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Abstract

Contextual pricing strategies are prevalent in online retailing, where the seller adjusts
prices based on products’ attributes and buyers’ characteristics. Although such strategies
can enhance seller’s profits, they raise concerns about fairness when significant price
disparities emerge among specific groups, such as gender or race. These disparities can
lead to adverse perceptions of fairness among buyers and may even violate the law
and regulation. In contrast, price differences can incentivize disadvantaged buyers to
strategically manipulate their group identity to obtain a lower price. In this paper, we
investigate contextual dynamic pricing with fairness constraints, taking into account
buyers’ strategic behaviors when their group status is private and unobservable from
the seller. We propose a dynamic pricing policy that simultaneously achieves price
fairness and discourages strategic behaviors. Our policy achieves an upper bound of
O(VT + H(T)) regret over T time horizons, where the term H(T) arises from buyers’
assessment of the fairness of the pricing policy based on their learned price difference.
When buyers are able to learn the fairness of the price policy, this upper bound reduces
to O(VT). We also prove an Q(v/T) regret lower bound of any pricing policy under
our problem setting. We support our findings with extensive experimental evidence,
showcasing our policy’s effectiveness. In our real data analysis, we observe the existence
of price discrimination against race in the loan application even after accounting for
other contextual information. Our proposed pricing policy demonstrates a significant
improvement, achieving 35.06% reduction in regret compared to the benchmark policy.
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1 Introduction

Contextual pricing is widely used in finance, insurance, and e-commerce, with companies
customizing prices based on contextual information such as income, purchasing history, and
the marketing environment. In the online setting, dynamic pricing entails learning unknown
demand parameters and sequentially making pricing decisions. Specifically, at each time step
t, a buyer enters the market and the seller observes the contextual information, i.e., products’
attributes and buyers’ characteristics. The seller decides the price based on these contextual
information, and collects the purchasing feedback. In the dynamic pricing problem, the seller
needs to update the pricing policy sequentially to maximize the total revenue.

However, when pricing discriminates against sensitive features such as race or gender, it
may violate regulations or diminish perceived fairness, leading to heightened dissatisfaction
and perceived betrayal among customers (Wu et al., 2022). In the United States, the Equal
Credit Opportunity Act! prohibits creditors from discriminating against credit applicants on
the basis of race, color, gender, marital status, etc. The European Court of Justice rules that
differences in insurance pricing based purely on a person’s gender are discriminatory and are
not compatible with the EU’s Charter of Fundamental Rights*. Moreover, perceived price
unfairness can result in legal penalty®, reputation damage, negative word of mouth, decreases
in purchase intentions, or even customer revenge (Malc et al., 2016; Riquelme et al., 2019;
Bambauer-Sachse and Young, 2024). No firm can afford to ignore these negative consequences.
Consequently, ensuring pricing fairness in the dynamic pricing policy, particularly concerning
these sensitive features, becomes imperative for sellers. Fair pricing policies may seem to
yield lower revenue in a short time horizon compared to unfair counterparts. However, they

offer a strategic advantage in avoiding these detrimental consequences. Fair pricing policies

Thttps://www.justice.gov/crt /equal-credit-opportunity-act-3

Zhttps://ec.europa.eu/commission /presscorner/detail /en/MEMO 12 1012

3https: //www.consumerfinance.gov/about-us /newsroom /cfpb-and-doj-order-ally-to-pay-80-million-to-
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contribute to the establishment of trust, customer satisfaction, and long-term profitability.

Practical scenarios often involve price discrimination against specific groups, even after
controlling for contextual information (Bocian et al., 2008; Zhang, 2018; Bartlett et al., 2022;
Butler et al., 2023). One such example is the mortgage market. Our motivation comes from
the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) data®, where Popick (2022) found persistent
group-level pricing disparities between minority applicants and borrowers from the majority
race, even after accounting for credit risk factors. This suggests that minority applicants pay
higher interest rates, even when other credit risk factors are held constant, underscoring the
unfairness of such practices. We refer to Section 6 for more discussion of this HMDA dataset.
Another instance can be seen in auto repair industry, where discrimination against female
customers is prevalent (Busse et al., 2017). Nationwide, women are commonly charged more
than men for the same auto repair work. In Los Angeles, 20% of auto shops surveyed quoted
higher prices for women. On average, women are charged 8% more than men for repair jobs
across the country”.

Unfairness in the pricing policy not only can lead to losses for the seller, but also can
provoke strategic behaviors among buyers. In personalized pricing, buyers should not be able
to easily obtain prices intended for a different consumer group, or if they can, the process
should be sufficiently costly (Lukacs et al., 2016). Our study delves into buyers’ strategic
behaviors, where such behavior is defined as buyers pretending to belong to an alternative
group, incurring a fixed cost in the process (Li and Li, 2023). As revealed in our analysis of
HMDA data in Section 6, minority applicants tend to pay higher interest rates compared
to the majority group. In response, applicants from the minority group may strategically
manipulate their identity to appear as members of the majority group, aiming for a lower
interest rate. Practical instances of such strategic behaviors exist in reality. For instance,

homeowners from the minority race asked friends from the majority race to pretend to be

4https://fhec.cfpb.gov/data-publication /2022
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homeowners during property appraisals, leading to a significant increase in property value®. In
cases like these, sellers often obtain buyers’ race information on the basis of buyers’ provided
information, visual observation or surname’. Disadvantaged buyers may seek the assistance
of more advantaged friends to appear in the process of purchasing. Other strategic behaviors
include manipulating device information in the presence of price discrimination on device
information such as Orbitz’ s price discrimination on Mac users (Mattila and Choi, 2014),
forging a student ID if there is a discount for students. When significant unfairness arises,
buyers may be motivated to manipulate their group membership to gain access to a lower

price, even if it incurs additional costs.

1.1 Our Contribution

To address the aforementioned contextual dynamic pricing problem with fair-minded and
strategic buyers, in this paper we propose a fairness-aware pricing policy designed to deter
buyers’ strategic actions by fostering a favorable fairness perception.

We first formulate a new dynamic pricing problem, where the true group status (sensitive
feature) of buyers is private information and is not observable by the seller. In practice,
buyers may engage in strategic behaviors by presenting a self-reported group membership to
the seller. Such revealed group status might be different from the true group status. Buyers
decide if it is worthwhile to manipulate the group status by learning the price disparity
between the two groups based on publicly released data. In reality, certain data releases
are mandated by law, as illustrated by the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act, which requires
many financial institutions to maintain, report, and publicly disclose loan-level information

about mortgages®. The buyers’ learning process is a pivotal aspect of our framework. The
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price difference between the two groups, as learned by buyers, is termed “fairness perception”.
A positive fairness perception towards the seller can enhance the seller’s reputation and
restrain buyers’ strategic behavior. Our newly formulated problem encompasses three critical
components: price fairness, buyers’ learning process and strategic behaviors. To illustrate
these three components in dynamic pricing, we depict the workflow of our problem in Figure
1. At time ¢, a buyer with feature x; and a private true group status G; € {0,1} enters
the market. The buyer learns the prices py(x;) and p;(x;), intended for buyers with a;
from group 0 and group 1, respectively, from the history data. After evaluating the cost of
manipulating group status in comparison to the price disparity between the two groups, the
buyer decides to reveal G} € {0,1}. Upon receiving the feature x; and group status G}, the
seller offers a price adhering to fairness constraints, denoted as p; = pgg(mt). Finally, the

seller receives the purchase feedback y;, and discloses the data (x;, G}, p;) to the public.
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Figure 1: Fairness-aware contextual dynamic pricing process with strategic buyers. The seller
can only observe the buyer’s revealed group status G, which may differ from the true group
status Gy.

To solve this problem, we propose a dynamic pricing policy aimed at achieving price
fairness between two groups while deterring buyers’ manipulation of the group status. The
problem faced by the seller is known as the exploration versus exploitation trade-off. On one
hand, the pricing policy influences the seller’s ability to learn about demand (exploration),
a knowledge that can be leveraged to increase future profits. On the other hand, the
pricing policy impacts immediate revenues (exploitation). To balance the trade-off between

exploration and exploitation, our policy utilizes a bandit framework and operates in two



distinct phases: the exploration phase and the exploitation phase. During the exploration
phase, the seller extends the same price to both groups of buyers, and collects true group
status data and estimates buyers’ preference parameters. The rationale behind revealing
the true group status lies in the fact that both groups of buyers receive identical prices,
rendering it unprofitable for them to manipulate their group status during this phase. In
the subsequent exploitation phase, the seller offers fairness-constrained prices, denoted as
po(x;) and py(x;) for group 0 and group 1, respectively. Given that the true group status
is unobservable by the seller, revenue loss is incurred when buyers misreport their group
status. For instance, buyers from group 0 might misrepresent themselves as belonging to
group 1, prompting the seller to offer the price p;(x;) based on the observed group status.
In this paper, we scrutinize the buyers’ fairness learning process, an essential element that
deters group status manipulation when the price disparity learned by buyers falls below the
manipulation cost, leading to the discouragement of buyers’ strategic manipulation.

In a strategic environment, the seller faces the challenge of lacking direct access to the true
buyer group status. This absence of direct observation makes it difficult for the seller to offer
the optimal fair price to the strategic group. To address this challenge, we formulate a fair
pricing policy aimed at discouraging buyers’ strategic behavior. To ensure the effectiveness of
this discouragement, another challenge is understanding how buyers perceive the fairness of
the pricing policy. To tackle this difficulty, we establish that buyers’ perceived fairness level
is closely aligned with the fairness level set by the seller. Moreover, the performance of the
pricing policy is evaluated via the cumulative regret, which is the cumulative expected revenue
loss against a clairvoyant policy that possesses complete knowledge of both the demand
model parameters and the true group status of buyers in advance, and always offers the
revenue-maximizing price while adhering to fairness constraints. We theoretically demonstrate
that our strategic dynamic pricing policy achieves a regret upper bound of O(v/T + H(T))

regret over a time horizon of T, where H(T') arises from buyers’ assessment accuracy of the



fairness of the pricing policy based on their learned price difference. Notably, when buyers
can effectively learn and assess the fairness of the pricing policy, this upper bound reduces
to O(\/T) Traditional regret upper bound proofs typically involve bounding the difference
between the proposed policy and the clairvoyant policy. However, in our proof, an additional
layer of complexity arises as we need to explore the effectiveness of our pricing policy in
discouraging strategic behaviors. Importantly, we establish an Q(\/T) regret lower bound of

any pricing policy in our problem setting, which indicates the optimality of our pricing policy.

1.2 Literature Review

Recently, fairness and buyers’ strategic behaviors are gaining prominence in the dynamic
pricing domain, and these facets are closely related to our work. In the following paragraphs,
we discuss these related literature. Table 1 outlines the distinctions between our work and
other dynamic pricing research with fairness/strategic buyers. The symbol O denotes the
order that hides the logarithmic term.

Table 1: Comparison with other dynamic pricing works

Papers Context[Fairness|[Strategic behavior[Buyers’ learning Regret
Chen et al. (2023b) v O(T*/?)

Xu et al. (2023) v O(T)
Cohen et al. (2024) v O(T)
Chen et al. (2023a)| v v O(T*?)

Liu et al. (2024) v v O(VT)

Our work v v v v O(T + H(T))*
*H(T) disappears when buyers effectively learn the fairness of the pricing policy. See Corollary 1.

Dynamic Pricing with Fairness. Dynamic pricing has been an active research area in
operations research and machine learning (Luo et al., 2022; Fan et al., 2024). In the online
pricing realm, Xu et al. (2023); Chen et al. (2023b); Cohen et al. (2024) have explored the
non-contextual pricing problem with fairness constraint. Specifically, Chen et al. (2023b)
and Cohen et al. (2024) examined pricing problems where the identical deterministic price is

offered within each buyer group, while Xu et al. (2023) introduced random prices generated



by probability distributions within each buyer group. Consequently, in these studies, buyers
from the same group are subject to the same price or prices from the same probability
distribution. In contrast, our work integrates contextual information into the pricing policy,
offering prices based on features while simultaneously ensuring fairness among buyers with the
same features from different groups. The work by Chen et al. (2023a) studied the contextual
pricing problem with fairness constraint. In all the aforementioned literature, the true group
status is observable by the seller while the true group status is unobservable in our paper.
Moreover, we consider inequity-averse buyers who actively seek lower prices by manipulating
their group status - an aspect not addressed in Xu et al. (2023); Chen et al. (2023a,b);
Cohen et al. (2024). Another critical difference is that the aspect of how buyers learn about
price fairness is overlooked in Xu et al. (2023); Chen et al. (2023a,b); Cohen et al. (2024).
In contrast, our approach delves into the intricacies of how buyers learn about fairness.
The existence of buyers’ strategic behaviors is well motivated in many pricing applications,
rendering existing pricing tools not applicable. To address this challenge, we must devise
new tools capable of handling both strategic behaviors and the learning process of fairness.

Dynamic Pricing with Strategic Buyers. Existing literature on pricing with strategic
buyers has primarily focused on timing (Chen and Farias, 2018), untruthful bidding in pricing
and auction design (Amin et al., 2014; Mohri and Munoz, 2015), and feature manipulation
(Liu et al., 2024). Other literature also exists on feature manipulation within classification
(Hardt et al., 2016; Dong et al., 2018; Chen et al., 2020; Ghalme et al., 2021; Bechavod et al.,
2021). Our work specifically addresses strategic behaviors related to feature manipulation,
closely related to the study by Liu et al. (2024). However, the policy presented by Liu et al.
(2024) incurs a social loss as it cannot effectively curb the futile strategic manipulation. In
contrast, our paper employs fairness as a tool to discourage strategic behaviors. Furthermore,
Liu et al. (2024) could not enforce fairness in pricing policies and hence is not applicable to

address price discrimination.



1.3 Organization

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the new
problem and the necessary components: fairness and strategic behaviors. In Section 3, we
propose the fairness-aware pricing policy with strategic buyers. In Section 4, we provide the
theoretical analysis. In Section 5, we conduct simulation studies to examine our proposed
policy. A real data analysis is provided in Section 6, followed by some discussion of future

work in Section 7. All proofs are included in the supplementary materials.

2 Problem Formulation

We first introduce the setting of the contextual dynamic pricing problem. At each time ¢, a
buyer with feature ; € R? and a group status G; € {0, 1} enters the market. The true group
status of each buyer is considered as a private type, which is unobservable by the seller. The
buyer can manipulate it to the other group by incurring some cost. We denote Cy > 0 as
the fixed minimum unit cost of manipulation, averaged over the total number of products
purchased. Upon receiving x; and a reported group status G}, which may be different from
Gy, the seller offers a price p;. At time ¢, the demand of a buyer with feature x; and group
status Gy = j € {0,1} is

yie = a;pj + B Ty + €, (1)
where a; and B3; are unknown parameters, and &, = (1,2;)". The demand depends on
the true group status rather than the reported group status, indicating that manipulation
does not affect the buyer’s demand. For convenience, we denote the unknown parameters by
0, = (o, BJT)T Here, y;; is the demand quantity, such as the amount of the loan the borrower
wants to apply for, and pj; is the price for the buyer with feature x; in group j. This linear
demand model has been widely considered in the pricing literature (Simchi-Levi and Wang,
2023; Chen et al., 2024). We use x; to denote the feature vector (not including group status

G) and is unchangeable by buyers. Without loss of generality, Ex; is normalized to 0 (Cai
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et al., 2023). The noise ¢ is an independent and identical distributed (i.i.d.) o2-sub-Gaussian
variable and E(e|x;, pr) = 0.

Now we consider the dynamic pricing problem with price fairness. To incorporate the
price fairness, we consider a price constraint, |po; — p1¢| < d, where § > 0 is the parameter for
the fairness level that is selected by the seller to meet the internal goal of the company or
satisfy regulatory requirements. This price constraint indicates that the price difference of
the buyers from two different groups should not exceed ¢§ after controlling other features.

We evaluate the performance of a pricing policy by the revenue difference compared
to the oracle pricing policy conducted by a fairness-aware clairvoyant seller who knows
the true demand parameters 8; for j € {0,1} and the private type (group status) G; of
each buyer. The seller’s expected revenue from the buyer with feature x; in group j, is
R;(p,x:) = plajp + ,Bijét) at price p. Denote the proportion of buyers from group 0 as
q € (0,1). Without loss of generality, we consider group 0 as the discriminated group, i.e.,
po > p1 for the same feature. At each time ¢, the fairness-aware clairvoyant seller maximizes

the weighted revenue by solving the following constrained optimization problem,

max qRo(po, ;) + (1 — q) Ri(p1, x)
Po.p1
(2)
s.t. pg —p1 <.
The objective function of the weighted revenue in (2) is an extension of Xu et al. (2023) from
the non-contextual setting to the contextual setting. It also includes Cohen et al. (2024);
Chen et al. (2023b) as a special case with ¢ = 1/2.
The constrained optimization problem (2) serves as a full-information benchmark for

evaluating our pricing policy. By solving (2) as detailed in Appendix A, we obtain the optimal

prices p, = pi(x:) and pj, = pi(x:), i.e., for j = 0,1,

* (0% e o
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where the pricing parameters are

qBo + (1 — q)Bu - (I=q)aid
- y, Y2 = .
2qa0 +2(1 — @)y qao+ (1 — @)y

(4)

Y1 =

T T
When ’8217? - %OT? < 0, the unconstrained optimal solution of (2) satisfies the fairness
constraint and is applied. Otherwise, the fairness constraint becomes tight, and the constrained

solution is derived. To evaluate the pricing policy, we leverage cumulative regret over a time

horizon of T,

Regretr = ZE{Q[RO(pSn ) — Ro(por 21)] + (1 — @)[Ri(py, ) — Ralpu, )]}, (5)

t=1

which is the difference between the fairness-aware clairvoyant revenue and the revenue under
one pricing policy. The expectation in (5) is taken with respect to randomness in the feature
x;, the demand and the pricing policy.

Now, we discuss buyers’ strategic behavior. The group status of the buyer is considered
as a private type and is unobserved. The buyers can strategically deceive the seller about the
group status to pursue a lower price. Remind that the cost of manipulating group status is
Cy > 0, which is public information. Given that group 0 is the discriminated group, only
the buyers from group 0 are likely to manipulate the group status. Let py(x) and p;(x)
be the prices for group 0 and group 1 that the buyer has estimated using the history data.
For a buyer from group 0 with feature x, the total estimated cost is py(a) without group
manipulation and p;(x) + Cy after group manipulation. Therefore, the buyer from group 0

will strategically report the group status as

0. i po(z) = pi(e) < Co,
G = A D ;
{ 1, if po(z) — pi(z) > Co. (6)

We aim to design a pricing policy to restrain buyers’ strategic behavior. Intuitively, the price
difference should not exceed the manipulating cost Cyy. To discourage the strategic behavior,
the seller chooses § in (2) such that 6 < Cy. In the next section, we show that the pricing

policy would incur a linear regret if the seller ignored the buyer’s strategic behavior.
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2.1 Linear Regret for Existing Fair Pricing Policy

Consideration of buyers’ fairness learning is critical in the dynamic pricing with strategic
buyers. Existing fair pricing policies (Chen et al., 2023a,b; Cohen et al., 2024) do not
consider buyers’ strategic behaviors and ignore buyers’ fairness learning process. In this
case, even the seller provides prices with fairness constraints, the disadvantaged buyers
always act strategically by manipulating the group status. In this section, we show in
Theorem 1 that when buyers are strategic, a pricing policy without considering buyers’
fairness learning process incurs a linear regret lower bound of Q(7"). We now present some
standard assumptions in the dynamic pricing literature. In later sections, we will show that

our proposed pricing policy achieve a sub-linear regret under the same assumptions.

Assumption 1. The prices po, p1r € (0, B), the feature ||| < Tmas, the demand pa-

rameters Umin < || < Gmaz, [|Billi < bmas for j = 0,1, for some positive constants

B, Tmaxy Aminy Amaz bmaa: .

Assumption 1 indicates that the price, features and demand parameters are all bounded.

The bounded assumptions are practical and also commonly used in pricing literature (Luo

et al., 2022, 2024; Zhao et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2024; Fan et al., 2024).

Assumption 2. Feature vectors are generated from a fixed distribution. The minimum

eigenvalue of the second-moment matriz X, = E(x;x,) is positive, i.e., Apin(Sz) > 0.

Assumption 2 is mild and requires that no features are perfectly collinear in order to
identify the true demand parameters (Fan et al., 2024; Liu et al., 2024; Chai et al., 2024;

Zhao et al., 2024).

Theorem 1. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Let Cy be the manipulation cost and q be the
proportion of the disadvantage group. If buyers behave strategically and fail to discern the

price difference imposed by the fair pricing constraint, there exist parameters Cy, q, co;; and 3;
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for 7 = 0,1 such that any fair pricing policy that neglects buyers’ fairness learning incurs a

cumulative regret of at least Q(T) over the time horizon T .

Theorem 1 shows that the fair pricing policy without buyers’ fairness learning incurs a
linear regret lower bound of Q(7T), indicating the importance of studying the buyers’ learning
process of fairness when designing fair pricing policies. Intuitively, when buyers from the
disadvantage group do not learn the price difference, they always report a false group status.
In this case, there exists a problem instance such that it always incurs Q(1) regret whenever
a buyer from the disadvantage group enters the market. Then, the cumulative regret at
time T is at least Q(T"). Motivated from this, in Section 3, we develop a new fair dynamic
pricing policy by taking buyers’ strategic behaviors and buyers’ fairness learning process into

consideration.

3 Fairness-aware Pricing with Strategic Buyers

We begin by introducing the notion of fairness perception and delving into the process of
how buyers learn the price fairness. Subsequently, we present the details of our proposed

pricing policy and show how our policy prevents buyers’ strategic behaviors.

3.1 Buyers’ Fairness Perception and Learning Process

Price fairness perception arises when buyers compares their paid price with the price paid by
comparative others (Xia et al., 2004; Lee et al., 2011). Unfairness perceptions can emerge if
buyers from one group are charged a higher price than their counterparts from another group.
Therefore, understanding consumer perceptions of price unfairness is crucial. Moreover,
perceived unfairness can drive strategic behaviors among buyers. Specifically, buyers from
the disadvantaged group may manipulate their group type to that of the advantaged group,
incurring a switching cost Cj.

If a buyer from group 0 with features x; knows that the price disparity po(x;) — p1(x;)

13



is less than the switching cost Cjy, the buyer has no incentive to manipulate their group
status to group 1. However, if the disparity exceeds Cj, the buyer may have an incentive
to misreport their group status and claim to belong to group 1. In practice, though, the
seller typically does not disclose both po(x;) and p;(x;) directly to buyers. A more realistic
approach is for buyers to learn py(x;) and p;(x;) from the released public historical data. In
our HMDA dataset, the financial institutions are required by the Home Mortgage Disclosure
Act to publicly disclose loan-level information about mortgages. Based on the historical data,
the buyer learns the prices py(x) and p;(x) for group 0 and group 1, and then compare the
price difference 5= Po(x) — p1(x) with Cy to assess the fairness perception.

We adopt the notion of a general offline regression oracle (Simchi-Levi and Xu, 2022) to
describe buyers’ learning process. Given a general function class P, a general offline regression
oracle associated with P, denoted by 0ffRegp is defined as a procedure that generates a
prediction p; : X — RT for j = 0,1. We make the following generic assumption on the

statistical learning guarantee of 0ffRegp.

Assumption 3. Given t training samples of the form (x;, G;, p;), with p; the price set by the
seller, the offline regression oracle 0f fRegp returns a prediction p; : X — R for j =0, 1.

For any 0 <mn, < 1, with probability at least 1 — n;, we have

pj(®) — pj(@)] < Epy (D),
where the offline learning guarantee Ep ,, (t) is a function that decreases to 0 as t — oo.

The offline learning guarantee £p,, (t) bounds the absolute distance between p;(x) and
p;(x). Assumption 3 facilitates the flexibility of buyers’ learning methods and serves as a
link between the buyer’s estimation error and the regret analysis. In general, P can be be
any parametric or nonparametric function class. For instance, when P is the linear function
class, the offline regression oracles can achieve the estimation error rate O(y/t=log(1/n,))

(Lattimore and Szepesvari, 2020).
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3.2 Fair Pricing Policy

In this section, we introduce a novel fair dynamic pricing policy to deter buyers’ strategic
behavior. The algorithm comprises the exploration and exploitation phases. The exploration
phase gathers information to learn parameters, while the exploitation phase entails imple-
menting optimal fair pricing based on the acquired knowledge. The length of the exploration
phase is Tj, and the length of the exploitation phase is 7" — Tj. Our fairness-aware pricing
policy with strategic buyers is presented in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 needs the time horizon 7" and three additional input parameters. We can use
the doubling trick (Lattimore and Szepesvari, 2020) to handle cases where T' is unknown,
achieving the same regret bound. The first input is the upper bound of the price B, assumed
to be known in Assumption 1, aligning with previous works such as Luo et al. (2022); Fan
et al. (2024). Here, we only need an upper bound on the price and a rough upper bound B is
sufficient. The second input 7 determined the exploration length. The third input cs relates
to different price offers. We would like to mention that the choices of these hyperparameters
are not sensitive and in Section 5 we provide a sensitivity test on the choices of these three
input parameters. In Algorithm 1, the proportion ¢ is assumed to be fixed and known to
the seller, as done in Xu et al. (2023). In practice, if ¢ is unknown, the seller can estimate it
using prior information. We now delve into the exploration phase and the exploitation phase.

Exploration Phase. During this phase, the seller announces that a uniform pricing
policy is implemented. At each time ¢, a buyer with x; and G; enters the market. The seller
provides the same price p, ~ Unif(0, B) for both groups. In this case, buyers lack incentives
to modify their private types and hence will reveal the true group status G, (Harris et al.,
2022; Liu et al., 2024). After observing p;, the buyer decides the demand y;. The seller
collects data (xy, Gy, ys, p). At the end of the exploration phase, the seller use the sale dataset
{(x+, Gs, yi, pe) }12,, to estimate 8 = (aj, B])" for j € {0,1}, see (7).

Exploitation Phase. During this phase, the seller enacts an optimal fairness-aware
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Algorithm 1 Fairness-aware Pricing Policy with Strategic Buyers

1: Input: T, B, 7, cs

2: Ty = T\/T

3: Exploration Phase (Uniform Pricing Policy):

4: fort=1,2,..., Ty do

5. The buyer with feature x; and group status G; € {0, 1} comes to the platform.
6:  The seller sets a price p; ~ Unif(0, B).

7. The seller receives a demand y;.

8:  The seller releases (p;, G, ;) the public.

9: end for

10: Denote T; = (1,2 )" and the seller updates the parameter estimate, for j € {0, 1},

To
a;,B; = arg I;lin Z(yt —ap; — B@,)*. (7)
“ t=1

11: Exploitation Phase (Fairness-aware Optimal Pricing Policy):

12: fort=Ty+1,...,T do

13:  The buyer with x; and G; € {0, 1} comes to the platform.

14:  The buyer learns the price difference and reveals the group status G according to (6).

15:  The seller offers the price p; = per (@) with

_,Z%mt’ lf g{it—i{%t §6—65 10?7—'07
Qo a Q
per(@:) = c 2 2 v Do (®)

AT~ ,o~ e Bl By log Ty

-45-G f — ——— > — ,

Y1 Tt 72, 1 % % Cs T

where - ~
~ B+ (1—-gB .  (l—qgaid

- ~ /\7,}/_ ~ ~
2qap + 2(1 — q)ay 2 qap + (1 — q)on

16:  The seller receives a demand ;.
17:  The seller releases (pt, G}, ;) to the public.
18: end for

pricing policy. At each time ¢, a buyer with x; and G, enters the market and reports the
group status as . The advantage group releases G, = G; and the disadvantage group

reports G} by (6). The seller provides a price upon observing x; and G} using (8). The pricing
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function (8) is not simply a direct plug-in estimate of (3). Here, we discuss the intuition

behind (8). The additional term cs,/ 1°§T° accounts for the uncertainty in the estimates 6,

~ 3T 3T > P~
and 6. While 2 s B ;aist is not identical to ﬁ B 2 A 200:?7 Lemma 1 ensures that the two

ﬂl T4 Bo €Tt

o= to infer the

quantities are close. To minimize regret, the seller must rely on to

value of M — M. When Bl hmt B < - log TO , the seller can be highly confident

a

.
that 2 21;” By Oamt < 6 holds. After receiving the price p;, the buyer decides the demand ;.

Finally, the seller releases (x;, G}, p;) to the public complying with the regulations.

4 Theoretical Analysis

In this section, we conduct a theoretical analysis of the proposed pricing policy. We first
provide the upper bounds for the estimation errors of the demand parameters and the fairness
level. Subsequently, we prove that our pricing policy achieves a sublinear upper regret bound.
Finally, we establish a lower regret bound for any pricing policy that adheres to the price
fairness constraint, which indicates the rate-optimality of our policy.

We start with a lemma to establish an upper bound on the estimation error of the demand

parameters using (7) at the end of the exploration phase.

Lemma 1. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. The estimated parameter §] = (Zy\j,éjT)T,j =
0,1, is obtained by (7). Let Ty be the length of the exploration phase and q be the proportion

of buyers in group 0. When Ty > 121 we have

2 Nomm(1-qa)

AL[0? + Mo(0ar + D) (d + 2)]
)\%q]‘TO ’

2w and Ao = min{(B?*+3—+/B* + 3B2 4+ 9) /6, \pnin(Z2) }-

E(||6; — 6;]3) <

where qo = q, 1 = 1—q, L = B*+1+a2

Lemma 1 indicates that the expected squared estimation error of 50 and 51 decreases with
the exploration length Ty. As Tj increases, the number of the samples used to estimate @, and
0, becomes larger, leading to a better estimation accuracy. The expected squared estimation

error is also influenced by the feature dimension d. With a larger d, more parameters are
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to be estimated, resulting in a less accurate estimation. Moreover, the error is affected by
the proportion of buyer groups. When the proportion of one buyer group is larger, more
samples are used to estimate its parameters, leading to a smaller estimation error of that
corresponding group’s parameter.

The next lemma focuses on the buyer’s learning process and quantifies the estimation

error of the price difference 6 = py(x) — p1(x) obtained through an offline regression oracle.

Lemma 2. Suppose that Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 hold. At time t in the exploitation phase,
buyers learn the price difference 5 using the offline regression oracle 0f fRegp. There exists a
positive constant ¢ such that, for t > ¢, with probability at least 1 — 2n,_1, we have 5 < (Y,

where Cy represents manipulation cost of the group status.

Now, we provide some intuitive explanations on why our algorithm is able to prevent
buyers’ strategic behaviors. Lemma 2 assures that 5 < Cp holds with high probability. By
(6), buyers are deterred from manipulation, as the cost of manipulation outweighs the benefits
from manipulation.

Now, we establish the upper bound of the regret of the proposed policy in Algorithm 1.

Theorem 2. Let the assumptions of Lemma 2 hold. There exist positive constants ¢y, ¢, €3, Cy
and cs such that when T > ¢y, the total expected regret of the proposed pricing policy over the

time horizon T satisfies

Regrety < \/

where H(T) = ZtT:1 Me—1 with n; defined in Assumption 5.

CQ(d + 2) + C3
q(1 —q)

1 T+ (ca+ csq)H(T),

The regret bound is influenced by several key parameters. First, the buyer group proportion
(q) contributes to two components of regret: ﬁ, which arises from estimation errors

in demand parameters and is minimized when ¢ = 1/2, indicating equal group proportions

lead to the smallest average estimation error; and ¢, which represents the regret due to the
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proportion of strategic buyers and increases as more disadvantaged buyers manipulate their
group status. Second, the feature dimension (d) affects the regret bound, with higher d
leading to greater regret due to increased parameter estimation complexity. Finally, the
time horizon (7") influences the regret in two ways: the first term grows proportionally to
VT, and the second term is Zthl M:—1, which captures buyers’ assessment accuracy of the
pricing policy’s fairness from learned price differences. The next corollary will discuss detailed

scenarios when this term goes to zero.

Corollary 1. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2, if n; < \/% when t exceeding a certain

constant, the total expected regret of the proposed pricing policy over the time horizon T

satisfies Regrety = O(V/T).

Corollary 1 follows directly from Theorem 2 under the condition 7, < \/Lz using the
fact Zle \/% — O(\/T). This condition is attainable when buyers employ specific learning
methods to learn the prices. For example, if buyers learn the price using the neural network,
the condition 7, < \/% is met, with the offline learning guarantee Ep ,, (t) decreasing over time
(Ban et al., 2022). In Sections 5, we explore different learning methods used by buyers to
assess our policy.

Our next theorem establishes a theoretical lower bound on the regret for any pricing

policy that adheres to the price fairness constraint. We construct a problem instance by

setting the second to d-th components of 3; to be 0, for j =0, 1.

Theorem 3. Consider a problem instance such that the expected demand is E(y:|Gy, ps) =
1/2+ a[(Gy + V)py — 1 — G¢/2] with a € [-1/2,—1/5] and p; € [1/2,9/8], the group status
Gy = (t mod 2), ¢ = 1/2, and buyers can perfectly learn the price difference. For any pricing
policy 1 satisfying the price fairness constraint pg — p1 = § with 6 = 1/4, there exists a
parameter o such that

1
> —/T.
Regretr > 15360
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Theorem 3 gives a lower regret bound of order at least Q(\/T ) on any pricing policy
satisfying the price fairness constraint over 7' time periods. In comparison, Corollary 1
demonstrates that our proposed Algorithm 1 achieves an upper bound of order O(\/T ),
indicating the optimality of our pricing policy when buyers are able to learn the fairness of
the price policy.

Next, we provide an intuitive explanation for proving Theorem 3. The detailed proof is in
Section F of the appendix. The lower bound is established by constructing an uninformative
price (Broder and Rusmevichientong, 2012; Xu and Wang, 2021; Fan et al., 2024). A price is
deemed uninformative because all demand curves intersect at a common price, and no policy
can gain information about the demand parameter. We choose the true demand parameter «
as agp = —2/5. Using (3), we derive the optimal prices for group 0 and group 1 under the
fairness constraint, denoted as p§(cp) = 1 and pi(ag) = 3/4, respectively. We then find that
E(y]0, pi(co)) = 1/2 and E(y:|1, pi () = 1/2, indicating that all demand curves intersect
at the optimal prices when the underlying parameter is ay. These optimal prices provide no
information on the estimation of the demand parameter. We demonstrate that if a policy tries
to learn model parameters, it must set prices away from the uninformative prices pj(cy) and
pi(), thereby incurring large regret when the underlying parameter is «. Furthermore, we
establish that any policy failing to accurately learn the demand parameter o must also incur
a cost in regret. Combining these facts, we can prove that any fair pricing policy achieves a

regret lower bound Q(v/7T) in the setting presented in Theorem 3.

4.1 Outline of the Proof of Theorem 2

In the following we give an outline for the proof of Theorem 2, summarizing its main steps.
The main idea behind our regret analysis is a balance between exploration and exploitation,
and the discouragement of the strategic behavior. Our proof differs from existing proofs

for fair dynamic pricing policies, requiring careful quantification of the regret loss due to
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strategic behaviors.

The time period is segmented into the exploration phase and the exploitation phase. The
seller’s revenue at time t is R;(p;) = R;j(pi, x¢) for j = 0,1. Let py, and py, be the prices
offered to group 0 and group 1, respectively. Let reg; = qRo(p§;) + (1 — q) R1(p3,) — qRo(pot) —
(1 — q)R1(p1;) be the instance regret under Algorithm 1 at time period ¢. Under Assumption
1, the regret at time ¢ in the exploration phase is E(reg;) = O(1).

Now, we focus on the analysis of the regret during the exploitation phase. During the

exploitation phase, The pricing function (8) is equivalent to

_BG;it 1f B\lrit_,é\oit <5_c llong
2&@; ’ 26(\1 2&0 - b TO ’
_ ~ 3% 3% log Tt
pt—<’\T _6G/ ~ f Blmt_ﬁomt >5 0
Y1 Tt ¢ T2, 1 —26?1 —2&\0 20+ Cs T,
AT~ ~ log Ty ﬁr%t B\Taft log T
T ' 1 0
—0-G f o— < — ——<9 ,
(T (T O e S e T A, TN T

where G} signifies the disclosed group status by the buyer. Given the strategic nature of

buyers, there exists the possibility of them revealing a false group status. We show that the

probability P (8 — cs\ /800 < S5 — B < 64 5 [T ) 55 O(1/T),

The buyers from the group 1 (advantage group) do not manipulate and reveal the true

group type, the price for these buyers under our policy is defined as

_ ,31/\@7 i ﬁ{\it _ ,Boiit <6—cs /IOgTO’
20[1 2051 20&0 TO

3z Blz log T
ATE =5+ 7,, it DLl P [leTo
20[1 2060 TO

The price for buyers from group 0 is contingent on the group status they reveal. Let S be

Pt =

the price difference that the buyers from group 0 estimated based on the public data. If
5> Co, the buyers from group 0 reveal a manipulated group type. Conversely, if 5 < Cy,
they disclose their true group type. Consequently, under our policy, the price for buyers in

group 0 is given by

Py, if 6 < Cy,
Pot = R
P, if 0 > Co,
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where

_ ﬁ(]/\it’ i ﬂ1/\%t _ /30/\5515 <6 — s /log T07
/ 20&0 2@1 20&0 To

Por = T~ ST~
~T ~ ~ . ,31 Tt ,60 I log T
T f ——"——2—>9 )
YT+ Y2, 1 % 2% = + cs54/ T

The regret of our policy depends on the probability P(g < Cp). We define the historical

information up to time t as H; = {@1, -+ , @4, Y1, Y, 1, -+ , P} We also define H, =
H; U {xiy1} as the filtration including the feature x; ;. Given that the true group status at

time ¢ is unknown, the expected regret at time ¢ in the exploitation phase is

E(regiHi—1) < E{q[Ro(p5) — Ro(pi)] + (1 — @)[R1 (p},) — Ri(p1o)][Hi1}

7
+ ¢E{g[Ro(ps) = Ro(p1)] + (1 = @)[Ri(p1) = Rulpar)][Hia }P(5 > Co).

The expected regret at time ¢ is upper bounded by two parts: J; and J,. In Jj, the price
offered to group 0 is py: = p(;, indicating that no strategic behavior happens. Conversely, in
Jo, the price offered to group 0 is po; = p1s, signifying that the buyer from group 0 misreports
as belonging to group 1.

We can prove that J; is upper bounded by [|8y — 6|2 + ||61 — 61]|2. Noting that the
number of samples from the exploration phase to estimate @y and 6 is Ty, we can prove
J1 = O(1/T}) using Lemma 1. To establish an upper bound on Jy, we leverage Lemma 2 to
upper bound IP’(S\ > (Cp). We can prove Jy = O(1;_1). The expected regret at time ¢ in the

exploitation phase is

Ew@ozwwmmﬁun=0(%)+om1y

Finally, the cumulative regret across the exploration phase and the exploitation phase is

Regrety = O(Ty) + O (T ;OTO) +0 (Z Ut—l) = O(WT)+0 (Z 77t_1> ,

where the last equality holds at T = O(\/T ), achieving an optimal trade-off between

exploration and exploitation.
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5 Simulation Study

In this section, we implement simulation studies to demonstrate the effectiveness of our policy.
In the experiments (except for Section 5.2), we set the feature dimension as d = 3. The
demand parameters for buyers from group 0 is ag = —1,8p = (2,1/2,1,1)". The demand
parameters for buyers from group 1is a; = —1,8; = (1,1/4,1/2,1/2)7. Assume the cost of
manipulation is Cy = 0.8. The seller would naturally select 6 < C to discourage strategic
behavior. In the experiments, the fairness level in the pricing policy is set to 6 = 0.799. We
denote the feature vector as @; = (w14, 7o, 3;) ' and the features x1;, 79, and w3, are all i.i.d.
from Unif(-2, 2). The noise distribution is ¢, ~ N(0, 1).

As previous online pricing policies with fairness constraint (Xu et al., 2023; Chen et al.,
2023a,b; Cohen et al., 2024) do not take strategic behaviors into consideration, they are
not applicable in our problem. For the comparison, we consider the pricing policy without
buyers’ fairness learning process mentioned in Section 2.1 as a benchmark fair pricing policy.
In this policy, the seller provides prices with fairness constraints to strategic buyers while the
buyers do not learn the fairness level. Without the fairness perception, the buyers always act
strategically.

In both algorithms, we divide the time horizon into an exploration phase with length Tj,
and an exploration phase with length 7' — Tj. In the exploration phase, the seller randomly
samples p; at each time ¢, and obtains the estimate §0 and 51 at the end of the exploration
phase. Without loss of generality, we consider that the group 0 is the disadvantaged group.
During the exploitation phase, the buyers from group 0 learn the price disparity 5 using
two learning methods: decision tree regression and neural networks. In the decision tree
regression approach, buyers input the feature vector & and group status G into a decision
tree with a maximum depth of 5, which outputs the price p. In the neural network approach,
the feature vector  and groups status G are fed into a neural network consisting of 5 hidden

layers, each with 5 neurons, to predict the price p. The price disparity § is calculated as
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Figure 2: Regret plots for the two policies. The two subplots show the regrets of two different
scenarios: decision tree regression and neural network. The red and blue lines represent the
mean regret of our pricing policy and the benchmark pricing policy without buyers’ fairness
learning, respectively, over 20 independent runs. The light gray areas around these lines
depict the standard errors of the estimates.

~

= po(x) — p1(x) using the estimated prices from the two models. If 5 < Cy, they report the

&)

true group status. Otherwise, they misreport the group status. The buyers from group 1

always report their true group status.

5.1 Regret Comparison

Buyers’ perception of fairness is crucial. In our policy, we incorporate the learning process of
fairness for buyers, which discourages strategic behaviors. We set B = 3 and 7 = 10. Figure 2
shows the regrets of our policy and the compared benchmark policy without buyers’ fairness
learning. The benchmark policy exhibits larger regrets compared to ours. When buyers
use a neural network to learn the price difference, the regret is smaller compared to using
decision tree regression. This is because the neural network is more effective at modeling
the price, and presents a smaller H(T') defined in Theorem 2, leading to a smaller regret. In
all subsequent experiments, we will concentrate on using the neural network as the buyer’s

learning method.
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Figure 3: Regret plots for our policy. The two subplots show the regrets of the policy at
different values of d and ¢. The remaining caption is the same as Figure 2.

5.2 Impacts of d and ¢

In this section, we explore the impacts of the feature dimension d € {3,10} and the proportion
of strategic buyers ¢ € {0.5,0.8} on our proposed pricing policy. In the left sub-figure of
Figure 3, we fix ¢ = 0.5 and vary the dimensions of feature as d = 3 and d = 10 (By =
(2,1/2,1,1,1/2,1/2,1/2,1/2,1/2,1/2,1/2)7, B1 = By/2). We observe that our policy under
the higher dimension incurs a higher regret. In the right sub-figure of Figure 3, the regret
for ¢ = 0.8 is larger than that for ¢ = 0.5. When the proportion of the strategic buyers is
smaller, manipulation behaviors occur less frequently, resulting in a lower regret. Besides, an
equal proportion of two groups achieves the smallest average estimation error, leading to a

lower regret. These observations align with the theoretical findings of Theorems 2.

5.3 Sensitivity Tests

In this section, we investigate the sensitivity of our policy to hyperparameters B, T,cs
required in Algorithm 1. Here, B represents an upper bound on the price, and 7 is a
constant used in determining the exploration length, and c;s is a parameter in our policy. To

assess the sensitivity of our policies, we conduct experiments with different values of these

hyperparameters in the setting with ¢ = 0.5.

25



Regret

Buyers' learning: Neural Network, B=3

3901 our policy

—— Benchmark policy
4000

3000

2000

1000

/

0 2000 4000 6000 8000

10000

6000

5000

4000

Regret

2000

1000

3000

Buyers' learning: Neural Network, B=4

—— our policy
—— Benchmark policy

0 2000 4000 6000 8000
t

10000

7000

6000

5000

Regret

2000

1000

4000

3000

Buyers' learning: Neural Network, B=5

—— our policy
—— Benchmark policy

0 2000 4000 6000 8000
t

10000

Figure 4: Regret plots for the two policies. The three subplots show the regrets of three
different scenarios, B € {3,4,5}. The remaining caption is the same as Figure 2.
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Figure 5: Regret plots for the two policies. The two subplots show the regrets of three
different scenarios, cs € {1,2,3}. The remaining caption is the same as Figure 2.
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Figure 6: Regret plots for the two policies. The two subplots show the regrets of three
different scenarios, 7 € {8,10, 12}. The remaining caption is the

same as Figure 2.

First, we examine the sensitivity of B. For these simulations, we set ¢5 = 1 and 7 = 10.

Figure 4 illustrates the regrets of the three policies under three scenarios: B = 3, B = 4

and B = 5. Next, we examine the sensitivity of ¢s. For these simulations, we set B = 3 and

7 = 10. Figure 5 illustrates the regrets of the three policies under three scenarios: B = 3,

B =4 and B = 5. Finally, we assess the sensitivity of 7. In these simulations, we set B = 3

and cs = 1. Figure 6 presents the regrets of the three policies for three different scenarios:

T =238,

7=10 and 7 = 12.
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Overall, our sensitivity analysis indicates that the performance of our policy remains
consistent and robust under variations in the hyperparameters B, cs, 7, and is always superior

over the benchmark policy.

6 Real Application

In this section, we evaluate the efficacy of our policy using the public Home Mortgage
Disclosure Act (HMDA) dataset that includes customer characteristics and loan features. In
our study, we employ the 2022 HMDA dataset’. HMDA mandates that numerous financial
institutions maintain, report, and publicly disclose mortgage-related information. This dataset
has been a focal point of prior research (Bocian et al., 2008; Zhang, 2018; Bartlett et al.,
2022; Popick, 2022; Butler et al., 2023), revealing that borrowers from minority groups often

face higher interest rates even after accounting for contextual factors.

6.1 Data Description and Preprocessing

We only retain data for loans that have been approved and disbursed to borrowers. We
designate race as the group status, loan amount as the demand, interest rate as the price,
and contextual information comprises income, age, property value securing the loan, debt-
to-income ratio, combined loan-to-value ratio, and loan term. Race is categorized into two
groups: White and non-White, encompassing Black or African American, American Indian
or Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, Asian and other minority races.
We consider borrowers aged between 25 and 74. Initially provided in discrete intervals, we
transform age into continuous data by averaging within each interval. The debt-to-income
ratio is limited to the range of 20% to 60%. To ensure data integrity, we eliminate outliers,
excluding the upper 5% and lower 5% of values, for loan amount, interest rate, income,

property value, combined loan-to-value ratio, and loan term. Following data preprocessing,

Yhttps://fhec.cfpb.gov/data-publication /dynamic-national-loan-level-dataset /2022
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our dataset comprises 3,871,912 records. Among them, the White group constitutes 81.86%

of the dataset.

6.2 Data Analysis

Before applying our pricing policy on the dataset, we employ the propensity score matching
method (Ho et al., 2007, 2011) to examine the interest rate difference between the White
group and the non-White group after controlling the contextual information. Let py and
p1 be the mean prices of the non-White group and White group, respective. We test the
hypothesis

Hoy : p1 = po, Hi:p1 < po. (9)
The p-value of the hypothesis problem (9) is 2.2 x 1076 indicating that the non-White group
pays a higher interest rate compared to their White counterparts. This finding aligns with
previous research (Bocian et al., 2008; Zhang, 2018; Bartlett et al., 2022; Popick, 2022; Butler

et al., 2023).
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Figure 7: Regret plots for the two policies on the real data. The remaining caption is the
same as Figure 2.

Now, we analyze the dataset using our online pricing policy. In practice, obtaining

real-time feedback from buyers regarding any dynamic pricing strategy is challenging until
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the pricing policy has been executed in the data collection system. Consequently, we adhere
to the calibration approach outlined in previous studies (Fan et al., 2024; Wang et al., 2024;
Liu et al., 2024) by initially estimating a linear demand model. This model serves as a ground
truth to evaluate dynamic pricing policies. We set the manipulation cost at Cy = 0.11 and
the fairness threshold to § = 0.1. We assume ¢; ~ N (0, 1), and fix B =1 and 7 = 5. Buyers
learn the price difference using a neural network. Our policy is applied with the time horizon
T = 50000 , repeated 20 times to record average cumulative regrets. We compare our policy
against the benchmark pricing policy without considering buyers’ fairness learning. Figure 7
shows that the cumulative regret of the policy without buyers’ learning is much larger and
grows significantly faster compared to our pricing policy, aligning with our earlier findings in
simulated data. Our proposed pricing policy achieves 35.06% reduction in regret compared

to the benchmark policy at the end of the time horizon.

7 Summary and Future Directions

In this paper, we study the contextual dynamic pricing problem when significant price
disparities emerge among specific demographic groups such as gender or race. These disparities
not only lead to legal concerns, but also incentivize disadvantaged buyers to strategically
manipulate their group identity to obtain lower prices, further complicating the fairness
landscape. To tackle these challenges, we propose a fairness-aware contextual dynamic pricing
policy, considering scenarios where buyers’ group status is private and unobservable by the
seller. Our policy addresses both price fairness and strategic behavior, simultaneously.
Looking ahead, there are several promising avenues for future exploration in this area. We
can extend our investigation to incorporate additional complexities such as strategic pricing
problems with censored demand (Tang et al., 2025), unobserved confounding (Yu et al., 2022;
Miao et al., 2023; Qi et al., 2024; Shi et al., 2024), offline learning (Duan et al., 2021; Duan

and Wainwright, 2024) and other fairness constraints (Fang et al., 2023). Exploring these
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avenues will aid in developing more robust and equitable dynamic pricing strategies for online

retail environments.
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Supplementary Materials

“Fairness-aware Contextual Dynamic Pricing with
Strategic Buyers”

In this supplement, we provide the detailed proofs. Section A derives the solution of the
optimization. Section B gives the proof under the pricing policy without fairness learning,
i.e., Theorem 1. Section C and D provide the proofs for Lemma 1 and Lemma 2. Section E
offers the proof for the upper regret bound of our proposed pricing policy, i.e., Theorem 2.
Section I presents the proof for Theorem 3, establishing a lower regret bound of any pricing

policy in our problem. Section G includes the supporting technical lemmas.

A Derivation of (3)

The optimization problem (2) is equivalent to
min — qRo(po, ;) — (1 — q)R1(p1, )
Po,P1

st.pp—p1—0<0.

The Lagrangian function is

L(po,p1, ) = —qRo(po, xt) — (1 — ¢)Ri(p1, x:) + AM(po — p1 — 6)

= —qlpo(copo + By )] — (1 — q)p1(arps + By &1)] + A(po — p1 — 0).

By the Karush—-Kuhn—Tucker condition, we have

oL A ~
OLipo.pY) _ —2qaopo — 4By T + A =0,
dpo
A ~
%};}91,) = —=2(1 = q)aupr — (1 - Q)ﬁiwt —A=0,
1

A(po—p1—5)=07
po—p1—0 <0,

A>0.



By solving (S1), we obtain

GR wEE AR
R I
YWE— O+, if 21?«1_ 20% > 4,
where
o= qBo + (1 —q)Bs (I —q)aié

_Qqao +2(1 — q)ay’ 27 quo+ (1 — q)ag”

B Proof of Theorem 1

We assume that the dimension of the features is d = 1, and the expected demands of group 0
and group are Eyy; = 2 + 2 — por and Eyyy = 2 + x4 — 2py;, respectively. We assume x; ~
Unif(-1/2, 1/2) and set ¢ = 1/2,0 = 1/4. By (3), the optimal prices for group 0 and group 1
under the fairness constraint are pj(z:) = x/3 + 5/6 and pj(x;) = x;/3 + 7/12, respectively.
We denote pj, = pj,(x:) and pj; = pji(x;) for j = 0,1.. The revenue of the optimal pricing

policy at time ¢ under the fairness constraint is

1 * * 1 * * * *
é[RO(pOt’ ry) + Ry (p1t7 Ty)] = _[p0t<wt - pOt) +p1t(xt - 2p1t)]

2
_1 Tt 5 2$t 7 Ty 7 Tt 5
_2(3+6)<3+6)+(3+12)(3+6) (52)
a7} 172, 35

6 24 48

Without the price fairness constraint, the optimal prices for group 0 and group 1 are
P (z) = (24 2,)/2 and p¥ (x,) = (2 + x,)/4, respectively. We set the manipulation cost
as Cy = 5/16. We have p (z;) — p¥ (x;) > C. Since the buyers cannot perceive the price
fairness, the buyers from group 0 consistently misreport their group status, leading to a
payment of p;(z;). Therefore, the revenue of any other pricing policy without fairness learning

at time ¢ 1s

(2 + l't)Q .

5 (S3)

1 1
§[Ro(p1t, zy) + Ri(p1e, xy)] = 5[?115(2 + 2z —pu) + pu(2+ 2 — 2p1)] <



By (S2) and (S3), the expected cumulative regret of any other pricing policy without fairness

learning at time 7' is

T
1
Regretr = 5 > B{[Ro(ply, @) + Ba (b5, w0)] — [Ro(pre, 1) + Ba(pre, )]}
t=1
T 2 2
x; 1Tz 35 (24 my)
<) E|*&L R Sl e 228
= ; { 6 " 21 T8 6
T
<.
— 16

The proof is completed.

C Proof of Lemma 1

Since the proofs for the estimation errors of 8y and 8, are identical, we omit the group symbol
in the following proof, assuming that all variables are from the same group. To facilitate
the presentation of the proof, we introduce some new notations. Let p; = (1 p;)" € R?
and z = (p; =)' € R¥2. The prices and features from time 1 to t are formulated as
Zy = (21, , )" € R¥+2) the demand is Y; = (y1,--- , )" € RY, and the noise sequence
is €, = (€1, -+ ,6) € RL Therefore, the demand can be expressed as Y; = Z,0 + €;.

The OLS estimator of € is denoted as 6 = (2 Z,)71ZY;. The estimation error of the
parameter @ is given by

62— Zt ZtT €;

Nowin(Z{ Zr)’

min

16— 6115 = (2 2) 7 2] ellls = €/ 242 2) 2 e < (54)

where )\mm(ZtT Zy) is the minimum eigenvalue of the matrix ZtT Z;. To prove Lemma 1, we

first establish an upper bound of \,.;,(Z," Z;) using the following lemma.

Lemma S3. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Assume that py,--- ,p; are i.i.d. from a uniform
distribution U(0, B), @1, -+ ,@; arei.i.d. samples from an unknown distribution with Ex; = 0,

and p; 1s independent from x;. Then, with a probability of at least 1 — (d + 2)(%)_%, the

T

.. . t . .
minimum eigenvalue of Z,| Z, = Y., ziz] is given by

Aot



where

B?+3—+B'+3B2+9
6

max-*

Ao :min{ ,Amm(zx)}andL:BMHx?

Proof. Note that p; is independent of x;. This together with the fact that Eax; = 0 leads to

T
%

w..r_ (EBd. Epal\ _ (Eppl 0
v Ex;p; Exz;x; 0 Y./

the conclusion E(p;x;) = Ep;E(x;) = 0. Using z; = (p; x;)", we obtain

Recall that p; = (1 p;)". Given that p; follows a uniform distribution U(0, B), we have

~ o+ (1 Ep\_ (1 B2
Fp ‘(Epi Ep;) ~ \B/2 B*/3)"

By simple calculation, the minimum eigenvalue of EF;p; is Apin (Epip, ) = ZoH3=v g4+3B 49

0. Consequently, the minimum eigenvalue of Ez;z, can be expressed as

_ B 43— VB T30

Under Assumption 2, we know Ay (3,) > 0. Thus, Ao > 0. Because {z;z; }!_, are i.i.d., we

have
t
i=1
According to Assumption 1, the maximum eigenvalue of 22, is

Amaz(2i2] ) = tr(2] 2) =14+ p? + ||a]|2 < B*+ 1422, = L.

max

Obviously, {2z, }i_, are independent, random, self-adjoint matrices with dimension d + 2.
According to Lemma S9 and the fact that each matrix z;z, is positive semi-definite, with

¢ =1/2, we have

This completes the proof. n



We now return to the proof of Lemma 1. During the exploration phase, the price p; is
i.i.d. from U(0, B), and the feature «; is i.i.d., with p; being independent from ;. Utilizing

Lemma S3, we observe that

Aot
2L

P(Amm(zjzt) > %) >1— (d+2) (g) . (S5)

Next, we establish an upper bound for € Z,Z,€,. By Assumption 1, we have ||@ — 5”% <

2(a?,,, +b2,..). Using (S4) and (S5), the expectation of the estimation error of 8 is given by

max

0 o Aot 5 Aot
E(116 — 13) = E[6 — 6131 (nin(Z Z2) = =) + E[10 = B3 Ain (2] Z0) < 57)]
N (21 Zy)

min

<E

Aot
:| + Q(O’Enax + bgnaa:)]P) (Agmn(ZtTZt) < 7())

Aot

AE||Z, €,||2 S 2L
< Bl @ g (5)

=T
(S6)

Considering that ¢; is independent of €, z; and z; for i # j, and Ee; = 0, we have E(z, z;¢;¢;) =

0. Therefore,

t t
E||Z el = E<szzlef) = G?E(Z zZTzz) <to*(B*+1+22,,). (S7)

i=1 =1

Combining (S6) and (S7), we have

4 2 B2 1 2 _ 20t
0

(6 - 6113 < :

Noting that when ¢ > 6, ()" < 7. We have when t > £2&,
0

AL[0? + No(a3ygy 4 U2r) (d + 2)]

E(]|6 — 0]2) <
(I 12) < i

. (S8)

Since the length of the exploration phase is T and the proportion of buyers from group 0 is
q, the numbers of samples used to estimate 8y and 6, are ¢7, and (1 — q)7Tp, respectively.
We substitute t = ¢Ty and t = (1 — ¢)Tp into (S8) to obtain the estimation errors of 6y and

6,. This concludes the proof.



D Proof of Lemma 2

Let po(+) and p;(-) be the pricing functions in (8). When

201 200 —

price difference is

8 = Polx) — pu()
= po(x) — po(x) + p1(x) — p1(x) + po(x) — p1(x)
L o BlE BlE
= po(x) — po(x) + p1(x) — Pr(x) + 20 2an 0+0
~ ~ log TO
< po(x) — po(x) + pr(x) — pr(x) —cs T, + 0.
Therefore,
-~ ~ . log T
5~ Co < Bo(@) — po(@) + p1(a) = Pr(@) — 51/~ + 6 — o

3T 3T 5
When 8t2t _ Boe o 5 oo JlogTo tho price difference is
201 20 To 7

Therefore,

~

§ — Co = po(x) — po(x) + pr(x) — pr(x) + 6 — Co

By (S9) and (S10), we have

-~

6 — Co < po() — po(x) + p1(x) — pi(x) + 0 — Co.

Bl By <5—cs

log Ty
%" , the

(S10)

At time ¢, buyers learn the price difference gusing t—1 samples. By Assumption 3, with at least

probability 1—2m;_1, we have |py(x)—po(x)| < Ep ., (t—1) and |pi (x)—p1(x)| < Epyy, (E—1).

Therefore, with at least probability 1 — 21, 4,

6—Co<26p,, (t—1)+0—Cy

Since Ep,, ,(t — 1) decreases to 0 as t increases, and A = § — C, < 0 is a constant, when

t > ¢ for some positive constant ¢, with at least probability 1 — 2n;_;, we have 5 < C.

6



E  Proof of Theorem 2

The time period is segmented into the exploration phase and the exploitation phase. The

seller’s revenue at time ¢ is R;(p;) = R;(py, x,) for j =0, 1. Let
rege = qRo(poy) + (1 — ¢) Ba(pr) — ¢Ro(por) — (1 — ¢) Ra(pe)
be the regret under Algorithm 1 at time period t. by Assumption 1, we have
qRo(po) + (1 — @) Ra(piy) — qRo(por) — (1 — @) Ri(pu) < 2B(amae B + binazTmaz).  (S11)
Therefore, the regret at time ¢ in the exploration phase is
E(reg:) < 2B(amaxB + bmazTmaz)- (S12)

Now, we focus on the analysis of the regret during the exploitation phase. During the

exploitation phase, The pricing function (8) is equivalent to

( 3T = S S
Byt . BixT  Byxy log Tp
- /\t ) lf ~  Ta~ S 5 — G5 )
QOZG:t 2@1 20[0 T()
Y . x x log T
b= ’}’;.’Et—(SG;—F’}/Q, if —IBlAt——IBOAt26+65 8 07 (S].?))
20&1 20{0 TO

T~ ~ . [log Tp BlE Bl [1log Ty
T ! 1 0

—0-G f o— < =<9 .
\71 . t + M2 1 “ TO 20(1 2@0 + “ T()

3T~ 3T~
We now show that the probability P (5 — Cs4/ IO%]R < %aft — ﬁ;a? <0+ csy/ %) is small

using the following lemma.

Lemma S4. There exists some positive constant ¢y, such that when Ty > ¢y,

logT, B/, Bl log T 4 e, el €. lol-aTp
P(s— . < =@+ ¢ .
(5 o\ T < %a 2% < o+ cs e T0+(d+ )[(2) 2L +(2) I




Proof. We denote A,, = Boae _ % + 0. Then

20
pls log Tp - Bl&, B <54 log Ty
— C — C,
0 TO 264\1 2&0 ° TO

loo T, T~ T T 2T~ T T loo T,
—P (65— 0g 0<51/\3%_/31$t+/3033t_50/\mt+51$t_,30$t<5+06 0g 1o
T() 20./1 2041 20[0 20./0 20(1 20[0 TQ

log Ty 31 x, 51T55t Bgit B\o x log Ty
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(S14)
There exists some positive constant c; such that A, > 2c¢;s k’?—OTO when Ty > ¢. For any

Ty > ¢1, by (S14), we have

log To ﬁleét Bonﬁt \/@
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Next, we have
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where the second inequality follows from

— N2 JU ~ ~\ 2
(@th B ﬂijt> ) <aj@rwt — 48] T+ ;B T — ajﬂ;wt)

204]‘ 20éj 204]‘0(]‘

— ~ ~ . 2

a7} (By — By) + (o — ;) B/ T
2aj@j

2a3naxx72naa:“/8j B /BJ“% + 2b3nam$371ax||aj - aj”%

4at

min

IN

- 2at

min




by leveraging Assumption 1 for j =0, 1.

Lemma S5. Assume 0 <n < 1. Let Ty be the length of the exploration phase and q be the

proportion of buyers in group 0. §0 and 51 are obtained by (2). Under Assumptions 1 and 2,

AoqTy

We have with probability at least 1 —n — (d + 2)(e/2)” "2,

8(d +2)z7,,,02 log(2/n)
quTo ’

A (1=9)Ty

and with probability at least 1 —n — (d+2)(e/2)" " 2z,

180 — 615 <

8(d + 2) 25,07 log(2/n)
)‘%(1 - Q)To

where Zmae = Max{l, Timaz, B}, Ao = min{(B? + 3 — V/B*+3B2+9)/6, \pin(Z2)}, and
L=DB>+1+2?

max *

161, — 6112 <

Proof. Recall that Z; = (21, ,2)" € R*@*2) with 2, = (1 p, /)T € R™? from the
exploration phase. We slightly abuse the notation and let z;; be the (i, j)-th elements of Z,.
Under Assumption 1, we have |z;;| < max{l, Ty, B} := Zmas- Noting that €; is bounded
independent o2-sub-Gaussian variable with mean zero, and z;; is independent from ¢;, we

know that z;;€; is zero-mean bounded random variable with variance at most 22 o2, By

maxr~ €

Lemma S10, for 0 < n; < 1, we have
t

IP’( < ZmazOTecr/ 2t 10g(2/7)j)>
=1

t

Z Zijei

=1- IP’( > Zmaz0e\/ 2t log(2/'rzj))
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t t
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(S16)
Let 0<n<landn; =n/(d+2)for j=1,---,(d+2). By (516), with probability at least
1 —n, we have

d+2 t 2
& 22 e = (Z zijei) < 2(d + 2) 27,07t log(2/n). (S17)

j=1 N =1



By (S4), (S5) and (S17), we see

etTZtZtTEt < 8(d+ 2) “maz9e 10%(2/77)
N2 (277 A2t ’

man

16 -85 < (S18)

with probability at least 1 —n — (d+2)(e/ 2) . Since the length of the exploration phase is
Ty, and the proportion of buyers from group 0 is ¢, the numbers of samples used to estimate
0y and 0, are ¢T, and (1 — q)Ty, respectively. Plugging ¢t = ¢Ty and t = (1 — ¢)Tp into (S18),

respectively, we can obtain the estimation errors of 8y and 6. n

By Lemma S5 with n = 2/Tp, we have with probability at most % + (d+2)[(e/2)” N 4
(e/2)” I

1 _~
maX{amam? max}m%nam Zj:o HGJ - Oj ||% > 8<d + 2) ZmaxPe lOg(To) max{ama:m b?nax}xmax

>\0(1 Q>T0

(S19)

8(d+2)22,,,02 2 62 Yal . .
We denote c5 = \/ (d+2)25105,0¢ WX{ 1105 Vinar 1 Timas Finally, we obtain
aminAOq(l_q)

log T ﬁl T, B()T&Et log Tj, 4 MaTy €. MUl-aT
Pl§— <0 < — 4 (d+2 2 - 2 )
< “ T() 20&1 2&0 + “ TO - TO + ( + )[(2) " + (2) ’ ]

]

By Assumption 1, we have

bmaxxmaa: + Qa'ma:cé

A E—5-G)+7, < ST

(S20)

Combining Lemma S4 and (S11), when § — ¢ logTo < 'ngt - ﬂ;;ft <0+ cs 10gT° , the

expected regret during the exploitation phase at time ¢ is given by

4 q —q
Jo :=E(reg;) < 2B(amazB + bmazTmaz) {— + (d + 2)[(§)J%LT0 n <E),Ao(12L )T

]} (S21)

To 2
< AB(amaz B + bimazTmaz)[(d + 2) L 4+ 2X0q(1 — q)]
o AMogq(1—q)To ’

where the inequality follows from the fact that when Ty > 6, (e/2)~10 < 1/T,.

-
Now, we start to analyze the cases where Bl Sar . _ B o T o1/ 2810 and BiE _ B >
Qo To 201 20

0+ cs 10%?“ Using the benchmark policy, the price for a buyer with features a; from group

10



Gy =j € {0,1} at time ¢ is determined by (3). By (S13), our policy is related to the disclosed
group status . Given the strategic nature of buyers, there exists the possibility of them
revealing a false group status.

Given that the buyers from the group 1 (advantage group) do not manipulate and reveal

the true group type, the price for these buyers under our policy is defined as

_ /61/\5157 i ﬂ{&:’t _ ,301515} <6 — s /logT()’
D = 20&1 2@1 20[0 TO
1t — ~
AT~ . Blz Bz log Tt
W& — 6+, if 'BlAt—%Z(H-Ca 8’0
20[1 2060 TO

The price for buyers from group 0 is contingent on the group status they reveal. Let 5 be the
price difference that the buyers in group 0 estimated based on the public data. If 5> Co, the
buyers from group 0 reveal a manipulated group type. Conversely, if 5 < (Y, they disclose

their true group type. Consequently, under our policy, the price for buyers in group 0 is given

by

pit, if 0 > Ch,

_ﬁoA5t7 i ﬁ{it—ﬁoiitgd—c(g /logT(),
/ 20&0 2@1 20&0 To

Do = ~r .
~T ~ ~ . ,31 Tt ,@0 I log T
Ty + 7o, M —— ——— >+ 54/ )
T 1 ' 20[1 2060 - @ T()

The regret of our policy depends on the probability ]P’(g < (Cp). We define the historical

Por = { p{)t) lfgg C(07

where

information up to time t as H; = {@®1, -, ®¢, Y1, ,Ys, P1,- - , P} We also define H, =

H, U {xiy1} as the filtration including the feature @,, ;. The expected regret at time ¢ in the

11



exploitation phase is
E(regi|Hi1) = B{[gRo(piy) + (1 — @) Ra(p}) — ¢Ro(por) — (1 — @) B (pro)][H1 JI(Gy = 1)
+E{[qRo(pyy) + (1 — @) R1 (p}) — aRo(por) — (1 = @) Ra(p1o)]|Hi 1 YI(Gy = 0)
= (1 = QE{[¢Ro(pj) + (1 — @) Ra(p},) — aRo(py) — (1 — @) Ra(prr)][Hi 1}
+ qB{g[Ro(p},) — Ro(ph)] + (1 — @)[Ra(p}) — Ra(pro)][Hi1}P(3 < Cp)
+ qE{a[Ro(p5,) — Ro(pre)) + (1 = )[Ra(p,) — Ra(pae))[Hi1JP(6 > Co)

< E{q[Ro(py,) = Ro(ph)] + (1 = @) [Ra(pi) = Ra(pre)][Hi}

-~

J1

+ gE{q[Ro(pi) = Ro(p1)] + (1 = 9)[Ra(p},) — R (p1n)][Hs 1 }P(0 > Co) .

~~

Ja

(S22)

We first analyze J;. For Ji, buyers report their true group status. We can rewrite J; as

Tx T AT~ ST~
J1=J1H<M_M>5 B, x _/Bowt S5 _ ¢ logT[))

2&1 20{0 - 264\1 2&0 - b TO
jzf)
By T /50Tiﬂﬁt 31 T, Bo x, log Tg
Ji1 — <5, —— - <)
h ( 20 2000 ’ 201 200 + 6 T[)
~
T~ T~ = flv S~ (823>
2@1 20(0 20[1 20(0 TO
J®
BT By T B\Iit ,@0 x, log Ty
Sl — <4, —— ————2>90 .
A ( 2061 20[0 - 20[1 20(0 =046 TO
J»

Now, we analyze J; in four cases.

T T AT ~ AT ~
Case 1. When %aft - %OT? > § and ﬁ;aft - 'BQOT? >0 —cs %, the price for buyers

12



from group 0 is pl, = 917¢ + 3 = p1¢ + 6. Therefore,

I = E{a[Ro(p5) — Ro(po)]} + E{(L = 9)[Ri(p7,) — Ru(pro)][Hi-1}
= E{q[pp,(aopy, + By i) — poy(opy + By &) + (1 — q)[p},(enpy, + B &) — pre(aapre + B )]}
= E{qoo(pi; — piy) + (1 — @)oa (07 — pT) + 480 Z(ph, — Por) + (1 — @) B (P}, — pro)}
= E{[ga0 + (1 = @)l (057 — pr) — 2(1 = @) d(py, — o) + (aBo & + (1 = 9)B) &) (05, — Pl) }
= E{[(qa0 + (1 — @)on) (05, + Por) — 2(1 — @) + (qBo + (1 — q)B1) " 4] (05 — Plor) }
= E{[(gao + (1 = q)ou) (p5 + por) — 2(qc0 + (1 — @)en)pge] (P — Ploe)
= —[gao + (1 = @) ]EB(pj, — py)?

S amaxE(pSt - pi)t)2
(S24)

The fourth equality is from p3, = p§, — ¢ and py; = pp, — . The last second equality is due to
2(qao + (1 — q)ar)pl, = 2(1 — q)a1d — (¢Bo + (1 — q)B1) '@ from (3). We now upper bound
the price difference between the optimal policy and our policy. By (4), we rewrite the pricing

parameters as

_ (2(0—q@)nd—qBop)—(1-9)Biyy  4Bo[2:a) +(1—0)B1[2.q)
7= ( 2gqap+2(1-g)an 2qa0+2(1—q)a ’ (S25>

where B;y is the first component of 3;, and Bj2.q is the second to d-th components of 3;
for j = 0,1. We denote 4 as the plug-in estimator of 4. By (S25), we can express the prices

as pi; = ' @; and p), = 4" x;. Then, the square of the difference between pf, and py, is
P6: — poel® = 1(v =) & < Iy = AlBIZE < (1 + 22011y — A3 (526)

By (S25), the estimation error of «y can be expressed as

15 — 13
N =N . 2
2(1 q)a10— Q50 —(1=g)Biyy  2(1-q)ead—qBopn—(1-0)Biy  Bo:a+T(1—DBijzat1y Qﬂo[z:d-u]+(1*Q)51[2;d+1]>
2ga0+2(1—q)a 2qap+2(1—q)a 2gap+2(1—-g)an 2qap+2(1—g)an )
cologel— B ___a [ _‘ ot (- 0B o+ (-0 |°
- qoo + (1 —qg)ar  gao+ (1 —qar|  2|[qao+ (1 —q)ar  qao+ (1 — q)ax ||,

(S27)

To bound the first and second terms in (S27), respectively, we proceed as follows. Start with

13



the first term,

aq a arfgao + (1 — q)an] — au[g@o + (1 — q)an] |”

q@o+ (1 —q)ar g+ (1 —q)og (g + (1 — q)an][gag + (1 — g)au]
q(ar0p — aap + apay — apay)
[q0l + (1 — g)an][gao + (1 — g)au]
qloo(@ — on) — an (@ — o)
(g0l + (1 — g)an][gao + (1 — ¢)au]
2¢%[ag (@1 — an)* + af (Ao — ap)?]
= g0 + (1 — g)ar]?[qae + (1 — q)au]?
2a3,4:4° (|00 — aol* + |a1 — au ]?)

2

< i :
(528)
Now, consider the second term,
‘ 9B + (1 — ) 4B+ (1 =) ?
qoo + (1 —q)an  qao+ (1 —q)ou ||,
_ H [9B0 + (1 — a)Bu]lacvo + (1 — g)on] — [4Bo + (1 — ¢)Bu]lg@ + (1 — 9)an] |
[gao + (1 — g)an][gao + (1 — g)ou] 2
< 2050, (1 = ) (B1 = B1) + ¢(Bo — Bo)lI5 + 257, (@0 — a0) + (1 = g)(@1 — an)]?
= 1
Apin
< dap,,[(1 - 02181 — Bull3 + ¢*1180 — Boll3] + 462, [¢*[00 — o[> + (1 = @)*[@1 — cu]?]
< 1 .
Appin
(S29)

Substituting (S28) and (S29) into (S27), we obtain

15 =13

40%¢*az, . (1 — q)* (|00 — aol* + @1 — ai[?)
S a;lm'n

I (G 021181 — Bull3 + ¢11Bo — Boll3) + 462, [¢*[G0 — o[> + (1 — )?|as — au]?]
4
a

min

_ A max(8(1 = ¢)%a2,, + By @ias) 100 — O0ll3 + AL — 0)? max(824%a2, s, + Vg @) 161 — 0113

max

= 4
Cmin
_ Amax{8%a,,, + By a2, } 160 — Goll3 + 1161 — 043)
B afm‘n .
(S30)
Combining (530) and (S26), we obtain
. 41 + 22, ) max{02a2,, + b2 a>_ }[||6o — 602 + |61 — 6.2
p, — |2 < ( ) max{ 5 HIGo = Goll; + 1161 = Oulla] g4y

Qa

min

14



By Lemma 1, we observe that when Ty > Wiq’q},

4L[052 + /\O(agmam + b?na:c)(d + 2)]

E||6y — 662 + |6, — 6,]]2] < S$32
18— 003+ 16, — 01]2) < et o (532)
By (S24), (S31) and (S32), when T > Wiq’q}, we have
(1) 16Lama$(1 + xmaa:) maX{(SZ max _'_ b?naz? max}[a + )\0( max + bgnax><d + 2)]
J7 < 5
mzn)\Oq(l - q)To
(S33)
Case 2. When '62{1“ ﬁoam‘ < ¢ and ﬁl o ﬁ;amt < 6+ c51/ 2810, we have ppy, = 'BQOTO?
and pf, = _Be e %t Therefore,

Ro(pp,) — Ro(poe) = Po(opi, + Bo 1) — ou(opty, + By Z)
= ao(po; — piy) + Bo (o, — Do)
= (p6r — por) [0 (5, — Poe) + By T)
= —ao(py, — Por)*-
Similarly, we have Ry (p%,) — Ri(p},) = —ai((p}; — piy))? Thus,
I = E{a[Ro(pi) — Ro(wo)]} + E{(1 = ))[Ra(p7,) — Ru(pro)][Hi-1}
= —aogB(py, — por)* — (1 — QE(py, — p,)° (S34)

< GmaalqB(p5 — po)* + (1 — QE(T, — 1))
We now upper bound the price difference between the optimal policy and our policy as

follows,

~ 2
* ﬂ it IBT%t
(pOt _P/()t>2 = OT e

20(0 20(0

. _ _ N2
[ @By T — Q0B &t + 0By Ty — By Ty
20[066\0

20&0(/)20

_ (0] (B — Bo) + (00 — Go)Bg %) ($35)

2aznaxx3nax||180 - /60”2 + zbgnax maz”ao _ aOk“Q
4a’mzn

IN

maX{amax’ maa:}];maxHeo _ 00”2
2amm

15



2 < ma’x{a%naz’bgnaz}w%maz”91761”%

< . . Therefore
2a’min !

Similarly, we have (p}, — p/;)

J(2) < Amax maX{amam? b?nax}xgna:rE[q”é\o - 00”% + (1 - q)||§1 B 01”%]
1 .

— 4
2a’min

By Lemma 1, we conclude that when Ty > ﬁfw,q}’

2La’mam‘r12nax max{amaz? bmax}[a + )\0( max + bgnax)(d + 2)]

J& < (S36)
Case 3. When % B;amt > § and ﬁlmt % <0 —cs %, we know pj; =
vfft—j-éer,p{)t——@a andpu——

20(1 20&0 - , 20&1 2(/)6\0 To

513% ,5’01551t§5_c(S [log Tg 515@_55@25 P ﬂ;@_ﬁg@zé .
2041 20[0 T[)

20 20 204 20
Given Bl Tt % > §, we have

p (5;53} _ ﬁoTiBt ﬁl x BOT%} <6 logT0>

pla, i@ _pBla pla  Bi7 Pl BIT Pl

264\1 2(/1\0 N 2@1 2@1 20./0 2&0 20[1 20./0
BlE  pla A& Bl
- 20(1 20(1 2&0 2&0 ‘

Therefore,
P /31@_55%_ 5. ,31513t B(]Tfét<5—c(; /log Tg
20&1 20[0 20(1 20[0 TO
<P Bljzt _ Bl z; 4 By T _ 50A55t < ¢ [log Tg Bi z, _ By T >5|P Bl _ By T
2@1 20[1 2060 20[0 T()

20[1 2040 2@1 20[0
_P 315@ _ Bz, ,30 Ly Boijt < —¢s /log T07 Bz, _ By & > §
20(1 20&1 20[0 20(0 TO 20(1 20[0

@@_BIEJFBO@_,@J@ c logT0>

2&1 20[1 2060 2&0 TO

~ . . ~_ _\ 2
B T, B B @, I ﬁoTiBt _ /30th > C? log Ty
2(/)4\1 20(1 2@0 2&0 - T(]

(937)
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By (S11) and (S37), we have

~ o~ _ - N2
EJ{ < 2B(tuasB + bias o )P (ﬁl o PiE BiE By wt) , GloaTy

200, 2001 200 2a To
(S38)
Case 4. When % - %ft < § and %TT“? — '%TT? >+ cs IO%‘F‘), we calculate the
probability
P (%—% <4, %T;t —%‘? > 6+ ¢ IO%TO)

31 x EoT T, log To
=P|—-———-——""2>90
( 26(1 20&0 T T(]

ﬁf@_ﬂgitg)P(ﬁlit_ﬁJ@ <5).

20 20 20 29 T

T T
Given % — B o 0, we have
e %1 2
2T~ 2T~ 2T~ T T 2T~ T T
1wt_160wt_ﬁ1wt_ﬁlwt Bowt_ﬁowt ,31331‘,_ 0 Lt
265\1 2&0 264\1 2@1 2050 264\0 20&1 2050
T 5 T T T
<,5133t_5133t ,Bowt_ﬁowt+5
- 2&1 2@1 2@0 2&0
Therefore,

P Bi T _ 60Tfﬁt <5 5{:@ _ ,Boiit > 6+ s [log T
20[1 2040 2041 20[0 TO

<P /31/:@ _ Bz X By T _ 501@ > cs [log Ty | B &, _ By @ <§|P Bl z; _ Bg T
20&1 20[1 2040 20&0 T() 2041 20./0 2041 20[0
_p(PiE _BlE BiE  Biw _ [floeTy BlE Bi@ _
2(/)21 20[1 20./0 264\0 = TO ’ 20[1 20(0 -
<P /31/:@ - /BlTﬂwvt n By B ﬁoTAfEt > e log Ty
20[1 20[1 20(0 20&0 TO
~ . . ~ 2
<P 'BlT,\mt - Bl z I By @ - 501% > c3log Ty
20[1 20(1 20&0 2010 TO
($39)
By (S11) and (S39), we have
. -~ 2
~ T T T 2 log T,
IEJ(4) < 2B(a,00B + byyusTrras )P ﬂl,\wt _ B @ Bo L ﬁo Ty > Cs 0
b= (& + . ) 2@1 20&1 + 2060 2&0 - T()
(S40)
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By (S38) and (S41), we have

~ 2
Imt Blet i Oth /ngt> > C% log Ty

E J(s) J(4) <4B ma:pB bmaz max P
[ ! * ! ]_ <a + o ) 20&1 20(1 2060 2(/)4\0 T(]

By (S15) and (S19), we obtain

~ ~ 2
,81 5515 ﬂ;it IBOTEt ,BoTﬁft 0(2; IOg T() 4 0(1 lI)TO
P — — > = ) < — d—+2 2 2
( 266\1 20[1 * 20[0 266\0 - To - T(] +( + )[<€/ ) ( / )
Therefore,
0(1 q)To

]

4
E[JP + JP) < 4B(amae B + bmaaTmaz) [— +
(S41)

o+ (@ 2)(e/2)H + (/)

< 8 B(maz B + bmazTmaz ) [2M0q(1 — q) + (d + 2) L]
o Aoq(1 —q)Ty 7

where the inequality follows from the fact that when Ty > 6, (e/2)"0 < 1/T,. By (S21),

(523), (S33), (S36) and (S41), when Tj is larger than some constant, we have

AB(amaa B + bimazTmaa) [(d + 2) L + 200g(1 — q)]

Aoq(1 — @) Ty
L 16L0mae (1 + ppos) MAX{0 G5 + Dinars Unaa O+ A0(may + Vo) (4 + 2)]

Ain A54(1 — @) Tt

maz MAX{ A7 1, 0200 (02 + A0(0700 + ae) (4 + 2)]

al . N
N 8B(maz B + bimazTmaz ) [220q(1 — q) + (d + 2) L]

Aog(1 = q)To

EJh+EJh <

2La,02T

_ Bd+2)+¢

q(1 —q)Tp
(S42)

for some positive constants ¢, ¢5. Now, we analyze Jo. By Lemma 2, we have
P@S Co) > 1 —2m_4.

Therefore,
P(6 > Cy) =1—P0 < Cy) < 2m_1.
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We have
gE{q[Ro(pi) — Ro(pre)] + (1 — @)[Ra(p,) — Ra(pu)][Hi1}
= qB{g[Ro(p}y) — Ro(ph)] + (1 — @)[Ru(p,) — Ra(pro)][Hi-1} + E{a[Ro(ply) — Ro(pro)l|H}
= J1 + E{q[Ro(ply) — Ro(p1)]|#}

S Jl + ZQB(amawB + bmamxmam)-
(S43)

y (543), we have
Jo = E{q[Ro(pi) — Ro(p1o)] + (1 = @)[Ra(p},) = Ra(p1)]|Hi1}P(3 > Co)

Q[Jl + 2qB<ama:pB + bmazxmax)]ntfl-

(S44)

Denote B = 2B(amaz B + bmazTmaz) and ¢ = M We set Ty = +/c,T/B. By (S21),

q(1-q)
(S12), (522), (S42) and (S44), when T' > ¢; for some positive constant ¢, the total regret at
T is

T
Regrety = ToB + (T — Ty)EJ, + Z EJ,
t=To

=TyB +qB77t1

tT()

T
_ B _
=2 chT+2<\/ - +qB> > o

~ [[ea(d+2) +c3
— \/l:—q<1 — q) :| T + (C4 + C5Q) Zntfl

t=2

for some positive constants ¢y, c3, ¢4 and cs.

F  Proof of Theorem 3

Our proof is inspired by Broder and Rusmevichientong (2012). We first define some new
notations. Let pg, () be the price for group G; € {0,1} with the underlying parameter «
and pg, () be the corresponding optimal price under the fairness constraint. We denote

d(pt, Gy, ) = 1/24+ a[(Gy+ 1)py — 1 — G /2] as the expected demand for group G, at price py,
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and Rg, (pt, @) = pd(pe, G, @) as the revenue from group G; with the underlying parameter
a. We assume y € {0,1}, and define the price set satisfying the fairness constraint as
P ={(po,p1) : po —p1 =96,po € [1/2,9/8],p1 € [1/2,9/8]}, where py is the price for group 0
and p; is the price for group 1.

We first present some properties used in the proof of Theorem 3 in the following lemma.

Lemma S6. Let ¢ = 1/2,0 = 1/4 and ag = —2/5. For any a € [—1/2,-1/5], p €
[1/2,9/8],G, € {0,1} and (po,p1) € P, we have

Lopg(a) =15 — 5 — G-

2. pyao) =1 and pi(ao) = 3/4.

3. d(py(ap),0,a) = £ and d(pi(ap), 1, ) = 2

2 2

4. Ro(pp(a), @) = Ro(po, @) + Ri(pi(a), ) — Ri(pr, ) >

ulw

(po(a) — p0)2,

Ro(ph(@), @) — Ro(po, @) + Ri(pi(a), a) — Ri(pr1, @) > 2(pi(a) — p1)*.

orlw

5. [pi(e) — plao)| > Ela — aol and [pi(a) — pi(ao)| > Flo — aol.
6. |d(p, 0, ) = d(p, 0, a0)| < 2pj(x0) — plla — ex,
|d(p, 1, ) = d(p, 1, ao)| < 2|pi(a0) — plla — aol.
Proof. We prove the properties one by one.
1. The expected demands for group 0 and group 1 are E(y|p,0,a) = 1/2 — a + ap and

E(y|p,1,a) = 1/2 — 3a/2 + 2ap, respectively. By (3), the optimal price with fairness

constraint for group G is p§, (o) = 15 — 55 —

2. By Property 1, we get pj(an) = 15 — o= = 15 + 5 = 1 and pj(ag) =

o

I_ 1

3 6

3. By Property 2, we have pi(ag) = 1 and pj(ag) = 3/4. Therefore, d(pj(ao),0,a) =
1/24 a(l —1) =1/2 and d(pj(),0,a) =1/2+ (2% 3/4 —3/2) = 1/2.
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4. For simplicity, we denote pjj = pi(a) and p; = pi(«).

Ro(pg, @) — Ro(po, @) + Ri(p], @) — Ri(p1, @)
(1 . 1 (1 3a . 1 3a
=P\ Tt | ~Po( 5T aTap | TP 5_7‘1‘204271 4! 5—7+2ap1

= a(ps? — pp) + 2a(p;® — pi) + <§ — a> (ps — po) + (— - —) (p} —p1)

Z&ﬂ%2—%)—&M@S—MO+<1———)@3—m)

~ [3atsi )+ 1= 75| G5 - m)

= —3a(p; — po)”

> —(p5 — po)*.

ol w

The third equality is from pj—p} = 6 and po—p; = J. The fourth equality is due to § = 1/4

and 6apl = % — 1 derived from pj = 55 — &. the last line is from a € [-1/2,-1/5].

Similarly, we can obtain Ry(pj, ) — Ro(po, @) + Ri(p}, @) — Ri(p1, @) > 2(p} — p1)*.

5. By Property 1 and a € [—1/2, —1/5], we have

1 1 1lla—ap 5
* _ £ — R — _ > _ _
1 1 1l|la—ag 5)
* ¥ S e R > 2 o
pi@) = pilan)] = 5= | = 5 || = gla—a

6. Since d(ps, G, ) = 1/2 4 o[(Gy + 1)p — 1 — G¢/2] and p§(ap) = 1 and pj(ag) = 3/4, we
have

|d(p, 0, ) = d(p, 0, a0)| = [(p = 1)( — )| = |pp(x0) — pllev — o,

|d(p, 1, @) = d(p, 1, a1) = [(2p = 3/2) (e = en)| = 2[pi(0) — plla = .
]

Let Qf’a denote the probability distribution of the buyer responses Y; = (Y3, -+ ,Y;) in
the first ¢ periods when the pricing policy v is conducted under the parameter a. Thus,

for the sequence of demands y; = (y1, - ,4:), we have Q;"*(y) = I'_,d(p;, Gi, a)¥i[1 —
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d(pi, Gi, @)]' ¥, where p; is the price at time 7 under the pricing policy 1. We define the

expected cumulative regret at time t for the policy ¢ with the parameter o as

Regret(a,t, ) = ZIE [Ro(pg(ar), &) — Ro(pos, @) + Ry (pi (), &) — Ry(pi1s, )]

We now present a lemma to establish that learning the parameters is costly.
Lemma S7. Let ag = —2/5,G; = (t mod 2) and 6 = 1/4. For any o € [—1/2,—1/5] and
any pricing policy 1 satisfying the fairness constraint, we have

768

Q™. Q) < S (a0 — @) Regret(ao, ,).

Proof. We note that G; is determined by ¢ and hence not a random variable. Following

Broder and Rusmevichientong (2012), we have

T
K(QP™, Q1) =Y K(QU™, QU"Y.1) (S45)
s=1

and

K(Qy ™, QYY)

Q ’ao(ys|ys—1)
— P,a0 )1 t
2. Qo [Qt ’a<ys|ys_1>]

ys€{0,1}*
P,a0
& o Ys|Ys—
= Z Qw 1 (Ys—1) Z QY (y,|ys_1) log [ wa( | 1)]
ys—1€{0,1}5-1 ys€{0,1}s Qs’ (ys|ys—1>

— Z Qwao(ys 1) (Q¢a0(ys|ys 1) Qw (yslys—l))

Ys— 16{0 1}3 !

P,a0 _ [d(ps,o,@o) — d(ps>07a)]2
2, @) {H(GS = 0, ) = d(p0,00)

ys—1€{0,1}71
[d(ps, 1, a0) — d(ps, 1, Oé)]Q}
+I(Gs =1

( ) d(ps,l,()é)[l —d<p571705)]

Z ¢ aO{H(G - 0)[d(p87 07 CYO) - d(ps, 07 a)]Q + ]I(Gs = 1)[d(p87 1, O-’O) - d(ps, 17 O‘)]Q}

Ys—1 6{011}5 1

12
< 78(040 —a)?

IN

<

~| 2

Y QU (Y )G, = 0)(p5(an) — po)* + 1(Gs = 1)(pi () — ps)]-

Ys— 16{0 1}5 !
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The first inequality follows Lemma S11. The last second line follows the fact that d(p, G, ) €
[1/8,3/4] derived from a € [—1/2,—1/5] and p € [1/2,9/8]. The last line dues to Property 6

in Lemma S6. Therefore, by (S45), we have

10!, Q1)
_Z’C d)oco Q¢Q|Y 1)

< (a0 - ) 23 Y QPG = 0)(#ia0) — p.) + K(G. = V(i (00) — )

s=1 y,_1€{0,1}s-1

< %8(040 —a)? ian (G = 0)(ps(0) = ps)* + (G5 = 1)(pi(a0) — ps)?]

< 33854 (ap — @) Zan{H = 0)[Ro(po(ao), 20) = Ro(ps, o) + Ra(pi(n), o) — Ri(pis; ao)]
+1(G,s = 1)[30(190(040)7 ag) — Ro(pos, ao) + Ri(pi(an), ao) — Ri(ps; ao)]}

_ 73658(% — a)?Regret(a, t, ).

The last second line is from Property 4 in Lemma S6 with pj(a) = p§(a) — 0, p1s = ps — 0

and pos = ps + 0. O

Now, we present a lemma to show that any pricing policy that does not reduce the

uncertainty about the parameters incurs an increase in regret.

Lemma S8. Let ¥ be any pricing policy satisfying the fairness constraint. For T > 2, a9 =

—2/5 and a; = ap + we have

T1/4?

T 1] ,Q
Regret(ag, T, 1) + Regret(ay, T, ) > T\/E)_Qe—IC(Qi 0.QY )7
where K(Qo, Q1) denotes the KL divergence of Qo and Q.

Proof. We define two intervals :

Cao = {pi |p0(a0) p| > 24T1/4} and Ca1 = {p: |p0(0é1) p| = 24T1/4}
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Since |p§(e) — pi(ao)| > 2|la — ag| = 53277 from Property 5 in Lemma S6, Cq, and C,
are disjoint. For each a € {ag, a1}, po € [1/2,9/8] \ C, and (po,p1) € P, by Property 4 in

Lemma S6, we obtain

Ro(pp(a), @) = Ro(po, a) + Ri(pi(a), @) = Ri(pr,a) >

o] W

PG () — po]? > 960\/—

Let ((po1,p11),- -, (por,p17)) be the sequence of prices generated by the pricing policy ).
We define H; = I(po; € C,,). We have

Regret(ao, T, 1) + Regret(ay, T, 1)
=5 Z Ro(po(a — Ro(pot, @) + Ri(pi(a), @) — Ri(prr, )]

1

> W Z[Pa()(pOt ¢ Cao) + ]P)Oq (pOt ¢ Cal)

(Hy=1)+P,, (H; = 0)]

- 1920\/_ Z ol

1 1 b ot
> e (Qt aOQ oq)
- 1920\/72;

> Ee—fc@?’%,@%al)_
~ 3840

The last second inequality is from lemma S12. The last line is from the fact that K( P QPer)

is non-decreasing in ¢ (see proof of Lemma 3.4 in Broder and Rusmevichientong (2012)). O

We now continue with the proof of Theorem 3. Let o = —2/5 and a3 = o + 4T+/4. We

have (ag — a1)? = 57 Therefore,

2[Regret(ag, T, 1) + Regret(oq, T, )]
> Regret(ag, T,1) + [Regret(ag, T, ) + Regret(aq, T, )]

35\/_ o o VT im0 e
K(Q™, Q%) + e M@ ™)

3840
- 3840 \/_
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The second inequality follows Lemma S7 and Lemma S8. The last line dues to the fact

x+e® >1forall x € R. Then,

Regret(ao, T,v) + Regret(ay, T, ) VT
R tla, T, ) > > )
ofoax Regret(a T,9) 2 2 = 15360

G Support Lemmas

Lemma S9. (Corollary 5.2 (Tropp, 2012)) Consider a finite sequence {Xy} of independent,

random, self-adjoint matrices with dimension d that satisfy
Xk = 0 and Apar(Xyg) < L almost surely.

Compute the minimum eigenvalue of the sum of expectations, fmin = )\mm(zk EXk).
Then for ¢ € [0, 1],
e—< Hmin /L
P{Amm(%jxk> <(1- C)umm} < d{m}
Lemma S10. (Proposition 2.5, (Wainwright, 2019)) Suppose that the variables X;,i =
1,---,n are independent, and X; has mean p; and sub-Gaussian parameter o;. Then for all
t >0, we have

+2

P[ZOQ ) > t] < T

i=1

Lemma S11. (Lemma EC.1.2, (Broder and Rusmevichientong, 2012)) Suppose By and By
are distributions of Bernoulli random variables with parameters ¢ and qo, respectively, with
1,92 € (O, 1). Then

. (@ = @)
]C(Bh B2) = CI2(1 - Q2).

Lemma S12. (Lemma EC.1.3, (Broder and Rusmevichientong, 2012)) Let Qo and () be
two probability distributions on a finite space Y, with Qo(y), Q1(y) > 0 for ally € Y. Then
for any function J : Y — {0,1},

1
Qu{/ =1} +Qi{J =1} > Je7 M@,

where K(Qo, Q1) denotes the KL divergence of Qo and Q.
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