by allowing one partition and the case where we
allow four partitions.

As the table of results depicts, neglecting Q leads to biased estimates in many settings, even
when qit does not directly affect the flow utility function, and there is no serial correlation in q over
time. The bias arises because by neglecting Q, we violate the DDC modeling assumptions in favor
of computational feasibility. To be more specific, the conditional independence assumption states
that εit+1 and xit+1 are independent of εit. When we neglect Q in the estimation procedure, it is
captured in the error term. Mileage transition is a function of q, in the cases where Q has a diverse
effect on mileage transition. Thus, when we do not incorporate Q as an observable, xit+1 would
be correlated with εit – a violation of our estimation assumption. Similarly, in the ”No transition”
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and ”Sparse transition” cases, neglecting Q leads to a correlation between εit+1 and εit, another
violation of our estimation assumptions. These violations lead to much more severe bias in the case
where Q affects the flow utility.

Interestingly, serial correlation in error terms does not seem to bias the estimated parameters if
it does not affect the utility function or the observable part of state variables. As the first three rows
of the table show, estimation by neglecting Q recovered the data generating parameters without
bias. However, serial correlation worsens the bias in the presence of correlation between xit+1 and
εit or when Q affects the flow utility.

Another interesting finding is the effect of over-discretization and under-discretization. As
expected, over-sampling does not introduce any bias in the estimation procedure, since it does not
violate any estimation assumption. However, the estimation variance increases slightly since we
estimate more parameters when we over-discretize. As table 1 presents under-discretization has
lower bias than ignoring Q. However, in two cases allowing only two partitions leads to a higher
bias than having only one partition, making under-discretization worse than no discretization.

While this research aims not to calculate the amount of misspecification bias, and our results are
not generalizable, our simulation results show that the amount of bias from neglecting Q can be
huge. Even when Q is not directly involved in the flow utility, neglecting it can bias our estimation
as much as 13%. These results highlight the importance of controlling for potential variables that
can affect our DDC modeling procedure. In addition, our results shows that over-discretization is
not an issue, especially in setting where the number of observations is large enough to reduce the
estimation variance concerns. It also shows that we can benefit from discretization even when we
under-discretize Q. These two results argue in favor of using the discretization algorithm compared
to neglecting Q.

5.3 Second Simulation Study

Selecting an optimal λrel is important for proper discretization. For example, assigning a big λrel
in settings where the state transition is noisy and less informative makes the algorithm pick up
noise as a signal in its discretization. Thus, selecting an optimal λrel becomes more important in
settings where we have few observations. Also, when the dimension of Q is high, it much easier
for the algorithm to find noisy patterns as we check many more variables for a potential split. The
goal of this simulation study is to dig deeper into λrel selection by running a series of Monte Carlo
simulations in different data generating process settings.
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5.3.1 Data generating process

The data generating processes in this study are similar to the previous study except for some minor
differences. First, the dimension of Q is 30, and only the first 10 variables affect the data-generating
process, and the rest are irrelevant. We randomly discretize Q into 15 partitions using the process
explained in the appendix B. We generate 100 random discretizations to evaluate the performance of
the algorithm across different settings. Each discretization is used in eight different data-generating
scenarios, as we explain next.

Similar to the first simulation study we simulate two cases for ftr: i) ftr(π) = 1 for all 15
partitions, or ii) ftr(π) is a random number from set {0, 1, 2, 3}. The transition of state in Π∗ has
two scenarios: i) random transition or ii) sparse transition as defined in the previous simulation
study. The only difference is that in the sparse transition case, the state remains the same with
probability 1/3 or goes to either of the next two states with the same probability10. Variation across
these two dimensions lets us vary the amount of information available in the state transition. For
example, there is less information in the state transition in the case where the transition across
partitions in Π∗ is random, and ftr(π) = 1. In addition, we vary the amount of data by simulating
two scenarios: i) 100 buses in 100 periods and ii) 100 buses in 400 periods. Therefore, in total, we
simulate eight different data-generating scenarios on each partitioning.

Finally, we test the effect of λrel by varying it across different values and evaluate the perfor-
mance of the resulting partition. To remove the effect of other hyper-parameters and only capture
the effect of λrel, we do not run hyperparameter optimization. We set the minimum number of
observations and minimum lift to 1, and 10−10 respectively. We set the total number of partitions to
15 – the actual total number of partitions in the true partitioning. We then evaluate the out-of-sample
performance of different value for λrel ∈ {0, 0.2, 0.5, 1, 2, 5, 100} across different scenarios using
the score function defined in equation 12. We also calculate the number of matched partitions
between the true data-generating discretization and the estimated discretization generated by the
algorithm.

5.3.2 Results

In total we run 100 (partitioning)×8 (scenarios)×7 (values for λrel) = 5600 partitioning simulations,
the result of which are presented in tables 3 and 4. The bold numbers in each row in table 3 are
the λrels with best score in the validation dataset. Please note that while the result for matched
partitions is presented in table 4, it is not a good scoring function for finding the optimal value for
λrel for a couple of reasons: i) score is a measure of out-of-sample performance, while matched

10The defined ordinality of states is completely random, and is not defined in a meaningful way.
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partitions in an in-sample performance measure, and ii) a higher partition match does not guarantee
a better discretization since this measure does not incorporate the quality of unmatched partitions.

According to the results, the optimal value for λrel is significantly different from one data-
generating process to another. However, as expected, the optimal value for λrel is bigger when the
state transition is more informative. When the transition in Π∗(Q) space is sparse compared to the
random case, the state transition is more informative. Also, the state transition is more informative
when Π∗(Q) affects transition in mileage compared to the case where mileage transition is similar
across different partitions in Π∗(Q). This pattern is presented in the results as the optimal value
for λrel is highest when the transition in Π∗(Q) is sparse, and Π∗(Q) affects the mileage transition.
The optimal λrel is zero when transition in Π∗(Q) is random, thus not informative for finding the
discretization, and Π∗(Q) does not affect mileage transition.

Number Transition Π∗(Q) Value of λrelof in Π∗(Q) affect mileage
Periods space transition 0 0.2 0.5 1 2 5 100

100

Sparse Yes -3722 -3481 -3274 -3121 -2977 -2864 -2766
Sparse No -3762 -3536 -3407 -3323 -3245 -3200 -3228

Random Yes -3743 -3762 -3730 -3768 -3831 -3913 -4062
Random No -3698 -3781 -3867 -3959 -4063 -4192 -4373

400

Sparse Yes -13287 -12969 -12606 -12239 -11864 -11519 -11217
Sparse No -13815 -13650 -13469 -13264 -13059 -12909 -12987

Random Yes -13518 -13620 -13693 -13770 -13863 -13974 -14187
Random No -13613 -13921 -14231 -14542 -14856 -15177 -15556

Table 3: The calculated score for different values of λrel in different data-generating processes.
A bigger λrel is better when there are more information in the state transition data. Scores are on
validation data.

Table 4 exhibits the potential value of information that is available in the state transition
probabilities part of the data. If we only use the decision probabilities part of observations, i.e.,
set λrel to zero, the algorithm’s ability to recover the partitions is weak. Increasing the number of
observations helps with recovering the discretization; however, it is not as efficient as using the
state transition part of the data. In cases where the state transition holds information about the
discretization (either transition in the Π∗(Q) environment is sparse, or it affects mileage transition),
setting a non-zero value for λrel boosts the performance of the discretizing algorithm substantially.
Adding more data does not increase the performance of the algorithm for bigger values of λrel in
these cases.

While not comprehensive, this experiment highlights the value of state transition information
for finding the optimal state-space discretization. Using state transition information makes the state
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Number Transition Π∗(Q) Value of λrelof in Π∗(Q) affect mileage
Periods space transition 0 0.2 0.5 1 2 5 100

100

Sparse Yes 1.39 4.81 8.07 9.54 10.30 10.05 9.88
Sparse No 1.63 6.68 9.29 10.01 10.18 9.09 7.37

Random Yes 1.86 3.43 6.10 6.32 6.03 5.21 3.83
Random No 2.54 2.63 2.71 3.01 3.19 2.87 0.00

400

Sparse Yes 3.62 6.74 8.73 9.68 10.25 10.14 10.16
Sparse No 5.04 8.42 9.40 9.98 10.08 9.44 7.56

Random Yes 4.16 6.20 7.36 7.06 6.55 5.56 4.24
Random No 7.28 7.45 7.47 7.55 7.64 7.28 0.29

Table 4: The number of matched partition between the true discretization and the discretization
generated by different values of λrel in different data-generating processes. Discretization on the
training data.

space discretization more efficient in using data than methods that only use the decision probability
part of the likelihood problem. In addition, we show that the optimal weight for the two parts of
the likelihood function is different for different data-generating processes. Therefore, researchers
should optimize the λrel and select the one with higher out-of-sample performance.

6 Limitations and Suggestions for Application
We prove that the discretization offered by the algorithm converges to a perfect discretization.
Nevertheless, it might not happen in empirical applications. We might not have enough observations
to fully recover the accurate discretization of the state transition or utility structure in the high-
dimensional variable set Q. This problem is highly likely in empirical settings where we have
limited observations and too many variables in Q. Additionally, state transition or utility structure
in Q might not be discrete. Theoretically, we can get very close to a perfect discretization in this
empirical setting, but there is no perfect discretization to find.

In such scenarios, the proposed algorithm under-discretizes Q, and therefore, the estimation
step would still suffer from violation of dynamic discrete choice models assumptions. We expect an
under-discretized Q to improve the estimated parameters since we reduce the number of assumption
violations by capturing more variation. Nevertheless, as Table 1 presents, there are cases where
neglecting Q leads to a better estimation than incorporating an under-discretized Q. This issue arises
because our objective function in the discretization step is different from our objective function in
the estimation step. The amount and direction of bias depend on various reasons, including the
parametric assumptions on X, the state transition form, and the utility structure. The complexity of
the situation makes it hard to find a debiasing solution.
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There are some steps that scientists and practitioners can take to check the robustness of
the estimates and prevent potential issues raised by this limitation. First, it is necessary to use
hyper-parameter optimization to ensure that the generated discretization is generalizable to the
data generating process, not just the training sample. We can check the performance of estimated
parameters in both training and validation sets and the extent of the difference as a measure of
discretization quality. Another method is to check the sensitivity of discretization and estimated
parameters to the number of observations. For example, we can discretize Q and estimate the
model with 80% of the data, and check how close the discretization and estimated parameters are
to the case where we use all the data. We can ensure that we have enough data to find a suitable
discretization if the estimates are close. Finally, we can check the validity of our model by analyzing
its ability to predict counter-factual scenarios. Companies can run field experiments and use their
results to measure the model’s quality for predicting counter-factual scenarios.

We suggest using this algorithm in big data settings where we have many observations. We
originally designed this algorithm to model users’ subscription decisions in subscription-based
software firms. These companies have tens of thousands of users who make the subscription
decision either monthly, quarterly or yearly – the number of observations is enormous. These
companies capture how users interact with the software and use functionalities offered by the
software. Researchers can use our approach to model the subscription decision of users in this setting
by adding price and promotion in X, and the high-dimensional usage features and demographics of
users in Q.

7 Conclusion
Dynamic discrete choice modeling is used to estimate the underlying primitives of agents’ be-
havior in settings where actions have future implications. Traditional methods for estimation of
these models are computationally expensive, thus, inapplicable in high-dimensional data settings.
Nonetheless, neglecting potential variables that affect agents’ decisions or state transitions may bias
the estimated parameters. As our simple experiment shows, this bias can be as high as 13% even
when the neglected variables do not directly affect agents’ flow utility.

This paper offers a new algorithm to estimate these methods in high-dimensional settings by
dimension reduction using discretization. More specifically, our recursive partitioning-inspired
approach let us control for a high-dimensional variable set Q in addition to the conventional inde-
pendent variable set X. We define the term perfect discretization and reformulate the conventional
likelihood equation in the discretized space. We prove that the discretization offered by our algo-

30



rithm converges to a perfect discretization11. In addition, we discuss some desirable properties of
our algorithm, such as having linear time complexity with respect to the dimension of Q and being
robust to scale and irrelevant variables.

Finally, we run two sets of simulation experiments, consisting of a series of Monte Carlo
simulations using an extended version of the canonical Rust’s bus engine problem. In the first
simulation set, we show that our algorithm can recover the data generating process by controlling
for the high-dimensional state space. We also point that the estimated parameters can be biased as
much as 40% if we violate the DDC estimation assumptions by neglecting potential variables that
affect the dynamic problem at hand. In the second simulation, we test the ability of our algorithm to
recover the data generating discretization in complex and high-dimensional data generating settings.
We show that our algorithm is more data-efficient due to its ability to capture the data variations in
both agents’ decisions and the state transitions. Surprisingly, the valuable data variation that exists
in the state transition is usually neglected in traditional estimation methods.

Everyday companies are gathering more and more contextual and behavioral data from con-
sumers, and consequently, are more inclined toward using high-dimensional friendly algorithms that
do not require theoretical assumptions. Our proposed method allows companies to use these data to
reduce the estimation bias in DDC modeling settings and help them understand new dimensions of
agent behavior through post-hoc analysis. Besides, the algorithm helps researchers get around the
accuracy-computational feasibility trade-off by offering an efficient method that lets them control
for a high-dimensional variable set.

11Under some conditions standard in any recursive partitioning algorithm.
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Appendices
A Proof of Convergence
In this section, we provide a proof that our proposed algorithm converges to a perfect discretization.
We start with we a brief explanation about the structure of the proof to make it easier for the audience
to read and understand the proof.

The convergence proof consists of two steps. First, in §A.1 we prove that the likelihood of
observing data given partitioning Πr and the optimal parameter value θ∗r = argmaxθ L(θ,Πr)

is increasing at each iteration of the algorithm. Therefore, each additional iteration increase the
likelihood of observing the data, or formally, L(θ∗r ,Πr) ≤ L(θ∗r+1,Πr+1). Then in §A.2, we
prove that L(θ∗r ,Πr) = L(θ∗r+1,Πr+1) if and only if Πr is a perfect discretization, proving that the
proposed algorithms stops if and only if it reaches a perfect discretization. Before proceeding to the
proofs, we provide some definitions, assumptions, and lemma that are used in the proof here.

Definition 2. We split the likelihood function into two parts: the decision part and the state transition
part, denoted by Ldc(θ,Π) and Lst(Π) respectively, such that L(θ,Π) = Ldc(θ,Π) + λLst(Π).
Note that the decision part of the likelihood is a function of the utility function parameters, θ.

Definition 3. Discretization Π is a parent of discretization Π′ if for every π′ ∈ Π′, there is a
partition π ∈ Π such that π′ is completely within π. In other words, discretization Π is a parent of
discretization Π′ if one can generate discretization Π′ by further splitting discretization Π.

Definition 4. Value function and choice-specific value function are defined as follow

V̄ (x, π; θ,Π) = log
∑
j∈J

exp v(x, π, j; θ,Π) (19)

v(x, π, j; θ,Π) = ū(x, π, j; θ,Π) + β
∑
x′∈X

∑
π′∈Π

V̄ (x′, π′; θ,Π)g(x′, π′|x, π, j; θ,Π) (20)

where β is the discounting factor usually set by the researcher. Assuming that error terms are drawn
from Type 1 Extreme Value distribution, the predicted choice probabilities can be calculated as the
following

p̂(j|x, π; θ,Π) =
exp v(x, π, j; θ,Π)

exp V̄ (x, π; θ,Π)
(21)

Assumption 1. We assume a fully non-parametric form for the utility and state transition function
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to avoid having a parametric-form dependent proof12, i.e., ū(x, π, j; θ,Π) and g(x, π|x′, π′, j; Π)

are constant for each combination of states, {x, π}, and decision d.

Assumption 2. There is no data pattern that is not discoverable with a single split.

Assumption 2 is common for all the algorithms that are based on recursive partitioning. It has
been shown that some patterns cannot be captured by recursive partitioning, even when the number
of observations goes to infinity (Biau et al., 2008). A simple example of such patterns is presented
in Figure 3. Assume observations are uniformly distributed throughout the covariate space. Also,
assume that the flow utility in the crosshatched regions is l and it is h in the non-crosshatched
regions. Any split would result in two sub-partitions with a similar number of observations in
the crosshatched and non-crosshatched regions. The average utility would be equal to h+l

2
in the

resulting two sub-partitions. Since the split does not increase Ldc, the algorithm does not add it
to its discretization. Generally, recursive partitioning cannot capture variational patterns that are
symmetric in a way that any splits would lead to two sub-partition with a similar average statistic.

To overcome this shortcoming of recursive partitioning algorithms, we assume no data pattern
exists that a single split in a discretization cannot partially capture. Then because of the assumption
we can draw the following corollary.

Corollary 1. A discretization Π is either perfect, or there is a split such that the decision proba-
bilities, average incoming transition probabilities, or outgoing transition probabilities on its two
resulting sub-partitions are not equal. Formally, if discretization Π is not perfect, there exist a split
that partitions πp ∈ Π into πl and πr such that for a {x, x′} ∈ X, π′ ∈ Π and j ∈ J at least one of
the following inequalities holds:

Pr(j|x, πl) 6= Pr(j|x, πr)

Pr(x′, π′|x, πl, j) 6= Pr(x′, π′|x, πr, j)
Pr(x, πl|x′, π′, j)

N(x, πl)
6= Pr(x, πr|x′, π′, j)

N(x, πr)

Finally, we need the following lemma for proving that the decision likelihood is increasing in
each iteration in §A.1.
12One can argue that a fully non-parametric form can be regarded as a parameterization form itself. However, we believe

it is the most flexible form, and any functional form can be drawn from its results. Additionally, it is a common
practice in the literature to estimate the state transition function non-parametricly.
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Figure 3: An example of a pattern that cannot be captured by recursive partitioning. Observations
in the white and crosshatched region have different statistics. Any split, such as the black dashed
line, result in two sub-partitions that have similar average statistics.

Lemma 1. For any given vector a :
∑

i ai = 1, the answer to the following maximization problem
is equal to a.

max
b

f(b) =
∑
i

ai ln bi

s.t.
∑
i

bi = 1

Proof. It is a constrained optimization problem that can be solved by maximizing the Lagrangian
function.

L(a, b, λ) =
∑
i

ai ln bi − λ(
∑
i

bi − 1)

∇L(b, λ) = 0

∂L
∂bi

=
ai
bi
− λ = 0⇒ ai = λbi ⇒

∑
ai = λ

∑
bi

∂L
∂λ

=
∑
i

bi − 1 = 0⇒
∑
i

bi = 1

⇒ λ = 1⇒ bi = ai
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A.1 The proof of likelihood increase

In this section, we prove that the likelihood function L(θ∗r ,Πr) increases at each iteration of our
recursive partitioning algorithm. Formally, we prove

L(θ∗r ,Πr) ≤ L(θ∗r+1,Πr+1) (22)

where Πr and Πr+1 are the discretizations generated by the proposed recursive partitioning in
iterations r and r + 1 respectively, θ∗r = argmaxθ L(θ,Πr), and θ∗r+1 = argmaxθ L(θ,Πr+1).

Theorem 1. For any candidate additional split, noted by {k, q, z}, to a discretization Π, where k is
a partition in Π, q is a feature in Q, and z is a value within the range of possible values for q in k,
the following inequalities hold

∃θ′ : Ldc(θ∗,Π) ≤ Ldc(θ′,Π′) (23)

Lst(Π) ≤ Lst(Π′) (24)

where Π′ = Π +{k, q, z} is the discretization after adding the candidate split, and θ∗ = argmaxθ L(θ,Π)

is the optimal parameters given discretization Π.

We prove inequalities 23 and 24 separately. First, in Lemma 2, we create a new parameter set θ′

for the discretization Π′ from θ∗ that satisfy a certain inequality. Next we show that inequality 23
holds for the new parameter set θ′ and Π′. Finally, we prove that for any two partitions Π and Π′

such that Π is the parent of Π′ the inequality 24 holds. Please note discretization Π is the parent of
any discretization that is created by adding additional splits to Π.

Lemma 2. There is a flow utility coefficient set θ′ such that for any x ∈ X, q ∈ Q and j ∈ J, the
following equation holds

exp v(x,Π′(q), j; θ′,Π′) = exp v(x,Π(q), j; θ∗,Π)

+
[

Pr(j|x,Π′(q))− Pr(j|x,Π(q))
]

exp V̄ (x,Π(q); θ∗,Π) (25)

Proof. Using the equality log(a+b) = log(a)+log(1+b/a), we write equation 25 as the following

v(x,Π′(q), j; θ′,Π′) = v(x,Π(q), j; θ∗,Π) + log
(

1 +
Pr(j|x,Π′(q))− Pr(j|x,Π(q))

exp v(x,Π(q),j;θ∗,Π)

exp V̄ (x,Π(q);θ∗,Π)

)
= v(x,Π(q), j; θ∗,Π) + log

(
1 +

Pr(j|x,Π′(q))− Pr(j|x,Π(q))

p̂(j|x,Π(q); θ∗,Π)

)
(26)
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Using the formulation of the choice specific value function (equation 20), we can write equation
26 in term of the flow utility and expected value functions as follow

u(x,Π′(q), j; θ′,Π′) = u(x,Π(q), j; θ∗,Π)

+
∑
x′∈X

∑
π∈Π′

V̄ (x′, π; θ∗,Π)g(x′, π|x,Π(q), j)

−
∑
x′∈X

∑
π∈Π′

V̄ (x′, π; θ′,Π′)g(x′, π|x,Π′(q), j)

+ log
(

1 +
Pr(j|x,Π′(q))− Pr(j|x,Π(q))

p̂(j|x,Π(q); θ∗,Π)

)
(27)

We assume a non-parametric functional form for the utility function; therefore, we can calculate a
set of new utility values for each observable state {x, π} based on the above equation that satisfies
equation 25. However, the right-hand side of equation 27 uses θ′, which we are trying to calculate. If
we want to use equation 27, we need to prove that this equation has a unique answer. Alternatively,
we prove that if equation 25 holds, the value functions in the new partitioning and old partitioning
are equal.

V̄ (x,Π′(q); θ′,Π′)

= log
∑
j∈J

exp v(x,Π′(q), j; θ′,Π′)

= log
∑
j∈J

(
exp v(x,Π(q), j; θ∗,Π) +

[
Pr(j|x,Π′(q))− Pr(j|x,Π(q))

]
V̄ (x,Π(q); θ∗,Π)

)
= log

(∑
j∈J

exp v(x,Π(q), j; θ∗,Π) + V̄ (x,Π(q); θ∗,Π)
∑
j∈J

[
Pr(j|x,Π′(q))− Pr(j|x,Π(q))

])
= log

∑
j∈J

exp v(x,Π(q), j; θ∗,Π)

= V̄ (x,Π(q); θ∗,Π) (28)

where the equality from line 3rd to line 4th comes from
∑

j∈J

[
Pr(j|x,Π′(q))−Pr(j|x,Π(q))

]
= 0.
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We can now write equation 27 as the following:

u(x,Π′(q), j; θ′,Π′) = u(x,Π(q), j; θ∗,Π)

+
∑
x′∈X

∑
π∈Π′

V̄ (x′, π; θ∗,Π)
(
g(x′, π|x,Π(q), j)− g(x′, π|x,Π′(q), j)

)
+ log

(
1 +

Pr(j|x,Π′(q))− Pr(j|x,Π(q))

p̂(j|x,Π(q); θ∗,Π)

)
(29)

This equation is not dependent on θ′, and can be used to calculate a set of utility function values (θ′)
for partitioning Π′.

Proof of inequality 23. We show in lemma 2 that there is a θ′ such that equality 25 holds, and
for any x ∈ X and q ∈ Q we have V̄ (x,Π′(q); θ′,Π′) = V̄ (x,Π(q); θ∗,Π). Since V̄ (.; θ∗,Π)

is a fixed point solution to the standard contraction mapping problem for the Bellman equation,
V̄ (.; θ′,Π′) generated in lemma 2 is a solution to the contraction mapping in Bellman equation as
well. Additionally, we have

Ldc(θ′,Π′) =
N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

log p̂(dit|xit,Π′(qit); θ′,Π′)

=
N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

log
exp v(xit,Π(qit), dit; θ

′,Π′)

exp V̄ (xit,Π(qit); θ′,Π
′)

=
N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

log
exp v(xit,Π(qit), dit; θ

′,Π′)

exp V̄ (xit,Π(qit); θ∗,Π)

=
N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

log
(exp v(xit,Π(qit), dit; θ

∗,Π)

exp V̄ (xit,Π(qit); θ∗,Π)
+ Pr(dit|xit,Π′(qit))− Pr(dit|xit,Π(qit))

)
(30)

Please note the equality between line two and line three is driven from equation 28, and between
line three and line four from equation 25. Using log(a+ b) = log(a) + log(1 + b/a), we have the
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following

Ldc(θ′,Π′) =
N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

log
(exp v(xit,Π(qit), dit; θ

∗,Π)

exp V̄ (xit,Π(qit); θ∗,Π)
+ Pr(dit|xit,Π′(qit))− Pr(dit|xit,Π(qit))

)
=

N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

log
(exp v(xit,Π(qit), dit; θ

∗,Π)

exp V̄ (xit,Π(qit); θ∗,Π)

)
+

N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

log
(

1 +
Pr(dit|xit,Π′(qit))− Pr(dit|xit,Π(qit))

exp v(xit,Π(qit),dit;θ∗,Π)

exp V̄ (xit,Π(qit);θ∗,Π)

)
= Ldc(θ∗,Π) +

N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

log
(

1 +
Pr(dit|xit,Π′(qit))− Pr(dit|xit,Π(qit))

p̂(dit|xit,Π(qit); θ∗,Π)

)
⇒ Ldc(θ′,Π′)− Ldc(θ∗,Π) =

N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

log
(

1 +
Pr(dit|xit,Π′(qit))− Pr(dit|xit,Π(qit))

p̂(dit|xit,Π(qit); θ∗,Π)

)
(31)

We will show that the right-hand side of equation 31 is positive; thus, proving that the likelihood is
increasing. Assuming NT →∞, and our predicted choice probabilities are consistent, concludes
p̂(dit|xit,Π(qit); θ

∗,Π) = Pr(dit|xit,Π(qit))
13. Replacing the predicted choice probability with its

counter-part conditional choice probability in equation 31 yields

N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

log
(

1 +
Pr(dit|xit,Π′(qit))− Pr(dit|xit,Π(qit))

p̂(dit|xit,Π(qit); θ∗,Π)

)
=

N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

log
(

1 +
Pr(dit|xit,Π′(qit))− Pr(dit|xit,Π(qit))

Pr(dit|xit,Π(qit))

)
=

N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

log
Pr(dit|xit,Π′(qit))
Pr(dit|xit,Π(qit))

(32)

The value inside the summation in equation 32 is equal to zero for all the observations, except
for those where qit lands in the newly split partition. Let us call the partition before the split
πp ∈ Π, and the two resulting partitions {πl, πr} ∈ Π′. Also let N(x, π) denote the number of
observations where xit = x and Π′(qit) = π, and N(x, π, j) denote the number where in addition

13We can also conclude this equality since we assume a fully non-parametric form for utility function in Assumption 1.
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to the aforementioned conditions dit = j. We can write 32 as follow:

N∑
i=1

T∑
t=1

log
Pr(dit|xit,Π′(qit))
Pr(dit|xit,Π(qit))

=
∑
x∈X

∑
π∈{πl,πr}

∑
j∈J

N(x, π, j) log
(

Pr(j|x, π)− Pr(j|x, πp)
)

=
∑
x∈X

∑
π∈{πl,πr}

N(x, π)
∑
j∈J

(
Pr(j|x, π) log Pr(j|x, π)− Pr(j|x, π) log Pr(j|x, πp)

)
According to Lemma 1,

∑
j∈J Pr(j|x, π) log Pr(j|x, π) ≥

∑
j∈J Pr(j|x, π) log Pr(j|x, πp). This

inequality is strict if there is a j ∈ J such that Pr(j|x, π) 6= Pr(j|x, πp) for any x ∈ X and
π ∈ {πl, πr}. Thus, equation 32 is greater or equal than zero, which proves the inequality 23 in
theorem 1.

Proof of inequality 24. First note that discretization Π is a parent of discretization Π′. Based on
the definition of parent, for every π ∈ Π, there is a set of partitions {πi} ∈ Π′ such that

⋃
i

πi = π.

Let us call {πi} the child set of π in Π′ and denote it by Π′(π). First we use the log sum inequality
(Cover and Thomas, 1991) to prove that for any {π, π′} ∈ Π, {x, x′} ∈ X , and j ∈ J the following
inequality holds

∑
πi∈Π′(π)

∑
π′i∈Π′(π′)

N(x, πi, x
′, π′i, j) log

N(x, πi, x
′, π′i, j)

N(x, πi)N(x′, π′i, j)
≥ N(x, π, x′, π′, j) log

N(x, π, x′, π′, j)

N(x, π)N(x′, π′, j)

(33)

We prove this inequality by applying the log sum inequality twice. First for a given πi ∈ Π′(π)

the following holds according to log sum inequality14.

∑
π′i∈Π′(π′)

N(x, πi, x
′, π′i, j) log

N(x, πi, x
′, π′i, j)

N(x′, π′i, j)
≥ N(x, πi, x

′, π′, j) log
N(x, πi, x

′, π′, j)

N(x′, π′, j)
(34)

which by subtracting N(x, πi, x
′, π′, j) logN(x, πi) from both sides changes to

∑
π′i∈Π′(π′)

N(x, πi, x
′, π′i, j) log

N(x, πi, x
′, π′i, j)

N(x′, π′i, j)N(x, πi)
≥ N(x, πi, x

′, π′, j) log
N(x, πi, x

′, π′, j)

N(x′, π′, j)N(x, πi)
.

(35)

14We have
∑
π′
i∈Π′(π′)N(x, πi, x

′, π′i, j) = N(x, πi, x
′, π′, j), and

∑
π′
i∈Π′(π′)N(x′, π′i, j) = N(x′, π′, j),
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Similarly, according to log sum inequality we have

∑
πi∈Π′(π)

N(x, πi, x
′, π′, j) log

N(x, πi, x
′, π′, j)

N(x, πi)
≥ N(x, π, x′, π′, j) log

N(x, π, x′, π′, j)

N(x, π)
(36)

which by subtracting N(x, π, x′, π′, j) logN(x′, π′, j) from both sides changes to

∑
πi∈Π′(π)

N(x, πi, x
′, π′, j) log

N(x, πi, x
′, π′, j)

N(x, πi)N(x′, π′, j)
≥ N(x, π, x′, π′, j) log

N(x, π, x′, π′, j)

N(x, π)N(x′, π′, j)
.

(37)

By merging inequalities 35 and 37 we have

∑
πi∈Π′(π)

∑
π′i∈Π′(π′)

N(x, πi, x
′, π′i, j) log

N(x, πi, x
′, π′i, j)

N(x, πi)N(x′, π′i, j)

≥
∑

πi∈Π′(π)

N(x, πi, x
′, π′, j) log

N(x, πi, x
′, π′, j)

N(x, πi)N(x′, π′, j)

≥ N(x, π, x′, π′, j) log
N(x, π, x′, π′, j)

N(x, π)N(x′, π′, j)

which concludes inequality 33. We can prove the lemma by summing this inequality over all
{π, π′} ∈ Π, {x, x′} ∈ X and j ∈ J.

We proved both inequalities in the theorem 1. Next we prove that the equality happens if and
only if our algorithm reaches a perfect discretization.

A.2 The proof of convergence to perfect discretization

In this section we prove that our proposed algorithm stops once it reaches a perfect discretization.

Theorem 2. The recursive partitioning algorithm discussed in §4 stops once it find a perfect
discretization, i.e., F(Πr) = F(Πr+1) if and only if Πr is a perfect discretization.

We prove this theorem by proving separate lemmas for decision and state transition probabilities.
Let us denote the decision and transition part of F(Π) by Fdc(Π) and F tr(Π) respectively.

Lemma 3. For any candidate additional split {k, q, z} to discretization Π, that splits πp ∈ Π into
{πl, πr} ∈ Π′, we have Fdc(Π) = Fdc(Π′) if and only if for all x ∈ X and j ∈ J the decision
probabilities in πl and πr are similar, i.e., Pr(j|x, πl) = Pr(j|x, πr).
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Proof. We have

Fdc(Π′)−Fdc(Π) = N(x, πl, j; Π) log
N(x, πl, j; Π)

N(x, πl; Π)
+N(x, πr, j; Π) log

N(x, πr, j; Π)

N(x, πr; Π)

−N(x, πp, j; Π) log
N(x, πp, j; Π)

N(x, πp; Π)

According to log sum inequality the right-hand side of this equality is equal to zero if and only if
N(x,πr,j;Π)
N(x,πr;Π)

= N(x,πl,j;Π)
N(x,πl;Π)

, which concludes Pr(j|x, πl) = Pr(j|x, πr).

Lemma 4. For any candidate additional split {k, q, z} to discretization Π, that splits πp ∈ Π into
{πl, πr} ∈ Π′, we have F tr(Π) = F tr(Π′) if and only if for all {x, x′} ∈ X, π′ ∈ Π′, and j ∈ J

the following equations hold

Pr(x′, π′|x, πl, j) = Pr(x′, π′|x, πr, j)
Pr(x, πl|x′, π′, j)

N(x, πl)
=

Pr(x, πr|x′, π′, j)
N(x, πr)

(a) Transition from the new sub-partitions (b) Transition to the new sub-partitions

Figure 4: The change in likelihood from transition-to and transition-from perspective.

Proof. We proved in appendix A.1 that likelihood, L(θt), increases with any additional split. We
assumed a completely non-parametric form for the state transition part of likelihood function.
Therefore the state transition of likelihood function and recursive partitioning objective function are
the same, i.e., Ltr(Π) = F tr(Π). Here we prove that the increment in likelihood, and consequently
in F(θt), is equal to zero if and only if the lemma’s equations hold. The split changes the likelihood
by changing the transition-to and average transition-from probabilities presented in figure 4. We can
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calculate the changes in likelihood with respect to each of these changes separately. First, according
to (a) in figure 4 we have

F(Π′)−F(Π) =
∑
x,x′∈X

∑
π′∈Π′

∑
j∈J

N(x′, π′)

(
N(x′, π′, x, πr, j)

N(x′, π′)
log

N(x′, π′, x, πr, j)

N(x′, π′)N(x, πr, j)

+
N(x′, π′, x, πl, j)

N(x′, π′)
log

N(x′, π′, x, πl, j)

N(x′, π′)N(x, πl, j)

−N(x′, π′, x, πp, j)

N(x′, π′)
log

N(x′, π′, x, πp, j)

N(x′, π′)N(x, πp, j)

)

According to log sum inequality the term in the parentheses is greater or equal to zero. The
left-hand side is equal to zero if and only if N(x′,π′,x,πl,j)

N(x,πl,j)
= N(x′,π′,x,πr,j)

N(x,πr,j)
= N(x′,π′,x,πp,j)

N(x,πp,j)
, for every

{x, x′} ∈ X, j ∈ J and π′ ∈ Π′. This concludes the first equation of the lemma.
We can conclude the second equation similarly with (b) in figure 4 as the following

F(Π′)−F(Π) =
∑
x,x′∈X

∑
π′∈Π′

∑
j∈J

N(x′, π′, j)

(
N(x, πr, x

′, π′, j)

N(x′, π′, j)
log

N(x, πr, x
′, π′, j)

N(x, πr)N(x′, π′, j)

+
N(x, πl, x

′, π′, j)

N(x′, π′, j)
log

N(x, πl, x
′, π′, j)

N(x, πl)N(x′, π′, j)

−N(x, πp, x
′, π′, j)

N(x′, π′, j)
log

N(x, πp, x
′, π′, j)

N(x, πp)N(x′, π′, j)

)

Again, according to log sum inequality the term in the parentheses is greater or equal to zero.
The left-hand side is equal to zero if and only if N(x′,π′,x,πl,j)

N(x,πl)N(x′,π′,j)
= N(x′,π′,x,πr,j)

N(x,πr)N(x′,π′,j)
= N(x′,π′,x,πp,j)

N(x,πp)N(x′,π′,j)
,

for every {x, x′} ∈ X, j ∈ J and π′ ∈ Π′. This concludes the second equation of the lemma.

Proof for theorem 2. Now we prove theorem 2 using lemmas 4 and 3. Assume that our algorithm
stops at iteration r. Given that the algorithm stops once no split increase the F function, for
any additional split that generates candidate partition Π′, we have F(Π′) = F(Πr). Therefore,
according to lemmas 4 and 3 for any additional split to Πr the following equalities hold for all
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{x, x′} ∈ X, π′ ∈ Πr and j ∈ J.

Pr(d|x, πl) = Pr(d|x, πr)

Pr(x′, π′|x, πl, j) = Pr(x′, π′|x, πr, j)
Pr(x, πl|x′, π′, j)

N(x, πl)
=

Pr(x, πr|x′, π′, j)
N(x, πr)

which concludes that Πr is a perfect discretization according to corollary 1.
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B Random discretization generator algorithm
This section explains the random discretization generator algorithm that we used in the second
simulation study. The intuition for this algorithm is very similar to recursive partitioning – in each
step, we randomly select one of the partitions and split it into two partitions along one of the first 10
variables in Q. Please note that we only used the first 10 variables in Q for partitioning, and the
following 20 variables are added as irrelevant variables to show the robustness of the algorithm to
irrelevant variables. In addition, to prevent very small or very large partitions, the random partition
selection is weighted by the size of the partition: big partitions are more likely to be selected than
smaller partitions. Formally, the random partitioning algorithm is as the following.

• Initialize Π0 as one partition equal to the full covariate space

• Do the following for 15 rounds.

– Randomly select a partition from Πr weighted by ( 1
partition’s total splits)

2

– Randomly select a variable from the first 10 variables

– If possible, split the selected partition into two from the midpoint along the selected
variable. The total split for the resulting partitions is the total split of their parents plus
one. Repeat this round if the split is not possible.

The total split for each partition is the total of times their parents have selected to be split. If the
total split for a partition is 5, it means that it takes five splits from Q to get to that partition. Note
that the total split of a partition is negatively correlated with the size of the partition.

We also vary the replacement cost for each partition to add a decision variation to the model
that is not caused by state transition. The replacement cost of a partition is calculated based on the
range of its first 10 variables as the following.

fdc(π) = 5−
∑10

i=1(vmini (π) + vmaxi (π))

10

where vmini (π) and vmaxi (π) are the minimum and maximum range of ith variable in partition π. We
choose this formulation for replacement cost to create a good balance between decision variation
caused by state transition or replacement cost. Figure 5 depicts the distribution of total split and
replacement costs in the 1500 generated partitions across all the 100 generated discretizations in the
second simulation study.
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Figure 5: The histogram of generated partitions’ calculated replacement cost, and number of splits
in the 100 rounds of partitioning generation.
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