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Abstract

This article presents a mathematical model of dynamic pricing for real estate (RE)
that incorporates multiple pricing groups, thereby expanding the capabilities of existing
models. The developed model solves the problem of maximizing aggregate cumulative
revenue at the end of the sales period while meeting the revenue and sales goals. A
method is proposed for distributing aggregate cumulative revenue goals across different
RE pricing groups. The model is further modified to account for the time value of
money and the real estate value increase as construction progresses. The algorithm for
constructing a pricing policy for multiple pricing groups is described, and numerical
simulations are performed to demonstrate how the algorithm operates.

Introduction
Dynamic pricing is one of the key topics in economics and management, as it provides

flexible methods for adjusting prices based on various factors such as demand, competition,
and changes in central bank interest rates. This approach enables companies not only to
manage resources effectively and optimize profits, but also to respond to market changes
promptly, thus enhancing their competitiveness.

Currently, dynamic pricing models are developed and applied across various sectors of the
economy. For example, in air transportation [FLGG18], dynamic pricing is used to manage
fares; in the hotel industry [CLRY18,BSAA13], it helps to optimise room rates; and in taxi
services [QU17], it allows for real-time price updates throughout the day.

For development companies, dynamic pricing is also a crucial business management tool.
Real estate has unique characteristics that distinguish this field from others. For instance,
the product being sold — RE objects – is finite, irreplaceable, and must be fully sold by the
end of the sales period. It is worth noting that the sales period for real estate is significantly
longer compared to, for example, retail [Ris19,BKKS17], and can extend over several years.
Among the most significant studies on dynamic pricing in real estate are the foundational
works of Kinkaid and Darling [KD62] and Gallego and van Ryzin [GvR13], who were among
the first to address the dynamic pricing problem with a fixed sales period and constraints
on sales and revenue. Further variations and modifications of the model can be found in
other works [FG95, BM97, FX00]. Additionally, the work of Besbes and Maglaras [BM12]
formulates the optimization problem of determining the optimal pricing policy and provides
a solution for the case where total demand and conversion are known. The work [RGK24]
generalizes this model for the case of variable total demand, accounting for the time value of
money and the RE objects value increase as construction progresses.

In the aforementioned studies, all units in a residential complex were assumed to be
homogeneous; that is, the models did not differentiate between, for example, one-bedroom
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and two-bedroom apartments. However, from a practical perspective, such an approach
is unlikely to be satisfactory. In this work, over a finite time interval [0, T ], we consider
the problem of revenue optimization for the sale of a real estate complex, which is not
homogeneous, but instead is divided into k pricing groups (k > 1). All units within a
given pricing group have identical characteristics and prices, which may change over time
individually. We provide a detailed analysis of various types of constraints on sales and
revenue, which naturally arise from business requirements. Additionally, the paper examines
the case of variable time value of money, which can be represented as a monotonically non-
increasing function of time (a characteristic induced by factors such as inflation, investment
activity, etc.), and the RE objects value, which increases as construction progresses.

In Section 1, we describe the basic mathematical model for revenue maximization in the
presence of k pricing groups, assuming that the demand for each pricing group depends only
on the price of RE objects in that group, meaning there is no "cannibalization" process
between pricing groups. We formulate and prove a result regarding the general form of the
pricing policy, identifying the problem of revenue distribution across the pricing groups. An
algorithm for determining a pricing policy for each pricing group is presented. Section 2
introduces a solution to the distribution problem. Section 3 generalizes the basic model
to account for the time value of money and the RE objects value increase as construction
progresses, and presents an algorithm for determining the pricing policy. In Section 4, the
basic algorithm is demonstrated for the case of two real estate pricing groups: one- and two-
bedroom apartments. We then propose an alternative approach to distributing aggregate
cumulative revenue plans across pricing groups, followed by a comparison with the previously
presented method. The algorithm’s operation is demonstrated in a scenario where demand
changes for one of the pricing groups.

The main contribution of this work lies in the development of a mathematical model
that incorporates multiple real estate pricing groups, each with its own pricing policy and
demand function. This model allows us to examine how prices change with time and in
response to demand changes, considering revenue and sales constraints for each pricing group.
Furthermore, this article proposes a modification of the basic model to include the time value
of money and the RE objects value increase as construction progresses, making the model
more applicable to real-world market conditions.

1 Mathematical model of pricing for RE objects of differ-
ent pricing groups

In this section we describe the basic dynamic pricing model for the case of several pricing
groups, and formulate the basic task of finding the optimal pricing policy.

We introduce the following notation:

pi(t) – the pricing policy for an RE object of pricing group i;

vi(p) – the demand function of pricing group i. This quantity represents how many RE
objects of pricing group i would be purchased per unit of time if the set price is p.

The revenue rate from the sale of RE of pricing group i with price pi and sales rate vi(pi)
is equal to pi · vi(pi). Then, the cumulative sales Si

pi(t)(t) and cumulative revenue Ri
pi(t)(t)

from selling all RE objects in pricing group i over the time period from 0 to t are expressed
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as follows:

Si
pi(t)(t) = Si(t) =

∫ t

0

vi(pi(τ)) dτ,

Ri
pi(t)(t) = Ri(t) =

∫ t

0

pi(τ) vi(pi(τ)) dτ.

The cumulative revenue from sales of all RE objects of pricing group i over the entire
sales period T is given by:

Ri
pi(t)(T ) = Ri(T ) =

∫ T

0

pi(t) vi(pi(t)) dt.

However, in practical applications [FS10,SBK20,MTV06], the focus is not on the revenue
from selling RE objects within a specific pricing group, but rather on the total cumulative
revenue from selling RE objects across all pricing groups. Therefore, the quantity of interest
is

Rp•(t)(t) = R(t) =

k∑
i=1

Ri
pi(t)(t),

which is referred to as the aggregate cumulative revenue in this work.
We will also introduce notation for cumulative sales and cumulative revenue for each

pricing group as well as for the aggregate cumulative revenue accumulated over the interval
[t1, t2] ⊂ [0, T ]:

Si
pi(t)(t1, t2) = Si(t1, t2) =

∫ t2

t1

vi(pi(t)) dt,

Ri
pi(t)(t1, t2) = Ri(t1, t2) =

∫ t2

t1

pi(t) vi(pi(t)) dt,

Rp•(t)(t1, t2) = R(t1, t2) =

k∑
i=1

Ri(t1, t2).

Let us denote by

R∗i
pi
0
(t1, t2) = R∗i(t1, t2) = pi0 · vi(pi0) · (t2 − t1),

R∗
p•
0
(t1, t2) = R∗(t1, t2) =

k∑
i=1

R∗i(t1, t2)

the cumulative revenue for pricing group i and the aggregate cumulative revenue accumulated
over the interval [t1, t2] ⊂ [0, T ] under constant prices p1(t) = p10, . . . , p

k(t) = pk0 . For
convenience, we also introduce the notation:

R∗i
pi
0
(t) = R∗i(t) = R∗i

pi
0
(0, t),

R∗
p•
0
(t) = R∗(t) =

k∑
i=1

R∗i
pi
0
(t).

In the following, we will implicitly assume that the pricing policy (p1(t), . . . , pk(t)) is clear
from the context and omit the subscript in the formulas.
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Additionally, when determining pricing policy, it is necessary to take into account several
constraints on both the total quantity of RE objects sold within each pricing group and the
aggregate cumulative revenue from the sales of RE objects across all available pricing groups.

Without loss of generality, we will assume that the constraints on sales and aggregate
cumulative revenue are set at the same fixed moments in time 0 = τ0 < τ1 < . . . < τl = T .
Let Si

j denote the sales constraint for the i-th pricing group at time τj , and Rj denote the
aggregate cumulative revenue constraint at time τj . Therefore, the problem of finding the
optimal pricing policy in the context of multiple pricing groups can be formulated as follows:

R(T )→ max (1)

subject to the following constraints:

— on intermediate sales

Si(τj) ≥ Si
j , 1 ≤ j ≤ l − 1, 1 ≤ i ≤ k, (2)

— on final sales
Si(T ) = Si

l , 1 ≤ i ≤ k, (3)

— on aggregate cumulative revenue

R(τj) ≥ Rj , 1 ≤ j ≤ l. (4)

1.1 General form of the optimal pricing policy
In this section, we explore the solution to the problem (1)–(4). First, we consider a simpler

scenario with constraints only on the final sales for each pricing group. We also formulate
and prove the corresponding theorem.

Theorem 1. The solution to problem (1), (3) for each i = 1, . . . , k is the constant prices
pi(t) = pi0 for all t ∈ [0, T ], such that

vi(pi0) =
Si
l

T
.

Proof. Since for each i = 1, . . . , k the revenue Ri(T ) for each pricing group is a positive
quantity, the expression

R(T ) =

k∑
i=1

Ri(T ) =

k∑
i=1

∫ T

0

pi(t)vi(pi(t))dt

reaches its maximum if and only if each Ri(T ) is maximized.
Now, because the constraints (3) apply independently, we have a separate optimization

problem for each pricing group. Thus, for each i from 1 to k, the pricing policy is found as
the solution to the following problem:∫ T

0

pi(t)vi(pi(t))dt→ max,

subject to ∫ T

0

vi(pi(t))dt = Si
l .
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According to [BM12], the solutions to these problems are constant prices (p10, . . . , pk0) over
the entire interval, which satisfy the equations:

vi(pi0) =
Si
l

T
, i = 1, . . . , k.

The proven statement essentially means that, in the absence of additional constraints,
the optimal strategy is an even (inventory) absorption.

Figure 1: Even absorption for each pricing group and the corresponding aggregate cumulative
revenue

In Figure 1, the statement of Theorem 1 is illustrated for the case of two pricing groups
(k = 2). The top two graphs show the cumulative sales curve for each pricing group. The
graph is a straight line, reflecting that the RE objects are being absorbed evenly across each
pricing group. The lower revenue graph also shows that with even absorption, the aggregate
cumulative revenue is accumulated uniformly.

The solution to the general problem, when additional constraints on intermediate sales and
aggregate cumulative revenue are imposed, can now be derived as a corollary of Theorem 1.

Corollary 1. Let (p1(t), . . . , pk(t)) be a solution to problem (1)–(4). Then, for i = 1, . . . , k,
the pricing policy pi(t) is a piecewise constant function on the interval [0, T ], with value
changes only occurring at the constraint times where they are strictly met.

Proof. Consider an arbitrary time interval [τj−1, τj ] between constraints. The corresponding
constraint on sales for pricing group i will be given by the inequality Si(τj) ≥ Si

j , while the
constraint on aggregate cumulative revenue is given by the inequality

∑k
i=1 R

i(τj) ≥ Rj .
Initial conditions for the problem (1)-(4) are formulated as: ∀i = 1, . . . , k Si(0) = 0, Ri(0) =
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0. By changing the variable t 7→ t − τj−1 and introducing new functions S̃i, R̃i such that
S̃i(t) = Si(τj−1)+Si(t+τj−1) and R̃i(t) = Ri(τj−1)+Ri(t+τj−1), we obtain, on the interval
[τj−1, τj ], the same optimization problem as (1), (3), given the fixed final sales S̃i(τj − τj−1).
Therefore, by Theorem 1, with constraints on intermediate sales, the price must be constant
over the interval, so for t ∈ [τj−1, τj ], the pricing policy (p1(t), . . . , pk(t)) will contain of
constant prices.

It remains to show that changes in pricing policy only occur at the strictly met constraints.
For any i = 1, . . . , k, consider the pricing policy pi(t). Suppose the pricing policy pi(t) changes
at time τj . On the interval [τj−1, τj+1] between constraints, we fix the prices of the other
pricing groups and the sales for the pricing group i. We obtain the problem for a single pricing
group as discussed in [BM12], where it is already shown that price changes occur only at
constraints that are strictly met, and that the optimal pricing policy does not decrease when
it changes.

1.2 Features of constraints on aggregate cumulative revenue in the
problem for multiple pricing groups

Corollary 1 only indicates the form that the optimal pricing policy should take and the
times at which it may change. However, it does not specify what the pricing policy should
actually be. In [BM12], the problem of revenue optimization was studied assuming that all
RE objects are homogeneous, i.e., when there is only one pricing group (k = 1). In this
situation, the constraint time was chosen as the time of price change if the constraint was
the most stringent (in which the inequality constraints are strict) across all constraints from
that moment to the end of the sales interval.

The main property of the most stringent constraints in the single pricing group case was
that, first, price changes occurred there, and second, the previous price change magnitude
could be calculated based on it. In this section, we will also highlight those special constraints
across all the constraints that allow us to determine the time and magnitude of price changes.

Definition. Let p1(t), . . . , pk(t) be the solution to problem (1), (3). Burdensome constraints
are those constraints on aggregate cumulative revenue for which the following inequality holds:

R∗(t) < Rj . (5)

When burdensome constraint exists at a specific time τj , revenue at τj must be higher
than it would be under even absorption. Note also that adding non-burdensome revenue
constraints does not change the solution under constraints on final sales; it will still be given
by even absorption and, moreover, by the same formula.

Definition. Let j = 1, . . . , l and τjc be the current time. Suppose there exists jc < j ≤ l such
that R(τjc) + R∗(τjc , τj) < Rj; the set of such indices is denoted by J . Then the constraint
Rj∗ , where j∗ = argmaxj∈J

Rj−R(τjc )−R∗(τjc ,τj)
τj−τjc

, is called the most stringent constraint, and
τj∗ is the time of the most stringent constraint.

This means that the most stringent constraint demands the highest rate of revenue.
In the work [RGK24], an exact algorithm is provided for finding the optimal pricing policy

for homogeneous RE objects. However, in the case of multiple pricing groups, a similar
algorithm is unlikely to exist. To illustrate this, let us consider the case of two pricing groups
and a single burdensome constraint with value R at time τ ∈ (0, T ). Let the corresponding
demand functions be denoted by v1(p1) and v2(p2).
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Since there is only one burdensome constraint, it is the most stringent one, and according
to Corollary 1, the optimal pricing policies are piecewise constant functions p1(t), p2(t) with
value changes at the constraint point. Thus, for i = 1, 2,

pi(t) =

{
pi1, if t ∈ [0, τ ],

pi2, if t ∈ (τ, T ].

Then, the solution to the optimization problem (1), (3), (4) is a pricing policy (p1(t), p2(t))
that maximizes the aggregate cumulative revenue

p11v
1(p11)τ + p12v

1(p12)(T − τ) + p21v
2(p21)τ + p22v

2(p22)(T − τ)

and satisfies the conditions

vi(pi1)τ + vi(pi2)(T − τ) = Si
l , i = 1, 2, (6)

p11v
1(p11)τ + p21v

2(p21)τ = R. (7)

Now, using the method of Lagrange multipliers, we find the necessary optimality condition
for the pricing policy (p1(t), p2(t)). We construct the Lagrangian

L(p11, p12, p21, p22, q1, q2, q3) =
(
p11v

1(p11)τ+p12v
1(p12)(T −τ)+p21v

2(p21)τ+p22v
2(p22)(T −τ)

)
+

+ q1
(
v1(p11)τ + v1(p12)(T − τ)− S1

l

)
+ q2

(
v2(p21)τ + v2(p22)(T − τ)− S2

l

)
+

+ q3
(
p11v

1(p11)τ + p21v
2(p21)τ −R

)
.

Thus, by setting the partial derivatives of L equal to zero, we obtain for i = 1, 2

vi(pi1) + pi1
dvi

dpi
(pi1) + qi

dvi

dpi
(pi1) + q3

(
vi(pi1) + pi1

dvi

dpi
(pi1)

)
= 0,

vi(pi2) + pi2
dvi

dpi
(pi2) + qi

dvi

dpi
(pi2) = 0.

Therefore, even in this simplest case, determining the pricing policy requires solving a
system of seven nonlinear equations. The complexity of the system and the number of equa-
tions increase with the number of pricing groups and the addition of intermediate constraints.
Clearly, it is not possible to gain a solution to this system in a closed form. Therefore, in this
work, we do not provide exact algorithms for finding the optimal pricing policy. Instead, we
propose heuristic, or quasi-optimal, algorithms for determining the pricing policy.

Based on the previously introduced concepts and proven statements, we can outline an
algorithm for finding the quasi-optimal pricing policy.

1. Set step m = 0 and step index jm = 0.

2. At step m, for each pricing group i, find the price pim that solves the corresponding
problem for a single pricing group with only intermediate and final sales constraints.

3. For each j > jm, find the aggregate cumulative revenue R∗(τjm , τj) = R∗
p•
m
(τjm , τj) and

form the set Jm = {j ∈ (jm, l] | R∗(τjm , τj) < Rj} of indices of burdensome constraints.
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4. If Jm is non-empty, i.e., if there are burdensome constraints on the interval [τjm , T ],

4.1. then set j∗ = argmaxj∈Jm

R(τj)−R∗(τjm ,τj)
τj−τjm

– the index of the most stringent con-
straint, Rj∗ – the most stringent constraint, and τj∗ – the time of the most stringent
constraint, i.e., the next price recalculation time; proceed to 5.,

4.2. otherwise, set prices p1m, . . . , pkm over the interval [τjm , T ] and end the algorithm.

5. Recalculate prices by solving the equation

k∑
i=1

pim · vi(pim) =
Rj∗ −R∗(τjm)

τj∗ − τjm
(8)

6. Set the prices (p1m, . . . , pkm) found in 5. on the entire interval [τjm , τj∗ ].

7. If τj∗ < T , then m← m+ 1, jm ← j∗, proceed to 2.

We will now present a visual representation of the main part of this algorithm. For
simplicity, assume that sales constraints are only set at the end of the sales period at T = 1000,
and constraints R1, R2, R3 on aggregate cumulative revenue are defined at times τ1, τ2, τ3.
The algorithm’s operation is shown in Figures 2-4. In the first step (Fig. 2), at time τ = 0
prices are chosen for each pricing group according to item 2 of the algorithm. Then, the
expected sales curve is calculated, shown as a dashed line connecting the points (0, 0) and
(T,R∗(T )). This curve corresponds to a situation in which RE objects are absorbed evenly
(that is, most profitably from a business perspective) across each pricing group.

Figure 2: First step — finding the most stringent constraint

However, as it can be seen in the graph, two financial constraints, namely R2 and R3,
cannot be met with even absorption. Therefore, moving to the second step (Fig. 3), we
identify the most stringent constraint among the burdensome ones R2 and R3. In the graph,
the constraint R2 at time τ2 is the most stringent, so, according to the algorithm, the minimal
deviation from even absorption is made to satisfy this constraint.

Next, the new current time is set to τ ← τ2, and prices are determined again according to
step 2. The expected sales curve (dashed line) is then recalculated. All remaining constraints
on aggregate cumulative revenue can now be met with even absorption, so the algorithm leaves
the prices as they are, producing the final aggregate cumulative revenue graph (Fig. 4).
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Figure 3: Second step — approaching the constraint and identifying the next most stringent
constraint

Figure 4: Third step — aggregate cumulative revenue curve completed, algorithm finished

Unfortunately, as in the single pricing group case, obtaining a closed form expression for
the unique solution of equation (8) for multiple pricing groups is not possible. We call this
problem the distribution problem, and it is the focus of the next section.

2 Distribution of constraints on aggregate cumulative rev-
enue across pricing groups

The exact solution to the distribution problem posed in the previous section is rather
complex and requires solving a system of nonlinear equations. Since the demand functions
v1, . . . , vk are unknown in advance, and the concept of a demand function may only apply
to relatively short time intervals, an approximate solution can be devised in the form of
feedback-based algorithms relying on historical sales data. In this section, we will describe a
potential approach to the distribution problem.

For convenience, let us introduce some notations. Let the step m of the algorithm and

9



the pricing group number i ∈ {1, . . . , k} be fixed, then

∆Rm := R(τj∗)−R∗(τjm , τj∗), ∆τm := τj∗ − τjm .

The value ∆Rm indicates the extent to which the burdensome constraint Rj∗ exceeds the
revenue that could be achieved by even absorption from τjm to τj∗ . Thus, ∆Rm increases
as the even absorption strategy becomes less applicable. The value ∆τm indicates only the
duration between the current time τjm and the time of the burdensome constraint τj∗ .

The distribution problem can be approached as follows. Revenue constraints will be
allocated in proportion to the potential for generating more revenue, i.e., in proportion to the
difference between the expected revenue achievable under even absorption and the maximum
possible revenue. Thus, we finally reduce the problem of maximizing aggregate cumulative
revenue for multiple pricing groups to a single group problem. We will now formalize this
approach.

Let the prices p1m, . . . , pkm be obtained at step m of the algorithm in step 2. Recall that
the expected revenue gained over the interval [τjm , τj∗ ] for the i-th pricing group is

R∗i(τjm , τj∗) = pim · vi(pim) · (τj∗ − τjm),

and the expected aggregate revenue at time τj∗ is given by

R∗(τjm , τj∗) =

k∑
i=1

R∗i(τjm , τj∗).

The maximum possible revenue for each pricing group i = 1, . . . , k is determined by the
formula

R̃i(τjm , τj∗) := P i∗
m · vi(P i∗

m ) · (τj∗ − τjm),

where P i
m = argmax pim · vi(pim). The aggregate maximum possible revenue, in turn, equals

R̃(τjm , τj∗) =

k∑
i=1

R̃i(τjm , τj∗).

Let us denote by ηim the expression

R̃i(τjm , τj∗)−R∗i(τjm , τj∗)

R̃(τjm , τj∗)−R∗(τjm , τj∗)
.

It is evident that ∀i = 1, . . . , k ηim ≥ 0 and η1m + . . .+ ηkm = 1.
Then, the portion of the revenue shortfall distributed to the i-th pricing group is defined

by the following formula:
∆Ri

m = ηim∆Rm.

At step m of the algorithm in 5, we will recalculate the prices, as in the case of a single
pricing group, using the equations

pim · vi(pim) =
R∗i(τjm , τj∗) + ∆Ri

m

∆τm
. (9)
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3 The time value of money and the RE objects value in-
crease as construction progresses

Let us consider an enhancement to the basic model from Section 1, incorporating the time
value of money and the RE objects value increase as construction progresses. In the case of
a single pricing group, the article [RGK24] presents a comparison of algorithm performance,
assessing those that exclude these parameters and those that incorporate them. It was shown
that an algorithm that accounts for the time value of money yields higher revenue. Building
on these results for a single pricing group, in this section we will develop a modification of the
current model, in which the time value of money and the RE value increase as construction
progresses are incorporated.

Assume that the time value of money over the entire sales period [0, T ] is a non-increasing
function of time φ(t). The cumulative revenue for the i-th pricing group over the time period
from 0 to t is given now by:

Ri(t) =

∫ t

0

φ(τ) · pi(τ) · vi(pi(τ))dτ.

In turn, the aggregate cumulative revenue considering the time value of money is as follows:

R(t) =

k∑
i=1

Ri(t) =

k∑
i=1

∫ t

0

φ(τ) · pi(τ) · vi(pi(τ))dτ.

The following optimization problem can be posed:

R(T ) =

k∑
i=1

∫ T

0

φ(t) · pi(t) · vi(pi(t))dt→ max, (10)

subject to constraints of the form (2)–(4):

Si(τj) ≥ Si
j , 1 ≤ j ≤ l − 1, 1 ≤ i ≤ k,

Si(T ) = Si
l , 1 ≤ i ≤ k,

R(τj) ≥ Rj , 1 ≤ j ≤ l.

When φ(t) ≡ 1, i.e., when money does not change its value during the sales period, we
arrive exactly at the base revenue optimization problem.

The value of RE objects depending on the construction stage can be considered a mono-
tonically increasing function κ(t), which indicates how much more buyers are willing to pay
for each property at time t compared to the beginning of sales. To incorporate this into our
model, it is convenient to consider a family of demand functions vit(p), i = 1, . . . , k, which
depend on time t, for which, for t ∈ [0, T ), the following holds:

vit(κ(t)p
i) = vi0(p

i). (11)

It is convenient to use vi(p) := vi0(p), i = 1, . . . , k. Let p̂1(t), . . . , p̂k(t) be the pricing policy,
and introduce auxiliary quantities pi(t) := p̂i(t)

κ(t) , i = 1, . . . , k. Then for any i = 1, . . . , k, we
have

vit(p̂
i(t)) = vit(κ(t)p(t)) = vi0(p(t)) = vi(p(t)), (12)

φ(t)p̂i(t)vit(p̂
i(t)) = φ(t)κ(t)pi(t)vi(p(t)) = ζ(t)pi(t)vi(p(t)), (13)
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where ζ(t) := φ(t)κ(t) is the so-called generalized time value of money. We see that in this
notation, the problem of maximizing the aggregate cumulative revenue at time T considering
κ(t) reduces to the previously examined problem, with φ(t) replaced by ζ(t). We will solve
it in this exact form, using φ(t) instead of ζ(t), for convenience.

Now, we describe the form that the solution to the above problem should take. First,
consider the case where there are only constraints on final sales.

Theorem 2. The solution to the problem (10), (3) for each i = 1, . . . , k is a pricing policy
pi(t) such that

pi(t) +

[
vi(pi(t))

]
·
[
dvi

dpi
(pi(t))

]−1

= − qi

φ(t)
, (14)

where the numbers q1, . . . , qk are obtained by substituting the pricing policy p1(t), . . . , pk(t)
into equations (3).

Proof. As in the proof of Theorem 1, we have a problem with k pricing groups, which splits
into k single pricing group problems i ∈ {1, . . . , k}:

Ri(T ) =

∫ T

0

φ(t)pi(t)vi(pi(t))dt→ max,

subject to

Si(T ) =

∫ T

0

vi(pi(t))dt = Si
l , i = 1, . . . , k.

Each problem for i is solved using the Lagrange method. The Lagrangian functional for each
i = 1, . . . , k is as follows:

Li = Li(pi(t); qi) =

∫ T

0

φ(t)pi(t)vi(pi(t))dt+ qi ·
(∫ T

0

vi(pi(t))dt− Si

)
.

The necessary conditions for the pair pi(t), qi to be an extremum of the functional Li are two
equations: ∂Li

∂pi = 0, ∂Li

∂qi = 0. Thus, the solution to the problem (10), (3) for each i = 1, . . . , k

is a function pi(t) and a number qi such that{
φ(t)vi(pi(t)) + φ(t)pi(t)dv

i

dp (p
i(t)) + qi · dv

i

dp (p
i(t)) = 0,∫ T

0
vi(pi(t))dt− Si = 0.

(15)

This finishes the proof.

In general, it is not possible to obtain a closed-form solution to the system (15), as it
represents a system of 2k nonlinear equations. However, this is not necessary for practical
application of the algorithm, since the solution only needs to be found for specific demand
functions vi. For example, a linear function can be used to approximate the demand function:

vi(pi) = ai − bi · pi, i = 1, . . . , k, (16)

where the parameters ai and bi can be estimated from sales data.
In this particular case, the problem (10), (3) can be solved explicitly. Substituting

vi(pi(t)) = ai − bi · pi(t) into the first equation of the system (15) and finding qi from
the second equation, we obtain

pi(t) =
1

2

[
ai

bi
− qi

φ(t)

]
, (17)
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qi =
2Si

l − aiT

biI(0, T )
, (18)

where I(τ(1), τ(2)) =
∫ τ(2)
τ(1)

dt
φ(t) .

The obtained result holds in the absence of burdensome constraints (5). When such
constraints exist, the constants qi need to be adjusted.

The following result is a corollary of Theorem 2.

Corollary 2. Let (p1(t), . . . , pk(t)) be the solution to the problem (10), (2)–(4) with demand
functions of the form (16). Then, for i = 1, . . . , k, the constants q1, . . . , qk are piecewise
constant functions on the interval [0, T ], and their values may only change at times when
constraints are strictly met.

Proof. Consider an arbitrary time interval [τj−1, τj ] between constraints. The corresponding
constraint on sales for pricing group i is given by the inequality Si(τj) ≥ Si

j , and the constraint
on aggregate cumulative revenue is given by the inequality

∑k
i=1 R

i(τj) ≥ Rj . The initial
conditions in the problem (10), (2)–(4) are formulated as: ∀i = 1, . . . , k Si(0) = 0, Ri(0) = 0.
By changing the variable t 7→ t − τj−1 and introducing new functions S̃i, R̃i, such that
S̃i(t) = Si(τj−1) + Si(t + τj−1) and R̃i(t) = Ri(τj−1) + Ri(t + τj−1), we have, on the
interval [τj−1, τj ], the same optimization problem as (10), (3). According to Theorem 2 and
formula (15), the constants q1, . . . , qk will be constant on the interval [τj−1, τj).

Fix an arbitrary index i = 1, . . . , k and consider the pricing policy pi(t). Suppose the
pricing policy pi(t) changes at time τj . On the interval [τj−1, τj+1] between constraints, we
fix the prices of the other pricing groups and the sales for the given one. We obtain the
problem for a single pricing group as discussed in [BM12], where it is already known that the
constants q1, . . . , qk only change at strictly met constraints.

Algorithm

1. Set the current step m = 0, current step index jm = 0.

2. Find the constants q1m, . . . , qkm from the system (17) on the interval [τjm , T ].

3. For each j > jm, find the aggregate cumulative revenue R(τjm , τj) = Rp•
m
(τjm , τj)

where pim is the price corresponding to the constant qim (i = 1, . . . , k). Then, form the
set Jm = {j ∈ (jm, l] | R(τjm , τj) < Rj} of indices of constraints that were not met
with the constants found at 2.

4. Assume the elements in Jm are ordered, i.e., arrange them in ascending order and assign
indices to them: j(1) < . . . < j(|Jm|).

5. For s = 1, calculate the values of constants q1m, . . . , qkm on the interval [τjm , τj(1) ] under
the condition

k∑
i=1

∫ τ
j(s)

0

φ(t)

4

[
aim
bim
− qim

φ(t)

][
aim +

qimbim
φ(t)

]
dt = Rj(s) . (19)

5.1. Then, check if all constraints are satisfied with the current values of constants.
5.2. If there is at least one unsatisfied constraint (with index j(s

′)), change s to s′

and recalculate the constants until all constraint are satisfied; else, perform the
assignment j∗ ← j(s) and proceed to 6.

6. Set the pricing policy on the interval [τjm , τj∗ ] based on the system (15).
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7. If τj∗ < T , then m← m+ 1, jm ← j∗, proceed to 2.

Only step 5 remains unclear, which again leads to the problem of distributing the ag-
gregate cumulative revenue constraint across pricing groups. Taking into account the time
value of money does not make this task easier; however, we can apply the heuristic described
in Section 2 — distributing the difference between the constraint and expected revenue at
current values of constants q1, . . . , qk in proportion to the maximum possible increase in rev-
enue relative to the expected revenue for each pricing group. Alternatively, if the number of
revenue constraints is small, various modifications of the Monte Carlo method can be applied.

4 Numerical illustrations
This section provides a visual demonstration of the basic algorithm. We first introduce

an alternative approach for allocating revenue across pricing groups. Unlike the method in
section 2, this new approach distributes aggregate cumulative revenue proportionally to the
current revenue growth, rather than the difference between maximum possible revenue and
expected revenue for each pricing group. Then we will demonstrate how the algorithm re-
sponds to changes in demand, which is critically important for pricing in real-world problems.

4.1 Comparison of methods for solving the distribution problem
In Section 1.2, we examined the problem of distribution of aggregate cumulative revenue

across pricing groups, and in 2, we presented a possible solution. However, it is evident
that this should not be considered the only viable approach. In this section, we discuss an
alternative, also reasonable approach to this problem. We show that the previously presented
strategy has an advantage over the method considered here.

It is assumed that during the sales period T = 10, RE objects from two pricing groups
are sold: one-bedroom and two-bedroom apartments. At the times [2, 4, 6, 8], constraints are
set on the final sales of one-bedroom units at 550 and two-bedroom units at 600, as well as
on aggregate cumulative revenue with values [0, 80000, 90000, 0, 100000]. We set the initial
price for the first pricing group to be 90 and for the second — 100. The demand for each
pricing group is assumed to be linear with the following law:

for the first pricing group
300, if a1 − b1 · p > 300,

0, if a1 − b1 · p < 0,

300 · (a1 − b1 · p), otherwise,

and for the second pricing group
500, if a2 − b2 · p > 500,

0, if a2 − b2 · p < 0,

500 · (a2 − b2 · p), otherwise.

The coefficients a1, b1 are selected in such a way that the price range is [20, 120], and the
coefficients a2, b2 are selected in such a way that the price variations lie within [90, 110].

Recall that R∗i(τ(1), τ(2)) denotes the revenue for the i-th pricing group obtained through
even absorption over the interval [τ(1), τ(2)], and Ri(τ) represents the cumulative revenue up to
time τ from the sale of RE objects of the i-th pricing group. Similarly, R∗(τ(1), τ(2)) denotes
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the aggregate cumulative revenue
∑k

i=1 R
∗i(τ(1), τ(2)), and R(τ) represents the aggregate

cumulative revenue
∑k

i=1 R
i(τ).

Now we describe another approach to solving the distribution problem. Let the difference
between the aggregate cumulative revenue accumulated with the current price and that at
even absorption be written as

∆R(τ(2)) = R(τ(2))−R∗(τ(2), τ(1)).

The alternative approach then proposes the following revenue distribution across pricing
groups:

∆Ri(τ(2)) =
Ri(τ(2))

R∗(τ(2), τ(1))
∆R(τ(2)), i = 1, . . . , k.

Then, the price pi for RE objects in the i-th pricing group at time τ(2) is found from the
equation:

pi · vi(pi) = 1

τ(2) − τ(1)
∆Ri(τ(2)).

Figures 5 and 6 illustrate the pricing policies for the first and second pricing groups,
respectively. Each graph has two curves: the purple line represents the pricing policy obtained
using the method from Section 2, while the green line shows the pricing policy obtained using
the alternative method.

Figure 5: Comparison of pricing policies for RE objects in the first pricing group

Figures 7 and 8 display curves showing cumulative sales for each pricing group. As shown
in Figure 9, the curves are identical until time τ2, but since the revenue constraint becomes
burdensome at τ3, the curves diverge after redistributing the difference between the goal
and expected revenues at τ3 across the pricing groups. Specifically, the cumulative revenue
obtained with the method from Section 2 is 117839.78, while the alternative method yields
114889.51. Thus, the distribution algorithm proposed in Section 2 provides 2.5% higher
revenue than the alternative algorithm.

4.2 Visualization of algorithm’s behaviour under changed demand
Now let’s consider a situation where the demand function may change over the sales

period T = 10. It is also assumed that at times [2, 4, 6, 8] aggregate cumulative revenue
constraints are set to be [2500, 4000, 8000, 9500] and final sales constraints for one-bedroom
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Figure 6: Comparison of pricing policies for RE objects in the second pricing group

Figure 7: Comparison of sales curves for the first pricing group

Figure 8: Comparison of sales curves for the second pricing group

apartments and for two-bedroom apartments are 55 and 60 respectively. We set the initial
price for the first pricing group to be 90 and for the second — 100. For clarity, we will assume
that (a) demand changes only once over the entire period, and (b) demand changes only for
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Figure 9: Aggregate cumulative revenue

RE objects in one of the two pricing groups (in our example, for one-bedroom apartments).
More precisely, let the demand functions for each pricing group i = 1, 2 be given by:

v1t (p) =

{
20 · (a1 − b1 · p), if t ∈ [0, τ3],

4 · (a1 − b1 · p), if t ∈ (τ3, T ],

v2(p) = 12 · (a2 − b2 · p).

For instance, a sharp decline in demand for real estate in the first pricing group was
selected to illustrate that, even in such scenarios, the algorithm can consistently react to
market changes and adjust the pricing strategy accordingly. At the time when demand for
the first pricing group changes, prices for RE objects in both pricing groups will be adjusted.
Figures 10 and 11 show the pricing policies for each pricing group. On each figure, at time
τ3, demand changes, and the purple line indicates the pricing policy if demand remained
unchanged, while the red line represents the updated pricing policy. Note that although
demand only changed for the first pricing group, pricing policies were adjusted for both.
This is because each time the algorithm identifies a price change, it redistributes revenue
across all pricing groups. There is also a practical reason for this adjustment: as demand for
the first pricing group decreased, to meet the sales and revenue goals, prices needed to be
adjusted both for one-bedroom apartments (lowering to improve conversion given the reduced
demand) and for two-bedroom apartments to compensate for the decrease in demand.

Figures 12 and 13 show the corresponding sales curves that illustrate how cumulative sales
adjust to the decrease in demand. In Figure 12, it is noticeable that after the moment τ3,
when demand for the first pricing group declined, the sales curve also declined since demand
was lower. However, by lowering prices for one-bedroom apartments, the algorithm managed
to support sales volume with minimal losses and meet all constraints.

Figure 14 shows the aggregate cumulative revenue curve. Although by the end of the
sales period, the revenue in the scenario with changing demand is lower than with constant
demand, all financial constraints are satisfied, and the sales rate is maintained with minimal
losses.

Finally, we present a visual illustration of how the algorithm redistributes revenue across
pricing groups in response to changes in demand.

Figure 15 shows a bar chart indicating how the portion of the revenue shortfall (in the
algorithm, the difference between the maximum and expected revenue at time τ3) shifts
with the change in demand. It can be seen that before τ3, the revenue portion for the first
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Figure 10: Pricing policy for pricing group 1

Figure 11: Pricing for pricing group 2

Figure 12: Cumulative sales for pricing group 1

pricing group was almost twice as large as for the second group, due to significantly higher
demand for the first group. However, after demand for the first pricing group decreased, the
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Figure 13: Cumulative sales for pricing group 2

Figure 14: Aggregate cumulative revenue

importance of the second pricing group increased as its demand remained constant.

Conclusions
This article examined dynamic pricing models that take into account multiple pricing

groups of real estate. The basic pricing model was formulated and studied in the presence of
several pricing groups. The model was then modified to take into account the time value of
money and the RE objects value increase as construction progresses. The theoretical results
regarding the general form of the pricing policy for both the basic model and its modification
were obtained and proven.

The article also provides an algorithm for establishing a pricing policy for the basic model,
as well as an algorithm for determining pricing policy under conditions of variable time value
of money and the RE objects value as construction progresses. A procedure for distributing
aggregate cumulative revenue across the different pricing groups of real estate objects was
presented.

Further improvements to the presented dynamic pricing model could include:

• Currently, the model requires cumulative sales and aggregate cumulative revenue to be
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Figure 15: Revenue distribution between pricing groups

greater than or equal to the sales and revenue goals. However, in practice, it is common
for market conditions to prevent the full achievement of goals, or for deviations from
constraints to remain within reasonable limits. Therefore, a significant improvement to
the model could be the incorporation of "soft constraints", which, unlike the constraints
discussed in the study, may be violated.

• Incorporating reservations into the model could increase pricing accuracy. Reservations
provide preliminary demand and influence pricing decisions: if a certain amount of RE
objects is reserved, the demand and price for the remaining objects can be adjusted
accordingly.

• Including installment plans and alternative payment options would broaden the appeal
to buyers who may have difficulty paying the full price of the property upfront. The
model could account for changes in cash flow under an extended payment schedule and
adjust prices for the remaining RE objects based on expected payments. This approach
creates additional competitive advantages in the market, particularly during periods of
reduced purchasing power.
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