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Abstract

We study a model of social learning from reviews where customers are computationally lim-
ited and make purchases based on reading only the first few reviews displayed by the platform.
Under this bounded rationality, we establish that the review ordering policy can have a sig-
nificant impact. In particular, the popular Newest First ordering induces a negative review
to persist as the most recent review longer than a positive review. This phenomenon, which
we term the Cost of Newest First, can make the long-term revenue unboundedly lower than a
counterpart where reviews are exogenously drawn for each customer.

We show that the impact of the Cost of Newest First can be mitigated under dynamic pricing,
which allows the price to depend on the set of displayed reviews. Under the optimal dynamic
pricing policy, the revenue loss is at most a factor of 2. On the way, we identify a structural
property for this optimal dynamic pricing: the prices should ensure that the probability of a
purchase is always the same, regardless of the state of reviews. We also study an extension of
the model where customers put more weight on more recent reviews (and discount older reviews
based on their time of posting), and we show that Newest First is still not the optimal ordering
policy if customers discount slowly.

Lastly, we corroborate our theoretical findings using a real-world review dataset. We find
that the average rating of the first page of reviews is statistically significantly smaller than the
overall average rating, which is in line with our theoretical results.
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1 Introduction

The use of product reviews to inform customer purchase decisions has become ubiquitous in a variety
of online platforms, ranging from electronic commerce to accommodation and recommendation
platforms. While the online nature of such platforms may hinder the ability of customers to
confidently evaluate the product compared to an in-person experience, reviews written by previous
customers can shed light on the product’s quality. It is well established that product reviews play
a significant role on customer purchase decisions [CMO06|, [ZZ10} Lucl6].

The process in which reviews impact product purchases can be seen as a problem of social
learning, which generically studies how agents update their beliefs for an unknown quantity of
interest (e.g., product quality) based on observing actions of past agents (e.g., reading reviews
written by past customers). The typical assumption in the literature of social learning with reviews
is that, when deciding whether to purchase a product, customers consider either all reviews provided
by previous customers [CIMS17, IMSZ19| [GHKV23] or a summary statistic such as their average
rating [BS18| [CLT21, [AMMO22]. The motivation for the latter assumption is that customers have
limited time and computational power and thus rely on a summary statistic, often provided by the
platform (see Section for a further discussion on these lines of work).

However, in practice, a common scenario may be somewhere “in between” the above two assump-
tions: customers read a small number of reviews in detail. Existing works have found that the tex-
tual content of a review contains important information that goes beyond its numeric score and such
information can heavily influence purchase decisions [GIT10, [AGITT, [LDRF™13, [LLST9, [LYMZ22].
Therefore, customers look beyond the average review rating and read a small number of reviews
in detail. In particular, [Kav2I] find that 76% of customers read between 1 and 9 reviews before
making a purchase. This motivates the main questions of our work:

When customers read a limited number of reviews, how does this impact social learning?
Are there operational decisions that should be reconsidered due to this form of bounded rationality?

To answer these questions, we study a model for a single product (formalized in Section [2]), where
a platform makes decisions regarding how reviews are ordered and how the product is priced.
Customers arrive sequentially and each customer takes only the first ¢ reviews into account to
inform their purchase decision, where ¢ is a small constant. We assume that the t’th customer’s
valuation can be decomposed as the sum of a) an idiosyncratic valuation ©; that is known to
them and b) a product quality p; that has a fixed mean pu; the latter quantity is unknown to the
customer and can only be inferred via the reviews. We assume that when a customer reads a review
written by customer s, they observe pg (see Section for a discussion of this assumption). Each
customer uses ¢ reviews to update their belief about p, and makes a purchase if their estimate of
their valuation is higher than the price. In the event of a purchase, they leave a review that future
customers can read.

1.1 Owur contribution

A popular review ordering policy is to display reviews in reverse chronological order (newest to
oldest); we refer to this policy as o"*WHST. This is the default option in platforms such as Airbnb,
Tripadvisor and Macy’ as it allows customers to get access to the most up-to-date reviews. In

!This statement is based on access on Feb 7, 2024. Many other platforms such as Amazon and Yelp list NEWEST
as the second default and have their own ordering mechanism as the default option.



the context of our model, under the o"*W7 ordering, a customer considers the ¢ most recent

reviews. The set of these ¢ reviews evolves as a stochastic process over customer arrivals: when a
new purchase happens and thus a new review is provided, this review replaces the c-th most recent
review.

Cost of Newest First. By analyzing the steady state of the aforementioned stochastic process,
we observe that the oV*WET grdering policy induces an undesirable behavior where negative reviews
are read more than positive reviews, leading to a significant loss in overall revenue (Section [3]).

To illustrate this phenomenon, consider a simple setting where customers only read the first
review (¢ = 1) and the probability of a purchase is higher when the review is positive. When the
t’th customer arrives, if the first review is positive, this customer is likely to buy the product and
subsequently leave a review; the new review from the ¢’th customer then becomes the “first review”
for the (t 4+ 1)’th customer. On the other hand, if the first review is negative for the ¢’th customer,
they are less likely to buy the product, and hence the same negative review remains as the “first
review” for the (¢ + 1)’th customer. Therefore, negative reviews persist under the newest first
ordering: a review will stay longer as the first review if it is negative compared to if it is positive.

We show that this arises due to the endogeneity of the stochastic process that o™*VET induces

and results in a loss of long-term revenue. To formalize this notion, we compare o™"*VET to an
exogenous process where each arriving customer sees an independently drawn random set of reviews;
we refer to this ordering policy as o®*"POM, 'We establish that the long-term revenue under oV=WEST
is strictly smaller than that of o™*NP°M under any non-degenerate instance (Theorem B.I]) and that
the revenue under oV*WFST can be arbitrarily smaller, in a multiplicative sense, compared to gRANPOM
(Theorem B.2]). We refer to this phenomenon as the CosT OF NEWEST FIRST (CONF).

Dynamic pricing mitigates CoNF. Seeking to mitigate this phenomenon, we consider the
impact of optimizing the product’s price (Section []). We show that even under the optimal static
price, the CONF remains arbitrarily large (Theorem [4.1]). However, if we allow for dynamic pricing,
where the price can depend on the state of the reviews, we show that the CONF is upper bounded
by a factor of 2 when the idiosyncratic valuation distribution is non-negative and gracefully decays
with its negative mass otherwise (Theorem [£1.2)).

This improvement stems from the fact that dynamic pricing allows us to change the steady state
distribution of the stochastic process. Recall that, under o¥*W¥T  the stochastic process spends
more time on states with negative reviews than states with positive reviews. The optimal dynamic
pricing policy sets prices so that the purchase probability is equal across all states (Theorem [A.4])
— this ensures that the steady state distribution under o¥*WsT is the same as that of gRANPOM,

A broader implication of this result is that, when purchase decisions depend on the state of the
first reviews, platforms that offer state-dependent prices can be arbitrarily better off than platforms
that are unaware of this phenomenon and statically optimize prices (Theorem [4.0]).

Time-discounting customers. Having identified the potential inefficiency of the oN*WFT order-

ing policy, we extend our model to incorporate the main reason behind its popularity: customers
often prefer to read more recent reviews as they contain more up-to-date content. A recent survey
[Mur19] shows that 48% of the participants only look at reviews within the last two weeks and over
85% of the participants disregard any review that was not posted in the past three months.



To capture this recency-awareness, we extend our model to allow for customers to place more
weight on more recent reviews when they update their beliefs (Section [Bl). Despite the presence of
CONF, when customers severely time-discount, we show that o™*WVT yields the highest revenue
(Theorem [5.]); in the other extreme where customers do not discount at all, o®**"P°M maximizes rev-
enue (Theorem [5.2]). Interestingly, when customers discount slightly, neither of gNEWEST RANDOM
maximizes revenue; it is better to consider a finite window of the most recent w reviews, and select
¢ reviews at random from this set (Theorem [5.3]). Finally, we show that the CONF interacts with
the discount factor in a non-trivial way. For a random set of reviews, if higher weights imply a
higher purchase probability, then one would expect that non-discounting customers purchase more
than discounting customers. However, due to the CONF, we show that there are cases in which
discounting customers yield a higher purchase rate than non-discounting customers (Theorem [5.4]).

or o

Empirical evidence from Tripadvisor data. Finally in Section [, we corroborate our theo-
retical findings using real-world review data from Tripadvisor, an online platform where the default
review ordering policy is newest first. We evaluate 24 hotel pages, and we find that for 22 of
them, the average review rating of the first 10 reviews is lower than the average review rating of all
reviews. The magnitude of this discrepancy is 4% on average, or 0.15 points out of 5 in absolute
terms. These empirical findings support our main theoretical results.

1.2 Related Work and Comparison of Key Modeling Assumptions

Social learning and incentivized exploration. Classical models of social learning from [Ban92]
and [BHW92| study a setting in which there is an unknown state of the world and each agent ob-
serves an independent, noisy signal about the state as well as the actions of past agents. The agent
uses this information to update their beliefs and then takes an action. In this setting, undesirable
“herding” behavior can arise: agents may converge to taking the wrong action. Conceptually closer
to our work, [Say18|] shows that dynamic pricing can mitigate the aforementioned herding behavior.
Subsequent works study how social learning is affected by the agent’s signal distribution [SS00],
prior for the state [CDO22], heterogeneous preferences [GPRO6, [LS16], as well as the structure of
their observations [AMMO22]. From a different perspective, there is a stream of literature that aim
to design mechanisms to help the learning process, either by modifying the information structure
[KMP14] [MSS20l, BPS1g| or by incentivizing exploration through payments [FKKKI14, [KKM™17].

Social learning with reviews. Closer to our work, several papers focus on the setting where
customers learn about a product’s quality through reviews [HPZ17, [CIMS17, BS18| [SR18, TMSZ19,
CLT21l, AMMO22, [GHKV23| Bon23|, [CSS24]. This literature induces several modeling differences
compared to classical social learning. First, agents do not receive independent signals of the un-
known state (the product quality). Second, agents not only observe the binary purchase decision of
previous agents, but also the reviews of previous agents who purchased the product. We highlight
the key modeling assumptions of our work and how they relate to existing works.

No self-selection bias. In prior works of social learning with reviews, the main difficulty stems
from the self-selection bias, the idea that only customers who value the product highly will buy
the product and hence these customers leave reviews with higher ratings. In the presence of
self-selection bias, [CIMS17] and [IMSZ19] study conditions in which customer beliefs eventually



successfully learn the quality of a product, where customers update their beliefs based on the en-
tire history of reviews. [AMMO?22| BS18, [SR18, [CLT21] consider models in which customers only
incorporate summary statistics of prior reviews (e.g., average rating) into their beliefs. [Bon23]
analyzes how the magnitude of the self-selection bias depends on the product’s quality and polar-
ization. [CSS24] consider a model where the platform’s pricing decision affect the review ratings
and characterizes the impact of the price on the average rating. This is also empirically supported
by [BMZ12] which shows that Groupon discounts lead to lower ratings. [HPZ17] study a two-stage
model which quantifies both self-selection bias and under-reporting bias (reviews are provided only
by customers with extreme experiences); see references within for further related work.

In contrast, our work studies a model where self-selection bias does not arise. Specifically, we
assume that customer t’s valuation can be decomposed as V; = O; + p, where O is customer-
specific, and p; has a fixed mean p shared across customers. The quantity p is the unknown
quantity of interest for all customers. Our model assumes that a review reveals p;. In contrast,
prior works assume that a review reveals ©;+ u; and one cannot separate the contribution from each
term. This means that, in our model, the customer-specific valuation and the pricing decision affect
the purchase probability but do not affect the review itself conditioning on a purchase. Although
our assumption makes it “easier” for customers to learn u, we study a new phenomenon that arises
due to the fact that customers only read a small number of reviews.

The practical motivation for our modeling assumption is the following. On most online plat-
forms, a review is composed by both a numeric score (e.g., 4 out of 5) and a textual description that
further explains the reviewer’s thoughts. Within our model, one interpretation is that the numeric
score reveals ©; + i, but one can use the textual content of the review to separate ©; from py.
Therefore, we assume that reading the text of the review reveals p;, but we also assume that each
customer only reads a small number of reviews since reading the text takes time. Even though
most platforms provide the average score of the numeric ratings, this will suffer from self-selection
bias (as shown in [BSIS8| [CLT21]) and hence customers must read reviews in detail to learn .

[GHKV23] also study a setting with no self-selection bias (without bounded rationality), focus-
ing on dynamic pricing. Their model assumes that customers are partitioned into a finite number
of types and only read reviews written by customers of the same type. This overcomes self-selection
bias as customers of the same type can be thought of as having the same value of ©; in our model.

Belief convergence vs. stochastic process. In the existing literature, social learning is deemed
“successful” if the customer’s estimate of product quality converges to the true quality. This conver-
gence can either be that their belief distribution converges to a single point [IMSZ19, [AMMO22],
or that the customer’s scalar estimate of the product quality (e.g., average rating) converges to
the true quality [CIMSIT7, [BS18]. In our setting, customers update their beliefs based on the first
c reviews and, as discussed above, these ¢ reviews evolve across customers as a stochastic pro-
cess. Therefore, customer beliefs do not converge but rather oscillate based on the state of those ¢
reviews, even as the number of customers goes to infinity.

Closer to our work, [PSX21] study a similar model (without bounded rationality) and show
that the initial review can have an effect on the proclivity of customer purchases and the number
of reviews. This bias introduced by initial reviews is also empirically observed by the work of
[LKAK1SE|. Unlike our model, this effect diminishes over time as the product acquires more reviews
and the initial review becomes less salient. Our results on the CoST OF NEWEST FIRST can thus
be viewed as a stronger version of the result in [PSX21] as we show that, in the presence of bounded



rationality, the effect of negative reviews persists even in the steady-state of the system.

Fully Bayesian vs. non-Bayesian. Existing papers differ in whether customers incorporate
information from reviews in a fully Bayesian or non-Bayesian manner. For example, [IMSZ19] and
[AMMO22] study a fully Bayesian setting where all distributions (prior on p, distribution of ©;)
and purchasing behaviors are common knowledge and each customer forms a posterior belief on u
using the information given to them. In contrast, [CIMSI7] and [CLT21] assume that customers
use a simple non-Bayesian rule when making their purchase decision. Moreover, [BS1§| study both
Bayesian and non-Bayesian update rules and compare them.

In our paper, customers use a Bayesian framework but their update rule is not fully Bayesian.
Specifically, customers start with a Beta prior on p. This prior need not be correct as we assume
that u is a fixed number. We assume reviews are binary (0 or 1), and customers read ¢ of them
and update their beliefs assuming that these reviews are independent draws from Bernoulli(iu).
However, this is not necessarily the “correct” Bayesian update rule for the customers, due to the
endogeneity of the stochastic process of the first ¢ reviews. That is, under the o"*V¥7T ordering
rule, negative reviews are more likely to persist as the most recent review — hence even if y = 1/2,
the most recent review is more likely to be negative than positive. Therefore, a fully Bayesian
customer should take this phenomenon into account when updating their beliefs. We assume that
customers do not account for this (and hence are not fully Bayesian), and we study the impact of
how this endogeneity impacts the steady state of the process. Our model also implicitly assumes
that customers do not use additional information about previous customers’ non-purchase decisions
(which are typically non-observable) and the platform’s pricing policy (which is often opaque).

Finally, our model is flexible in that it allows customers to map their belief distribution to
a scalar estimate of p in an arbitrary manner, e.g, the mean of the belief distribution (which is
considered in most prior work) as well as a pessimistic estimate thereof (as studied in [GHKV23]).

Other work on social learning with reviews. Social learning with reviews has also been stud-
ied for ranking [MSSV23|, incorporating quality variability [DLT21], dealing with non-stationary
environments [BPS22], and has been applied to green technology adoption [RHP23].

2 Model

We consider a platform that repeatedly offers a product to customers that arrive in consecutive
rounds t = 1,2,.... The customer makes a purchase decision based on a finite number of reviews
and the price; if a purchase occurs, they leave a new review for the product. We consider the
platform’s decisions regarding the ordering of reviews as well as the price.

Customer valuation. The customer at round ¢ has a realized valuation V; = s + O € R for
the product, where p; and ©; represent the contribution from the product’s unobservable and
observable parts respectively. Specifically, u; € {0,1} is drawn independently from Bernoulli(u)
for each customer tJ where € (0,1) is the same across all customers and is unknown to them.
Contrastingly, the quantity ©; is customer-specific and is known to customer ¢ before they purchase.
We assume that, at every round ¢, ©; is drawn independently from a distribution F with bounded
support. The platform knows the distribution /F but not ©;.

2We assume that g is binary so that the resulting state space for reviews is discrete, which simplifies the analysis.



If the customer at round ¢ knew their exact valuation V4, then they would purchase the product
if and only if V; > p;, where p; is the price of the product at time ¢. However, pu; is unknown and
hence so is V;. We assume that the customers read reviews to learn about p, and their purchase
decision depends on their belief about p after reading the reviews. Note that customers cannot aim
to estimate p; beyond estimating u, since u; is drawn independently for each customer.

Review generation. If the customer at round ¢ purchases the product, they write a review that
future customers may read. The review rating given by customer ¢ is u; € {0,1} (see Section
for a discussion of this assumption). We often refer to a review with pu; = 1 as positive and to a
review with g, = 0 as negative. We denote by X; € {0,1, L} the rating of customer ¢’s review,
where X; =1 if customer ¢ did not purchase the product.

2.1 Customer Purchase Behavior

We describe the customer purchase behavior at one round, taking the price and the review ordering
as fixed. Customers have a prior Beta(a, b) for the value of y, for some fixed a,b > 0. This prior need
not be correct and could be based on information about the features of the product or summary
statistics of all reviews which are subject to self-selection bias (see discussion in Section [L.2I).
Customers read the first ¢ reviews that are shown to them to update their prior. Formally, letting
Zy = (Za,...,Zc) €{0,1}¢ denote the ratings of the first ¢ reviews shown, the customer creates
the following posterior for the unobservable quality pu:

®, .= Beta (a + Ec: Ziiyb+c— EC: Zm) .

i=1 i=1

This corresponds to the natural posterior update for p if each Z;; is an independent draw from
Bernoullz’(,u)@ Note that the customer places equal weight on the first ¢ reviews (we also consider
time-discounted weights in Section [B]). Based on this posterior, the customer creates an estimate
V; for their valuation. We assume that there is a mapping h(®;) € (0,1) from their posterior to
a real number that represents an estimate of the fixed valuation u. For example, the mapping
h(®;) = E[®;] represents risk-neutral customers, while if A(®;) corresponds to the ¢-quantile of ®;
for ¢ < 0.5, this represents pessimistic customers (see Section [5.1]). The customer then forms their
estimated valuation V; :== ©,+h(®,) and buys the product at price p; if and only if V; > p;. Finally,
the customer leaves a review X; ~ Bernoulli(u) if they bought the product, otherwise X; =_1.

To ease exposition, we often use n to denote the number of positive ratings (i.e., n = > 7 ;| Z;,),
and we overload notation to denote by h(n) to refer to h(Beta(a + n,b+ ¢ —n)). We make the
natural assumption that higher number of positive ratings leads to a higher purchase probability.

Assumption 2.1. The estimate h(n) is strictly increasing in the number of positive reviews n.

We also assume that the idiosyncratic valuation has positive mass on non-negative values.

Assumption 2.2. The distribution F has positive mass on non-negative values: Pgx[© > 0] > 0.

We denote the above problem instance as &(u, F,a, b, ¢, h) for product quality u, prior param-
eters a, b, idiosyncratic distribution JF, customers’ attention budget ¢, and an estimate mapping h.

3The reviews Z; are not necessarily independent draws from Bernoulli(y), hence the customers are not completely
Bayesian. See the last point in Section for a detailed discussion.



2.2 Platform Decisions

We consider two platform decisions, review ordering and pricing.

Review ordering. With respect to ordering, since customers only take the first ¢ reviews into
account, choosing an ordering is equivalent to selecting a set of ¢ reviews to show. Let I; =
{r < t: X; #L} be the set of previous rounds in which a review was submitted and let H; =
{Li,{ X Yr<ty {Pr }r<t, {Z+ }r<¢} De the observed history before round ¢. At round ¢, the platform
maps (possibly in a randomized way) its observed history H; to the set of review ratings o(H;)
corresponding to the ¢ reviews shown. We study the steady-state distribution of the system; to
avoid initialization corner cases, we assume that at time ¢ = 1, there is an infinite pool of reviews

{X,;}2 . where X, s Bernoulli(p). We consider the following review ordering policies:
o oNPWEST gselects the ¢ newest reviews. This is formally defined as o"*W™T(H,) = (Z;,)5_;
where Z; ; is the rating of the i-th most recent review.

° O.R,ANDOM(U))

w > c¢ reviews, independently at each round ¢. Note that o

selects ¢ reviews uniformly at random (without replacement) from the most recent
RANDOM(c) _— o NEWEST

o oMANDOM ghows ¢ random reviews. This corresponds to ratings being drawn independently

from Bernoulli(p) at each round ¢; i.e., o™ POM(H,) = (Z;;)$_, where Z; o Bernoulli(u).

RANDOM RANDOM(w)

Formally, o is defined as the limit of o as w — oo (see Appendix[A]for details). Note
that, under ¢®4NPOM ' the customers’ and platform’s actions at the current round do not influence
the reviews shown in future rounds (i.e. the reviews are exogenous). In contrast, under g"*WEST
and o®ANPOM() for any w € N, the customers’ and platform’s actions influence what reviews are
shown in future rounds (i.e. the reviews are endogenous to the underlying stochastic process).

Pricing. The platform also decides on the pricing policy, where the price at each round can depend
on the set of ¢ displayed reviews. We denote a pricing policy by a function p : {0,1}¢ — R, which
maps the set of displayed review ratings z € {0,1}¢ to a price. We study two classes of pricing
policies: static and dynamic. We let IIS™"€ be the set of pricing policies p that assign a fixed price
p, i.e., p(z) = p for any z. Similarly, II°¥*M¢ includes the set of pricing policies p where p(z) can
depend on the review ratings z.

2.3 Revenue and the Cost of Newest First

For an ordering policy o and pricing policy p, we define the revenue as the steady-state revenueH

Zle P(Zt)]l®t+h(<1>t)>p(zt)] (1)

REV(0,p) = thi)lgf E{ T

Our main focus lies in understanding the effect of the ordering policy on the revenue. Specifically,
we compare the revenues of the ordering policies o¥*WET and o®*NPOM | For a pricing policy p, we
define the CosT OF NEWEST FIRST (CONF) as follows{]

_ R’EV(O.R,ANDOM,p)
REV(UNEWEST7 p) :

x(p) :

4The policies we consider have a stationary distribution so, in our analysis, we replace the lim inf with a lim.
®For all the policies p we consider, REV(c™"™7, p) > 0. This is formalized for p € II**™ in Definition 311



If p € IIF™TC ., p(z) = p for any z € {0,1}° we use REV(o,p) and x(p) as shorthand for the
corresponding steady-state revenue and CONF.

In Section [, we study the CONF when the platform can optimize its pricing policy over a class
of policies. For a class of pricing policies II, we define similarly the optimal revenue within-class
with respect to an ordering policy ¢ and the corresponding CONF as:

RANDOM H
REV(0,II) := sup REV(0, p) and x(II) == REV(o :

= respectively.
el REV(O-NEWEST’ H) p Y

To ease exposition, we make the mild assumption that 0 < REV (e, II) < ooﬁ

Finally, we note that, unlike classical revenue maximization works, our focus is not on identify-
ing policies that maximize revenue but rather in comparing the performance of different ordering

policies (oNEWEST yg gRANDOM) and different pricing policies (ITSTATIC v [IPYNAMIC),

Remark 2.1. Our assumption of Bernoulli reviews and Beta prior is made for ease of exposition.
Our results extend to a more general model where reviews come from an arbitrary distribution with
finite support (not only {0,1}) and the estimator h arbitrarily maps reviews to an estimate for the
fized valuation p; see Appendiz (Bl for details.

3 Cost of Newest First with a Fixed Static Price

Throughout this section, we assume a static pricing policy where the price p is fixed and given. We
establish the main phenomenon of the CosT oF NEWEST FIRST by showing that x(p) > 1 under
very mild conditions on the price p. We then show that x(p) can be arbitrarily large.

Recall that h(n) refers to h(Beta(a + n,b+ c —n)), where n € {0,...,c} refers to the number
of positive reviews. We first introduce two natural conditions that the price should satisfy.

Definition 3.1 (Non-absorbing price). A price p is non-absorbing if the purchase probability is
positive for any displayed review ratings; i.e., for alln € {0,1,..., ¢},

P@N]:[@ + h(n) > p] > 0.

A non-absorbing price is required to guarantee that o™*W¥7T does not get “stuck” in a zero-
revenue state. Specifically, under an absorbing price, there exists a set of review ratings such that
the purchase probability is zero. In such a state, there will be no new subsequent review, and the
set of most recent reviews will never be updated, resulting in zero revenue for o™WEST  This is

formalized in the following proposition (whose proof is provided in Appendix [C.T]).
Proposition 3.1. Any absorbing price p yields 0 revenue under c"*V¥T j.e.. REV(o"*WEST p) = 0.

Definition 3.2 (Non-degenerate price). A price p is non-degenerate if there exist ni,ns € {0, ..., c},
n1 # ng such that the purchase probability is different given ny and no positive review ratings:

Po~r[© + h(n1) > p| # Po~r[O + h(n2) > pl.

SFor the policies we consider, REV(o,II) > 0 by Assumption and the fact that h(0) > 0; REV(0,1I) < oo is
satisfied if the maximum revenue from a customer’s idiosyncratic valuation is finite, i.e., sup, pPe~ F(O© > p) < +oo.




A non-degenerate price implies that the review ratings “matter”, since there exist distinct review
ratings where the purchase probability differs. In contrast, under a degenerate price, the review
ratings have no impact on the purchase probability, hence the review ordering policy has no impact
on revenue under such prices. Note that there exist prices which are absorbing and non-degenerate
and there also exist prices which are degenerate and non-absorbing

3.1 Existence of Cost of Newest First

Our main result is that the revenue under o®4"P°M ig strictly higher than that of o™*WEST: that is,
Xx(p) > 1. As a building block towards this result, we first provide simple and interpretable closed
form expressions for REV(a™PM p) and REV(o™*WET p) for a static price p, which are given in
Propositions and [33] respectively. Let Bern(u) denote the Bernoulli distribution with success
probability p and Binom(c, u) denote the Binomial distribution with ¢ i.i.d. Bern(u) trials.

RANDOM)

Proposition 3.2 (Revenue of o . For any fixed price p,

R’EV(O_R,AND()M,p) = pENNBinom(c,,u) |:]P>@N]-‘[@ + h(N) 2 p] .

Proof. By definition, o®"*NP°M displays c i.i.d. Bern(u) reviews at every round t. As a result, the
number of positive reviews is distributed as Binom(c, 11), yielding expected revenue, at every round
t, equal to the right hand side of the theorem. Given that this quantity does not depend on t,
recalling Eq.()), it equals the steady-state revenue. O

Unlike o®**NPOM which displays ¢ i.i.d. Bern(u) reviews at every round, the reviews displayed
by oNVEWEST are an endogenous function of the history. The proof of the next result underlies the
technical crux of this section and is presented in Section

NEWEST

Proposition 3.3 (Revenue of o ). For any non-absorbing fixed price p,

p

R,EV(UNEWEST

p) = )
EN~Binom(c,n) [W]

Intuitively, when the newest reviews are positive, the customer is more likely to buy the product
and leave a new review, which then updates the set of newest reviews. On the other hand, when
the newest reviews are negative, the customer is less likely to buy, and hence the set of newest
reviews is less likely to be updated. This implies that o"*V¥T spends more time in a state with
negative reviews (which yield lower revenue) compared to o™*"P°M, This phenomenon is the driver
of our main result and we refer to it as the CosT OF NEWEST FIRST (CoNF).

Theorem 3.1 (CosT OF NEWEST FIRST). For any non-degenerate price p > 0, the revenue of
oNEWEST g strictly smaller than that of o"*NPOM " e.. REV(c™ANPOM p) > REV(oNEWEST p).

Proof. 1f p is absorbing (Definition BI), by Proposition Bl REV(o™*WVEST p) = 0 as there is a state
of reviews in which there will never be another purchase. However, REV(c™"*N’M p) > 0 as p is
non-degenerate and hence there is a state of reviews with a positive purchase probability.

"B.g if F =U0,1], c =a =>b=1, and h(n) = ' (mean). Then the price p = 3 is non-degenerate but
absorbing, while the price p = % is degenerate but non-absorbing.
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(a) o"ANPOM transitions. (b) o™PWEST transitions.
Figure 1: The state transitions in the instance of the Example B under o®ANPOM and gNEWEST,

If p is non-absorbing, we next show that the expression of Proposition B.2] is higher than the
one of Proposition B3l By Jensen’s inequality, E[X] > [1} for any non-negative random variable

X and equality is achieved if and only if X is a constant. Letting X (N) := Po~z[®+ h(N) > p| be
the purchase probability in a state with N positive reviews, we apply the inequality for X = X (),

1

IE:NwBinom(c,u) [P@NF[@ + h(N) > p]] > 1
EN~Binom(c.) | Fg7To+htm=7]

Multiplying with p > 0 on both sides we obtain that REV(c™"PM p) > REV(cNWEST p). Tt
remains to show that when p is non-degenerate, the inequality is strict. Note that since p is non-
degenerate, we have that Por[0+ h(0) > p|] < Por[© + h(c) > p] and thus Pe.z[© + h(N) > p]
is not a constant random variable when N ~ Binom(c, pt). Therefore, the inequality is strict. [

We describe a simple example that provides intuition on the CONF established in Theorem [B.1],
which is also illustrated in Figure [l

Example 3.1. Suppose p = %, F =U0,1], c=a=b=1, h(P;) = E[®] = N—, and p = 1.
Under o®*"°PM the probability that the review shown is positive is 0.5 (see Figure [Id). Under
oNEWEST the purchase probability is % when the review is positive and % when it is negative. Thus,
under oN*WVEST | transitioning from a positive to a negative review is twice as likely as transitioning
from a negative to a positive review (see Figure[Ill). Hence, a negative rating is twice as likely as
positive rating. This leads to lower revenue in steady state for oW compared to oRANPOM,

3.2 Characterization of Revenue under Newest (Proof of Proposition [3.3))

We provide the proof of Proposition B.3] which contains the main technical crux of this section. We
first introduce some notation. Recalling that Z;; denotes the rating of the i-th most recent review
at round ¢, we refer to the ¢ most recent reviews by the vector Z; = (Z;1,...,Z; ). We note that
Z; is a time-homogeneous Markov chain with a finite state space {0, 1}¢. Given that we assume an
infinite pool of initial reviews, Z; = (X_1,...,X_.) where X; ~ Bern(u) for i € {—1,...,—c}.

With respect to its transition dynamics of this Markov chain, for the state Z; = (z1,...,2.) €
{0,1}¢, the purchase probability is Pg.r [@ +h(>2 ) > p}. If there is no purchase, no review

is given and the state remains Z;;1 = (21,...,2.). If there is a purchase, Z; transitions to the
state Zy11 = (1,21,...,2.—1) if the review is positive (with probability x) and to the state Z;11 =
(0,21,...,21) if the review is negative (with probability 1 — p).

10



Because the price p is non-absorbing, for every state of reviews (z1,...,2.) € {0,1}¢, the
purchase probability is positive, and the probability that a new review is positive is strictly greater
than zero (since p € (0,1)). Then, Z; can reach every state from every other state with positive
probability (i.e. it is a single-recurrence-class Markov Chain with no transient states), and hence Z;
has a unique stationary distribution, which we denote by m. Our next lemma exactly characterizes
the form of this stationary distribution.

Lemma 3.1. The stationary distribution © of Z; under any non-absorbing price p is
Iqu:1 Zi(l — M)C_Zfﬂ Zi
Po~r [@ +h(3 i ) 2 P]

T(21y0nze) — B

where k = 1/En Binom(c,u) [m] is a normalizing constant.

Proof sketch. If the reviews were drawn i.i.d. at each round, the probability of state (z1,... ) 2¢)
would be exactly ,LAZi:l #i(l1— ,u)c_zltl % which is the numerator. However, the set of newest reviews

is only updated when there is a purchase, which occurs with probability Pg~ r [@—l—h(Zle zi) > p|.
Therefore, we multiply the numerator by 1/Pg.r [@ +h(>iz) > p}, which is the expected

number of rounds until there is a new review under state (z1,...,2.); in fact, we show such a
property holds for general Markov chains (LemmalC.3]). A formal proof is provided in Appendix[C.2l
O

Equipped with Lemma Bl we now prove Proposition B.3]
Proof of Proposition [3.3. Using Eq. (), the revenue of o™*WVET can be written as

E Y1 Por [0+ h(Y(, Z1) 2 1]
,p) = pliminf

T—o00 T

= p Z ﬂ.(zlv'“sz)P@N}-
(214ee052¢)€{0,1}¢

NEWEST

REV(o

@+h(§c:zi) zp],

i=1

where the second step expresses the revenue of the stationary distribution via the Ergodic theorem.
Expanding (., . ..y based on Lemma B.1] the Po~r[0 + h(}_i_; zi) > p] term cancels out and:

(O_NEWEST’p) =p-K- < Z MZfﬂ (1 — M)c—Zle ZZ)
(214--y2¢)€4{0,1}€

REV

Note that the term in the parenthesis equals 1, since it is a sum over all probabilities of Binom (e, p).
This yields REV(a™N*WET p) = p - k, which gives the expression in the theorem. O

3.3 Cost of Newest First can be arbitrarily bad

Theorem [B.1] implies that, for any non-absorbing price p > 0, the CONF is strictly greater than
1, i.e. x(p) > 19 We now show that it can be arbitrarily large. We first provide a closed-form
expression for x(p) by dividing the expressions in Propositions and B3] (see Appendix [C.3] for
proof details).

NEWEST

8For a non-absorbing price p the denominator REV(o ,p) of x(p) is strictly positive.

11



Lemma 3.2. For any non-absorbing price p > 0, the CoNF is given by:

_ it e—i—j (€ (€ Po~r[© + h(i) > p]
X )_UE%:___C}“ - <z> (j)P@Nf[@M(j)z I

Theorem 3.2. For any continuous value distribution F with positive mass on a bounded support,
and any M > 0, there exists a non-degenerate and non-absorbing price p such that x(p) > M.

Proof. One summand in the right hand side of Lemma has a term corresponding to the ratio
of the purchase probability of all reviews being positive compared to all reviews being negative:
_ Po~r[© + h(c) > p)

Po~7[© + (0) > p]’
which quantifies how much the reviews affect the purchase probability. Since all other terms are
non-negative, the CONF is lower bounded by this summand, i.e., x(p) > (1 — pu)°S(p).

B(p)

Since F is bounded, suppose that its support is [f, 8]. When all reviews are negative, selecting
a price of h(0) + 0 results in a purchase probability of 0. Combined with the continuity of F, this
implies that, when p — h(0) + 6, the purchase probability goes to 0. If, on the other hand, all
reviews were positive, then using h(c) > h(0) and that F is continuous and has positive mass on its
support, the purchase probability is positive; i.e., limp —h(0)+8 Po~r[O© 4 h(c) > p] > 0. Therefore

lim, ;)13 B(p) = 400, which implies that lim, ., 0)17 X(p) = oo since x(p) > p(1 — p)¢B(p).

Lastly, any price p € (6 + h(0),0 + h(0)) is non-absorbing and non-degenerate because for such
prices, 0 < Po.r[© + h(0) > p] < Por[© + h(c) > p|. Hence, for every M > 0 there exists
e(M) > 0 such that p = 6 + h(0) — ¢(M) is non-absorbing, non-degenerate, and x(p) > M. O

Remark 3.1. In Appendiz [C-]], we complement Theorem [3.2 by showing that, if F has mono-
tone hazard rate, x(p) is monotonically increasing in p. In Appendiz [CH, we present an ex-
plicit expression when ¢ = 1 and F = U[0,0] is uniform on [0,0); in particular, x(p) = O(k) for
p=0+h(0) — @(%)

Remark 3.2. In Appendiz[C8, we show that x(p) < B(p). This suggests that, when B(p) is small,
the COST OF NEWEST FIRST is also small. The former occurs when review ratings have small
impact on purchases. For evample, when F = U[0,0] and § — oo, the idiosyncratic variability
dominates the variability from estimating p through reviews, yielding B(p) — 1 and thus x(p) — 1.

3.4 Generalizing the insight beyond revenue

We generalize our main insights beyond revenue loss by analyzing the distribution of the num-
ber of positive reviews among the ¢ reviews. We prove a structural result on this distribution
(Proposition B.4) and show that its expectation is smaller under o™*V¥7T compared to g"ANPOM
(Theorem B.3]). These theoretical results are used as a basis for comparison in Section [l where we
analyze a real-world review dataset. We first strengthen the non-degeneracy condition (Definition
B2) to hold for each pair of review ratingsﬁ

Definition 3.3 (Strongly non-degenerate price). A price p is strongly non-degenerate if the pur-
chase probability is different for all positive review ratings ni,ne € {0,1,...,c} with ny # no:

Po~r[© + h(n1) > p| # Po~r[O + h(nz) > pl.

9When F is continuous with support on (—00,00) any price p € R is strongly non-degenerate.

12



Lemma 3.1 implies that the stationary distribution of seeing n positive reviews under o*WET ig

NEWEST c pt(1—p)e 1
= h =1/En~ inom(c .
w (o pe T sy e = VEvenen [p T RS

By Proposition B3] REV(a*WEST p) = k- p, so k can be interpreted as the rate at which customers
purchase under o™*WEST In contrast, the corresponding stationary distribution under g®ANPOM jg

mRANDOM _ <Z> Pm(1 = p)em

To compare mh*W™T and 74 POM " we show that there is critical threshold n* such that the steady-
state probability of having n positive reviews is higher under o™*WV*7 than ¢®NPOM if n < n*, and
smaller if n > n*. This phenomenon is illustrated in Figure 2l Formally, n* is the largest number
of positive review ratings where the purchase probability is at most the average purchase rate k,
ie., Por[O® + h(n*) > p] < k.

Proposition 3.4. For any strongly non-degenerate and non-absorbing price p, mh=VEST < qRANDOM
if n > n* and myPVEST > gRANDOM fn < p*,

Proof. Observe that mpANPOM — g NEWEST % -Po~r[O + h(n) > p|. As p is strongly non-degenerate,
the purchase probability Po.z[0© + h(n) > p] is strictly increasing in n. By the definition of n*, if

n < n*, Pe~r[O + h(n) > p] < k and thus m,"V*7T > gANPOMThe other case is analogous. O
—&— newest
~#- random
b
E
©
8
&
"

# positive ratings in c reviews

Figure 2: Contrasting mi*"POM and m)*WEST the former is the sum of ¢ Bernoulli random variables
with probability wp, while the latter has higher probability for review ratings n < n* and lower for
n > n*. The solid vertical lines reflect the means of the distributions; the mean is higher under

mRANDOM " Tyy Section [6] we show that review ratings from Tripadvisor data exhibit similar patterns.
Next, we use Proposition B.4] to show that the mean of 7N*VT is strictly smaller than that of

TRANDOM: the proof of the this result is in Appendix

Theorem 3.3. For any non-degenerate and non-absorbing price p, the average number of positive

reviews under ™"V is smaller than under o™*""M. Formally, En~xyewsst [N] < En~grawon [N].

In Section [6 we track the distribution of review ratings for a set of hotels from Tripadvisor
(which uses o*WEST ag its default ordering policy). The results from this data analysis support our
theoretical findings (Proposition B.4] and Theorem [3.3)).
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4 Dynamic Pricing Mitigates the Cost of Newest First

In this section, we allow the platform to optimize the pricing policy p, while the review ordering
policy is either gNEWEST or gRANDOM = YWe assume that the platform knows the true underlying
quality ,u Recall that IISTATIC and TIPYNAMIC are the classes of static and dynamic pricing policies
respectively, and that the revenue and CoNF for a class Il are defined respectively as

REV(oHANPOM T])
II) = d II) := .
REV(e,II) ilelgREV(‘Lp) an x (1) REV(gNEWEST T])

The main results of this section (Section [£.1]) establish that the CONF can be arbitrarily large
for the optimal static pricing policy (Theorem [.1]) but that it is bounded by a small constant for
the optimal dynamic pricing policy (Theorem [£.2]). The main technical challenge of this section is in
proving Theorem To do this, we first characterize the optimal dynamic pricing policies under
both o™*WEST and o®**NPOM and derive exact expressions for their long-term revenue (Section E.2]).
In doing so, we derive a structural property of the optimal dynamic pricing policy under oN*WEST:
the prices ensure that the purchase probability is always equal regardless of the state of reviews.

4.1 Cost of Newest First under Optimal Static and Dynamic Pricing

We first establish that when optimizing over static prices, the CONF can be arbitrarily large for
any number of reviews c. Note that this is not implied by Theorem [3.2], since here we assume the
platform always chooses the optimal static price for a given instance.

Theorem 4.1. For any instance where the support of F is [0,0)], it holds that x(IIS™T¢) > ;L‘(cof;(f) .

S|

This implies that x (IT*™¢) — +oc0 if h(c) is held constant and § — 0 and h(0) — 0. Intuitively,
this means that when the variability in the customer’s idiosyncratic valuation ©; is negligible
compared to the variability in review-inferred quality estimates, o¥*WT spends a disproportionate
time in the state with no positive reviews, which leads to unbounded CoNF.

Proof of Theorem [{-1 Observe that any price p > h(0) + 6 is absorbing since Pg.#[© + h(0) >
p] = 0. By Proposition B, such prices induce REV(c™WEST p) = 0. For any non-absorbing price
p, its revenue is at most REV(c™""V™T p) < p. As a result, maxycg REV(a"*VT p) < h(0) + 6.

Under g®ANPOM if a]l reviews are positive, the non-negativity of the value distribution implies
that a price p = h(c) induces a purchase with probability one. The probability of this event is u¢,
which implies that max,cg REV(a™*""M p) > p¢h(c). Combining the two inequalities we obtain

)
h(0) + 6

(O,R.ANDOM

_ maxper REV ,D)

HSTATIC
maxpcr REV(oNEWEST p)

x( >

O

Next, we show an upper bound under dynamic pricing, which is the main result of this section.

HDYNAMIC) < 2

Theorem 4.2. For any instance, it holds that x( < Poz[@50]"

1OWe assume p is fixed over time and the platform has access to enough reviews to estimate u arbitrarily well.
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In contrast to static pricing where the CONF' can be arbitrarily bad, Theorem [£.2] shows that its
negative impact can be mitigated via dynamic pricing. If the idiosyncratic valuation Oy is always
non-negative, the upper bound on y (IT°Y¥M€) ig 2. Even when ©; can be negative, for example if
it is non-negative at least with probability 1/2, then Theorem implies that y (ITPYNAMIC) < 4.

The proof of Theorem (Section [£.3)) relies on characterizing the optimal dynamic pricing
policies under both o™"WEST and o™ANPOM and their corresponding revenues (Section [2]).

We complement this result by a lower bound (proof in Appendix [D.I)) which shows that the
CosT oF NEWEST FIRST still exists even under optimal dynamic pricing.

Proposition 4.1. For any a < 4/3, there exists an instance such that x(IT°YNAMC) > q,

RANDOM

Remark 4.1. Even under optimal dynamic pricing, it is still the case that o induces no

smaller revenue than o™*VET j.e. x(TIPYNMC) > 1 (see Appendiz[D.3).

Remark 4.2. If we have the additional knowledge of h(n) < u for some u > 0, then we can improve

the result of Theorem [.2 to x (IIPYN*MIC) < %&%ﬁ&ﬂ (see Appendiz[D.3).

4.2 Characterization of Optimal Dynamic Pricing

A useful quantity in our characterization results is the optimal revenue for a given valuation dis-
tribution represented by a random variable V; in particular, the optimal revenue r*(V) i

(V) = P [V > pl.
(V) maxp vV > p

First, we derive the optimal pricing policy for o®ANPOM = Specifically, for every state of reviews,
the optimal price is the revenue-maximizing price for that state. For a state of reviews z =
(21,...,2) € {0,1}¢, we denote by N, = >_7 , z; the number of positive review ratings.

RANDOM

Theorem 4.3. For every review state z € {0,1}¢, any optimal pricing policy under o sets

pNPOM(2) € arg max, pPo.r [(9 + h(N,) > p], This implies that

REV(O-RANDOM, HDYNAMIC) — ENNBinom(c,u) |:,,,,~k(@ + h(N)) .

Proof. By definition, o™ P°M displays ¢ i.i.d. Bern(u) reviews at every round ¢. If the displayed
reviews are z = (21,...,2.) € {0,1}¢, the revenue obtained by offering price p(z) is equal to

p(2)Porz [0 + h(N2) > p(2)].

Thus the optimal price is any revenue-maximizing price p*(z) € arg max,cg pPo~r [@—l—h(N 2) > p] .
Since the number of positive reviews N, is distributed as Binom(c, ), the optimal revenue is equal

to ENNBinom(c,u) [maXpER p]P)[@ + h(N) > p]:| = IE:NwBinom(c,u) [T*(@ + h(N)):| . O

Next, we characterize the optimal dynamic pricing policy under o“*WEST — We show that it
satisfies a structural property: the purchase probability is equal regardless of the review state. We
define the policies that satisfy this property as review-offsetting policies.

""'We note that r*(V) < oo for our valuations distributions V' = © + 2 as © has bounded support and z € [0, 1].
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Definition 4.1. A dynamic pricing policy p is review-offsetting if there exists an offset a € R such
that p(z) = h(Ny) + a for all z € {0,1}°.

Note that for a review-offsetting policy p, the purchase probability at any state z € {0,1}€ is
Po~r[©+h(N) > h(N;) +a] = Po~r[O > a], where the last term does not depend on z. Hence,
review-offsetting policies induce equal purchase probability regardless of the state of reviews.

The main result of this section establishes that under o™*WET  there is a review-offsetting
dynamic pricing policy that maximizes revenue and characterizes the corresponding oﬁset

Theorem 4.4. Let p* € argmax,cg pPo~r [© + EN~Binom(c,u) [R(N)] = p|. Under o™"WEST, the
review-offsetting policy with offset p* — En Binom(c,u) [M(IN)] is an optimal dynamic pricing policy.

Intuitively, the term p* is the optimal price when facing a single customer with a random
valuation © + Ex . Binom(c,u) [R(IV)] for © ~ F. The selected offset makes the purchase probability
equal to the purchase probability under the “single customer” setting with the optimal price p*. This
intuition enables us to characterize the optimal revenue of dynamic policies (proof in Appendix([D.4]).

Theorem 4.5. The revenue of the optimal dynamic pricing policy under o“*V¥T equals the optimal

revenue from selling to a single customer with valuation © + Eyginom(c,u)[R(N)]. That is,
cmax REV(™Y, p) = 17(0 + Ex~pinom (e [H(N)])-

Remark 4.3. In Appendiz [D.3, we also characterize the complete set of optimal policies for
oNEWEST - the stated policy is the unique optimal policy under mild reqularity conditions (Appendiz[D.4).

To prove Theorem 4] for any dynamic pricing policy p and any state z € {0,1}¢, we define a
corresponding policy g, to be the review-offsetting policy with offset p(z)—h(N;). The policy p has
the same purchase probability as p at state z, i.e., Po~r[O+h(N,) > p2(2)] = Pour[0+h(N;) >
p(z)]. We show that (1) p can be improved by one of g, for z € {0,1}¢ (Lemma E.T) and (2) using
such a review-offsetting policy p, reduces the problem to facing a single customer with valuation

O + h (Lemma [£.2).
Lemma 4.1. The revenue of p is at most the highest revenue of p, over z € {0,1}¢, i.e.,

NEWEST) NEWEST ) .

REV(p, 0 < max REV(ps,o

ze€{0,1}¢
Fquality holds if and only if REV(py, oN*WET) = REV(pyr, oNWEST) for all z, 2" € {0,1}¢.
Lemma 4.2. Let h = EN~Binom(e,p) [R(IV)]. For a review-offsetting policy p with offset a € R:

REV(c™™"Y™ 5) = (a + h)Porr (O + h > a+ h].

Proof of Theorem[{.4} By Lemma [4.2] a review-offsetting policy p with offset a has revenue
(a+E)IP>®~]-‘[®+E > a—l—ﬂ.

This is the revenue of selecting a price (a + h) when facing a single customer with valuation © + h.
The revenue-maximizing price against such a customer is p* . By Lemma[4.2] the review-offsetting
policy (of the theorem) with offset a* = p* — h attains this optimal revenue and is thus the revenue-
maximizing review-offsetting policy. What remains is to show that dynamic pricing policies that
are not review-offsetting do not obtain higher revenue; this follows from Lemma ATl O

12We note that this characterization is the only place where we require the platform to know the true quality .
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To prove Lemmas 1] and (2] we provide a closed-form expression for the revenue of any
dynamic pricing policy p (proof in Appendix[D.7]), which is an analogue of Proposition 3.3l Similar
to Definition Bl we define a non-absorbing dynamic pricing policy as one where the purchase
probability for every state of reviews is positive, i.e., Po~z[©+h(N;) > p(z)] > 0 for all z € {0, 1}°.

Proposition 4.2. For a non-absorbing dynamic pricing policy ,0

REV(O_NEWEST ,0) _ EY17~~~7YcNi4i.d4Bcrn(/J) [p(Y)]

1
By, Yoy i a.Bern(u) [P(_)N;[@Jrh(zvy)zp(y)}]

+ h. The purch_ase
Po~r [@ +h >

>atf]. O

To prove Lemma [£1] we use the following natural convexity property (proof in Appendix [D.8g]).

Proof of Lemma[.2 Since p(Y') = a+ h(Ny), its expected price is E[ﬁ(Y)] a+
probability in every state is the same and equal to Pg.r [@ + h(Ny) > ]
a+ E]. As a result, by Proposition .2 REV(o™*WEST ) = (a + ﬁ)]P’@N]:[ +h

Lemma 4.3. Let {«a;, A;, Bi}ies be such that a;, B; > 0 for all i. Then % < nlne%x gz.

Equality is achieved if and only if %ﬁ = % foralli,jes.
Proof of Lemma[{.1 Given that p, is review-offsetting policy with offset p(z)—h(N), by Lemmald.2]

REV(S™™T,5,) = (p(2) = h(Nz) + B) - Porr [0 + h(Nz) = p(2)]

A, (Bz)"1

where h = EN~Binom(c,p) [R(IV)]. Given that Y7,..., Y. ~;; 4 Bern(u) and thus Ny ~ Binom(c, u1),
Proposition implies that the revenue of p can be expressed as:

EYl,---,YcNi.Ld.BCYH(H) [E + ,O(Y) B h(NY)]

1
Eyl,---,YcNiAi.dABern(U) |:]P’@~]-‘ [@-}-h(NY)ZP(Y)] ]

REV(JNEWEST,p) —

Letting S = {0,1}¢ and o, = p™=(1 — )~V be the probability that c i.i.d. Bern(u) trials result
in z, Lemma [43] implies that the maximum revenue among p, is no smaller than that of p:

a A A,
@ < max —= = max REV

REV NEWEST —
(o X2 Y ses =B, T 268 B, z€S

( NEWEST ~

7pz)'

By Lemmald.3 equality holds if and only if g—: = REV(a"*VFT 5.) is the same for all z € {0,1}¢. O

Remark 4.4. In Appendiz [D.9, we compare the optimal dynamic pricing policies under o EWEST

and o®NPOM | We show that, under mild reqularity conditions, states z with h(N,) > h result in
higher price under o~*VEST while states z which h(N.) < h result in lower price under oNEWEST,

31n this proposition and the following proofs we again use the notation Y = (Y1,...,Y.) and Ny = > Y
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4.3 Cost of Newest First is Bounded under Dynamic Pricing (Theorem [4.2])

We now prove Theorem [4.2] leveraging the results of Section [4.2] that characterize the optimal dy-
namic pricing policies. For convenience, we denote Exinom(c i) Py En and b = EnBinom( h(N)].
By Theorem [4.3] and Theorem [4.5] we can express the COST OF NEWEST FIRST as:

c,u)[

r*(0 + h(N))
(0 + h)

HDYNAMIC) _ ENNBinom(c,p,) [7’*(@ + h(N))]

(O + h) ’ @

X( = EN~Binom(c,u) [

where the denominator does not depend on N and can thus move inside the expectation. We now
focus on the quantity inside the expectation for a particular realization of N. For any price p, > 0,

(@4 h(n))  p*(© 4+ h(n)) -Porr[© + h(n) > p*(© + h(n))]
(O +h) p*(© + 1) - Por[O© + N > p*(O© + h)]
< p*(© + h(n)) ' Po~r[O + h(n) > p*(© + h(n))]
N Pn ]P)@N]:[@ + h > pn]

PRICE RATIO(pn,n) DEMAND RATIO(pn,n)

(3)

The inequality replaces the revenue-maximizing price p*(© +h) by another price p,, which can only
increase the ratio. Given that we operate with dynamic prices, we are allowed to select a different
price for any number of positive reviews V.

In particular, a price of h+p*(© + h(n)) — h(n) ensures that the demand ratio is one. However,
if p*(©+h(n)) < h(n), the denominator in the price ratio can be unboundedly small. To simultane-
ously bound the expected price and demand ratios, we select p, = h+ max(p*(©+ h(n)) — h(n),0).

Lemma 4.4. The expected price ratio is at most E[PRICE RaTIO(pN, N)| < 2.

Lemma 4.5. For anyn € {0,1,...,c}, the demand ratio is DEMAND RATIO(py,n) < m.
Proof of Theorem [{.2. The proof directly combines (2)), (), and Lemmas F.4] and O

What is left is to prove the lemmas that bound the expected price ratio and the demand ratio.

Proof of Lemmal[4.4] Given that customer valuations are additive with a belief and an idiosyncratic
component, the optimal price (numerator of price ratio) can be similarly decomposed as:

pP(O+h(n))= h(n) +p(©+h(n))—h(n)
~—~—
Belief about p Idiosyncratic valuation

The expected price ratio E|PRICE RATIO(py, N)] for p, = h + max(p*(© + h(n)) — h(n),0) is:

h(N)
h + max(p*(© + h(N)) — h(N),0)

P*(© + h(N)) — h(N)

En = .
h + max(p*(© 4+ h(N)) — h(N),0)

+En

Given that the denominators in both terms are positive and h = Ex[h(N)], each of those terms
can be upper bounded by 1, concluding the proof. O
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Proof of Lemmal[4.5 For every number of positive reviews n, we distinguish two cases based on
where the maximum in p, lies. If p*(© 4 h(n)) > h(n) the demand ratio is equal to 1. Otherwise,

~ _ Pox[© > p(n) — h(n)] 1
DEMAND RATIO(pp, n) = Por]O > 0] = Po7[© > 0]

O

4.4 Broader Implication: Cost of Ignoring State-dependent Customer Behavior

Suppose a platform uses o™*WEST and they are not aware of the phenomenon that customer’s

purchase decisions depend on the state of reviews — they instead assume the purchase behavior
is constant (i.e., purchase probability does not depend on the state of the newest ¢ reviews).
Then, if the platform uses a standard data-driven approach to optimize prices (e.g., do price
experimentation and estimate demand from data), the optimal revenue is REV(oN¥WVEST T[STATIC)
contrast, a platform can estimate separate demands for each state of reviews and employ a dynamic
pricing policy to earn REV(oNEWEST TIPYNAMIC)  We show, by comparing REV(gNFWEST T[PYNAMIC)
with REV(oNEWEST T[STATIC) © that the revenue loss from not accounting for this state-dependent
behavior can be arbitrarily large. The proof of the following result is provided in Appendix

REV(O.NEVVEST HL)YNA]\IIC)
) ]\ 1
REv(O-NEVVEST ’HSTATIC) .

Theorem 4.6. For any M > 0, there exists an instance such that

5 Cost of Newest First under Time-Discounting Customers

As discussed in the introduction, customers prefer to read more recent reviews; this explains the
practical popularity of oVEWVEST We thus extend the customer model to account for this behavior
of preferring newer reviews and analyze the revenue of review ordering policies under this model.

5.1 Model of Time-Discounting Customers

We first define the new behavioral model. For v € [0, 1], y-time-discounting customers have the
following purchase behavior. At round ¢, when presented with reviews (z1,...,2.) € {0,1}¢ which
appeared at rounds (t1,...,t.) in the past (t; <ty < ... < t. < t), the posterior they form is

o, = Beta(a + Z’yt_ti_lzi, b+ Z’yt_ti_l(l - zl)>
i=1

i=1

Comparing to the model in Section 2] customers’ weight on the i-th review z; depends on the
number of rounds since the posting of this review ¢ — ¢;. Intuitively, this means that a significance
of a review compared to the prior decreases as the review becomes more stale. Formally, a review
from s rounds ago is discounted by v*~!. Note that v = 1 corresponds to our original model while
~ = 0 corresponds to customers who only consider the review from the immediately previous round.

Customers map this posterior to an estimate h(®;) of the fixed valuation p. Using their personal
preference ©; and their estimate h(®;) for the fixed valuation, they form their estimated valuation
Vt = O+ h(P;) and purchase the product if and only if Vt > p¢ where p; is the price offered by the
platform. We assume that F is a continuous distribution and h(Beta(x,y)) is continuous in (x,y).
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We now discuss how the random ordering policy o**"P°M hehaves when v < 1. Recall (Sec-

tion [2.2)) that we start with an infinite pool of reviews: {X,}71 _ where X, oy Bern(u). Then, a
review chosen at random from this pool will be “infinitely stale” (i.e., t; — —oo almost surely), and
such a review will have a weight of 0 almost surely. Therefore, c®*¥°°M ig equivalent to showing no
reviews; i.e., ®; = Beta(a,b).

We also analyze the o RANDOM (w)

policy, which selects ¢ reviews uniformly at random from the w
newest reviews for a window w > c¢. Intuitively, a higher window w corresponds to more randomness

in the displayed reviews and o®*NPOM(®) interpolates between oNWEST and gRANDOM,

We denote by REV, (0, p) the steady-state revenue under y-time-discounting customers, review
ordering policy o, and pricing policy p, defined in Eq. (|I|) Since reviews do not affect the
customer’s belief under o™ P°M when ~ < 1,

REV, ("M, p) := pPo~ [0 + h(Beta(a, b)) > p| (4)

and we can show that limg, oo REV, (0®NPOMW) p) = REV, (a*ANPOM 1) (see Appendix [E.)).

Lastly, we define a “review-benefiting” condition where customers are more likely to buy when
the weights placed on reviews are higher (Definition 5.1]). Without this, it could be better for
the platform to intentionally show no reviews; hence this condition effectively states that reviews
“help” on average.

Definition 5.1 (Review-benefiting price for an instance). A price p is review-benefiting for an
instance E(u, F,a,b,c,h) if for any set of weights w,w € [0,1]¢ where w > '[v

EYii,Ld,ch(“) [P@N}‘ [@ + h(Beta(a + ;ini, b+ ; u)i(l — }/Z))) > p]]
>Ey iy [Por[0+ h(Beta(a + ; @Y, b+ ; i1 -¥))) > 9]

Each term refers to the expected purchase probability given the weight vector for the reviews,
where the expectation is over the review ratings Y;. Definition [5.I] states that when the weights are
larger, the expected purchase probability should also be larger.

To provide intuition, we discuss two instances that induce review-benefiting prices. The first is
when the prior mean is correct (545 = p) but customers are pessimistic, i.e., their estimate h(®)
for the fixed valuation is the ¢-quantile of ® for ¢ < 0.5. In this case, incorporating reviews reduces
the variance of the customer’s posterior and hence a higher weight on reviews increases h(®) on
average. The second example is when customers are risk-neutral, i.e., h(®) is the mean of ®, but
the prior mean is negatively biased (;%5 < u). Incorporating more reviews drawn from Bern(u), on

average, increases the mean of the posterior A(®). We formalize these instances in Appendix

5.2 (Non-)Monotonicity in Revenue with Respect to w

We analyze how REVV(UR'ANDOM(“’),])) depends on the window size w for different values of the
discount factor v. We first consider customers who discount extremely: v = 0; i.e., only the previous

1We note that the discount factor + only affects the customer’s belief and the revenue itself is not time-discounted.
Bw = w refers to w; > w; for all 4, and the inequality is strict for at least one element.
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round’s review is incorporated in the customer’s belief. In Theorem 511 (proof in Appendix[E.3]), we
establish that the revenue of ¢®*NPOM(®) js monotonic in w. Since lim,,_,o REVQ(a®ANPOM®) 4) =
REV((c™ P p)| this implies that REV((a¥"V™T, p) > REV((a™NPOM®) p) > REv)(gHANPOM p)
for any w > c. Therefore, if customers heavily discount, o™*V*T is indeed the best ordering policy.
To ensure that the process of the w newest reviews does not get absorbed into any state of reviews,
we say that a price is strongly non-absorbing if the purchase probability for any state of reviews
and any discount factor v € [0,1] lies in (0,1) (see Definition [E]] for a formal statement).

RANDOM(w)

Theorem 5.1. For a review-benefiting and strongly non-absorbing price p > 0, REV( (o ,D)

1s strictly decreasing in w > c.

Next, we consider the other extreme of v = 1; this is equivalent to our original model where all
reviews are weighted equally. By Theorem [B.]we have already established that REvy (g®*NPOM p) >
REV (oVEWEST p). The following theorem (proof in Appendix [E4) extends this result by showing
that REV, (o®ANPOM(W) p) is strictly increasing in the window w.

RANDOM(w)

Theorem 5.2. For any non-degenerate and non-absorbing static price p > 0, REVy (o ,D)

18 strictly increasing in w > c.

Slightly discounting customers. We have established that the revenue has an opposite rela-
tionship in w under v = 0 and v = 1. It is natural to ask what happens when v € (0,1). We
consider the case when customers employ a discount factor close to 1; i.e., v = 1 — ¢ where € is
small. In the following theorem (proof in Appendix[E.f), we establish that the revenue is no longer
monotonic in w; the maximum revenue is achieved by a finite w.

Theorem 5.3. For any problem instance and any non-degenerate, non-absorbing, review-benefiting,
and strongly non-absorbing price p > 0, there exists € > 0 such that, for all discount factors
v € (1 —¢,1), there exist finite w > 0 with

REV,Y (O.RANDOM(UJ) , p) > max (REV»Y (O_NEWEST’ p), REV,Y (O_RANODM, p)) '

5.3 Interaction between CoNF and the Discount Factor

Recall that a review-benefiting price for an instance implies that when the review ratings are drawn

independently (Y; R Bern(u)), higher weights result in a higher purchase probability. Therefore,
one may expect that the revenue would be higher for non-discounting customers (7 = 1) than for
those that discount (y < 1). However, we show below that, under o"*WFT | this intuition does not
always hold due to the interaction with the COST OF NEWEST FIRST.

We focus on a class of instances CVPSSIMISTICESTIMATE where 3 single review is shown (¢ = 1),

the customer-specific valuation is uniform (F = U[f,0] with § — § > 1), the fixed valuation is
= 0.5, the prior parameters are a = b = 1 (correct prior mean), and h(®) is the ¢-quantile of the
customer’s belief ® for ¢ € (0,0.5), i.e., the customer’s estimate for fixed valuation is pessimistic.

Theorem 5.4. For any instance in the class CPPSSMISTICESTIMATE

non-absorbing and review-benefiting price p, such that REV,(c™V™" p.) > REV(o

and any v < 1, there exists a
NEWEST
,p’y)'

The high-level idea behind this result (proof in Appendix [E.9)) is that the impact of the CosT
OF NEWEST FIRST is higher when the weights are larger. To see this, suppose a negative review
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is posted at time ¢, which decreases the purchase probability for the future customers who see this
review as the first review. If customers are time-discounting (y < 1), then even if this review is
the newest review, the weight of this negative review eventually vanishes. On the other hand, if
customers do not discount (v = 1) then the weight of this review stays at 1 as long as this is
remains as the newest review. As a result, the negative impact of the CosT OF NEWEST FIRST
can outweigh the positive impact of higher weights that a review-benefiting instance offers.

6 Evidence supporting CoNF from Tripadvisor

Tripadvisor is an online platform whose default review ordering policy is oMWEST, We focused on
24 hotels in the region of Times Square, New York, where we retrieved the newest 1000 reviews
for each of these hoteld™. A hotel’s page on Tripadvisor displays the average numerical rating of
all reviews, as well as details of the first 10 reviews. More reviews can be shown if the user clicks
for the next page of reviews. Each review has a rating (an integer between 1 and 5), the date the
review was written, information on the user who wrote the review, as well as the text of the review.

We validate our theoretical findings using this dataset. Recall that Theorem [B.3] states that
the average number of positive reviews from the first ¢ reviews is smaller under o"*"V¥T compared
to ogRANPOM We corroborate this result by computing the empirical distributions for each hotel
(similar to Figure [2)). Since the hotel’s page on Tripadvisor shows 10 reviews by default, we use
c = 10.

For each hotel, we compute two empirical distributions, which we call ANEWEST gpnd gRANDOM,

Let d; and ds be the dates of when the earliest and the latest review was written (among the
reviews retrieved for this hotel). For each date between d; and dg, we compute what the 10 newest
reviews were on that date and compute their average rating; this becomes a sample in our empirical
distribution 7VEWEST - The number of samples is thus simply the number of days between d; and
do, which, on average, corresponds to 5.3 years. The empirical distribution AR NPOM ig computed
by randomly sampling 10 reviews out of the all the reviews retrieved from the particular hotel and

computing their average rating, where the number of samples is equal to that of ANEWEST,

Results. To validate our theoretical findings, we consider a null hypothesis positing that the
probability of ARANPOM haying higher mean than #N*WEST g exactly 50%. In our data, we observe
that, for 22 out of the 24 hotels, the mean of 7N*WEST ig strictly smaller than that of ##4NPOM which
implies a p-value of 1.6 x 107 (and thus rejects the null hypothesis). On average, the mean of
ANEWEST ig smaller than that of #%4NPOM by 4%, or 0.15 points out of 5 in absolute terms. Figure [3]

plots a histogram of the difference between these means for the 24 hotels.

Next, in Figure @l we plot the full distributions of AN*WEST and 7RANPOM for four hotels (in
Appendix [}, we present the remaining 20 hotels); this is analogous to Figure 2l We observe that
ANEWEST consistently has heavier left tails, while AR4NPOM hag heavier right tails. This observation

matches the theoretical implication of our model (Proposition [3.4]).

16We searched “Times Square” on Tripadvisor (March 20, 2024) and collected data from the first 24 hotels. Three
of these hotels had fewer than 1000 reviews (respectively 394, 770, and 957). For those hotels, we retrieved all reviews.
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7 Conclusions

In this paper, we model the idea that customers read only a small number of reviews before making
purchase decisions. This model gives rise to the CosST OF NEWEST FIRST, the idea that, when
reviews are ordered by newest first, negative reviews will persist as the newest review longer than
positive reviews. This phenomenon does not arise in models from the existing literature, since prior
works assume that customers incorporate either all reviews or a summary statistic of all reviews into
their beliefs. We show that incorporating randomness into the review ordering or using dynamic
pricing can alleviate the negative impact of the COST OF NEWEST FIRST.

Our work opens up a number of intriguing avenues for future research. First, existing literature
on social learning studies the self-selection bias (which we do not consider in our model) — how
does this self-selection bias interact with the CosT OF NEWEST FIRST? Second, in terms of
operational decisions, a platform contains multiple products — should it take the state of reviews
into consideration when making display or ranking decisions? Third, given this bounded rationality
behavior, are there alternative methods of of disseminating relevant information from reviews? For
example, one could succinctly summarize information from all reviews (via, e.g, generative Al) to
be the most helpful for each customer. Fourth, we assume that the true quality p does not change
over time (which enables us to characterize the closed-form expression of the corresponding steady
state). Given that changes in the product quality are one of the reasons behind the ubiquitous
use of NEWEST FIRST, it would be interesting to revisit the COST OF NEWEST FIRST in such
dynamic environments. Lastly, on the theoretical side, our analysis fully characterizes the steady
state of a stochastic process whose state remains unchanged with some state-dependent probability
(Lemma [C.3] which is the crux in the analysis of Lemma [3T]). It would be interesting to apply this
result to other settings that exhibit a similar structure.
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A Formal definition of the random ordering policy (Section [2.2])

We now show that the policy o®*¥"°¥(#,) can be defined as the limit of o®*¥NPOM(W)(H,) as w — oo.
For a vector of review ratings z € {0,1}¢, we denote N(z) :== N, = >, z. Proposition [A]]
implies that as w — oo, the draws from ¢®NPOM(®) across different rounds are independent and the
distribution ¢®NPM(®)(3{,) approaches the distribution of gRANPOM,

Proposition A.1. For any review rating vectors z™W, 22 .. 2k ¢ {0,1}¢ and rounds tM <
t@ < . < t®) the distribution of reviews by o®*NPOMW) gpproaches the one of oRANPOM g5 1w — oo,

1.e.,
k
lim ]P)|:VZ S {1, . ,k} : O'RANDOM(w) (Ht(l)) = z(l)] = HP[O’RANDOM(Ht(i)) — z(l)] .

wW—00 ]
=1

We first show that as w goes to infinity, the c reviews selected by O-RANDOM(w)(Ht(i)) at each round

t® come from the infinite pool of reviews {X_;}2°, with high probability. Let n, = [v/w — t(*) |
be the largest integer such that n2, < w — t*) and let w be large enough so that n,, > 1. We define
EORPERINT a5 the event that for every i € {1,...,k} the ¢ reviews selected by o™*N°OMW) (7 ;1) come
from the set {X_1,..., X_,2 }. Lemma [A 1l shows that EORPERINF happens with high probability.

2

Lemma A.1. P[EORPERINF] > [(nf) EORDERINF] — 1

k
] . Furthermore, limy, oo P|

Given that o®*NPoM(®) gelects from the infinite negative pool of reviews with high probability
(if EORPERINT 16]ds), we now derive a concentration bound for the reviews in this pool. Recall that
X_y ~;iaq Bern(p) for £ € {1,...,n2}. We partition those reviews into n,, groups each containing
nw reviews. Let £°ONC be the event that, for each group, the average review rating concentrates
around the group’s mean, i.e.

J nw

gCone _ {Vj e{l,...,nu}: Z X_g € [ung — n??), p(ne + n,zl,/?))]}
(=(j=1)-mut1

Our next lemma shows that the concentration event £€°N¢ happens with high probability.

1/3
Lemma A.2. IP’[SCONC] >1—2n,exp ( — e ”). Furthermore, limw%mp[gCONC} =1.

In order to decompose the left-hand-side of Proposition [A.1l into a product of probabilities, we
show the following independence lemma.

Lemma A.3. Let (y1,...,yn2) € {0, 1}, Then conditioned on (X_1, ... X 2 ) = (Y1, Yn2)
and EORPPRIN the events {o™NPOM(U,)) = 2D} fori = 1,...,k are independent.

Having shown independence across rounds, we prove that, for any round ¢, UR'ANDOM(“’)(Ht(i))

is close to o™ POM et A be the set of review rating sequences for which event E€ON¢ holds i.e.

J nw
A={n o) e 00 v e Ll > € [l — 02, plny + 03]}
l=(j—1)nwp+1
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Our next lemma shows that if the events EORPERINF and £CONC hold, then for any round ¢, the
distribution of g®ANPOMW) (74 ;1) is close to the distribution of o*ANPOM (7 ;). To ease notation, we
let X 12 = (Xo1,.0, X2 ) and ypp2 = (Y15 -+, Yn2 )

Lemma A.4. There exists some function f: N — R satisfying lim,, o, f(n) = 0 such that assum-
ing that EORPPRINT gnd ECONC hold, for any z = (z1,...,2:) € {0,1}¢ and (y1, . .. ' Yn2 ) € A:

B [o M) 3y ) = 1 1 = g — P ) = 2| < S,

Proof of Proposition[A.1. By Lemma [AJ] and Lemma [A.2] we can upper bound the probability
that neither of EORPERINF py5p £CONC h6]ds by

n2 1/3
w) 1k
P[(_‘EORDERINF) U (_KcJ’CONC)] <1-— [((5)))} 1 2ny exp ( _ nw3 /‘) s 0. (5)
We thus assume that £ORPERINF and £EONC holds which means we focus on sequences (X_1,..., X _n2) €

RANDOM (w)

A. By the law of total probability and the independence of o across rounds (i.e. LemmalA.3):

]P’[Vi c {17 o ,k} . O,RANDOM(w) (Ht(i)) — z(i)’gORDERINF7 gCON0:| (6)

k
= Z HP[O.R,ANDOM(W)(Ht(i)) = z(i)|gORDERINF,X—1:ngJ = yl:n%}} 'P[X—l:ng — yl:n%}|gORDERINF,gCONC] ‘
W159,2 JEA =1

SEQ(yl:n2 )
(DEC) .

By Lemma [A.4] we can upper and lower bound this decomposition by

k k
1 (P [omor(g1,) = 2] - f(nw>> < (pre) < ]| (P [0 (34,00) = 2] f<nw>>‘ @

i=1 =1
Recall that A consists of all sequences (y1,...,yp2) that satisfy the event £ CONC - Summing across

RANDOM(w) (

those sequences and using the independence between the choice of o which determines

EORDERINF) and the values of X_ 1.2 (which determine £CONS) we obtain
Z SEQ(?len%U) _ P[ECONC‘SORDERINF] _ ]P;[gCONC] wsoo 1. (8)
@ ,...,yn%])E.A Lemma

We conclude the proof by combining (&), (@), (@), (8) and using the fact that f(ny,) 2 w—e 0. O

A.1 High probability bound on £°7derInf (Proof of Lemma [A.T])

Proof of Lemma A1 Fix a particular round ¢®). Note that since n,, = |v/w —t*) ], the w most
recent reviews that o®NPOM(W) (3, ;) considers contain (X_1,...,X _n2 ). The probability that all

)
™)

is independently drawn by g®ANPOM®) — Thys, P[EORPERINF > [

For each round in tM,... ¢t ) the subset of ¢ reviews
n2
(")
(t)
(n%} wft(k)fl
w—t*® —1 and therefore, (;) > (5) —w—soo 1 showing the second part. O

c

¢ reviews come from that set is

k
} . Next notice that n2 >

(&
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A.2 Concentration for infinite pool (Proof of Lemma [A.2)

Proof of LemmalA.2. For a fixed j € {1,...,n4}, by Chernoff bound, it holds that

Kl 1/3
Bl Y X fulng —nd) plny + )] 21— 200 (- 25E).
=G —1nw+1

1/3
By union bound on the n,, groups, the event E°NC has probability at least 1 — 2n,, exp <— %)

1

/3
Note that n,, exp ( — ek > —w—soo 0, which yields the second part. O

A.3 Independence of ¢"14°m(®) across rounds (Proof of Lemma [A.3))

Proof of Lemma[A3. By definition, o®**NPOM(®) samples a c-sized subset of reviews independently at

every round. Thus, conditioning on the subset being sampled from (X_1,...,X_.2),ie. € ORDERINF
and also conditioning on the exact values of these ratings, i.e. (X_1,...,X_2) = (y1,---,Un2),
the draws of g®ANPOM(W) (74, ) are independent for i = 1,... k. O

A.4 Single round approximation (Proof of Lemma [A.4)

Let o®ANPOMW) (3 ) = (Z1,. .., Z.) € {0,1}¢ be the ¢ review ratings chosen from the most recent
w reviews. Recall that when EORPERINF }](g, gRANDOM(W) gelects reviews from (X_1,... , X_p2) and

that (X-1,...,X_p2) = (Y1,---,Yn2). Let Sj = {yZ};:(?—l)-nw+1 for j € {1,...,ny} be a partition

of all reviews (y1, ..., ¥yy,2 ) into n,, groups of n,, reviews each. We first show that the reviews drawn
by g®ANPOMW) (3 ) come from different groups S; with high probability. Let EPFF-GROUPS he the
event that no two indices m; < mg € {1,...,¢} are such that Z,,, and Z,,, belong to the same
group S; for some j € {1,...,n,}. Our next lemma lower bounds the probability of £PFF-GROURS,

Lemma A.5. Assume that EORPERINE gnd £CONC pold. The probability of any two selected indices

C

2c—1
being of different groups is: P[EPTF-SROUP] > 1 — ¢l . 02(%“7_0)6 and thus limy,_, o, P[EPTT-CROVP] = 1.
Proof. Let &y, m,.; be the event that Z,,,, Z,,, € Sj. Notice that EP"F-ROUP is exactly the event
that none of the &,,, 1, j hold. Further, note that Z,,,, Z,,, € S; implies that Z,,, , Z,,, 41, ..., Zm, €
S, since we output an ordered set of c reviews by recency. There are thus ( Mt ) ways to choose

mo—mi—+1
Zmys Ly 415 - - - s Zmsy t0 be in the same group S;. Hence the probability of &, 1, ; is at most

(mri%il) (mz—nnuél—i-l) (cilfu?}v,g)

]P)I:gmhmz,j] S (n%})
C
as there are at most (m?%jl) ways to choose Zi,...,Z,,,—1 and at most (mQ”_%”ml) ways to choose
1k
Zimg+1s - - - » Ze. Using the inequalities (n kf) < (}) < n*, we obtain that
2(m1-1) my—m+1,,2(c—m2) 2c—(mz—m1+1) 2c—2
PlEmymag] < - 2 nw2 L =l 3 <l 721“)
(nw - C)C (nw - C)c (nw - C)C
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since mg —my + 1 > 2. Thus, via union bound over my,mg € {1,...,¢c} and j € {1,...,ny}, i€,
c®n,, events, the probability of EPFF-GROVP ig Jower bounded as follows
2¢c—2 2c—1
@ =1—c. =Y

]P)[EDIFF_GROUP] (n2 — C)c (n —

>1—cny - - C —ny—so0 1.

O

When the event EPFF-GROUPS holds then the reviews Z,, for m = 1,...,c come from different
groups {Sj}?il- We show that when this happens the values of the reviews Z,, are independent.
Let &;, ... j. be the event that review Z,, comes from group S;,, for m =1,...,c. The next lemma
shows that conditioned on the event &;, . ;., the values of Zi,...,Z, are independent Recall
that £°NC implies that (yq, ... s Un2) € A

Lemma A.6. Let ji,j2...,Jc € {1,...,ny} be group indices with j1 < jo < ..., < je. Conditioned

on Ejy.. ., ECONC, EORDERINE =g (yy ... s Un2) € A, for any vector of review ratings z € {0,1}¢,
the events {Zy, = zm} form =1,...,c are independent. Furthermore,
Z Yo zm Z Yo\ 1—zm
]}D[Zmzzm] :<M> <1_%> .
Ny Ny
Proof. For any specific review ratings vy, € Sj,,-..,¥e,. € Sj,., applying Bayes rule
P[leyﬁv"'vzm:yf 75j1 J]
]P[Zl :y€17“‘7ZC :yzc|gj17~~~7jc] — 1 m PERETY Kol
P&, ...5]

There are (n,,)° choices for the set of ¢ ratings (71, ..., Z.) sothat Z,, € S; form =1,...,cand

(("’“0”)2) total number of choices. Hence &, ;. holds with probability IP’[SJ-L___,]-C] = (E:Z));) Given

that there is exactly one choice for the ¢ reviews (Z1, ..., Z.) which satisfies Z1 = ys,, ..., Zc = ys,:
1
((nw)2) 1
P(Zy= Yo, Ze = Yo|E0,. 0] = ~=S5F = : (9)

) (ny, )
()

Since this holds for any y,, € Sj,...,ys, € Sj,, we obtain independence of {Z,, = z,} for

m = 1,...,c. By summing (@) over yy,,..., ¥y, for any particular y,,, € S;,,, we have P[Z,, =

Yo, 1€ 0] = i Therefore, the probability that Z,, has a particular value z,, € {0,1} is equal
to the fraction of y,,, € Sj,, which have value z,, i.e.

Zeesjm W)Zm <1 B Zeesjm yﬁ) l=2m

Nw

P[Zn = 2m] = (

N

O

We next show that conditioned on the events EPFF-GROUP £CONC gy q ORPERINE the distribution
of gRANPOM(W)(7¢. Y is close to the distribution of ¢®*NPOM . Given that the latter consists of i.i.d.
Bern(p), P(6™NPM = 2) = N (@) (1 — 1)e= N3 for vector of review ratings z € {0,1}°. Recall that
N(z):= N, =Y ;| z. Using the independence acorss different groups (Lemmal[A_€]), the following
lemma shows that P[g™NPOM®)(3 ) = 2] has a similar decomposition as P[g*ANPOM = 2],

'"This is not the case without conditioning on &;, ... ;.. As an example, consider two ordered reviews (Z1, Z2) drawn
uniformly from the three ordered review ratings (1,0,1,1). Conditioned on Z; = 0 then Z> = 1 deterministically

while conditioned on Z; = 1 then P[Z2 = 0|Z1 = 1] = i. As a results Z1 and Zs are correlated.
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ECONC - gORDERINE 0 (y1, ..., Yny,) € A, for any vector of

Lemma A.7. Conditioned on &;, . .,
_1
review ratings z € {0, 1}¢, P[g™NPOMW)(H ) = 2] is lower bounded by (u(1 —ny,°))NE) (1 — (1 +
1

_1 Vy el
nw?))NE) and upper bounded by ((1 + ny®))NE (1 — (1 — ny,?))eNE)

Proof. Using Lemma [A.6

C D ves. Ye Y ores. Ve
Plo" PN (Hyo) = 285, 5] = [] (5752 (1 - Sy,
m=1 nw nw
1 2ies; Ve L

As (y1,---,yngu) € A, we have that u(1 — ny,?) <
Applying these inequalities for each m yeilds

]P)[O_RANDOM(U}) (M) = 2|Ej1,. )

e [(N(l _ n;%))N(z)(l — (1 + n;%))C_N(‘z), ((1 + n;%))N(z)(l — (1 — n;%))C_N(z)],

< pu(l+ny?) forallm =1,...,c

Nw

for any &, .. j.. As Epwr_croups is the union of events &£, ;. for all indices ji, ..., j., this implies

P[URANDOM(UJ) (Ht(i)) = Z|£DIFF_GR,OUPS]

€ (et = ma PO = 1)V, (10BN (1 (1= ).

Proof of Lemma[A.]] The law of total probability yields the following decomposition
f of [A.4) Yy g
]P)[(Z17 e ZC) — Z] — ]P;[(Z17 e ZC) — z’EDIFF_GROUP]]P;[gDIFF_GR,OUP]
+ ]P;[(Zl L Z ) — z’_‘gDIFF_GROUP]]P)[_‘gDIFF_GROUP]'
By this decomposition and Lemma [A7] we can lower bound P[(Z1,...,Z.) = z] by

1

P[(Zl, o Zc) _ z|5DIFF_GROUP]]P[gDIFF_GROUP] > (,u(l _ n;g))N(z)(l _ ,u(l + n;%))C—N(z)]P)[gDIFF_GROUP]

LB(nw,z)

and upper bound the same probability by
P{(Z, Z,) = z|EPIFF-GROUP] 4 | _ p[gPIFF-GROUP]
sy dc) —

_1 1
< (a1 4 np SN VO (L — p(L = nyd))eNE) 41— plgrEcrovy)

UB(nw,z)

Therefore,
P{(Z1,..., Ze) = 2] = pV (1 = ) NE| < f(z,m0)
where

F(zm0) = max (LB, 2) — V& (1 = @) [UB(a, 2) — &) (1 - )@ ).

Recall that P[g™NPOM = 2] = ;N (2) (1 — 1)~ N ()| Since P[EPFF-GROVP] 1 (Lemma [A.5) and
_1
nyw® — 0, we obtain that f(z,ny) —n_oo 0 for any z € {0, 1}¢ because
UB(TLw, Z), LB(’I’Lw, z) —>nw—>00 :uN(Z)(l - M)C_N(Z)'

As aresult, f(ny) = max,cqo,13e f(2,n0) satisfies the desired property and concludes the proof. [
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B Generalizing beyond Beta-Bernoulli distributions (Remark [2.7])

We consider a generalization of the customer behavior model in Section 2l We only point to the
modeling assumptions that change; everything else remains as in Section

1. With respect to the customer valuation, the product’s unobservable part p; is drawn from
an arbitrary distribution D with mean p and finite support R = {ry,...,rs} € R® where
r1 < ... <rgand s > 2. That is, D is no longer restricted to be Bernoulli with S = {0,1}
and g in (0,1). This can capture a system where y; is the number of stars (S = {1,...,5})
which is common in online platforms such as Tripadvisor, Airbnb, and Amazon.

2. With respect to the customer purchase behavior, when presented with a vector of ¢ reviews
Zy = (Ziq,...,2Zc) € S the customer maps them to an estimated valuation V, = @H—H(Zt),
where h : S¢ — R is an arbitrary fixed mapping. The model of Section 2] is a special
case where the estimate h is created via a two-stage process: the customer initially creates
a posterior belief ®; = Beta(a + Zle Zii,b+c — 25:1 Zt,i) and maps this posterior to an
estimate h(Z;) = h(®;) via a mapping k. Unlike this special case (where the estimate can only
depend on the number of positive reviews in the ¢ displayed reviews), our generalization here
allows an arbitrary mapping from Z; that can also take the order of reviews into consideration.

3. With respect to the customer review generation, the review X; = p; in the event of a purchase
and X; =1 otherwise. The difference to Section 2is that pu; is not restricted to be Bernoulli.

4. We assume that the estimator fl(z) is strictly increasing in each coordinate of the review
ratings z. This extends Assumption 2.1l in a way that can capture the order of the reviews.

5. We assume that the customer’s smallest estimated valuation V = ©+h where h = il(Tl, ceeyT1)
has nonzero mass on non-negative numbers, i.e, Pg.xz[V > 0] > 0. This extends Assumption
and ensures that there exist non-negative prices inducing positive purchase probability.

The main driver behind all results in Sections [B] and Ml is the characterization of the stationary
distribution of the Markov chain Z; = (Z; 1, ..., Z:.) of the newest ¢ reviews.

e Estimator h generalizes the customer’s purchase behavior. The purchase probability at a
state with review ratings z € R is Po.z[© + h(z) > p(z)] where p is the pricing policy.

e The review generation process changes the transition dynamics of Z; upon a purchase, i.e., a
new review takes one of the values {rq,...,7s} (as opposed to {0,1} in the original model).

e Letting gp be the probability mass function of D, the stationary distribution of Z; is

[1i=: 9o (ri) 1

where kK =

Po~7[0 + h(z) = p(2)] Bz, zeniiaD [u»ewf[@+ﬁ<zll,...,zc)2p<z>1]

Ty =K

e This is analogous to Lemma [3.I] and Lemma [D.5] for static and dynamic pricing in the the
Beta-Bernoulli model. In particular, Lemma [D.5] replaces gp(r;) and h(z) by p (1 — p)' =%
and h(N) in the expression for 7, and the expectation Ez, . z.~,.,p and B(Zl, vy Ze) with
Ey;.....Y.~Bern(n) and h(>>5_, Y:) in the expression for k. The proof is completely analogous.
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Using this stationary distribution and similar steps as in the proofs of Proposition and Propo-
sition the revenue of o"*WEST in the generalized model becomes:

EZ17~~~7chi.i4d.D[p(Z)]

REV(JNEWEST,p) — E n .
Py BerviiaD [PGNf[e+ﬁ<Z>zp<Z>}]
The revenue of o"*NPOM (which shows ¢ i.i.d. reviews from D) directly follows by adapting the

purchase probability in Proposition and Theorem [4.3t
REV(6™ PN p) =FEy, . ZimiiaD [p(z) Po~rl®+ 1(Zy,...,2.) > p(Z)]} :

Theorem B.1] and then extend to our generalized model by analogously adapting their proofs.
With respect to the negative results (Theorem and Theorem [4.1]), given that the model in the
main body is a special case of the generalized model, they also directly extend. With respect to
Section Bl similar extensions can be derived under appropriate assumptions; given that those results
are about a specific time-discounting model, we do not focus on this extension.

Remark B.1. The generalized model allows for customers who are fully Bayesian in estimating
the fixed valuation given the ordering policy o and use an estimator mapping h = BFULLYBAYESIAN.
Such customers could be reactive to o and account for the effect of CONF; the extension of the
CONF result may thus seem surprising. The reason why this occurs is that CONF evaluates the
customers assuming that they follow the same behavioral model under o®**N°°M and under oNEWEST
(and does not consider the setting where customers are reactive to the ordering policy).

C Supplementary material for Section [3]

C.1 Absorbing prices cause newest first to get “stuck” (Proposition [3.1))

Proposition Bl posits that REV(a"™"™T, p) = 0 for absorbing prices p. Let Z; = (Z;;)§_, denote the
vector of the ¢ most recent reviews at round ¢. As argued in Section B.2], Z; is a time-homogeneous
Markov Chain with a finite state space {0,1}°. We say that a state (z1,...,2.) € {0,1}¢ of this
Markov Chain is absorbing if > 7_; z; < ng. Given that p is absorbing, an absorbing state will
always exist. Once Z; enters an absorbing state, no purchase is made thereafter and it stays at the
absorbing state forever. Let 7(Z) be the first round that Z; enters an absorbing state; after this
round no purchase is ever made.

To simplify analysis, we define a fictitious Markov chain Z; on the same state space that makes
transitions with probability n = 0 if Peoz[© + h(c) > p| = 0 and n = Pe~r[© + h(ng) > p),
where ng is the smallest number of positive reviews that induce a positive purchase probability.
If Z; is at state (z1,...,2.) € {0,1}¢, then with probability 1 — 7, there is no purchase and it
remains at the same state. With probability n, there is a purchase (and a review); the review is
positive with probability p (and the state transitions to (1,21, ...,2.-1)) and the review is negative
with probability 1 — x (and the state transitions to (0,z1,...,%_1)). Notice that Z; has the same

transitions as Z; with the only difference being that the purchase probability is always 7. Let v(Z)
be the first time that Z; enters the state (0,...,0). Our proof relies on the following lemmas.

Lemma C.1. For n > 0, Z enters an absorbing state before Z enters (0,...,0): E[r(Z)] <
Elv(Z)].
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Proof. Consider the following coupling of Z; and Z;. Let {R;}32, where R; ~;;a. Bern( ) be an
infinite sequence of i.i.d. Bern(u) reviews. We will couple the processes Z; and Z; by setting
Z; = (Ri,,...,Ri,4c—1) and Z, = (RL’ e 7R%t+c—1) where we will update the indices #; and 7; as
described below. Initially, iy = i1 = 1. Let ¢; = Por[© + h(Zf;é Ri,+i) > p] be the purchase
probability at time ¢ of the process Z;. To ensure a purchase occurs in Z; only if it also occurs in
Z, as long as Z; is not at an absorbing state, we draw a random number X; ~ U[0, 1] and use the

following coupling:

e Case 1: X; < n (both processes get a purchase). i;41 = iy + 1 and gt+1 =4 + 1.
e Case 2: n < X; < ¢ (only Z; gets a purchase). i;4q = iy + 1 and 4,41 = 4.

o Case 3: Xy > q4. iry1 = 1p and 4441 = 4.

If Z; is at an absorblng state then we only update Zt (i.e. it+1 = 4 + 1 with probability 1 and
otherwise ’Lt+1 = ’Lt) This coupling ensures that i; > i; as long as Z; is not at an absorbing state.
Since the state (0,...,0) is absorbing, it cannot be the case that Z; enters an absorbing state before
Z; enters (0,...,0). Thus 7(Z) < v(Z) which yields the result after taking expectations. O

Lemma C.2. Forn >0, Z, enters (0,0,...,0) after finitely many rounds, i.e., E[v(Z)] < co.

Proof. Consider the process Y; = Z., for t = 0,...,. For any z € {0,1}¢, the probability of
obtaining ¢ consecutive purchases with negative review is:

PYii1 = (0,...,0)[¥; = 2] = (n(1 — p))*. (10)

Let v(Y) = min{t s.t. Y; = (0,...,0)}. By (I0), v(Y) is stochastically dominated by a Geometric
random variable with success probablhty (n(1 — p))¢, implying E[v ( ) 77(1 . Since Y; only

] <
keeps track of every c-th value of Z;, ¢-v(Y) > v(Z) and thus E[v(Z)] < E[r(Y )] < 17/0) O
Proof of Proposition [31. If Po~r[® + h(n) > p] = 0 for all n € {0,1,...,c}, then no purchase is
ever made and REV(a"*WFST p) = 0. We thus focus on the case that there exists some number of
positive review ratings n such that Pg.z[©+h(n) > p| > 0. Combining Lemmas[C.1]and [C.2] yields
E[7(Z)] < co. For t > 7(Z), Z; is absorbing and there is no purchase, i.e., ©; + h(®;) > p(Z;).

T
Hence, E[Zt:1p]l:,(?t+h(<1>t) < pE[TF}Z)] — 0 as T — oo and REV(oNWEST p) = 0. 0

C.2 Stationary Distribution under Newest First (Lemma [3.T])

We first state a general property characterizing how the stationary distribution of a Markov chain
changes if we modify it so that in every state, the process remains there with some probability.

Lemma C.3. Let M be a Markov chain on a finite state space S (|S| = m) with a transition

probability matrix M € R™*™ and a stationary distribution m € R™. For any function f : S —

(0,1], we define a new Markov chain My on the same state space S. At state s € S, My transitions

according to the matrix M with probability f(s) and remains in s with probability 1 — f(s). Then
(s)

r(s) = kK- 7;(5) is a stationary distribution of My where k =1/ s % is a normalizing constant
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Proof of Lemma[C 3. For any state s € S, the probability of a self-transition under My is My(s, s) =
f(s)M(s,s) + 1 — f(s) since there are two ways to transition from s back to itself: (1) the f(s)
transition followed by a transition back to s via M and (2) the 1 — f(s) transition that does not
alter the current state. For all states s # s, My(s,s’) = f(s)M(s, s’) since the only way for M to
transition from s to s’ is to take a f(s) transition at s and follow the transitions of M to get to s'.

The distribution {ﬂf(s) = K- FES;} s is a probability distribution by the definition of the
sE
normalizing constant k =1/ s fg; Using the transitions of M, it holds that:

S wp(sMy(s' s) = mp(s)My(s,s) + > mp(s)My(s, 5)

s'eS s'#s
=mp(s)- (L= f(s) + f(5)M(s,5)) + D wp(s') - (f(s)M(',5))
5 2s
= T (1= 19+ S6Ms.5) + 3w T (M)
s 2s
= K- % —k-m(s)+Kk-m(s)M(s,s)+ Z k-m(sM(s',s) = ms(s).
s'#s

=k-7(s) (as 7 is stationary for M)

Hence, 7y is a stationary distribution of My as 7y(s) = Y mp(s)My(s', s) for all states s. [

Proof of Lemma[3.1 . We will show that the stationary distribution of the newest ¢ reviews Z; is
pmi=1%i(1 — pp) e 2= %
Po-r [0+ h(Xiy ) > p)

T(21y0nze) — B

where kK = 1/ENNBm0m(C,H) [m] is the normalizing constant. In the language of
Lemma [C3, Z; corresponds to My, the state space S to {0,1}¢, and f is a function that ex-

presses the purchase probability at a given state, i.e., f(z1,...,2.) = Po~r [@ +h(>i,z) > p|.
Note that with probability 1— f(z1,...,2.), Z; remains at the same state (as there is no purchase).

To apply Lemma[C.3] we need to show that whenever there is purchase, Z; transitions according
to a Markov chain with stationary distribution p2-i=1% (1 — p)¢~2i=1%_ Consider the Markov
chain M which always replaces the c-th last review with a new Bern(u) review. This process has
stationary distribution equal to the above numerator and Z; transitions according to M upon
a purchase, i.e., with probability f(z1,...,2:). As a result, by Lemma [C3] 7 is a stationary
distribution for Z;. As Z; is irreducible and aperiodic, this is the unique stationary distribution. [J
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C.3 Closed-form expression for Cost of Newest First (Lemma [3.2])
Proof of Lemma[3.2. Dividing the expressions given in Propositions B.2] and B.3] the price term p
cancels out and the CoNF can be expressed as:

1
Po~r[© + h(N) > P]]

X(p) = ENNBinom(c,u) [PQN]:[Q + h(N) > p]] ’ ENNBinom(c,u) [

(S (re-ste e 20) - (w0 -0 () o)

B o =

ivje{ov"'vc}

C.4 Monotonicity of CoNF under monotone hazard rate (Remark [3.7)

Definition C.1. A continuous distribution G with probability and cumulative density functions g

and G has Monotone Hazard Rate (MHR) if the hazard rate function 1~ (G"() ) is non-decreasing in u.

To complement Theorem B2, we also show a structural result for the behavior of x(p) as a
function of p when F has MHR.

Proposition C.1. Suppose that F is a continuous distribution with support [0,0] and has MHR.
Then x(p) is non-decreasing for p € (8 + h(c),8 + h(O))

Proof. By Lemma [3.2] the CoNF is given by

_ i+j e—imj (€} (€} Po~rl© + h(D)
X@»_uggw;“wl_MZ Q)Q)Ehﬂ9+h@

c 2
. _nfc
ZEIWG—MWC)Q>
i=0

itiry v2e—imi () (€ [ Po~rl® + h(i) > p]  Po~r[O® + h(j)
R QMQ(%JB+Mﬁzm+%J@+m>

P
p]

AVAIAY

VIV

?l
p)
Letting F' be the cumulative density function of F and F(u) := 1 — F(u) be the survival function:

=3 e () s i —w(9) () (@p—h@” g2 —W).

Z i) \Flo—1G) " Flo—h(i)

We denote the ratio of the purchase probability with j and i positive reviews by u; j(p) == %.
For i < j, this ratio is u; j(p) > 1 because p — h(i) > p — h(j) due to the monotonicity of h

(Assumption 2.I). Given that F is continuous, F(z) is differentiable for any x such that F(z) €
(0,1). Furthermore for p € (6 +h(c), 0+ h(0)), F(p—h(i)) € (0,1) for all i € {0,1,...,c}, and thus
u; ;(p) is differentiable at p.

¥ The same proof also extends to cases when § = —oo and/or 0 = 4o0.
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We now show that u; j(p) is non-decreasing in p. Letting f be the probability density function
of F and taking the derivative of u; ;(p) with respect to p:

4y - T = hO)F R = hG)) — o= hG)TF(p = hi)
ap" Flp— h(j))?
(Fe - )P - hi)Fe - i)
Flp— h()))?

Observe that p—h(i) > p—h(j) since i < j and the strict monotonicity of h. By the MHR property
of F: f=h(®)) - fp=h(j))
F(p=h(i)) = F(p=h(j))’

To finish the proof of the theorem, we rewrite x(p) as a function of {u; ;(p)}i<; as

=yt () s a0 ) ( o uij@))

1<J

, implying that uZ j(p) >0, and thus wu; j(p) is non-decreasing in p.

Note that the function u + % is non-decreasing for v > 1. Since w; j(p) > 1 is non-decreasing in p,

then wu; j(p) + m is monotonically increasing in p for every i < j. Thus, x(p) is non-decreasing

in p. O

C.5 Structure of CoNF for ¢ =1 and uniform distributions (Remark [3.1])

To study how x(p) depends on the price p we consider a set of instances where a single review is
shown (¢ = 1) and F = U0, 0] be the uniform distribution on [0, 6]. The set of non-degenerate and
non-absorbing prices is (h(0), h(0) + 6). First, we provide a closed form expression for the CoNF.

Proposition C.2. Let F = U[0,0] and ¢ = 1. For p € (h(0),h(0) 4 8), the CoNF is given by

x(p) =1+ p(l —p)

(E + h(1) — max(h(1),p) 6 —p+ h(0) - 2)
G~ p+h(0) 6+ h(1) —max(h(1),p) "/’

Proof. By Lemma [3.21 when ¢ = 1, the CoNF is given by

Por[@+h(1) > p]  Poor|
Po~7[© + h(0) > p] Por|

Porr[0 + (1) > p]  Porrl®+h(0) 2p]
Po~r[O + h(0) > p] = Por[O + h(1) > p| '

x(p)=u2+(1—u)2+u(1—u)<

=1+ua—m< (1)

For p € (h(0), h(0) + 6) the purchase probabilities with zero and one positive reviews are given by

6 —p+h(0 0+ h(1) — h(1
Po~r[0 + h(0) > p] = %U and  Pour[®+h(1) > p) = LML) r;ax( (1),p)
Plugging in these probabilities in the expression for CoNF (III) concludes the proof. O

We next quantify how fast the CoNF increases as p — h(0) + 0: we show that a price of

pr =0+ h(0) — @(k) results in a CoNF of ©(k). In particular, for k > 1 we define a target price

pr = 0+ h(0) — mln(z, h(l}l_l( )) and show the following corollary.
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Corollary C.1. Let F =U[0,0] and ¢ = 1. For k > 1 and p > pi, the CONF is lower bounded by

X®) = 11— )+~ 2).

Proof. We first verify that p = pg is a solution to the equation

0+ h(1) — max(h(1),p)

0—p+ h(0) =k (12)

which is equivalent to B

pk —max(h(1),p) = (k — 1)8 + kh(0) — h(1). (13)
Ef p < h(l),_ the solution of (I3)) is p = 0 + h(O_) - % and in order for p < h(l)_to hold we need
0+ h(0) — & < k(1) which can be rewritten as ¢ < %. As a result, py = 0 + h(0) — £ and
hence py, satisfies ([I3)).

If p > h(1), the solution is p = 6 + h(0) — % and _in order for p > h(1) to hold we
need 6 + h(0) — w > h(1) which can be rewritten as % > W.
0+ h(0) — % and hence py, satisfies (I3)).

As the first fraction in Proposition corresponds to (I2)), we obtain that x(pg) = 1+ (1 —
1) (k + 1 — 2). Since F = U[0,6] has MHR, x(p) is non-decreasing in p (Proposition [CT)) which
finishes the proof of the corollary. O

As a result, p, =

C.6 Upper bounding CoNF by the effect of reviews on purchase (Remark [3.2])

Recall that B(p) quantifies how much the review ratings affect the purchase probability. It is
expected that when the review ratings have a small effect on the purchase probability then the
CoNF is also small (i.e. small 3(p) would imply a small x(p)). We formalize this below.

Proposition C.3. For all non-absorbing prices p, the CoNF' is upper bounded by x(p) < B(p).

Proof. The monotonicity of h, implies that for all n € {0,1,...,c}:
Po~r[O + h(c) > p] > Po~r[O + h(n) > p| > Po7[O© + h(0) > p].
Taking expectation over the number of positive reviews N ~ Binom(c, ), the first inequality implies
EN~Binom(e,s) [Po~F[O + h(N) > p]] < Po~7[0 + h(c) > p]. (14)

Similarly, taking expectation of the the reciprocal of the second inequality (which is well-defined
as p is non-absorbing) implies that
E N~ Binom(c,u) [IP ! } < ! -
o~F[O +h(N) > p]l = Porr[© + h(0) = p]
Expressing x () as the ratio of the expressions in Propositions and B3] and using (I4]) and (I3):
1
Po~r[© + h(N) = p]

(15)

X(p) = IENNBinom(c,u) [P@N}—[Q + h(N) > pH ’ IENwBinom(c“u) [

Po~r[O© + h(c) > p]
= Por[© + h(0) > p]

which concludes the proof. O

= B(p)
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C.7 Average rating under ¢"°¥®t is smaller than under ¢"29°™ (Theorem [3.3)

Theorem [3.3] states that the average review rating of the ¢ reviews displayed by o™*WEST ig strictly

smaller than the average rating of the ¢ reviews displayed by o®*"P°M  To prove the theorem we
first compare the behavior of o™*WET and g"ANPOM hagsed on n* = max{n|Po. [0+ h(n) > p| < k}
(i.e., the largest number of positive review ratings where the purchase probability is at most the

average purchase rate £ = 1/En - Binom(c,u) [m] ).

Lemma C.4. For non-degenerate and non-absorbing price p, my=VEST < gRANDOM 4f n > n* and
FgEWEST 2 7.‘.TI?L.ANDOI\'I an S n‘k'

Proof of Lemma[C-4 By Lemma [B1] it holds that mANPOM = gNEWEST . % -Po~r[© + h(n) > p|.
By the definition of n* and the monotonicity of h(n), if n < n*, Pe.r[© + h(n) > p] < k and thus
NEWEST > rRANDOM “The other case is analogous. O

Lemma C.5. For any non-degenerate and mon-absorbing price p, the probability of showing at
most n* positive review ratings is strictly larger under o™*WEST than under o®*NPM.  Formally,
]IDNNWI’,\IIE\’VEST [N S n*] > ]P)NNT‘-%ANDOM [N S n*],

Proof of Lemma[C 3. By Lemma [C.4] 7NPWEST > gRANDOM for < p*. To show the claim it is
enough to show that there is some n < n* such that 7)*WVEST < gRANPOM_We show that the purchase
probability when all reviews are negative is strictly greater under o™*WVET than under oRANPOM j e,
gy PVEST < i ANPOM - By the monotonicity of h, Po.r[© + h(0) > p] < Pe.r[O© + h(n) > p| for
all n € {0,1...,¢}. Since p is non-degenerate, the inequality is strict when n = ¢. Taking the
reciprocal and expectation of the last inequality yields the result. O

NEWEST

Proof of Theorem[3.3. To show that the average rating is smaller under o

RANDOM
)

compared to
o

E n~rranvon [N] — E N ~mewsst [N] = Z m(ﬂ_RANDOM _ 7TNEWEST)

m m
m=0
c n*
_ § : RANDOM __ __NEWEST)\ NEWEST __ ,__RANDOM
- m(ﬂ-m 7Tm ) m(ﬂ-m 7Tm )
m=n*+1 m=0

ey (2)

Lemma [C.4] yields (gRANPOM — gNEWEST) > () for m > n* + 1 and thus

c
(1) > (n* + 1) Z (Trfr.LANDOM _ 7I_TNn1~:w1~:ST)
m=n*+1
= (n* + 1) (]P)NNW%ANDOM [N > ’I’L*] — ]PJNN,;T’,NIEWEST [N > n*])
= (n* + 1)(]P)NNT‘-£EWEST [N S n*] — ]P)NNW;}LANDOM [N S n*])

where in the last equality we used that P[X > n*] = 1 — P[X < n*] for any random variable X.
Using Lemma [C4] again yields (aNFWEST — gRANDOM) > () for m < n* and thus

n*

(2) <n* Z (ﬂ_NEWEST _ 7TRANDOM) = n* (]P’NNW%EWEST [N < n*] _ ]P’NNW%ANDOM [N < n*])

m m
m=0
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Therefore by Lemma [C.5,
(1) _ (2) > (PNNW,,NIEWEST [N < n*] — PNNW%ANDOM [N < TL*]) > 0.

]
D Supplementary material for Section 4
D.1 CoNF still exists under optimal dynamic pricing (Proposition [4.1])
Proof of Proposition [{.1. For any o < 4/3, we provide an instance with x(II"""*M¢) = «. The
instance consists of a single review (¢ = 1), true quality p < %, estimate mappings h(0) = 2,

h(1) = 1 — u?, and customer-specific valuation F = U[0, 2h] where h := Ey[h(N)].

First, for any A > 0 and any price p the revenue of selling to a customer with valuation
V =Y + x where Y ~ U[0, A] is given by p-P[V > p] = M if p € [z, A+ z]. Thus, the

Atz max(z,A)

xT
revenue maximizing price is p* = max(<5*,x) = % yleldlng an optimal revenue of

max(z, A) +x 24+ —max(A,r) (max(4,z)+ z)?

‘PIV > p|} = . - = : . 1
m;mx{p V= pl} 2 24 4max(A,x) (16)
Theorems [4.3] and A5 imply that x(IIPYNMC) = W. Using (I6) with A = 2h, we obtain
oF ) %E if v =h
rw@+mp:@jﬂ g%*? —{h(1) if 2 = h(1). (17)
max(2h, z >
(BOMEZRY i 3 = p(0)

where max(2h, h(1)) = k(1) because 2u(1 — 1) (1+2p) = 2u(1+p —2p?) < 2u(1+p) < § <1—p?
for p < % and thus

2h = 2(uh(1) + (1 = )h(0)) = 2(pu(1 — ) + (1 = p)p?) = 2p(1 = p) (1 + 2p) <1 — p® = h(1).
Using (I7) , the CoNF can be expressed as:
Y (TIPYNAMIC) — En[r*(© + h(N))] _ pr*(© + k(1)) + (1 — p)r*(© + h(0))

R CES (0 + h)
ph(1) + (1 — o) P02 h(1)  1—pr/h(0)\2  h(0
& o gh ,u%) #K (U 4+ 4 MO
(L—ph(©) 1—p (h(0)N2 1—p h0) 1-p
’ 7 T ( > * '
h(0)\2  h(0) 8
() ‘47“4 =‘+—<

K _
9 14 p—2u?

— ©]| co

+

[—
I©‘|
= =
o

|
©l o ©lw ©lw
+

where (1) follows by the expression for the optimal revenue (7)), (2) follows by & h(l) =1- (1_“72“0)
which follows by the definition of h, (3) follows by — w + 5 R ( ) = _1?Tu '4%, and

2
(4) follows by (0) = u(l—u})L(l+2u) = 1+u—2u2 because h(O) = p? and h = u(l — 1) (14 2p).
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Thus, x (IIPY¥MIC) = & 4 I_T“(m —2)2. The second term is %(m —2)? = § as
@ — 0, and thus y(II°PYNAMIC) — % + % = % as u — 0. Therefore, for any o < 4/3 there is some

sufficiently small ¢ > 0 such that x(IIPYN*M) > q. O

D.2 grardom jq 6 worse than ghewest

under optimal dynamic pricing (Remark [4.7])
Theorem [B.1] established that x(p) > 1 for any fixed non-degenerate and non-absorbing price
p. Here we show that if the platform optimizes over dynamic prices we have x(II°PYNAMIC) > 1
ie. oRANPOM hag no smaller revenue that o“*WET ynder optimal dynamic prices. Recall that

RANDOM
x(

HDYNAMIC) _ max , c [[DYNAMIC REV(O’ ] R
Max , e [[DYNAMIC REV(oNEWEST )

. We show the following result.

Theorem D.1. For any problem instance, x(ITPYNAMIC) > 1,

Proof. By definition of y (ITPYNAM) it is sufficient to show that

max REV(e™™W™T p) < max  REV(c™ P p). (18)
peHDYNAI\UC pEHDYNA]\HC

Letting 7 = EnBinom(c,) [R(IV)] and p* € arg max,cg pPo~r[© + h > p|, Theorem E4 yields that
the pricing policy given by pN*WBST(2) = h(N,) + p* — h is optimal under o¥*"*7 and is thus the
maximizer of the left-hand side of (I8]). To prove (I8) it is sufficient to show that offering prices

PNEVEST(2) under o™ANPOM yields the same revenue as offering prices p"*V¥T(z) under o™NWVEST jle.
RANDOM NEWEST) __ NEWEST NEWEST
REV(o P ) = REV(0 P )-

As oRANPOM ghows ¢ i.i.d. Bern(u) reviews, the revenue of any pricing policy p is given by

REV(e™5PM 0) =By 5 peno [p(Zl, s Z)Penr (0 + h(Y. Z)) = p(Z1... . Z2)]]. (19)
i=1
For any reviews (Z1, ..., Z.) the purchase probability under p"*V¥T(Z;, ..., Z,) equals
Po~r [@ + h(z Z) > h(z Zi) +p* — E] =Por[O© + h > p*] (20)
i=1 i=1

and is independent of (Z1,...,2.). As Zy,...,Z. ~j;q4 Bern(u), the number of positive review
ratings > ;_; Z; is distributed as N ~ Binom(c, p1); the expected price of pN*™V¥7T(Z;, ..., Z.) is thus

EZl,...,ZCNi,iAdBern(u) [pNEWEST(Zla cee ZC):| = ENNBinom(c,u) [h(N) + p* - E] = p* (21)
where the last equality uses the definition of h = E N ~Binom(c,p) [R(NV)]. Combining (I9), 0),and
(21, we obtain REV(a®*NPOM ) = p*Pg #[O +h > p*] = 7*(© + h). The last expression is exactly

equal to max,cpvsamc REV(a™NWV7T | p) by Theorem which concludes the proof. O

Another way to prove Theorem [D.] stems from using the convexity of r*(0 + ), defined in the
beginning of Section This is shown in the lemma below.

Lemma D.1. (0 + x) is a convex function in x.
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Alternative proof of Theorem [D.1. By Theorem E3] and Theorem 5] we know that

peg}’%\?‘(‘“m REV(O-RANDOM7 IO) = ENNBinom(c,u) [7"*(@ + h(N))]

and

e REV(0™™ ) = (0 4 By oicso V)

By Lemma [D.] 7*(© + x) is convex. Thus by Jensen’s inequality the theorem follows as

T*(@ + IE:NwBinom(c,u) [h(N)]) < IE:NNBinom(c,u) [T*(@ + h(N))]

O

Proof of LemmalD. 1. Let x,y € R,a € [0,1]. To show that r*(© + x) is convex, it suffices to prove
that

max pPor[© + ax + (1 — a)y > p] < amaxpPer[O + x > p| + (1 — a) max pPor[© + y > p]
peER peER peR

Let p € argmax pPo.r[© + ax + (1 — a)y > p] be an optimal price for selling to a customer with
valuation © + ax + (1 — a)y. We define two prices p; :=p— (1 — a)(y — x) and pg == p — a(z — y).
The probability that a customer with valuation © + x purchases under p; equals the probability
that a customer with valuation © + ax + (1 — a))y purchases under p and thus

PiPo~r[© 4+ 2 > p1] = p1Pe~r[© + ax + (1 — )y > pl.

Similarly, a customer with valuation ©+y purchases under p, equals the probability that a customer
with valuation © + az + (1 — a)y purchases under p and thus

PaPorr[O® + 2 > po] = poPor[O + az + (1 — )y > pl.
Therefore, rearranging and using that ap; + (1 — a)pa = p we obtain
apiPe~r[© + z > p1] + (1 — a)paPe~r[O + x > pa| = pPe~r[O© + az + (1 — )y > p|.
Upper bounding the left-hand side, the proof of the lemma concludes as

amgﬁ:pﬂ?@w;[@ +x>pi]+(1—-a) mgﬁpg]P’@N;[@ +y > po| > pPor[® + ax + (1 — a)y > pl.
P1 P2

O

D.3 Stronger CoNF upper bound under further assumptions on i (Remark [4.2])

Theorem D.2. For any instance with h(n) < u for alln € {0,1,... c}: x(IIPYNAMIC) < %@ig}ﬂ
Proof. Similar to the proof of Theorem A2} we define p,, = h+ max(p*(0 + h(n)) — h(n),0) and let
p(n) = p*(© + h(n)) for convenience. We refine the analysis of Lemma [£5] to show that for any

n € {0,1,...,c}, DEMAND RATIO(fy,n) < Porr[02—u]

S Por[O50 ‘We consider two cases:
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e If p(n) > h(n), then max(p(n) — h(n),0) = p(n) — h(n) and thus

_ Po~r[© > p(n) — h(n)]
Po~r[© > max(p(n) — h(n),0)]

P@N]:[Q > —’LL]

=1< ——.
~ Po~r[® > 0]

DEMAND RATIO(py,, 1)

since Pgr[O© > —u] > Po.x[© > 0] as u > 0. If p(n) < h(n), then
e If p(n) < h(n), then max(p(n) — h(n),0) =0

__ Po r[02>p(n) — h(n)]
Po~7[© > max(p(n) — h(n),0)]
_ Porr[® > p(n) — h(n)] _ Po~rl® > —h(n)] _ Porr[® > —q]
Po~7[© > 0] Po~r[©@ >0] = Po r[®©>0]

DEMAND RATIO(py,, 1)

<

The first inequality uses Po~.r[© > p(n) — h(n)] < Po.r[© > —h(n)] as the optimal price
p(n) > 0. The second inequality uses Po.z[© > —h(n)] < Po.r[© > —u] as h(n) < wu.

By Lemma [4.4] the expected price ratio is upper bounded as E[PRICE RaTio(py, N )] < 2. Com-

bining this with the aforementioned bound on the demand ratio the proof follows. O

D.4 Characterization of optimal revenue under Newest First (Theorem [4.5])

Proof of Theorem [[-5. Letting h = E NeBinom(e,u) [R(IV)], Theorem .4 establishes that the optimal
dynamic pricing policy is review-offsetting with offset p* — h. Using the expression for the revenue
of review-offsetting policies with offset a* = p* — h in Lemma

max, REV(e"™, p) = (a* + h)Porr[® +h = a* +h] = p'Pe~z[O +h 2 p'] = 17(0 + h).
) ,

O

D.5 All optimal dynamic policies under Newest First (Remark [4.3])

Theorem D.3. Suppose that the platform uses oN*V¥T as the review ordering policy. Let p, €
arg max, pPor [@ + EN~Binom(e,u) (RN )] = p] be any revenue-mazximizing price for z € {0,1}¢. A
dynamic pricing policy pN*V¥T is optimal if and only if it has the form

PV (2) = h(N2) + Pz — EnBinom(e,m) [R(V)]-

For an arbitrary dynamic pricing policy p, letting h = E N~Binom(e,u) [P(IV)], the optimality condition
of the theorem can be rewritten as [9

p(z) — h(N;) + h € argmax pPer[© + h > p| for all z € {0,1}° (22)
p

NEWEST

Recall that by Theorem [£35] the optimal dynamic pricing revenue under o is equal to the
optimal revenue of selling to a customer with valuation © + h, i.e., max ecrpvawe REV(oNWET o) =
r*(0 + h). Lemma [.1] establishes that the revenue of p is upper bounded by the revenue of one

91f the customer-specific distribution F is strictly regular, there is a unique optimal dynamic pricing policy.

44



of the policies p, and that equality is achieved if and only if each of g, have the same revenue.
To characterize all optimal dynamic pricing policies, we show that p, is optimal if and only if
p(z) — h(Ny) 4+ h is a revenue maximizing price when selling to a customer with valuation © + h

(Lemma [D.2)).

Lemma D.2. The policy p» is optimal if and only if p(z)—h(Ny) +_ﬁ IS a revenue Mmaximizing price
when selling to a customer with valuation © +h i.e. p(z)—h(N.)+h € argmax, pPe7[O+h > p|.

Proof. Given that p, is a review-offsetting policy with offset p(z) — h(N,), Lemma implies

REV(0 VST 5,) = (E +pz) — h(Nz)) Pour[© + h(N2) > p(2)].

Pz

By adding and subtracting h from each side the purchase probability can be rewritten as
Po~r[O© + h(N;) > p(2)] =Por[O©+h > h+ p(z) — h(N;)] =Por [0+ h > p,].

Thus_, the revenue of p, is equal to the revenue of offering a price of p, to a customer WiEh valuation
© + h, which is maximized if and only p. = p(z) — h(Nz) + h € argmax, pPe7[© +h >p]. O

Proof of Theorem[D.3. For an optimal policy p, Lemma 1] implies that

NEWEST) NEWEST)

REV(p, 0 < max REV(p,,o

T z€{0,1}¢
where equality holds if and only if REV(p,, oc™V5T) = REV(p,r, o"™WET) for all z, 2" € {0,1}°.
The optimality of p thus implies that g, must be optimal for all z € {0,1}°. By Lemma [D.2]
p(z) — h(N.) + h € argmax, pPo~r[© + h > p] for all z € {0,1}¢ i.e. (22) holds.

Conversely, suppose that p satisfies (22]). Lemma [D.2limplies that each of p, is optimal and thus
yields the same revenue, i.e., REV(o"*WFST 5. ) = v*(© + h) for all z. By the equality condition of
Lemma Tl REV(p, 0¥ "™T) = max ¢ (g 13 REV(pz, 0"™WVFT) = r*(©+h) and thus p is optimal. [

D.6 Uniqueness of optimal dynamic pricing for Newest and Random (Remark [4.3])

NEWEST RANDOM

We show that the optimal dynamic pricing policies under o and o are unique assuming
mild regularity conditions on the customer-specific value distribution F. For a continuous random
variable V with bounded support, let Fy(p) = P[V > p] be its survival function. As V has
a continuous distribution, the inverse survival function Gy (q) = (Fy)~!(q) is well-defined for
qg € (0,1), i.e., for any quantile ¢ € (0,1), Gy (q) is the unique price which induces a purchase
probability ¢q. Let r(q) := qGy(q) be the revenue as a function of the quantile . We require a
notion of strict regularity.

Definition D.1 (Strict Regularity). A random variable V' has a strictly reqular distribution if the
revenue function r(q) = qGy (q) is strictly concave in the quantile ¢ € (0,1).
In order to show uniqueness of the optimal dynamic pricing policies, we extend the strict

regularity assumption by imposing a few mild further conditions.

Definition D.2 (Well-behavedness). A random variable V' is well-behaved if: (1) V is continuous
with bounded support; (2) V is strictly reqular; (3) P[V > 0] > 0.
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Condition (3) implies that we can achieve a strictly positive revenue by selling to a customer
with a well-behaved valuation V.

Lemma D.3. For any x > 0 and well-behaved random variable V', V,, .=V +x is also well-behaved.

Proof of Lemma[D.3. To prove that V, is well-behaved we establish all three conditions of Defi-
nition [D.2l First, the continuity and boundedness of V imply that V, = V + z also has these
properties. Second, ¢Gy (q) is strictly concave and gz is linear in g; thus ¢Gy4.(q) = ¢Gv(q) + qz
is strictly concave. Third, as P[V > 0], adding a non-negative scalar x yields P[V, > 0]. O

Lemma D.4. For a well-behaved random variable V, the revenue-maximizing price p* is unique.

Proof of Lemma[D} Letting the support of V be [v, 7] implies that Gy (q) € (v,9) forall ¢ € (0,1),
limg0 Gy (q) =7, and limg,1 G (q) = v. Thus,

limyr(q) = lim ¢G(q) = limy Gy (q) - lim ¢ = 0.

By the third condition of well-behavedness, IP’V[TN/ > 0] which implies that 7 > 0 and thus there

exists some quantile ¢ such that r(¢) > 0. In particular, for § = G- r(q) = ¢Gy(q) > 0 as
Gy(q) = ﬂmfax(o’g) > 0. Since limgy,o7(q) = 0, 7(¢) > 0, and r(q) is strictly concave on (0,1), it
holds that either (a) 7(¢) has a unique maximizer at ¢ = ¢* € (0,1) or (b) r(g) is strictly increasing
for ¢ € (0,1). We consider these two cases separately below.

For case (a), the optimal price p* has a quantile ¢* = IP’V[V > p*] € (0,1) such that 7(¢*) > r(q)
for all ¢ € (0,1) \ {¢*}. The strict concavity of r implies

r(¢*) > max(lim r(q), lim r(¢q)) = max(v, 0). (23)
q—1 q—0

We show that p* = G (¢*) is the unique revenue-maximizing price. It suffices to show that this
price provides strictly higher revenue than any other price p # p*, i.e., 7(¢*) = p* Py [V > p*] >
pPy [V > p|. Let ¢ = Py[V > p| be the quantile associated with the price p.

e If p € (v,7) the continuity of V implies that ¢ = Py [V > p] € (0,1) and thus the revenue of
p* is strictly larger than the revenue of p by the assumption of case (a) that r(¢*) > r(g) for
all ¢ € (0,1) \ {¢"}.

e If p >, then pPy [V > p] = 0 which combined with r(¢*) > 0 yields that the revenue of p*
is strictly larger than the revenue of p.

e Lastly, if p < v, then pPy[V > p] <wv < r(¢*) by @3).
For case (b), r(q) is strictly increasing for ¢ € (0,1). Let p* = v. Since (1) =7, r(0) = 0, and

7(1) > 7(0) we obtain that v > 0. To show that p* = v is the unique revenue-maximizing price, it
suffices to prove that 7 = p*P, [V > p*] > pPy[V > p| for any p # p*.

e If p € (v,7) the continuity of V implies that ¢ = Py [V > p] € (0,1) and thus the revenue of

p* is strictly larger than the revenue of p by the assumption of case (b) that r(q) is increasing
on (0,1).
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o If p > ¥ then Py, [V > p] =0 and thus p]P";[V > p| = 0 which is strictly smaller than p* = v.

e Lastly if p < v, then pIP’V[f/ >pl<p<uv=p‘= p*IP’f,[f/ > p*].

As a result, in both cases, we established that there exists a unique revenue-maximizing p*. O

Proposition D.1. For a well-behaved customer-specific valuation ©, the optimal dynamic pricing
policies under oN"WVEST gnd gRANPOM gre ynique.

Proof. The valuation of a customer at a state with review ratings z is © +h(N;). By Theorem [4.3]
any optimal dynamic pricing policy under o®**"P°M outputs, at each state of review ratings z, a
revenue-maximizing price for a customer with valuation © + h(N,). Combining Lemma [D.3] with
x = h(N,) and Lemma [D.4] this price is unique for every state of review ratings z.

NEWEST

By Theorem [D.3] any optimal dynamic pricing policy under o outputs, at each state of
review ratings z, a price of pN*WEST(2) = h(N, )+ p, — h where p, is a revenue-maximizing price for
a customer with valuation © + h. Combining Lemma [D.3] with = h and Lemma [D.4], the price
PNEVEST(2) is unique for every state of review ratings z.

O

D.7 Dynamic pricing revenue of Newest First (Proposition [4.2])

As an analogue of Lemma B.1], let Z; = (Z;1,...,Z; ) € {0,1}¢ denote the process of the newest ¢
reviews. We note that Z; is a time-homogenous Markov chain on a finite state space {0, 1}¢.

If Z, is at state z = (21,...,2.) it stays at that state if there is no purchase (with probability
1 — Por[® + h(Nz) > p(z)]). If there is a purchase with a positive review, it transitions to
(1,21,...,2c—1) (with probability uPe.r[®+h(Nz) > p(z)]). If there is a purchase with a negative
review, it transitions to (0, z1,...,2.-1) (with probability (1 — p)Pe~r[© + h(N.) > p(2)]). If
i € (0,1) and p is non-absorbing, Z; is a single-recurrence-class Markov chain with no transient
states. Thus, Z; admits a unique stationary distribution characterized in the following lemma.

Lemma D.5. The stationary distribution of Z; € {0,1}° under any non-absorbing policy p z's

R Tt ey Db
Por [@ +R(N,) > p(z)]

for z € {0,1}°,

Ty =K

1
Porr |0+h(S5_, Yi)=p(Y1,..,Ye)

where Kk = 1/EY1,---7Yc~m.dBern(u) [ ]] is a normalizing constant.

Proof of Lemma[D.5. Similar to the proof of Lemma 3.1l we invoke Lemmal[C.3l In the language of
Lemma [C3] Z; corresponds to My, the state space S to {0,1}°, and f is a function that expresses

the purchase probability at a given state, i.e., f(z1,...,2:) = Po~r [@ +h(N,) > p(z)]. Note that

with probability 1 — f(z1,...,2.), Z; remains at the same state (as there is no purchase).

To apply Lemma[C.3] we need to show that whenever there is purchase, Z; transitions according
to a Markov chain with stationary distribution px™=(1 — u)¢~V=. Consider the Markov chain M

2ORecall that for a state of ¢ reviews z € {0,1}¢, N, = 3¢

_1 i denotes the number of positive review ratings.
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which always replaces the c-th last review with a new Bern(u) review. This process has stationary
distribution equal to the above numerator and Z; transitions according to M upon a purchase, i.e.,
with probability f(z1,...,2.). As a result, by Lemmal[C3] 7 is a stationary distribution for Z;. As
Z, is irreducible and aperiodic, this is the unique stationary distribution. O

Proof of Proposition[}.2. By Eq. ([Il) and the Ergodic theorem, we can express the revenue as

NEWEST

E [Ethl p(Zs - Zee)Ponr [© +h(Doi 1 Zei) = p(Zias. . ,Zm)]}
,p) = li%n inf T
— 00

= Z W(zl,...,zc)p(zh cee 720)P@~]: [9 + h(NZ) > p(217 cee 720)]
(21,...,Zc)€{0,1}c

=K. Y XL ) TR (L g
(2150--y2¢)€{0,1}¢
=k EY17~~~7YcNi.i4d.BCTn(H) [p(Yl’ T YC)]
EYl,...,YCNi'i‘d,Born(u) [p(Yi, o 7YYC)]

REV(o

SO s m—
Y1,....Yerv 4.0, Bern(p) P(—)~f[@-irh(Z?:lYi)Zp(Y1,---7Yc)]

The third equality applies Lemma [D.5] and cancels the term Po.z [0 +h(N;) > p(21,...,2.)]. O

D.8 Ratio of averages is bounded by maximum ratio (Lemma [4.3])

Proof of Lemma [{.3 We show the inequality by contradiction and assume that % > %j for
all j € S. Given that the denominators are positive, this implies that for any j € S
(D @idi)(a;B;) > (ajA;) (Y iBBi).
1€S €S
Summing over j € S we obtain the following which is a contradiction:
(D i) (D aBy) > (D eiAy) (D aiBi)
icS jes jeS i€S
As a result % < max;es %j. With respect to equality, let j € arg max;, g—:. Thus,
YiesiBi  Bj
Multiplying by the denominators and rearranging the above can be rewritten as
A, A
a;B;B;(5 — =) =0. 25
Z L) Z( B; Bj) ( )

€S
Since a; > 0, B; > 0 for all ¢ € S, and% < %jforallieS,(Dﬂ)holdsonlyif%z:%jfor
all i € S. For the “if” direction, suppose that %ﬁ = % for all 4,j. In particular this holds, when
Jj € argmax,, g—’; is a maximizing index and ¢ € S is an arbitrary index. This implies that (23]

holds for any j € arg max;, g—: and therefore so does (24]), which concludes the proof. O
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D.9 Comparing optimal dynamic pricing for Newest and Random (Remark [4.4])

NEWEST RANDOM

We compare the optimal dynamic pricing policies under o and o assuming that the
customer-specific valuation O is well-behaved (Definition [D.2)). Recall that Proposition [D.1]l implies
that when © is well-behaved, the optimal dynamic pricing policies under oNEWEST and gRANPOM gre
unique. Let pNEWEST and pRANPOM he those pricing policies.

Proposition D.2. Let h = EN~Binom(c,u) [R(N)]. For any well-behaved customer-specific valua-
tion ©, the unique dynamic pricing policies pN*V=T and pRANPOM satisfy:

N

°p

NEWEST (2) > pRANPOM(2) for review states z € {0,1}¢ with h(

N;) >
N,) <

NEWEST(

N

o ) < pRANPOM(2) for review states z € {0,1}¢ with h(

o PNEWEST(2) = pRANDOM () reyjew states z € {0,1}¢ with h(N) = h.
Intuitively, Proposition[D.2suggests pN*WVEST charges higher prices in review states z with “high”
ratings and lower prices in review states z with “low” ratings compared to p**"P°M in order to induce
the same purchase probability in every review state.

To prove Proposition [D.2] we introduce the revenue maximizing price of selling to a customer
with valuation © 4z for a non-negative scalar x > 0i.e. p*(©+2) = arg max,cg pPo~r[© +2z > p|.

We also introduce the function g(z) := p*(© + x) — x which intuitively captures the smallest
idiosyncratic valuation a customer needs to have to purchase the product and is also a proxy for the
purchase probability of a customer with valuation ©+z (since Po r[@+z > p] = Po [0 > p—2x]).

Lemma D.6. For any well-behaved customer-specific value distribution ©, g(x) is weakly decreasing
for x > 0.

Proof of Proposition [D.2. Theorem [43] implies that the optimal dynamic pricing policy under
gRANDOM g pRANDOM(2) = p*(© + h(N)) for z € {0,1}¢. Theorem (4] implies that the optimal
dynamic pricing policy under o"N*WEST ig pNEWEST(2) = h(N,) + p*(© + h) — h. As a result:

PNEWEST () — pRANDOM () — (p%(© + R) — h) — (p*(© + h(N)) — h(Ny)) = g(h) — g(h(N>)).

By Lemma [D.6l ¢ is monotonically decreasing which implies the result of the proposition. O

To prove Lemma [D.6, we use an auxiliary lemma which shows that for large enough z, the
revenue-maximizing price p*(© + x) is equal to § + x (and thus induces a purchase probability of

one). Given that © is well-behaved, we let its support be [0, §].

Lemma D.7. For any well-behaved customer—specz’ﬁc_value distribution © and x > 0, there exists
some threshold M > 0 such that p*(© + z) € (0 + z,0 + z) for x € [0, M) and p*(O +z) =0 +x
forax > M.

Proof of Lemma[D.7. First observe that p*(©+x) > 0+ x since setting a price below 6+ x is never
optimal. Indeed, prices p < 6 + = induce a purchase probability of one. Setting a price of p + ¢ for
a small enough e still induces a purchase probability of one and achieves a strictly higher revenue.

Second, observe that any price p > 6 + = induces a purchase probability of zero and thus zero
revenue. As O is well-behaved, then so is © + = (Lemma [D.3]). This implies that Poz[© + = >
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0] > 0 and thus the optimal revenue is stri_ctly positive (as one can find a price p > 0 such that
Po~r[© 4+ x > p] > 0). Thus, p*(© +x) < 0+ z for all x > 0.

Finally, let S = {z > 0]p*(© + z) = 0 + z} be the set of increments x > 0 such that the
revenue-maximizing price of selling to a customer with valuation © + x is equal to 8 4+ x. Observe
that setting a price of # 4+ = induces a purchase probability of one and thus a revenue of 6 + .
Thus, x € S if and only if the optimal revenue of selling to a customer with valuation © + x is
0 + x. Given that p*(© + x) € [ + x,0 + ), to conclude the proof it is sufficient to show that
there exists some M > 0 such that S = [M,4+00). To prove this, it suffices to show that S satisfies
two properties: (a) If x € S then 2/ € S for all 2’ > z; (b) If {x;}3°, is a decreasing sequence with
r; € S and lim; o T; = Too, then x4 € S.

For an increment = and price p, let R(z,p) = pPo~r[0© + x > p] be the revenue of offering a
price p to a customer with valuation © + x. For property (a), let € S and 2’ > z. To show that
x' € S, it is sufficient to show R(z,p) < 6 + 2/ for all prices p. Expanding we have

R(z',p) = pPo~rl® + 2’ > p] = (p — (z' — ) + (2’ — z))Po~r[® + z + (2’ — ) > p]
=(p— (@ —2))Porr®+z > p— (2/ —2)] + (2 — 2)Po~r[® + 2’ > p]
= R(z,p— (' —2)) + (2' — 2)Por[O© + 2" > p]
<z+0+ (@ —2)=0+2"=2"€8

where the last inequality uses R(xz,p — (2/ — z)) < 0+ x since z € S and Pg [0 + 2’ > p] < 1.

For property (b), let {z;}5°, be a decreasing sequence with x; € S and such that lim; . z; =
Zoo. We show that z,, € S. The continuity of © implies that revenue function R(z,p) is continuous
in z for any fixed price p. Combining this with the fact that R(x;,p) < 8 + x; for all i, we obtain

R(zoo,p) = lim R(z;,p) < lim 042, =04 200 = oo € S.

i—00 1—00

O

Proof of Lemma[D.6. Lemmal[D.Zshows that p*(0+x) € (§+x,0+x) for z € [0, M) and p*(O+x) =
0 + z for # > M for some threshold M > 0. Thus, g(x) € (0,0) for x € [0, M) and g(x) = @ for
x € [M,+00). It thus suffices to show that g(z) is monotonically decreasing for = € [0, M). The
continuity of © implies that the function pPe~7[© + = > p] is differentiable for p € (6 + z,0 + x)
and thus the first-order conditions must be satisfied at p = p*(© + x) € (§ + x,0 + x). Denoting
the survival and density functions of © by F and f respectively, this yields

d d — _
—pPon >pl=—pF(p—z)=Fp—z)— —2) =
T 71O+ > p e (p—x) (p—x)—pflp—x)=0

for p = p*(O© + x). Rearranging the last equation yields

* Fr(©+a) —n) o
R [T R e A

F(g(x))
flg(x))

=—x (26)

for any = € [0, M). The strict regularity of © implies that the function ©v — u — % is strictly

increasing. Thus, the left-hand side of (26]) is increasing in u = g(x) while the right-hand side is
strictly decreasing in z. Hence, u = g(z) is decreasing for x € [0, M) concluding the proof. O
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D.10 Platforms unaware of state-depending behavior (Theorem [4.6])

Proof of Theorem [[-6 Suppose that F has support on [0,6]. Then Theorem 1] gives

RANDOM STATIC Iuch(c) NEWEST STATIC
REV(o i ) > ————=REV(c i ) (27)
h(0) 46
Since F is non-negative, Theorem [£.2] gives
REV(O,NEWEST HDYNAMIC) > lREV(UR,ANDONI ]:[DYNAIVIIC) (28)
9 =9 s .

Combining ([27) and (28) with the fact that REV(gRANPOM TIPYNAMIC) > Ry (gRANDOM TSTATICH

REV(O.NEWEST HDYNAMIC) ,Uch(c)
Y > .
REV(JNEWEST, HSTATIC) - 2(h(0) + 9)

For any M > 0 there exist ¢(M) > 0 such that when 0, h(0) < (M), Revien 22 ) > M. O

REV (O-NE\’VEST 7HSTATIC )

E Supplementary material for Section
E.1 Limiting behavior of ¢*22d°m®) for discounting customers (Section [5.1])
Theorem E.1. For any discount factor v < 1, limy, s REVV(UR'ANDOM(W),])) = REV, (a®"*NPOM p).

To prove the theorem, for the i-th most recent review we denote by y; = (z;, s;) its information
where z; € {0,1} is the review rating and s; € N is the number of rounds elapsed since posting

the review. For a vector y = (y1,...,¥yw) of the most recent w reviews and their information,
let R(y) = (Yiy,---yi,) be the random variable of the information from the ¢ review chosen by
gRANDOM(W) § 6 yniformly at random without replacement from {y1, ...,y }. Given ¢ reviews with

their information R(y) = (vi,- - - ¥i.), the purchase probability of the customer is

f3(R(y)) = Po~r [9 +h(Beta(a+ Y 775z b+ Y AT T (1= 2))) > p} .
i=1 i=1

For any round ¢, let Yz = ((Zm, Se1) .o (Ziw, St,w)) € ({0,1} x N)* denote the most recent w
reviews comprising the i-th most recent review rating Z;; € {0,1} and number of rounds S;; € N
elapsed since posting the review. Notice that if Y; is at state y = (y1,...,%w) € ({0,1} x N)¥, the
ex-ante purchase probability is equal to E[ Iy (R(y))] where the expectation is over the uniform
randomly chosen c-sized subset (iy,...,i.) C {1,...,w}, selected by o®*¥"oM(®) which determines
the random variable R(y) = (yi,, - .., ¥i,). The next lemma shows that, for any state of the w most
recent reviews y € ({0,1} x N)*, the ex-ante purchase probability at y concentrates around the

purchase probability of ¢™* "M which we denote by ¢**""° := Pg..r[© + h(Beta(a, b)) > p|.

Lemma E.1. For any discount factor v < 1 and any € > 0, there exists some threshold k(e) such
that for any window size w > k(e) and state of reviews y € {0,1}* x N¥, it holds that

w—k(e) w—k(e) w—k(e)
e) ) ( (é}) ) SE[fy(R(y))] < (qRANDOM_i_e)_ ( (E}) ) i (1_ ( (E}) ))

RANDOM
(g -

o1



RANDOM(w)

Proof of Theorem[E Q. By the law of total expectation, the revenue of o is given by ():

S B[ (R(YD))] ]
. .

REVV(O,RANDOM( w) )

pliminf E

T—o00

By Lemma [El for y = Y;, summing for t = 1,...,T, and taking the outer expectation yields:

& | 2z B (R(Y))] (") (")
T

(2)

w—Fk(e)
(qRANDOM _ E) . ( (w) ) <

Taking a limit infinum and applying the above bounds we get:

< (qRANDOM + E) . + (1 _

).

R (") R o (“2) ()
p- (qR NDOM __ E) . 5) < REV»Y(UR NDOM(U})’p) <p- (qR,AND M _|_€) . c + (1 _ 5) > ]
(<)
wfk(e))
(2)
Taking € — 0, establishes that limg,,_ 1 REVV(JRECENT(“’),p) = p - ¢**POM which is equal to
REV, (o**"POM p) as the reviews shown by o"*?°M do not affect the customer’s posterior belief. [J

Given that lim,_ s =1, p- (¢"*""°M —€) < limy— 400 REV, (RECENT(W) 43y < . (ghANPOM e,

Proof of Lemma[E Q. As~ < 1, for any review information vector r = (y;,, ..., y;,) the contribution

ysij_lzij in the customer’s belief from the j th review goes to 0 as s;; — +o0o. Therefore the

customer’s posterior beliefs (a + >°5_; ¥ zZ],b + 35 N M1 - zi;)) converge to the prior
(a,b) as Sjy,...,8,, — 0o. The continuity of the customer-specific value distribution F implies
that the purchase probability Pe.r[© + 2 > p| is continuous in x. Together with the continuity of
h(Beta(z,y)) in (z,y) this implies that for any review ratings (z,,...,2.) € {0,1}¢, the purchase
probability for any set of ¢ reviews shown converges the purchase probability under oR*NPOM e,

f“f( ) P@~]—‘[@ —I-h(Beta a—I—Z'y i zZ],b+szz3 (1- %, ))) Zp} _y gRANDOM
j=1 j=1

as Siy, ..., S, — 00. Thus, for any € > 0, there exists a threshold k(e), such that for any c reviews
with information r = ((2i,, 83,) - - ., (%, 8i.)) if 83y, - . ., $i. > k(e) it holds that ‘fv gRANDOM | ¢

Let y = ((21,81)s-- -, (Sws 2w)) € ({0,1} x N)* where 1 < s1 < ... < 5,,. We define the event

RANDOM(w)

that all of the selected reviews indices in R(y) = (¥i,, . - -, ¥i,) chosen by o are greater the
threshold k(e), i.e., E°"P(e) = {Vj € {1,...,¢} : i; > k(e)}. When this event holds, the time elapsed
since the review’s posting will be greater than k(e) as s;; > 1; > k(e) and 1 <51 <... <sy. Asa
result, for the chosen e and for realizations R(y) such that £°"P(¢) holds we have:

qR,ANDOM — € S f'y(R(y)) S qR,ANDOM + € = qRANDOM —€ é E[fW(R(y)”gOLD(E)] S qR,ANDOM + €. (29)

Using the law of total expectation

E|£,(RW)] = E[£(R@)E ()] BE™ (] +E[f,(RW)-£"" ()] (1-P[£7()]).

E[qlh\NDOM—E,qRANDOMJFE} by m) 6[0’1] as f'y(R(y))e[()’l}
w—k(e)
where IP’[SOLD(E)} = ( (;) ) as there are (12’) ways to choose ¢ distinct indices from {1,...,w} but

exactly (w_f(ﬁ)) satisfy that i; > k(e) for all j € {1,...,c}. The proof follows by taking the lower
(resp. upper) bounds on E [fy(R(y))\SOLD(e)} and E[fy(R(y))]ﬂSOLD(e)]. O
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E.2 Instances inducing review-benefiting prices (Discussion on Definition [5.])

In this section we consider a class of instances C where the platform shows a single review (¢ =
1), the customer-specific distribution is uniform, i.e., 7 = U[f, 0], and the estimator mapping
h(Beta(x, y)) is increasing in the mean xiﬂ/ of the Beta(x,y) distribution. We say that the instance
E(u, F,a,b,c, h) is review-monotonic if for any w > w with w,w € [0, 1]

ph(Beta(a + w, b)) + (1 — p)h(Beta(a, b+ w)) > ph(Beta(a + w,b)) + (1 — p)h(Beta(a, b + w)).

Lemma E.2. For any review-monotonic problem instance E(u, F,a,b,c,h) in the class C, and any
price p € {Q + h(Beta(a +1, b)),? + h(Beta(a, b+ 1))] , p is review-benefiting for €(u, F,a,b,c,h).

Proof of Lemma[E 2. To show that p € [Q + h(Beta(a + 1,b)),6 + h(Beta(a,b + 1))} is review-
benefiting, expanding Definition 5] (for ¢ = 1), it suffices that for any w > w with w,w € [0, 1],

pPo~r[© + h(Beta(a + w,b)) > p] + (1 — u)Pe~r[O© + h(Beta(a,b + w)) > p|
> uPo~r[0© + h(Beta(a + w,b)) > p| + (1 — p)Po~r[© + h(Beta(a, b+ w)) > pl. (30)

Let H = {h(Beta(a + w,b)), h(Beta(a + w,b)), h(Beta(a b+ w)), h(Beta(a,b + w))}. Since the
instance is in C, h(Beta(x, y)) is increasing in the mean Ty and w, w < 1, it holds that 2 (Beta(a, b+

)) <h< h(Beta(a +1 b)) and thus @ + h < p < 8 + h for any estimate h € H. As the support
of © 4+ his [0 + h,8 + h], the purchase probability of selling to a customer with valuation © + h is
given by Po.r[© + h> p] = p +h . Substituting this expression for h € H in ([B0) and cancelling

the common terms on both 81des of the equation, we obtain the following inequality,
ph(Beta(a + w, b)) + (1 — p)h(Beta(a, b+ w)) > ph(Beta(a + w,b)) + (1 — p)h(Beta(a, b + w)).

which holds as the problem instance is review-monotonic. O

Let CPESSIMISTICESTIMATE o the subclass of instances in C where customers are a) pessimistic in
estimating the fixed valuation, i.e., h(Beta(z,y)) is the ¢-quantile of Beta(z,y) for ¢ € (0,0.5) and
b) have a correct =prior mean, i.e., u = 0.5 and a =b = 1.

CPESSII\'IISTICESTHVIATE and any price

S [Q + h(Beta(a +1, b)),? + h(Beta(a, b+ 1))] , p 1s review-benefiting for E(u, F,a,b,c,h).

Proposition E.1. For any instance E(u, F,a,b,c, h) in the class

Recalling that for any instance in CPPSSIMISTICESTIMATE " (Beta (2, 1)) is the ¢-quantile of Beta(z, y),
the following lemma shows a closed form expression for h(Beta(1 4+ w,1)) and h(Beta(1,1 + w)).

Lemma E.3. For any quantile ¢ € (0,0.5) and weight w € [0,1], the ¢-quantiles of Beta(1 + w, 1)
1 1
and Beta(1,1+4 w) are given by h(Beta(l+w,1)) = ¢=+1 and h(Beta(l,1+w)) =1— (1 —¢)=.

Proof. For any w € [0,1], the density of Beta(l + w,1) is feta(14w,1)(*) = (w + 1)z*, and its
¢-quantile is thus given by solving the equation

w—+1

/h(Beta(H—w,l))

0

(w+1a"dr = ¢ < h(Beta(l + w, 1)) =¢ < h(Beta(l +w, 1)) = (Zﬁﬁ_
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Similarly, the density of Beta(1, 1 +w) is fpeta(1,14w)(®) =1 — (w +1)(1 — )z and its ¢-quantile
is thus given by solving the equation

(1-(w+1)(1-2)2¥)de =¢ <> 1—(1—h(Beta(l,1 +w)))"" =¢ <

h(Beta(l,l-{—w))
/
h(Beta(l, 1+ w)) =1-(1- ¢)ﬁ

O

Proof of Proposition [E1l. To prove the proposition, by Lemma it suffices to show that any
instance in the class CPPSSIMISTICESTIMATE g yoview-monotonic. The rest of the proof focuses on that.

Using the closed form for the ¢-quantiles of Beta(1+w, 1) and Beta(1, 14+w) given by LemmalE.3]
and the customer’s correct prior mean (i.e. = 0.5 and a = b = 1) the instance is review-monotonic
if and only if for any 1 > w > w > 0:

0.5 h(Beta(l +w, 1)) + 0.5 - h(Beta(1l,1 4+ w)) > 0.5 - h(Beta(l 4+ w,1)) + 0.5 - h(Beta(1,1 + @))
= Gt 1 — (1 ¢)att > gt 41— (1 — ¢)ast
BT~ (1— )T > $TH — (1 ¢)7.

As w+_1 < m+-1= to show the above it suffices to prove that for any ¢ € (0,0.5), the function
g(z) == ¢ — (1 — ¢) is strictly decreasing for = € [0,1], or equivalently its derivative -Lg(z) < 0

for x € [0,1]. The derivative of g is given by

4
d:z:g

1-¢
¢

)

(z) = ¢"log(¢) — (1 — ¢)" log(1 — @) = ¢" log(¢) (1 —( log(1 — ¢)>

log(¢)

Since log(¢) < 0, to show that %g(w) < 0 it suffices to prove that 1 > (%)x% for all
x € [0,1]. Given that the right-hand side is increasing in = € [0,1] for ¢ € (0,0.5), it suffices to
prove the above holds for z = 1. Letting u(¢) = (1 — ¢)log(1l — ¢) — ¢log(¢) this holds when
u(¢) > 0 for ¢ € (0,0.5). The derivative %u(qﬁ) = log(m) is decreasing for ¢ € (0,0.5) and
thus u(¢) is concave for ¢ € (0,0.5). The concavity of u(¢), combined with limy_,o+ u(¢) = 0 and

lim¢_)% u(¢) = 0 yields that u(¢) > 0 for all ¢ € (0,0.5) as desired. O

Let CNPGBIASPRIOR 1o the subclass of C where a) are risk-neutral in estimating the fixed valuation,

i.e., h(Beta(z,y)) = 74y and b) have a negatively biased prior mean, i.e., ;%5 < p.

Proposition E.2. For any instance E(u, F,a,b,c,h) in the class CNPEBIASPRIOR gnd any price
pE [Q + h(Beta(a +1, b)),? + h(Beta(a, b+ 1))] , p is review-benefiting for €(u, F,a,b,c,h).

Proof of Proposition [E.4. By LemmalE.2lit suffices to show that any instance in the class CNPGBIASPRIOR
is review-monotonic. Given that customers are risk-neutral, h(Beta(az,y)) = ﬁ_y for (z,y) €
{(a + w,b),(a,b + w),(a + w,b),(a,b + w)}. As a result, to prove that the instance is review-
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monotonic it suffices to show for all w > @ with w,w € [0, 1]:

ph(Beta(a + w, b)) + (1 — p)h(Beta(a, b+ w)) > ph(Beta(a + @,b)) + (1 — p)h(Beta(a, b + w))

a—+w +(1 ) a - a—+w +(1 ) a
bt b+w Moo xbo+w Pato+o W fo+a
a+ pw a + pw

= aw b) > Iy b
bt w arbrad aw + pw(a + b) > aw + pw(a + b)

a
— pla+b)(w—w) >alw—w) <= p>—.
a+b
The last condition (u > aLer) holds as the customer’s prior mean is negatively biased, concluding
the proof. O

E.3 Newest First maximizes revenue with extreme discounting (Theorem [5.1])

Definition E.1. Let y; = (2, s;) be the information of the i-th review shown by the platform, where
z; € {0,1} is the review rating and s; € N is the number of rounds elapsed since posting. A price p
is strongly non-absorbing if for any information vector (y1,...,y.) € ({0,1} x N)¢ and any discount
factor v € [0,1], the purchase probability lies in (0,1), i.e.,

0 < Por [@ + h(Beta(a + Zc:’ysi_lzi, b+ Zc:’ys"_l(l — z,))) > p] < 1.
i=1 i=1

When v = 0, only the review from the last round counts and thus the expression simplifies to
0 < Po~r[® +h > 0] <1 where h € {h(Beta(a, b)), h(Beta(a + 1,b)), h(Beta(a, b + 1)) }

For a fixed window w > ¢ and any round ¢, let Yz = ((Zt,1, Se1) - (Ztw, St,w)) € ({0,1} xN)¥
denote the information of the w most recent reviews comprising the i-th most recent review rating
Z;; € {0,1} and number of rounds S; ; € N elapsed since posting the review. We define the random
process U; to capture the state of reviews. If the newest review came from the previous round
(St1 =1), then Uy =1 if Z;; =1 (positive review) and U; = 0 if Z; ; = 0 (negative review). If no
review was posted in the previous round (S;; = 2), then the customer does not take reviews into
account and thus U; =1. In the latter case, the ¢ reviews shown by o®*NPOM(®) o not contain a
review from the previous round and hence the purchase probability is

q1 = Po~r[O© + h(Beta(a,b)) > p].
When Uy € {0,1} the purchase probability can be different from ¢, if the newest review is among

(0-1)

the ¢ reviews that were selected. This happens with probability (;) = .= as there are (f) ways to

choose ¢ reviews from the most recent w but only (15__11) of them contain the newest review. Letting
ho = h(Beta(a,b+ 1)) and hy = h(Beta(a + 1,b)), when z € {0, 1}, the purchase probability when
U; = z is thus
c c
¢z = —Porr[O®+h, > pl+ (1 — —)q1.
w w

The next lemma characterizes the stationary distribution of the Markov chain U;.
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Lemma E.4. The process U is a time-homogenous Markov chain with stationary distribution:

o wl-q)+ (1 - —q)
gL+ p(l—q1) + (1= p)(1 —qo)

= Mg

YT pl—a) + (- ) (1 —qo)’
_ (1—w)q
S rp(l—q) (=)l —q)

Proof of Lemma[E.J We describe the transition dynamics of the process U;. If U =1, then a
purchase occurs with probability ¢ ;. If a purchase occurs, a new review is posted and the state
transitions to U1 = 1 if the review is positive (with probability p) and to Ugq = 0 if the review is
negative (with probability 1 — p). If no purchase occurs the state remains the same (Uppq =1). If
U; = z € {0,1} a purchase occurs with probability ¢,. If a purchase occurs, a new review is posted
and the state transitions to Uz = 1 if the review is positive (with probability x) and to Ui =0
if the review is negative (with probability 1 — ). If no purchase occurs the state remains the same
(Ups1 = Uy). As Uy is obtained from Uy through transition dynamics which are independent of
the time ¢, U; is a time-homogeneous Markov chain. Given that p is strongly non-absorbing and
u € (0,1), every state of U; can be reached from every other with positive probability. Hence, Uy
is a single-recurrence class Markov chain with no transient states and therefore it has a unique
stationary distribution.

We now describe the steady-state equations for the process U; and solve for the stationary
distribution 7. The stationary distribution at L must satisfy the equation 7, = 7, (1 —¢q ) +
m1(1 —q1) + mo(1 — qo) as there are three ways to end up in state L: the process U; was in a state
s € {0,1, L} and no purchase was made (with probability 1 — ¢5). The stationary distribution at
state z € {0, 1} must satisfy the equation 7, = p*(1 — u)'~*(q 71 +q1m1 + qomo) as there are three
ways to end up in z. The process U; was in some state s € {0,1, L}, a purchase was made, and
the corresponding review was positive (z = 1) with probability pgs this negative (z = 0) and with
probability (1 — p)gs. Thus, the steady-state equations of the Markov chain U, are given by

71 =7m1(1-q1)+m(l—q)+m(l - q),
7 = pu(qLm1L + q17m1 + qoTo),
mo = (1 — p)(gLmL + @171 + qomo)-

The stationary distribution stated in the lemma follows by solving this system of equations. O

Proof of Theorem [51]. As the ex-ante expected revenue in state z € {0, 1, L} is equal to p-q,, using
the closed form for the stationary distribution in Lemma [E.4] and the Ergodic theorem yields:
REV (o™ p) = p - (71q1 + m1q1 + Togo)

p(l—aq) + 1 —p)(1—qo) + pg + (1 — p)qo

gL+ p(l—q1) + (1 — p)(1 —qo)
1 1

gL+ (1 —q1) + (1 —p)(1—q) BER 1+q —pg—(1—p)q
Q(w)

Substituting the expressions for ¢, qo, ¢1 transforms the second term Q(w) in the denominator:

Q(w)

=p-qL-

=p-qL-

(Po~r7[© + h(Beta(a, b)) > p| — pPo~r[© + h1 > p] — (1 — p)Porr[© + ho > p]) .

DIFrF

C
w
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DiFF is independent of w and, as p is review-benefiting, DIFF < 0. Together with the fact
that = is strictly decreasing in w this implies that Q(w) is strictly increasing in w and thus
REV((0™*NPOM(W) ) is strictly decreasing in w. O

E.4 Random maximizes revenue with no discounting (Theorem [5.2])

To prove Theorem [5.2], we start with a more general class of review ordering policies. Let S,, denote
the family of all c-sized subsets of {1,...,w}. We denote by g®™*NPOM®W-¥) the review ordering

policy that selects ¢ reviews from the most recent w according to a fixed probability distribution
€ A(Sy); when ¢ = U(S,,) is the uniform distribution over S,,, gRANPOMWA) — FRANDOM(w)
1/} ( w)a w wH

The next lemma shows that U(S,,) maximizes the revenue over all distributions ¢ over S,
which suggests for any fixed window w, more randomness in the ordering implies more revenue.

Lemma E.5. For any non-degenerate and non-absorbing price p the uniform distribution U(Sy)
mazimizes the revenue over A(Sy), i.e., REV](o™ANPOMW) ) — maxXyea(s,) REV1 (gRANDOM(W,Y) 4y)

We also define the distribution ¢, € A(Sy+1) which ignores the (w + 1)-th most recent review
and places equal probability on every c-sized subset of {1,...,w}. The next lemma shows that 1),
is strictly sub-optimal.

Lemma E.6. For any non-degenerate and non-absorbing price p, the revenue of 1, is strictly
suboptimal, i.e., REV) (oPANPOMWwHLdw) ) MAX e A (Sys 1) REV (gRANPOM(wHLY) )

Proof of Theorem[53. Note that gRANPOM(w+1$w) — FRANDOM(w) By T emma [E.5 and Lemma, [E.6]
REV] (o*4PoM(W) p) is strictly increasing in w as for any window w > ¢,

REV; (O_RANDOM(U}) , p) — REV, (O_RANDOM(w—i-wa) , p)

< weg%gx ) REVl (O,RANDOIVI(w-i-lﬂ/J)’p) — REVl (O,RANDOM(w-i-l) 7 p).
w—+1

O

To prove Lemma [E.5] we first characterize the stationary distribution of the reviews generated
by oRANPOM(W.Y) iy way analogous to Lemma 3.1l In particular for any state of the w most recent
review ratings z € {0, 1}%, the purchase probability is g¥ = > oses, V(SPorr[O+h(Dcq 2i) = Pl

A useful quantity is the inverse purchase rate conditioned on k positive reviews, i.e.,

Lg:% >

k) zef0,1}w:N=k 92

Intuitively, Lf is the average number of rounds the process of the most recent w reviews spends at
a review state with k positive reviews. The following lemma shows that the uniform distribution
minimizes this purchase rate for any k and characterizes the equality conditions. The proof is
provided at the end of this section.

Lemma E.7. For any k € {0,...,c} and any probability distribution 1), the inverse purchase rate

under v is at least the inverse purchase rate under U(Sy), i.e., L}f > LZ,:(S“J). Equality L;f = LZ,:(S“J)
s achieved if and only if q?f = qw, for all states z,z" € {0,1}* with N, = N, = k.

z
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Denoting the most recent w reviews at round t by Z; = (Z;1,...,Z; ), we show that Z; is a
time-homogenous Markov chain on {0,1}". If Z; is at state z € {0,1}", a purchase occurs with
probability qf. If a purchase occurs, a new review is left and the state transitions to Z;y; =
(1,21,...,2zy—1) if the review is positive (with probability p) and to Z;11 = (0, 21, ..., z4—1) if the
review is negative (with probability 1 — p). If there is no purchase, the state remains the same
(Ziy1 = Z;). Given that p is a non-absorbing price, for every state of reviews z € {0,1}", the
purchase probability qf is positive and the probability of any new review is strictly positive (since
w € (0,1)). Then Z; can reach every state from every other state with positive probability (i.e.
it is a single-recurrence-class Markov chain with no transient states), and hence Z; has a unique
stationary distribution denoted by w. Our next lemma characterizes the form of this stationary
distribution. For convenience, let N, = >""" | z; be the number of positive review ratings among a

vector of review ratings z € {0,1}".

Lemma E.8. For any non-absorbing price p and any distribution i, the stationary distribution of

the Markov chain Z; under the review ordering policy o™ NPOMW:Y) s given by
N. w—N.
z 1 _ z 1
¥ =k?. aall d},u) where k¥ = "
4z EKNBinom(w,u) [LK]

Proof of Lemma[E 8. Similar to the proof of Lemma [B.1, we invoke Lemma [C.3l Recall that
Lemma [C 3] starts with a Markov chain M with state space S, transition matrix M, and stationary
distribution {m(s)}ses. For any function f on S, it then transforms M into a new Markov chain
M which remains at every state s with probability 1 — f(s) and transitions according to M other-

wise. The lemma establishes that the stationary distribution of M is given by 7y = {x - %}Seg

where k =1/ ¢ %

In the language of Lemmal[C.3] Z; corresponds to M, the state space S to {0,1}*, and f is a

function that expresses the purchase probability at a given state, i.e., f(z) = qf. Note that with
probability 1 — f(z), Z; remains at the same state (as there is no purchase).

To apply Lemma [C.3] we need to show that whenever there is a purchase, Z; transitions
according to a Markov chain with stationary distribution p™¥=(1 — p)*~=. Consider the Markov
chain M which always replaces the w-th last review with a new Bern(u) review. This process has
stationary distribution equal to the above numerator and Z; transitions according to M upon a
purchase, i.e., with probability f(z). Hence, by Lemma[C.3] a stationary distribution for Z; is

N. w—N.,
z 1 — z 1
ﬂ;/’ — k¥ P d}’u ) where k¥ = 1
qz ]EZI,---vaNi‘i.d‘BCrn(“) [q’”i}
(Z1e s Z)

This is the unique stationary distribution as Z; is irreducible and aperiodic. Expanding over the
number of positive reviews k € {0,...,w}, the lemma follows as the expectation in the denominator
of k¥ can be expressed as

Z [ Z id;] luk(l - M)w_k = Z L;gp (l]:) luk(l - :u)w_k = IEKwBinom(w,u) [L%] .

k=0 Lze{0,1}w:N,=k 97



Having established the stationary distribution of Z; we give an expression for the revenue of

oRANPOM(WY) (similar to Proposition B.3).

Lemma E.9. For any non-absorbing price p and any distribution ¥ € A(Sy), the revenue of
O.RANDOM(wﬂ/J) is given by

1
REvV (UR'ANDOM(wW)m) =p-k¥Y where kY =

EKNBinom(w,u) [L%]
Proof of Lemma[E9. Using Eq. (T) and the Ergodic theorem, the revenue of gR4NPOMW:¥) jg

ZpliTni)inf [Zt 1th = Z mlq?.

ESL p1
REV/ (o™NPOMW¥) ) — Jim inf i1 PLocen@ 2y T
zE{O 1}w

T—o0 T

The second equality uses that the ex-ante purchase probability for review state Z; is E[1g (D t)zp] =
qﬁ and the law of iterated expectation. The third equality expresses the revenue of the stationary

distribution via the Ergodic theorem. Expanding i by Lemma [E.8] the qz term cancels out:

RV, ("), p) = st |37 e (1= ) e
ze{0,1}w

The proof is concluded by noting that the term in the square brackets equals 1, since it is the sum
over all probabilities of Binom(w, ). O

We now prove Lemma [E.5] and Lemma, [E.6l

Proof of Lemma[Ed. For k¥ = EKNBinonil(w,u) [L ) ] , the expectation in ,%w can be expressed by sum-
ming over the number of positive review ratings k € {0,1,...,w}:

Lo (W), w—k < N~ UGS (W w—k 1

— = kZ:OLk <k>u (1= *> kZ:OLk <k>u (1= )" = =5y

where the inequality follows from Lemma Thus, k¥ < Y(S») for any distribution 1. By
Lemma the proof is concluded as

REV; (UR,ANDONI(w,llJ)’p) =p- P <p- USw) REVl(URANDOM(w)jp).

Proof of Lemma[E. 6. By Lemma [E.9] the revenue of v, can be expressed as:

y p
REV; (O_RANDOM(w—l—l,LZ)w),p) =p- /{1/;11, _ )
kot (1) pF (L= et

By Lemma [E7], it is thus sufficient to show that there is some number of positive ratings k €

{0,...,c} such that ¢ > Lil(sw)'

ie., ww =1 USw) for all & € {0,...,c}. The equality condition of Lemma applied for each
ke {0 .,c} implies that

For the sake of contradiction assume this is not the case,

qor = q * for any z, 2" € {0,1}" with N, = N,. (31)
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Letting ¢(n) := Po~r[© + h(n) > p] denote the purchase probability given n positive reviews, we
show below (by induction on n) that (BI)) implies ¢(n) = ¢(0) for any number of positive review
ratings n € {0, ..., c}, which contradicts the fact that the price p is non-degenerate.

For the base case of the induction (n = 1), consider two settings with one positive review: in the
first one the positive review is the (w+1)-th most recent review, while in the second one the positive
review is the w-th most recent review. Formally, we apply Eq. BI) for z = (0,...,0,0,1) and
z'=(0,...,0,1,0). As 9, places zero mass on any subset containing the last review implies that,
the purchase probability at z is ¢z* = ¢(0). The purchase probability at z’ equals ¢(1) when the
w-th review is chosen and ¢(0) otherwise implying qf}“ = q(1)Psy, [w € S] + q(0)Pgy, [w € S)].

w

Observing that Pg.y, [w € S] > 0 and solving the equality o = qf, implies ¢(1) = ¢(0).

For the induction step (n — 1 — n), suppose that ¢(n’) = ¢(0) for all n’ < n. We apply
Eq. @) for 2 = (0,...,0,1,...,1) (w —n zeros followed by n ones) and 2z’ = (0,...,0,1,...,1,0)
(w —n — 1 zeros, followed by n ones, followed by one). If the state of the reviews is z, as i,
never selects the (w + 1)-th most recent review, any c¢ reviews selected by ), contain at most
n — 1 positive review ratings and the induction hypothesis implies that the purchase probability is
thus equal to ¢(0) regardless of the choice of the ¢ reviews. Thus, ¢z = ¢(0). Suppose the state
of the review is z’. If the selected set of the ¢ selected reviews contains all the reviews at indices
I, ={w—n,w—n+1...,w}, the number of positive reviews is n and the purchase probability ¢(n).
Otherwise, the ¢ selected reviews contain at most n — 1 positive review ratings and by the induction
hypothesis the purchase probability is ¢(0). Thus, ¢z* = q(n)Ps~y, [In € S] + q(0)Psy, [I. £ S].
Observing that Pg.y, [l € S] > 0 and solving the equality oy = qf,w implies g(n) = ¢(0), which
finishes the induction step and the proof. O

We complete this subsection by proving Lemmal[E7l An important quantity towards that proof

. . " . . . U Us
is the inverse purchase rate for k positive review ratings under the uniform distribution, i.e., Lk( “’),

which we characterize in the following lemma. To ease notation, let ¢(n) = Po.r[© + h(n) > p]

be the purchase probability given n € {0,1...,c} positive reviews.
Lemma E.10. For any number of positive review ratings k € {0, ..., w}, the inverse purchase rate
U(Sw) (%)

for k under the uniform distribution on S, is given by v, =

etk 4 (5) (225)

Proof of Lemma[E-10. Recall that U(S,,) places a probability of ﬁ on every subset of S,,. Thus,

by counting the number of occurrences of each term ¢(n), the purchase probability at any state
z € {0,1}" with N, = k can be expressed as:

min(c,k) k\ (w—k min(c,k) ¢\ fw—c
qlz/{(Sw) _ Z %q(z Zi) _ Z q(n) (n) (uf—n) _ Z q(n) (n) (ul}c—n) ) (32)

S€ESw (C) i€S n=max(0,c+k—w) (C) n=max(0,c+k—w) (k)

The second equality uses that for any number of positive reviews n € [max(0, ¢+ k — w), min(c, k)]
there are (fl) (w_k) ways to choose S € Sy, with ) .2 = n: (fl) ways to choose the n indices i € S

c—n
from the k indices ¢ where z; = 1, and (f__rlf) ways to choose the remaining ¢ — n indices ¢ € S from

the w — k indices where z; = 0. The third equality uses the binomial coefficient identity

w— ! (w—k)! c! (w=c)! w—c
(Z) (c_ylf) - n!(lf—n)! ’ (c—n)(w—k—c+n)!  nl(c—n)! ’ (k—n)!(w—k—c+n)! (n) (k—n)

@) T N e ()
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Given that the right-hand side of Eq. (32]) does not depend on the review ratings z,

s _ 1 1 1 (&)

2 - Tw Sw) . c)(w—c) T min(c,k ¢\ (w—c
(k) z€{0,1}¥:N,=k qu/{( ) Z;n:;(]cz;j()o,c—i-k—w) q(n)(")(ﬂ zn:rflaxgo,c—l—k—w) q(n) (n) (k—n)

which completes the proof. O

Proof of Lemma[E7]. By Jensen’s inequality applied to the convex function z — %,

Lg:% > %2 (%)

e
k) ze{0,1}w:N,=k q Zze{o,l}w:Nz:k 4z

(33)

To show the lemma, it suffices to prove that for any probability distribution ¥ € A(S,,), the lower
(&) 7 on the left-hand side is independent of 1) and equal to LZ(S‘”). We
2€{0,1}W:Ny=Fk 9=

start by analyzing the sum in the denominator Zze{o,l}w:szk ¢Y. Letting q(n) = Por[® +

h(n) > p] be the purchase probability given n € {0,1...,c} positive reviews, recalling that qw =

> ses, Y(S)a(> icq #i), and rearranging, we express the sum of interest as:

o= D> DO =D wE) Y ad ).

2€{0,1}%:N.=k 2€{0,1}%:N.=k SESu i€S SESw ze{0,1}w:N.=k i€S

bound term

By counting the number of occurrences of each term ¢(n), the inner sum can be expressed as:

min(c,k)
C w—c
> oaxa- oy an(0)(i00) (39
z€{0,1}w:N.=k i€S n=max(0,c+k—w)

since for any number of positive reviews n € [max(0, c+k—w), min(c, k)] there are () (;’=°) ways to

choose sequences z € {0,1}" with N, = k such that ) ;s z; = n: there are (fL) ways to choose the
subsequence (2;)ics € {0,1}¢ such that Y, ¢ 2 =n and (/<) ways to choose the complementary
subsequence (z;)igs € {0,117 such that 3o 2z =k —n.

Observing that the right-hand side of (34]) is independent of S, using the fact that ) Jg.s ¥(5) =
1 (as ¢ is a probability distribution) as well as inequality Eq. (33) and Lemma [E.I0] we obtain:

oo (%)

Lk - - min C, C w—cC
Zze{o,l}w:szk qlzb Zn:n(’la)lj()o,c—i-k—w) (](TL) (n) (k—n)

— LZ(Sw)'

This completes the proof of the inequality statement of the lemma. With respect to the equality
statement, for any k € {0, ..., c}, the equality conditions of Jensen’s inequality imply that Eq. (33])
holds with equality if and only if q;l} = qf, for any z, 2’ € {0,1}* with N, = N, = k. O

E.5 When customer discount slightly a finite w is the best (Theorem [5.3))
The proof of Theorem [£.3] uses the following two lemmas that characterize the behavior of the

revenue of gRANPOM(W) a9 4 function of the window w and the discount factor . The proofs of those
lemmas are provided in Appendices [E.6] and respectively.
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Lemma E.11. For any non-degenerate and non-absorbing price p > 0 and any 1-time-discounting
customers, the revenue of o™*NPOMW) converges to the revenue of o®*NPOM gs the window size w
goes to 400, i.e., limy_yoo REV](0™ANPOMW) p) — REV, (gRANPOM p),

Lemma E.12. For any window w > ¢ and any non-degenerate and strongly non-absorbing price
p > 0, the revenue REV, (0™ NPOMW) 1) is q continuous function of the discount factor v € [0,1].

Proof of Theorem [5.3. For any review-benefiting price p > 0, by Proposition and Eq. @):

REVI (O-RANDOMJ?) =D IENNBinom(c,u) [P@N}—[@ + h(Beta(a + Nv b+c— N)) > p]]
> p-Po.r[© + h(Beta(a,b)) > p| = REV,(¢"™""M p) for any v < 1.

By Lemma [E11] limy, o REV] (0™NPOMW) 1) — REV) (6RO p) > REV,(0™NPOM ). Since
REV, (¢®"ANPOM(W) p) is strictly increasing in w (Theorem [5.2), there exists a window w* > ¢ with

REV) (0™NPOMWY) ) > REV, (6™YPOM ) for any v < 1.
Given that gNPWEST — gRANDOM(C) " 50qin invoking Theorem the above implies that
REV; (¢®NPOMWY) p) > max (REV1 (™57 p), REV, (6™PO p))  for any v < 1.

By LemmalET2, lim,, . REV, (a*00M®") p) = REv) (0**NPOMM™) p) and lim, 1 REV, (YT, p)
REV7 (oM*WEST 'p). As a result there exists some € > 0 such that for all discount factors v € (1—¢, 1),

REVV(URANDOM(UJ*) ,p) > max (REVV(O.NEWEST7p)7 REV’\/(O,RANDOM’ p))

which completes the proof. O

E.6 Limiting behavior of ¢'a"d°m(®) ynder no discounting (Lemma [E.11])

We next provide the proof of Lemma [EI1l Given that REv; (o™ PM(®) p) can be expressed
as a function of a w ii.d. Bern(u) trials (Lemma [E.9), we first show that K ~ Binom(w, u)
with w trials and success probability u is well-concentrated around its mean. Formally, the event
ECONC () = {K € [pu(w — w%), pl(w + wg)]} occurs with high probability.

1

Lemma E.13. For any w > ¢, P[ECO"(w)] > 1—2exp (wig”) and thus lim,,_, o P[ECONC(w)] = 1.

3

1

Proof. By Chernoff bound, P g Binom(w,u) [|K —pw| < ,uw%} >1—2exp <w73§“) . Taking the limit
as w — oo yields the result. O

(Sw)

Recall that Ll,j = (% e (0,1} Ny ﬁ is the inverse purchase rate conditioned on k
c ’ E gz "

positive review ratings and ¢(n) := Pe.x[® + h(n) > p|] denotes the purchase probability given
n € {0,1...,c} positive reviews. The following lemma connects the inverse purchase rate of
oRANDOM(W) (assuming that the above concentration holds) with the revenue of gR*ANPOM,

Lemma E.14. There exists a threshold M > 0 such that for any window w > M, it holds that

(O.RANDOM

,p) =p- lim =

REV; <
wW—00 U(Sw
- IEKNBinon’l(w,u) [LK( )

gConc (w)] ) ‘
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Proof of Lemma [E 1] Let M be large enough so that for w > M, p(w—w 3) > cand w > c+p(w+
w 3) which implies that min(c, k) = ¢ and max(0,c+k —w) = 0 for k € [p(w — wg) p(w + wfzs)]
By Lemma [E10 for w > M and k € [p(w — w3), p(w +w?3)], it holds that

U(Sw) _ (%) 1 1

’ S by A0 () () yominted) ()W) e g talic)

n=max(0,c+k—w

(i)

One of the terms in the denominator is the binomial coefficient ratio (;) . Letting p = p—w 5
R Il

1

and @, = ¢+ w3, we show below

() — g, ) 2 ('Z;_SJ >, — (= — S (39)

w

which implies that Ex Binom(w,u) | [ U(Sw) |E CONC(w)} is lower and upper bounded respectively by

(w—c-l-l) and

1
> =0 a(n) () (Fi)e(1 — g, )= S0 a(n) () (1, — "5H )M (1 = iy — St)e™

. _ _1 _
Given that Bopr By w0 14 (as w3 =00 0), wTCH —wooo 1 and =2 1 een=l _, oo 0, these

1( Tav)] @S W = 00 Wthh is equal to m
1(c,p ;
(by Proposition [3.2]) and yields the result. We conclude the proof by showing Eq. ([B5). We expand

the binomial coefficient ratio in the denominator of Eq. (B5) as:

lower and upper bounds converge to &
N ~Binom

(5) ICamsy [l (w—1+1)

Observing that k > k—i+1>k—n+1lforke[l,n,w—k>w—-k—j+1>w—k—c+n+1
forje[l,c—n],and w>w—1+1>w—c+1forl € [l,¢|, we can bound the binomial coefficient

—c w—c)! n
(29 gotemy =i+ DI w—k =i+ 1)

( k )N<ww—k )c—nz(11:__5)z(k—n+1>n(w—k_c+n+1)c_n

w—c+1 —c+1 (¥) w w
=(w=ctlye(kyn(1_kye-n _ (&_@>n (1_ﬁ_67n71>07"
Given that % € (1, F) (as k € [p(w — w%),,u(w + w%)]), the above proves (35)). O

Proof of Lemma[E1]. Lemma connects the revenue of gRANPOMW) o | K ~Binom(w,u) [L%(Sw)}.

By the law ot total expectation, the latter term can be expanded to:

U(Sw) | cCoNe Cone U(Sw)|_ «Cone Conc
E i~ Binom(w.u) | ¢ £ w P& w +E K~ Binom(w.u) | ¢ £ w P[-& w
K~B ( ,u)[ K | ( )] [ ( )] K~B ( ,u)[[{ | ( )] [ ( )]

—w—ool (Lemma [ET3) —w—000 (Lemma [ET3))

p
Twoee W(Lemma [E14)

We now show that Lk( w) < which combined with Lemma [E.13] implies that the second term

q(
goes to 0 as w — oo. As h(n) i

)’
is increasing, g(n) > ¢(0) for all number of positive review ratings n
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U(Sw) 1

and thus ¢z = > ses, 1 ies #i) > q(0) for all review rating states z € {0,1}*. Hence,
Usy) 1 1 1
bk = Z USa) = 4(0)°

(11:) 2€{0,1}w:N,=k 4=

The proof is concluded by invoking Lemma[E.9and bounding the limit as w — oo for the expansion

of E g~ Binom(w,u) [L%(Sw)] (using Lemmas [E13] and [E14] as well as the boundedness of LZ(S‘”)):

p p
U(Sw) —w—00
EKNBinom(w,u) |:LK :|

RANDOM(w)

REVl (O, (O,RANDOM , p) .

,p) = = REV;

REVl (O-RAI\'DOI\I ’p)

E.7 Continuity of revenue in the discount factor v (Lemma [E.12])
To prove Lemma [E.12] we analyze the process of the most recent w reviews under g®*NPOM(®)  Let
yi = (z,s;) be the information of the i-th most recent review where z; € {0,1} is the review
rating and s; € N is the staleness of the review (i.e., the number of rounds elapsed since posting
the review). For a vector y = (y1,...,Yyw) of the most recent w reviews and their information,
let R(y) = (¥iy,---Yi.) be the random variable of the information from the ¢ reviews chosen by
gRANDOM(W) 1 o yniformly at random without replacement from {y1,...,y,}. We also denote the
staleness s(y) of a state y by the staleness of its oldest review, i.e., s(y) = s,. Given c reviews
with their information R(y) = (yi,, .- - ¥i.), the purchase probability of the customer is

(& (&
17 (R(y)) = Porr|©+ h(Beta(a+ Y 7" 2,0+ 9 (1= 2,)) 2] (36)
j=1 J=1

For any round ¢, let Y; = ((ZM,SM) el (me,St’w)) € ({0,1} x N)* denote the most recent w
reviews where the i-th most recent review has rating Z;; € {0,1} and staleness S;; € N. For any
state y let Ty = min{n € N:Y,, = y|Yy = y} be the first round that Y; reaches y conditioned on
starting in . The following lemma shows that the long-range transition probability of Y; between
two states decay geometrically with the staleness of the destination state. Formally, for two review
states ¥,y € ({0,1} x N), in the next lemma shows that if Y; starts in ¢ the probability that it
ends up in y after exactly s(y) rounds decays geometrically with the staleness s(y). Further, the
lemma shows that the first round Y; enters the state y, i.e., Tj , has geometrically decaying tails
(its proof is provided in Appendix [E.g).

Lemma E.15. For any problem instance E(u, F,a,b,c, h) and bounded price p > 0, there exist two
constants 1n,& € (0,1) such that for any discount factor v € [0,1] and any two review states y,y €
{0,1} x N)¥, a) £&®) > P[Y () = y|[Yo = 9] > n*®) and b) P[Tyy > q- s(y) +1] < (1 @)%

Equipped with this lemma, we decompose the revenue of o**NPoM(®) into the contribution from
states with different staleness s. For a state y € ({0,1} x N)¥ of the w most recent reviews, let
¢y(y) = E[f,(R(y))] be the ex-ante purchase probability, where the randomness in the expectation
is taken over the ¢ reviews chosen by o®*N°OM(®) from the w most recent reviews.

Lemma E.16. The process Y; is a time-homogeneous Markov chain. Letting m be its stationary
distribution, the revenue of o®*POMW) can be expressed as REV,(oRANPOMW) p) = 7120 51 (s)
where 3y(8) =P X ye 0,1} xM)yw:s(y)=s T (¥) e (Y) is the contribution from states with staleness s.
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Proof of Lemma[E16. The proof has three components: (1) Y; is a time-homogeneous Markov
chain; (2) Y; is irreducible, i.e., any state can be reached from any other state with positive
probability; (3) Y; is positive-recurrent, i.e., E[Ty ] < oo for any state y. Theorem 3 in [Gal97]
then implies that Y; has a stationary distribution 7, and the Ergodic theorem thus yields

F— N SN O —
REV,, (gRNPOMW) ) =p-liminf E[%} =p Byr, [a@)] =D p- (z; Ty (Y)ay(Y) -
S=w Y:s(y)=s

Zq(s)

The last step expands and regroups Eyr, [qw(y)] over states y with staleness s(y) = s. The
remainder of the proof shows the aforementioned three components.

(1) We first argue that Y; is a time-homogeneous Markov chain. If Y; is at state y =
W1y yw) € ({0,1} x N)¥ where y; = (z;,s;) for i € {1,...,w}, the ex-ante purchase proba-
bility is equal to ¢,(y). If a purchase occurs, a review with staleness of 1 is left and the next state
is Yip1 = ((2,1), (21,81 +1) ..., (Zw—1, Sw—1+ 1)) where z = 1 with probability x (positive review)
, and z = 0 with probability 1 — p (negative review). If a purchase does not occur, the review
ratings of the w most recent reviews remain the same while the staleness of each review increases
by one, i.e., the next state is Yi41 = ((21, s1+1) ..o, (2w, Sw + 1)) Thus, Y; is time-homogeneous
Markov chain.

(2) We second show that Y; is irreducible. By part a) of Lemma [E.15] PlY;y) = y|Yo = y'] >
n*®) > 0 for any two states y,y’ implying the irreducibility of Y;.

(3) We finally show that Y; is positive-recurrent. The expected return time for any state y is

+o00 +oo (g+1)-s(y)
E[Tyyl =) PlTyy >n] Z Z P[Ty y 27
n=1 ¢=0 n=q-s(y)+
I = ¢ s(y)
<D s@)P[Tyy > q-s(y) +1] < s(y) Y (1-7°W)" = =25 < o0,
q=0 =0 !

The second inequality uses b) of Lemma[E. 15l The last equality uses ;:8 (1 —ns(y))q =1 _. 0O

ns(y)

We next show that for any staleness s, the contribution X, (s) (from Lemma [E.16]) is bounded.

Lemma E.17. For any strongly non-absorbing price p > 0, there exists some constant & € (0,1)
such that the contribution from states with staleness s is bounded by max,cp 1) Xy(s) < p-(2s)"E°.

Proof of Lemma[E.17. The proof has three components: (1) there exists some & € (0,1) such that
T (y) < €W for any state y, (2) the ex-ante purchase probability is ¢,(y) < 1 for any state y; (3)
¥, (s) has at most (25)" summands. Using (1), (2), and (3) the proof is concluded as

So(s)=p- > mWey) <p- Y, mY) <p-(25)- ¢

y:s(y)=s y:s(y)=s

The remainder of the proof shows the aforementioned three components.
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(1) We first show that Y; is aperiodic at any state y. The lower bound in part a) of Lemma [E.15]
implies that P[Y;,) = y|Yo = y] > n*®) . Invoking the lower bound in part a) of Lemma [E.15]
again and the time-homogeneity of Y;, for any state y’ € N(y) = {¢/|P[Y1 = ¢¥'|Yy = y] > 0},

P[Y()+1 = 1Yo = y] > P[Y )11 = y[Y1 = ¥'|P[Y1 = ¥/|Yo = ]
=P[Yy() = y|Yo = ¢'IP[Y1 = ¢/|Y = y] > n*@P[Y; = ¢/|Y; = y] > 0.

Given that the greatest common divisor of s(y) + 1 and s(y) is 1, Y; is aperiodic at the state y.

Let y' € ({0,1} x N)¥ be any state of review information. For any number of rounds n,
expressing P[Y,, = y|Yy = y'] over the possible states the Markov chain at round n — s(y), using
the time-homogeneity of Y}, and the upper bound of part a) of Lemma [E.I5 we obtain

P[Yn = y’},() = y/] Z P[ n = y’Yn s(y) =Y ]P[Yn—s(y) = y//‘yb = y/]

y""€({0,1} xN)w

= Z ]P)[Y;('y) = y‘Yb = y”]]P[Yn—s(y) = y/,‘Yb = yl]
y"€({0,1} xN)w

<EWN PV, =y Yo =] =&V

=1

AsY; is aperiodic at y, Theorem 1 in [Gal97] yields 7 (y) = lim, o P[Y, = y|Yp = ¢'] < £&5W)
(2) Given that g,(y) is the ex-ante purchase probability, it is at most 1.

(3) It remains to show that ¥4(7y) has at most (2s)" summands, or equivalently |y € ({0,1} x
N)* : s(y) = s| < (2s)". For any staleness s there are at most (2s)" review states y € ({0,1} x N)*
whose oldest review has staleness s as s > s; > 1 and z; € {0,1} for all ¢ and there are thus at
most 2s possibilities for each information y; = (z;,s;) for i =1,..., w. O

To show continuity of REV., (e®*NPOM(®) 5) it remains to show continuity of each ¥, (s) term as

well as their sum. This is done in the following lemmas (proofs in Appendix [E.g))

Lemma E.18. For any strongly non-absorbing price p > 0, the contribution from states with
staleness s, ¥+(s), is continuous in the discount factor ~y.

Lemma E.19. Let {f,}52, be a sequence of continuous functions fy : [0,1] — R>qo. Suppose that
Y ome i maxyepoa] fn(7) < +o0o. Then f(v) =302 fuly) is continuous in y € [0,1].

Proof of LemmalE 13 To prove that REV,Y(URANDOM(W), p) is continuous in v, we express it as sum
over the contribution of different staleness levels s (Lemma [E.T6)):

REV«/( RANDOM (w Z E

By Lemma [E.17 each summand is upper bounded by max,cjo1] X+(s) < p-(25)*&°, which implies
that max,cp 1] X+(s) < > o, P+ (25)"E¢° < oo for any £ € (0,1). By Lemma [EI§ each summand is
also continuous; Lemma [2.19 then implies that REV., (o®NPOM®W) ) is continuous in y € [0,1]. O
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E.8 Auxillary lemmas for the proof of Lemma [E.12] (Lemmas [E.15] [E.18], [E.T9])

Proof of Lemma [E. 18, Lemmal[E.15|states that the long-range transition probabilities between any
two states decay geometrically with the staleness of the destination state, i.e., there are constants
¢,m € (0,1) such that for any states y,3: a) £&® > PlY,) = ylYo =9] > »° s) and b) P[Ty, >

q-s(y)+1] < (1- ns(y))q. Let n = min (pg, (1 —p)g, 1 —_) and § = max(uq, (1 — p)g, 1 —q) where
q and @ are the smallest and largest (over review states and discount factor) purchase probabilities:

inf inf inf Pg.
4= (8150-,8¢)ENE (21,...,2¢)€{0,1}¢ v€[0,1] O~F

@—l—h(Beta a+2732 zz,b—l—ZWSZ 1—22)))229]

sup sup sup Po~r
(8150-55¢)ENC (21,...,2¢)€{0,1}¢ v€[0,1]

Sl
Il

@—l—h(Beta a+275’ 1%,1)—1—2781 L 1—z2))) 2p].

For any state of review information y € ({0,1} x N)¥  the ex-ante purchase probability is thus
¢+(y) € [¢,7], and the non-zero transition probabilities exiting y are equal to ug,(y) (purchase and
positive review), (1 — 1t)g,(y) (purchase and negative review) or 1 — ¢, (y) (no purchase). As a
result, each of these one-round, non-zero transitions probabilities is at least n and at most £. Given
that p is strongly non-absorbing, F is continuous, and h(Beta(m,y)) is continuous in (z,y), then
0 <¢<g<1,and thus n,§ € (0,1).

Having established that the one-round, non-zero transition probabilities lie in [n,£], we now
show the s,-round transition probabilities from g to y lie in [p*v, %], where s,, = s(y) is the
staleness of the oldest review in the state y. We first argue that conditioning on Yy = ¢ and
Y., = y, the information states Yi,...,Y;, are fixed. Let X; = z if there was a purchase and a
review z € {0,1} at round ¢, and X; =1 otherwise. Letting y = ((2;, s;));.; where the i-the most
recent review has rating z; and staleness s;, the event Y, = y implies that review rating z; was left
at round 7; = s, — S;, i.e., X;, = z;, and no purchase was made in any other round, i.e. X; =1 for
t & {m,...,Tw}. Therefore, the values Xi,..., X, are deterministically fixed. Together with the
fact that Yy = g, this implies that the states Yi,...,Ys, are also deterministically fixed and thus
the s,-transition probability P[Y;, = y|Yy = 9] can be decomposed into a product of s,, one-round
transitions from Y; to Y;; 1 where i =0,...,s, — 1. As each of those s,, transition probabilities is

in the interval [n,&], then P[Y;, = y|Yo = yol is in the interval [n®w, 5], yielding part a).

To prove b), let Z; = Y. for ¢ = 0,1,... denote the process of every s(y)-th state of Y;.
Using the time-homogeneity of Y; and the lower bound from part a), for any state y’ € ({0,1} xN)*|

P(Zy+1 = y1Zg = y') = PYigr1)5i) = YY) = ¥ = P[Yi) = 9lYo = y/| =¥ (37)

Letting T@,y = min{n € Ns.t. Z, = y|Zy = 9}, Eq. B7) implies that T~y is stochastically
dominated by a Geom(n* ¥)) random variable and P[Ty,, > ¢+ 1] < (1 —5*®))9. The definition of
Z, implies that s(y) - Ty > T,y where T, = min{n € Ns.t. Y, = y|Yy = y}. Hence

P[Tyy > q-s(y) + 1] <Pls(y) - Tyy > q-s(y) + 1] <P[Ty > g+ 1] < (1 — @)

where the second inequality uses that the event s(y) 'Tg,y > q-s(y)+1 implies that T@,y >q-s(y)+1
(as Ty is an integer). This concludes the proof. O

Proof of LemmalE18. Recall that ¥,(s) = p- 3, s()=s ™(¥)dy(y). To prove the lemma, we show
the following three components: (1) For any y, ¢,(y) is continuous in v; (2) For any y, 7 (y) is
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continuous in ; (3) the number of summands in ¥, (s) is at most (2s)". Those components imply
that ¥, (s) is continuous in . We now prove the three components.

(1) We first show that ¢,(y) is continuous in 7. For any state of reviews y € ({0,1} x N)", the
ex-ante purchase probability ¢,(y) is ¢,(y) = Z(z‘l,...,ic)eSw ﬁfw(yily -+ Yi,), Where

FrWirs -y wi) = PeNf[@Jrh(Beta a+27% zz],b+27% (1-2;))) Zp]-
Jj=1 j=1

The continuity of the customer-specific valuation © and the function (x,y) — h(Beta(z,y)) imply
that fy(vi,,-..,v:.) is continuous in v € [0,1] for any (i1,...,%.), and thus the same holds for ¢, (y).

(2) We next show that for any state y € ({0,1} x N)¥, the stationary distribution 7. (y) is
continuous in v € [0,1]. Given that Y; is positive recurrent (see proof of Lemma [E.16]), Theorem 3
in |Gal97] yields that its stationary distribution at any state of review information y € ({0, 1} x N)¥
is given by ﬂy(y) = E[T;y,]' Thus, it suffices to show the continuity of E[T, ] = S P[T, , > n].

Let N(y) = {y' € ({0,1} x N)*|P[Y; = ¢/|Y) = y > 0} be the set of states which can be
reached from y within one round. Notice that any 3y’ € N(y) is obtained from y after either
a purchase (with positive or negative review), or no purchase. The respective probabilities are
pay(y), (1 — p)gy(y), and 1 — g4(y). As g,(y) is continuous in -, each of the one-round transition
probabilities are continuous in « € [0, 1]. The tail probability P[Ty , > n] can be expanded as

B Z Z o Z ]P)[},l - yﬂl’b = y] T P[Yn—l = yn—l‘Yn—2 = yn—Q]

YPENYN\Y y2eEN(Y1)\y  Yn—1EN (Yn—2)\y

There are three events at state y (purchase with a positive/negative review, or no purchase) yielding
IN(y)] < 3. Given that each of the one-round transition probabilities is continuous in v and
N (y)| < 3, P[Ty,, > n] sums over at most 3" continuous terms and is thus also continuous. Using
part b) in Lemma [E.I5] we bound the tail probability P[T}, , > n] as

)~ D S )T < )

where the first inequality uses that n > s(y) - ((s—réy)] — 1) + 1, the second inequality part b) in
Lemmal[E.15] and the last inequality that 1—n*®) < 1 and ( < [R ] Given that the right-hand

P[Ty,y > Tl] < ]P)|:Ty,y > S(y) : ((

S(y

side does not depend on v, sup,¢jg 1) P[Ty,y > n] < (1 — ns(y))s(y . Further, as
> n © n — s(y) SL)_1
S (@) = (@)Y = LET
n=1 n=0 1— (1 — nS(y))@

Lemma [E.19 implies E[Ty, ] = 3.7 P[T},, > n] is continuous in 7 € [0,1], and thus so is 7 (y).

(3) It remains to show that the number of terms that X4() sums over is at most (2s)", or
equivalently |y € ({0,1} x N)* : s(y) = s| < (2s)". For any staleness s there are at most (2s)*
review states y € ({0,1} x N)* whose oldest review has staleness s as s > s; > 1 and z; € {0,1}
for all ¢ and there are thus 2s possibilities for each information y; = (z;,s;) for i = 1,..., w. O
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Proof Lemma[E19 Let € > 0. Since Y 2 max,cp1] fn(y) < 400 there exists some M € N such
that 207, max,cpq] fn(y) < §. Thus, for every vy € [0,1],

M
> LI=1 > fn('v)!_ max fi(y) <
n=1

n=M+1 M1

wl o

Thus, for any 1,72 € [0, 1], triangle inequality implies

S

M
() = F)l < If an Y+ [ (72) Z (72 |+|an ¥2) = > falm)
= n=1

2¢ M )
< g + | Z fn(’72) - Z fn(’yl)
n=1

By the continuity of f,(y) for each n € [1, M], there exists some d(e) > 0 s.t. |EnM:1 fu(y2) —
M falm)| < £ whenever |y — 2| < d(¢), and thus |f(71) — f(72)| < e O

E.9 Non-monotononicity in the discount factor (Theorem [5.4))

We first show that under a more general class of instances, for any discount factor v there exists
a non-absorbing price for which the existence of CONF results in smaller revenue under gNFWEST
with discounting customers as opposed to non-discounting ones. Let C be the class of instances
where a single review is shown (¢ = 1), F is a continuous distribution with support on [6,6], and
the fixed quality estimator h(Beta(x,y)) is strictly increasing in the mean xiﬂ/ of Beta(z,y).

Note that C generalizes the class CPVESSIMISTICESTIMATE hocayge the customer-specific valuation
F allows for continuous distributions other than uniform [0, 0] and the fixed quality estimator
h(Beta(z,y)) allows for a richer class of mappings other than the ¢-quantile for ¢ € (0,0.5).

Lemma E.20. For any problem instance in C and discount factor y € [0, 1), there exists e, > 0 such
that for any e € (0,&,), the price p, = 0+ h(Beta(a,b+ 1)) — ¢ is non-absorbing and induces higher
revenue when v < 1 compared to non-discounting, i.e., REV, (""" ) > REV(a¥V™T D,).

Proof of Theorem [5.4] Consider the interval J = [0+ h(Beta(a+1,b)), 0+ h(Beta(a,b+1))]. Given
that h(Beta(z,y)) € (0,1) for any (x,y) and § —@ > 1, the interval .J is non-empty. Proposition [E.]
implies that any price p € J is review-benefiting for any instance in the class CPESSIMISTICESTIMATE
Given that J is non-empty, there exists ¢ for all ¢ < e, any price p. = 0 + h(Beta(a,b + 1)) —

is review-benefiting for any instance CPESSIMISTICESTIMATE - By [ ernma [F.20), there exists e, such that
for all € < e, any price p, = 6+ h(Beta(a, b+ 1)) —¢ is also non-absorbing and REV, (¢N*VEST 1) >
REV; (oMW B, ). Taking € < min(e,, ) concludes the proof. O

To prove Lemma [E.220] consider the process Y; = (Z;,S;) € {0,1} x N where the most recent
review has rating Z; € {0,1} and staleness S; € N. We argue that Y; is a time-homogeneous
Markov chain. Let ¢,(z, s,p) be the purchase probability given for price p, review rating z € {0,1},
and staleness of the review s, i.e.,

¢v(2,8,p) =Po~r [@ + h(Beta(a + 2y b+ (1- z)vs_l)) > p].
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If Y; is at state y = (z,s), a purchase occurs with probability ¢,(z,s,p). If a purchase occurs a
review with staleness of 1 is left and the next state is Y;11 = (2/,1) where 2’ = 1 with probability
w (positive review) and 2z’ = 0 with probability 1 — u (negative review). If a purchase does not
occur, the most recent review remains the same while its staleness increases by one, i.e., the
next state is Y; = (2,5 + 1). Thus, Y; is a time-homogeneous Markov chain. The next lemma
characterizes the stationary distribution of Y;. For review rating z € {0,1}, let r(z,t) be the
probability that after obtaining a review rating of z, this review remains as the most recent one for
at least the next ¢ rounds. Given that probability of no purchase at state (z,s) is (1 — ¢,(z,s,p)),
then r(z,t) = [['_;(1 — ¢,(z,5,p)). For review rating z € {0,1}, let A(2) = 1+ 352, 7(z,t) be the
expected number of rounds the most recent review remains z.

Lemma E.21. For any non-absorbing price p > 0, the stationary distribution of Y; at rating z
and staleness t is given by

1
pA(1) + (1= p)A0)

m(z,t) = k- p*(1 — )72 (2, t — 1) where k=

Proof. By Theorem 3 in [Gal97], it suffices to show that 7 satisfies the stationary state equations
of ;. We now describe those equations. Consider a state (z,t) with rating z and staleness ¢. If
the staleness is ¢ > 2, the only way to reach (z,t) is to first obtain state (z,1) and obtain ¢ — 1 no
purchase decisions. Therefore, the stationary equation for (z,t) is:

(2, t) = 7 (z,1) - r(z,t — 1). (38)

If the staleness is t = 1, then (z,1) can be reached from any (z’,t’) after a purchase and a review
rating of z. Therefore, the stationary equation at (z,1) is

™(z,1) = Z Z w1 — u)l_zqw(z',t',p)ﬂ*(z',t’) (39)

2’e{0,1} t'=1
First, 7 in the lemma statement satisfies Eq. (39) as:

m(z,t) = k- p*(1—p) 7% r(zt —1) = k- (1 — ) 72 - r(2,0) 7(2,t — 1) = 7w(2,1) - (2, — 1).
iT/

!

Second, to see that 7 in the lemma statement satisfies Eq. (89)), we substitute 7(z',t') = k- p* (1 —
p)? - r(2,t' —1) in the right-hand side and expand

S - e (L p)w( )

2/e{0,1} t'=1
=kt (=) > (@t p) P (= ) (- 1)
2’e{0,1} t'=1
=K :uz(l - M)l_z : (N Z Q’y(lat,7p) : T(l,t, - 1) +(1 - lu) Z Q’Y(Oatlup) . T(07t/ - 1)) = W(Zu 1)
t'=1 t'=1

r(,t,p) r'o,t,p)

The last equality holds as r(z,0) = 1 and the term inside the parenthesis is equal to 1. The latter
holds as T'(z,t', p) corresponds to the probability that, when starting from a state with review rating
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z, we receive a new review after ¢’ rounds; given that the price p is non-absorbing, we eventually
receive a new review and thus Y ;7 I'(z,t',p) =1 for any z € {0,1}.

Finally, it remains to show that 7 is a valid probability distribution, which follows as

Z Z?T(Z,t):/i’ Z Z,uz(l—u)l_z-r(z,t—l)

2€{0,1} t=1 2e{0,1} t=1

_ <,u2r(1,t (L)Y (0, - 1)) = k- (LAL) + (1 — pA(0) = 1.
t=1

O

NEWEST s given by

1
pA) + (1= p)A0)

Lemma E.22. For any discount factor -y, the revenue of o

REV(a"*WT p) = k- p where K =

Proof. By the Ergodic thoerem and substituting the stationary distribution 7 (Lemma [E.2T]):

T +o00
REV (O_NEWEST p) = pli fE Zt:l q(Y:,p) .
~ P ITHi)lo% =7 =p g g (2, 8)qy(2, 8, p)
z€{0,1} s=1

=p-ﬁ-(Zq»yltp Zqﬁ,Otp 0t—1)> 1

=I'(1,t,p) =I'(0,t,p)

The last equality holds as Y ;. I'(z,t',p) = 1 for any z € {0,1} (see proof of Lemma[E2T). O

Proof of Lemma [E220. We first show that, when « < 1, any non-absorbing price p induces revenue
that is lower bounded by a positive quantity. For such a price, the purchase probability for a negative
review is increasing in the staleness, i.e., ¢4(0,s,p) < ¢,(0,s + 1,p). This holds as h(Beta(z,y))
is increasing in -2 and enables us to upper bound the expected time A(0) needed to escape a

T4y
negative-rating state. In particular, using that ¢,(0,2,p) < ¢,(0,s,p) for any s > 2,

co t—1

o0
0 =1+ 3 [I0-00.50) €14+ (01—0,0.Lp) S (1,02 =1+
t=1 s=1 t=1

1- q’y(()) 17p)
q‘/(0727p)

This bound on A(0) enables us to show a lower bound on the revenue of o"*WFT. In particular,

the monotonicity of h(-) implies that the purchase probability under positive review is larger than
under negative review, i.e., ¢,(1,s,p) > ¢,(0,s,p) and thus A(0) > A(1). Combining this with
Lemma [E.22}

. 07 27p) p-q (07 27p)

REV. (VBT 1) — p > p > Py > i .
4 )= A T A ~ A © T y(0.Lp) + 4, (0.2.7) 2
LB(pr)

The price p = 0 + h(Beta(a,b + 1)) is absorbing (as the purchase probability is zero when the
review is negative) and thus REvy (o"*V¥T 5) = 0 by Proposition 3.1l The remainder of the proof
establishes that there exits a positive quantity @) > 0 such that for non-absorbing prices p close to
P, REV, (6"™WFT p) > @Q > REV{(a"™W™T p), which then concludes the lemma.
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First observe that the price p, = 0+h(Beta(a,b+1))—¢ is non-absorbing for any € > 0; this holds
by the continuity of © as the purchase probability for any review is at least Pg.r [@ € [0—e, 9]] > 0.
For this price the purchase probability given a negative review with staleness two is,

qy(O, 2,p.) =Por [@ + h(Beta(a, b+ ’y)) > ﬁa} =Po~r [@ >0+ Ay — E] (40)

where A, = h(Beta(a,b + 1)) — h(Beta(a,b + )) is the difference in the fixed value estimate

given negative review between non-discounting and discounting. The strict monotonicity of h(-)

implies that A, < 0, and therefore Po#[© > 6 + A,] > 0. Combining with the continuity of ©

and the fact that p > 0, Eq. (@0) implies that there exists some e,; such that for any € < €1,

7,(0,2,p.) > w and p. > 2, yielding LB(p,) = ﬁf'q”(g’zﬁs) > ﬁp@N’T[?Z“A”}. As a
_ ﬁ'P(—%ﬂ?Z@*—Av}

result, the revenue under v < 1 is lower bounded by Q =

(7.) = Pe - 4,(0,2,p.) S p-Po rl0>0+A)]

REV, (6"™W™T 5.) > LB(p, 5 2 = Q.

Second, for a non-discounting customer, the continuity of © implies that REVy(a"*WVFT p) is
continuous in the price p. Combined with and REv;(c™*WVHT p) = 0 (the price p is absorbing),
there exists €, 2 such that for ¢ < ¢, o,

= . N > a
REvl(O,NEWEST7]—)E) < p-Po }—[@8_ 9+A'Y]

=Q.

Letting e, = min(e,,1,€4,2), any price P, where 0 < € < ¢, satisfies the claim of the lemma. O

F Supplementary material for Section
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