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Abstract

It can be observed that the purchasing decision of an individual consumer in an electronic market-
place is determined by a set of factors, such as personal characteristics of the consumer, product pricing,
minimum price-quantity combination offered, decision-making space, and underlying motivation of the
consumer. These factors are combined to form a consumer’s choice problem domain, which plays a piv-
otal role in the product offering. In this study, we attempt to focus on how the products? Offered can
be customized by incorporating the quantity and pack size of the products along with the factors above
to form a more extensive domain for examining the combined effects of all of these factors on demand.
Accordingly, the demand function is defined by a novel method invoking the extended domain of choice
problem in the electronic marketplace. Consequently, the predictable uncertainty associated with the
consumer’s demand function may disappear, increase the likelihood of earning optimum revenue through
customized combinations of the components of the extended domain of choice problem, and improve the
understanding of the fluctuations in consumer demand. Finally, we propose a generalized price response
function with standard properties applicable to E-Commerce.

Keyword: Price Response Function, Demand Function, E-Commerce, Platform, Information, Choice Set,
Non-convexity, Fuzzy Set, Supply Chain and Revenue Maximization.

1 Introduction

It is rather common in the E-commerce marketplace that the decision to purchase an item/product by
any customer depends on the customer’s characteristics, the price of the product, offered minimum price-
quantity combinations, decision-making space, and intention of the customer. These factors are combined
to form a proposed option set for the customers (which may be considered a domain or decision set). From
this domain a customer chooses the most preferred bundle/set ((refer to Figure 1)1). Based on the merged
combination of customers request and its revenue/profit margin, a particular platform creates a choice set
for the buyers and displays it for selection.

Supposing a potential customer desires to buy a product from a well-known and widely used e-commerce
platform, Amazon, that customer starts searching for the desired products by setting some filtering cri-
teria. In Amazon’s web browser, these criteria are sequentially organized as follows: prime new stores,
department, customer ratings, brand, price range (maximum and minimum), deals, category of items,
membership service, specialty, cuisine, discount, availability, etc. When purchasing an item/product, any
customer selects the best option for every criterion and then waits for the platform’s reaction by returning

1In Figure 1; |= INR. 1 USD ≈ 83.04 INR Feb 11 at 10:03 PM GMT+5:30 .
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the results. The respective platform reads the selected options based on different criteria and then provides
customers with a long list of the items/products that meet their requirements.

Any deviation of choice set offered by the platform from the choice set selected by the customer de facto
leads to problems in the identification of the individuals as the customers of the products (Rusmevichien-
tong et al. (2006); Aggarwal et al. (2004); Calvete et al. (2019); Domínguez et al. (2021)). Therefore,
the aggregate customer demand becomes indeterminate, since this mismatch leads to the shifting of the
customers to a different domain where they can accomplish their goal. Under this circumstance, it is hard
for any e-commerce platform to forecast the outcome without determining the degree of individual and
aggregate utility.

Through the earlier mentioned mismatch, any platform can earn supplementary revenueDomínguez
et al. (2021). Therefore, a platform has two fundamental objectives: to earn revenue due to this mismatch
and to retain the customer. To accomplish these objectives, it is necessary to comprehend the customer’s
demand function. The platform could prepare customized offers by manipulating the domain and knowing
the demand function. Usually, a platform chooses a strategy excluding the domain of the consumer, and
based on the rationality of the customer, unfavorable outcomes in any platform shift them to a different
platform. Each platform caters to different consumer incentives based on their purchase history. As a result,
this generates a specific reference point. Accordingly, different platforms meet the objectives of different
customers. To understand the mapping of choice from one domain to another, it is essential to perceive the
various types of domain/decision spaces, the respective platform’s choice set, and its mapping behavior.
This understanding enables a platform to analyze and predict the customer’s preference pattern and set
profit maximizing and envy-free pricesFernandes et al. (2016); Anshelevich et al. (2017). Furthermore, it
is important here to say that price is one of the components of revenue, and by using this instrument, any
firm can maximize its revenue through the balance in supply and demand appropriatelyRoth et al. (2020).

Against this backdrop, there are twofold objectives of this study. Firstly, this study attempts to identify
the determinants of the customers’ demand for e-commerce platforms. Accordingly, we offer a novel method
for determining the demand function of a single sale posting on an e-commerce platform, incorporating
many customer characteristics. This will enable the e-commerce platforms to maximize their objectives
and satisfy customers. This research describes the topological behavior of the decision set/domain during
the first phase. It proposes a new method for calculating the demand function, which depends on the
abovementioned factors. In the second phase, the study outlines the customer’s criteria for switching from
one domain to another and the revenue maximization strategy. The proposed method has been extended
from the previous work explained in the revenue-maximizing strategyDas (2022b,a).

The second objective is to propose some solutions for the decision-makers, which develop a trade-off
between the maximization of sales revenue and retainment of the customers for a particular platform. For
the analysis of this study, we mainly focus on the commodities that an e-commerce platform can customize
in terms of quantity and pack size. For instance, FMCG products are fruits, vegetables, sugar, dry fruits,
cereals, grains, and wheat.

To the best of our knowledge, none of the existing studies proposes a domain’s complex topological be-
havior and a novel approach for determining the customer’s demand to avoid the mismatch problem. Thus,
this study’s expected findings will be important for e-commerce platforms in managing their profit margins
and satisfying their customers. Moreover, creating customized offers by anticipating demand is any plat-
form’s primary source of additional revenue, reducing fluctuations. We demonstrate that if a consumer’s
motivation is known, the information presented on an offer may be utilized to ascertain the consumer’s



perceived demand. Consequently, the proposed strategy can aid in selecting the optimal domain pair and
the lowest offered price-quantity pair while maintaining the exogeneity of motives and network offers. This
may prevent consumers from switching to a different e-commerce platform.
Moreover, a study shows that online retailers exhibit higher price dispersion than their offline counter-
partsAparicio et al. (2023).

Answering these questions will allow the platform to analyze and predict the agent/preference con-
sumer’s pattern and set profit-maximizing, envy-free prices (Fernandes et al. (2016)).

Figure 1: Pricing of a product by Amazon India.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows. In section two, we discuss related literature. The third
section describes the model that offers a novel approach to determine the customer demand to overcome
the mismatch problem. In section four, we explain the price response function and its properties. Section
five discusses the forms and properties of the revenue function. Section six concludes, and section seven
discusses the limitations and future scope of the current work.

2 Related Literature

Recently, revenue management (RM) has emerged as one of the most successful areas of operations re-
search applications. The decisions regarding demand management and the processes and systems required
to make such decisions are the primary emphasis of RM. The objective is to maximize revenue by manag-



ing supply and demand through price fluctuations. According to Talluri et al. (2004), the more customer
heterogeneity in a supply chain, the greater the possibility to exploit this heterogeneity strategically and
tactically to maximize profits.

The Price of every item/product in a multi-product pricing model is determined by its position in the
list of itemsRoth et al. (2020). The output of any platform might not reflect the domain of consumers
preference. This leads to unsatisfactory outcomes Rusmevichientong et al. (2006); Aggarwal et al. (2004);
Calvete et al. (2019); Domínguez et al. (2021). The finding of another study reveals that online retailers
exhibit higher price dispersion than that of their offline counterparts Aparicio et al. (2023).

The e-commerce platform already occupies a significant market share despite consumers not minimiz-
ing their overall spending on online purchases. This reveals the substantial preference of the consumers in
buying from the platform even though they fail to reduce their expenditure from these purchases Das and
Jadhav (2022)

In addition, greater variation in demand over time due to seasonality, disruptions, or other variables
leads to an increase in the difficulty of managing the demand decisions. Consequently, the most essential
element of RM is forecasting demand in digital or online markets. According to Foster and Vohra Foster
and Vohra (1999a), decisions on the risks, benefits, and consequences that are the outcome of the actions
initiated by the decision-maker must be taken before the actual course of events in any organization. How-
ever, in most e-commerce platforms (as seen in our example), the decision maker’s objective may need to
be more well-defined, resulting in a matching problem.
In the online decision problem, the decision must be made before knowing which state of the world will
be obtained. In that case, the loss incurred in each period does not depend on decisions taken in earlier
periods. This Regret in the On-line Decision Problem has been studied in Foster and Vohra Foster and
Vohra (1999b). The overall goal of pricing is to maximize the discounted profit over a finite sequence of
pricing periods.

The selection of a profitable price requires knowledge of the demand curve. This knowledge can only
be obtained by observation of the demand at different prices in different periods. A model stating that
the price variations observed in a market can, in part, be explained by rational learning behavior by firms
(Lobo and Boyd (2003)). A revenue management problem has been addressed where the decision is to set
the dynamic pricing without knowing the demand function over a finite sales horizon to maximize expected
revenues, given an initial inventory (Besbes and Zeevi (2009); Farias and Van Roy (2010).

Consumer preference heterogeneity and search frictions have been studied by Morozov et al. Morozov
et al. (2021). Besides traditional methods like interviews and focus groups to identify customer needs for
marketing strategy and product development, user-generated content is a promising alternative for identi-
fying customer needs (Timoshenko and Hauser (2019)).

Dzyabura and Hauser (Dzyabura and Hauser (2019) propose the product recommendation using con-
sumers preference weights learning has been proposed. In the specific context of revenue management,
previous studies should have considered certain assumptions regarding the unpredictability of demand in
a marketplace such as an e-commerce platform. As a direct consequence, following the same pricing mech-
anism strategy may not maximize overall revenue when there is a mismatch due to consumer and seller
domain preferences. Our research addresses this gap by examining a set of consumer parameters that may
be utilized to accurately derive the demand function and modify the price depending on the anticipated
value of the suggested demand function. In particular, our paper proposes that revenue may be maxi-
mized to varying degrees by making the domain non-convex. This approach allows managers to arrive at a



strategic decision while reducing the amount of ambiguity associated with the consumer demand function.

3 Model

The model section has been divided into the proposed demand function and the price response function
with properties. Next, we introduce the following definitions.

Definition 1 Minimum Price-Quantity Pair Offered: On the digital market, the minimum quantity or
purchase value of a commodity bundle must be ordered to get the commodity with or without discount
offers2. Customers are not permitted to place orders lower than this pair.

Definition 2 The domain is the decision space on which the agent makes decisions.

Definition 3 Decision Space: This is the platform’s offering of (price, quantity) pairs. This set has the
properties of being both convex and non-convex. The domain will be convex if the commodity prices are
linear and non-convex if the commodity prices are non-linear3

Definition 4 Consumer Motive: This is a consumer’s revealed preference when comparing two offers or
commodity alternatives. In a pair-wise comparison, this could be the preferred option. Each consumer
belongs to a market segment and is defined by a set of partial preferences, represented by a directed acyclic
graph (DAG) with products as nodes. This is also used in another context in this article. In general, it
is a measure of the preference (or degree of importance) of an item in a previous transaction compared to
others.

3.1 Derivation of the Demand Function and Analysis

Let a platform prepare and offer different types of choice sets/domains before a customer fulfills the
above three definitions viz. (i)Minimum Price-Quantity Pair Offered, (ii)Domain/Decision-space/Set of
all Price-Quantity Pairs Offered for Sale, and (iii)Consumer Motive. And under each criterion, a set of
finite possibilities is there. Hence, the offer may be prepared and posted by altering the above three criteria.
Let the customer want to buy two commodities at a time X1&X2, i.e., Xi; i = 1, 2. Each commodity can
be offered in a finite number of ways called choice sets. Combining these two commodities, three possible
domains could be offered. These are (i)Convex Domain Case with Linear prices of both X1 and X2 ,(ii)
Convex Domain Case with Linear X1 Price and Non-Linear X2 Price,(iii)Non-Convex Domain Case with
Non-Linear Prices of both X1 and X2. These are treated as D = {D1, D2, D3} or D ≜ {Dj |j = 1, 2, 3}.
This is not a problem of ranking these domains to maximize revenue; rather, it is a choice of a revenue-
maximizing domain subject to conditional purchase probability and demand uncertainty. These three
domains are made of two commodities and lie in the jth domain Dj . I assume that the probability of
domain j being satisfactory is independent of everything else and denote it by λj , i.e., conditional on
viewing the two products on domain Dj , the probability that she (customer) would purchase on this
domain Dj . Hence, the first task done here is to derive the demand function of each commodity X1&X2

under each domain Dj using the above four factors affecting the demand functions and after that using
this demand function, and the purchase probability revenue maximization conditions and strategy have

2In our example, the "Minimum Price-Quantity Pair Offered" is |108.68 for 415g
3In our example, this set is (|108.68, 415g), (|99.00, 415g (Pack of 1)), (|291.00, 415g (Pack of 2)),(|495.00, 415g (Pack

of 4)) and a combo offer of three commodities together at |926.36. As a result, this offer set is non-convex.



been discussed.
The derivation of the perceived demand function and the customized offer function have been derived in

three ways. The assumption is that the consumer buys two commodities X1&X2 to maintain the simplicity.
The three cases are (i) Convex Domain Case with Linear prices of both X1 and X2, (ii) Convex Case with
Linear X1 price, and Non-Linear X2 Price and (iii) Non-Convex Domain Case with Non-Linear prices of
both X1 and X2.

3.2 Membership Function and Two-Way Consistency Condition

The present model is based on a suitable choice of Membership Functions in understanding consumer be-
havior. The consumer motive is captured here by the membership function. Among numerous forms of
fuzzy membership functions, three are commonly used: linear, parabolic, or reversed parabolic, as shown in
Figure 2, and these are explained in Fan et al. (2019). In Figure 2, curve a is the linear fuzzy membership
function, representing the reasonable decision-maker. Curve b is the reversed parabolic function for the
conservative decision-maker, and curve c is the explanatory function for the adventurous decision-maker.
Regarding neoclassical economic theory, linear fuzzy membership represents risk-neutral behavior, reversed
parabolic function describes risk-averse behavior, and parabolic function represents risk-taking behavior.
When solving standard economic problems, the linear fuzzy membership function shaped like curve a is

Figure 2: Fuzzy membership Functions of Different Forms

adopted, mainly to simplify the mathematical description. Although the forms of fuzzy membership func-
tions are different, the basic ideas are consistent. The linear membership function is generally expressed as:

ϕfi(x) =
fi(x)− f0

i

f1
i − f0

i

and
ϕfi(x) = 0 if fi(x) ≤ f0

i

ϕfi(x) = 1 if fi(x) ≥ f1
i

(1)

In Eq. 1, f0
i is at an unacceptable level, whereas f1

i is at a fully desirable level; the fuzzy membership
function ϕfi(x) reflects the membership degree of function f(x) between f0

i and f1
i . The membership

degree can be considered an actual number from the interval [0, 1].

Two-way consistency of the choice problem. The present study is based on the condition of ratio-
nality and is due to Das (2022b). There exists a two-way consistency of the choice problem. This means
the choice would be the same if the decision-maker moved from a large set to a small one and from a small
one to a large one. This happens provided the decision-maker can interpret the information correctly for
each set.

The above definition indirectly says that the decision-maker is deciding with respect to a reference. It



can be achieved in both ways, from a large or a small set, if the reference point is in both sets.
This rationality condition is supported by the situation given by ArrowArrow (1959). It says that if

some elements are chosen out of the set, say S2 and then the range of alternatives is narrowed to S1 but
still contain some previously chosen elements, no previously unchosen piece becomes chosen, and no one
selected part becomes unchosen. Let the set of alternatives are in S = {x1, ..., xn}. Therefore, let any
choice problem C : Si → S where, Si ⊆ 2n. 2n is the set of all subsets. The preference relation on S is
reflexive, transitive, and asymmetric, and the relation is R = "better than or equal to"i.e. ≽. The choice
problem is any subset Si, and the choice function is C≽(Si) → S. Let there are two choice problems;
S1&S2 ⊆ S. This two-way consistency can be found in the degree of preference being constant in two sets.
From Proposition 1 in Das (2022b), If the agent maintains a constant preference in two-choice sets, the
choice problem will follow a two-way consistency.
let S1 and S2 are two subsets from S. Then, the following two Equations are true.

∀S1 ⊆ S2 ⊆ SifC≽(S2) ∈ S1thenC≽(S1) = C≽(S2)

∀S1 ⊆ S2 ⊆ SifC≽(S1) ∈ S2thenC≽(S2) = C≽(S1)

Moreover, information in the pattern S1 is equal to S2. This means,

[C≽(S1|H)] = [C≽(S2|H)] = [xi|H]

This means the agent selects the object xi ∈ S when there were only n objects and appear sequentially
in ascending order in pattern S1and also selects the same thing xi ∈ S when n and appear sequentially
in descending order in pattern S2. In other words, the agent could correctly measure the information
index/degree of preference for the object xi ∈ S as it would happen in pattern S2. If these two choices are
the same, the agent would be two-way consistent. Here, H is the degree of preference, and it is the same
in both subsets S1&S2 ⊆ S, for example.

3.2.1 Framework

The model is based on some important variables. These are, X1, X2 ∈ R+. Lowercase (viz. x1&x2)
indicates the quantity in real numbers. In the present section, the demand for X1 and X2 of a consumer
and in aggregate (industry) has been derived theoretically without knowing the individual consumers’
utility functions. Therefore, the domain of the decision making is Z(= X1×X2) ⊆ R2

+. The price per unit
of X1 is p1 and the price per unit of X2 is p2. The total expenditure for the two variables is m. A degree of
preference towards the variable x1 is denoted by a membership function µ ∈ R+. Such that µ : X1 → [0, 1].
A degree of preference towards the variable x2 is denoted by a membership function ϕ ∈ R+. Such that
ϕ : X2 → [0, 1]. x1min is the minimum of X1 required to maintain the minimum quality of X2. x2min is the
minimum X2 required to maintain the quality of the goods and services in the market. x1max&x2max are
the variables that indicate the maximum consumption can be achieved under C for X1 and X2, respectively.
The framework and the analysis here are based on the robust microeconomics framework given by Anwar
Shaikh Shaikh (2016). First, the demand function of X1 and X2 for an individual consumer will be derived.
After that, the aggregate demand function will be derived.



3.2.2 Individual Demand Functions of X1 and X2

For any price vector p,the input vector z and the expenditure m, the set of attainable alternatives is:
B(p,m) = {z ∈ Z ⊆ R2

+|pz ⩽ m}. A subset of Z having the form B(p,m) is called the budget set. One
can obtain another available set by modifying the price p and the expenditure m. Hence, B is treated as
the family of the budget sets. Therefore, the choice/demand function is f : B → Z.

The derivation of the demand functions is divided into two parts, in an (i)Convex domain and an (ii)
Non-Convex domain. The price will be linear if the market has high competition. This case would be
treated as a convex case. Moreover, if the X2 product/service producers compete imperfectly and set
the price non-linearly, this case would be treated as a non-convex case. The derivation of the individual
demand function is based on the two-way consistency condition, as stated above. That considers that the
consumer would maintain the previous proportion or the degree of preference towards a commodity. The
fundamental intuition behind this model is that customers will continue to purchase the same product
unless a trigger event forces them to consider other products. This may be termed as the motive of the
consumer in our empirical measurement. The detailed derivation of the proposed method can be found in
Das (2022b,a). Hence, the demand functions can be derived in simple language by solving the following
Equations individually for the two commodities X1&X2 respectively.

µ =
(x1 − x1min)

(x1max − x1min)

so that 0 ⩽ µ ⩽ 1. Here, I assume for the time being that both x1min and µ are independent of prices.
Then, for each µ, we can derive the corresponding per capita consumption demand for x1. The logic is
also the same for X2.

ϕ =
(x2 − x2min)

(x2max − x2min)

The analysis in the next three subsections assumes that m=|1000.

3.2.3 Convex Domain Case with Linear prices of X1&X2 Commodities

Figure 3: Convex Domain Analysis

Figure 3 depicts the Convex Domain Analysis case. Let Figure 4 be any offer by an online retail platform
of fruits and vegetables. This is the situation where in the consideration set from Figure 4, commodity [1]



and [10] are treated x1&x2 respectively.

Figure 4: Set of Ten Different Types of Products offered by BigBasket along with the Consideration Set-
One of the Consumer

x1 = (1− µ)x1min + µ(
m

p1
)− µ(

p2
p1

)x2min (2)

x2 = (1− ϕ)x2min + ϕ(
m

p2
)− ϕ(

p1
p2

)x1min (3)

The two Equations 2 & 3 are the demand equations of X1 and X2 respectively4. It is apparent from
Equations 2 & 3 that for each good, the quantity demanded responds negatively to a rise in its price at
any given income (Figure 5 in A and E). Yet, it requires no specific model of consumer behavior.

From Figure 4, the consideration set consists of two commodities, and we consider the following
values for the parameters: p1 = 35; p2 = 38.49;x1min = 2pcs;x2min = 200g,m = 1000. The pa-
rameters µ, ϕ are unknown; we have taken three different values to measure the mismatch. These are
µ, ϕ = {0.10, 0.20, 0.30, 0.50, 0.70, 0.80, 0.9} as the least preferred to highly preferred ranges. The commod-
ity purchase ranges are x1 = {2, 4, 6, 8, ...}&x2 = {200, 400, 600, 800, ...} respectively and are in Z+. But
to derive the perceived demand function, we need to assume that x1, x2 ∈ R+. This means the domain is
linear i.e. 0.175x1 + 0.19x2 = 1000 assuming x1, x2 ∈ R+. Here, p1 = 0.175/per g&p2 = 0.19/g. Hence,
assuming the minimum order quantity as 1pcs for x1 and 1g for x2, the consumer’s motive as given by
µ&ϕ, linear or convex domain the two demand functions can be derived as below. Here, we also assume
that 2pcs =200g.

x1 = (1− µ) + µ(
1000

p1
)− µ(

0.19

p1
) (4)

x2 = (1− ϕ) + ϕ(
1000

p2
)− ϕ(

0.175

p2
) (5)

4The derivations are in the appendix



And if considering the minimum order of x1&x2, the demand functions are given below.

x1 = (1− µ)200 + µ(
1000

p1
)− µ(

0.19

p1
)200 (6)

x2 = (1− ϕ)200 + ϕ(
1000

p2
)− ϕ(

0.175

p2
)200 (7)

On the other hand, the offered pair set or the supply schedule is given by {(35, 200g), (70, 400g), (105, 600g),
...} for x1 and {(38.9, 200g), (76.98, 400g), (115.47, 600g), ...} for x2. Using these data pairs, the supply
equation can be derived as p1s = 0.175x1&p2s = 0.1904x2 + 0.8199999999999932 for x1&x2 respectively.
Remarks 1 For all values of µ&ϕ and p1&p2 the demands of x1&x2 are higher in presence of minimum
order constraints in Equations 6 & 7 than in Equations 4 & 5 respectively. As a result, the revenue will be
higher in the presence of minimum order constraints. This minimum order pair is a part of the domain.
Hence, the equilibrium price will be more to maximize the revenue as proposed in Equation 2 & 3.
Numerical Results In the following simulated result Figure 5, we have shown that the equilibrium price is
higher in the revenue functions of commodity x1&x2 in the presence of the minimum purchase constraints.
On the other panel, we have shown that demand and supply are equal at that equilibrium price. There
are two Panels. In Panel 1, the analysis for commodity x1 has been done, and in Panel 2, for commodity
x2. In both cases, the results are the same. Diagrams A and E show two curves for x1&x2 respectively.
Blue curves are based on Equations 4 & 5. While green curves are based on 6 & 7. The curves are
drawn assuming µ&ϕ = {0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5, 0.6, 0.7, 0.8, 0.9}. The demands curve is a high degree of µ&ϕ

higher. Moreover, demand increases and shifts above in the presence of minimum order constraints. This
can be seen that the green curves are above the blue curve. The other Diagrams are drawn by changing
the quadrant. Combining B and C, D was drawn, and F, G, and H were combined. The red line is the
platform’s supply line. The equilibrium quantity will be determined by considering the aggregate demand
not depicted here. The platform is the price taker. So, the Diagram shows that the equilibrium quantity
will be meager because the demand curves show a very high degree of elasticity. This is because the
offered commodities are necessary goods. Here, in the aggregate demand functions, the parameters µ&ϕ

are nothing but the maximum of the individual firm’s preferences for X1 and X2.
Aggregate Demand Functions. Here, in the aggregate demand function5, the parameters µ&ϕ are
nothing but the maximum of the individual customer’s preferences for X1 and X2.

N∑
i=1

x1i = (1− µk)

N∑
i=1

x1mini + (
µk

p1
)

N∑
i=1

mi − µk(
p2
p1

)

N∑
i=1

x2mini (8)

N∑
i=1

x2i = (1− ϕk)
N∑
i=1

x2mini + (
ϕk

p2
)

N∑
i=1

mi − ϕk(
p1
p2

)
N∑
i=1

x1mini (9)

The industry faces the same prices, viz. p1&p2, but different budget i.e. Ci.Moreover, x1mini , x2mini are
also different for the different customers.The aggregate µ is µk = {µ1 ∪ µ2 ∪ ...∪ µN} = maxNi=1 µi and the
aggregate ϕ is ϕk = {ϕ1 ∪ϕ2 ∪ ...∪ϕN} = maxNi=1 ϕi .The same thing is true for (1−µk) = maxNi=1(1−µ)i

and (1− ϕk) = maxNi=1(1− ϕ)i. Because, µ+ (1− µ) = 1&ϕ+ (1− ϕ) = 1. Moreover, µ, ϕ ∈ [0, 1] ⊆ R+.
5The derivations are in the appendix



Figure 5: Numerical Analysis of Convex Domain Case with Linear X1 price and Linear X2 Price

The platform will achieve maximum revenue because of the high volume of aggregate minimum orders
and the high degree of aggregate preferences µk&ϕk.

3.2.4 Convex Case with Linear X1 price and Non-Linear X2 Price

Figure 6: Convex Case with linear X1 price and Non-Linear X2 Price:(i)

Two possibilities are depicted in 6 & 7. Derivations are given in the appendix.



Figure 7: Convex Case with linear X1 price and Non-Linear X2 Price:(ii)

Figure 8: Set of Ten Different Types of Products offered by BigBasket along with the Consideration Set-
Two of the Consumer

Let another offer by any platform is represented in Figure 8. This is the situation where in the
consideration set from Figure 8, [1] and [4] are treated x1&x2 respectively. The offered price for x2 follows
a step function and is nonlinear (see Figure 11). As a result, the domain is non-convex. For a non-convex
domain, the solution will be either at the corner or in the interior of the feasible region based on the
constraints. As a result, the revenue will be more than in the previous case. In this situation, the price
of commodity x1 is linear, but the price of commodity x2 is non-linear so that the solution will be in
the interiorDas (2022b,a). Numerical parameters are the same for x1 but different for x2. p12 = 0.2 for
x2min = 100g but after 100g the next quantity is more than 200, i.e., 250. As a result, the gap between the
perceived and the offered demand curve will be more than in the previous case. Now, if the p12 = 0.1 for
x2min = 200g, then the domain would be non-convex, and the following demand functions would persist.
Let the vector z = (x1, x2) for two variables and,z ∈ Z ⊆ R2

+.There are two budget sets that the firm is
facing.These are, B1 = {zi ∈ R2

+ :
∑2

i=1 p
1
ixi ≤ m1}& B2 = {zi ∈ R2

+ :
∑2

i=1 p
2
ixi ≤ m2; if, x2 > x̄2}.

Moreover,m2 > m1, p11 ̸= p21&p12 < p22, because if you buy more of x2, you have to pay more and as a result,



the relative price of x1 will also change. Here, x̄ifor, i = 1, 2 are any constant real numbers of x1&x2.The
different prices for these constraints create the price non-linearly6.

x1 =
µi

p11
[(m1 − p12x2min)− p11x1min] + x1min (10)

x2 =
ϕi

p12
[(m1 − p11x1min)− p12x2min] + x2min (11)

Remarks 2 The price of commodity x2 is higher in the higher quantity buy, so the solution will be at
the lowest quantity. This is why p22,m

2, p21 are not there in the above two equations. This can be checked
from Figure 8 that the consumer would buy 100g at |0.20. It is also clear from Equations 10 & 117 that
whatever the price, there is a minimum demand for each commodity.
Aggregate Demand Functions.Here, is the aggregate demand functions for X1 and X2.8

N∑
i=1

x1i = µk[p
1
1

N∑
i=1

m1
i −

p22p
1
1

∑N
i=1m

1
i

m2
x2mink

] + µk−1[

∑N
i=1m

1
i

p11
− p12

p11

N−1∑
i=1

x2mini ̸=k
] + (1− µk)

N∑
i=1

x1mini

and

N∑
i=1

x2i = ϕk[

∑N
i=1m

2
i

p22
−

∑N
i=1m

2
i

p11p
2
2

∑N
i=1m

1
i

x1mink
] + ϕk−1[

∑N
i=1m

1
i

p12
− p11

p12

N−1∑
i=1

x1mini ̸=k
] + (1− ϕk)

N∑
i=1

x2mini

Here,
∑N−1

i=1 µi ̸=k = ∪N−1
i=1̸=k(µi ̸=k) = max[µ1,..., µN−1] = µk−1

and
∑N−1

i=1 ϕi ̸=k = ∪N−1
i=1̸=k(ϕi ̸=k) = max[ϕ1, ..., ϕN−1] = ϕk−1 for an order µ1 < ... < µk−1 < µk

and ϕ1 < ... < ϕk−1 < ϕk, [µk +
∑N−1

i=1 µi ̸=k] = max[[µk] + maxN−1
i=1 µi ̸=k] = µk and [ϕk +

∑N−1
i=1 ϕi ̸=k] =

max[[ϕk] + maxN−1
i=1 ϕi ̸=k] = ϕk.Moreover,x1mink

&x2mink
are the minimum fixed demand for the firm k.

This case has proposed Proposition 1.

Proposition 1 If the price of X2 in the market is in the non-linearly set whereas X1 is linearly priced,
then it suggests that the suppliers of X2 would enjoy some degree of monopoly power. On the other hand,
the X1 would enjoy a linear price. The firms who can use X2 at a higher cost would use it, and the rest
would prefer X1. Hence, there would be multiple equilibria in the market. As a result, X1 and X2would act
as complementary to each other.

Proof: The proof is in the appendix. □

3.2.5 Non-Convex Domain Case with Non-Linear X1 price and Non-Linear X2 Price

Non-Convex Domain Case has been depicted in 9.
6The derivations are in the appendix
7The derivations are in the appendix
8The derivations are in the appendix



Figure 9: Non-Convex Domain Analysis

Figure 10: Set of Ten Different Types of Products offered by BigBasket along with the Consideration
Set-Three of the Consumer



Figure 11: The Non-Linear Price Offer

This is the situation where in the consideration set from Figure 11 commodity [1] & [11] (from Figure
11)and either [5] or [10] (from Figure 10) is treated as x1&x2 respectively. The offered price for x1&x2

follows a step function and is nonlinear. For example, in Figure 11, the price per unit is |0.0540, and
the minimum quantity bought is 250g. If the consumer buys at least 1kg or 1000g, the per unit price
will reduce to |0.05350/g. Hence, the minimum quantity bought is 1000g or 1kg. This is a complete
non-convex domain, and the demand functions for these two commodities can be derived below. Let
the vector z = (x1, x2) for two variables and,z ∈ Z ⊆ R2

+.There are two budget sets that the firm is
facing.These are, B1 = {zi ∈ R2

+ :
∑2

i=1 p
1
ixi ≤ m; if, x1 ≤ x̄1}& B2 = {zi ∈ R2

+ :
∑2

i=1 p
2
ixi ≤ m; if, x1 >

x̄1&x2 < x̄2}.Here, x̄ifor, i = 1, 2 are any constant real numbers of x1&x2. The firm faces two budget
constraints at the same time, so the domain becomes non-convex because the price vectors (p11, p

1
2)(p

2
1, p

2
2)

for the two budget sets are different and depends on the quantity purchase, i.e., x̄i, i = 1, 2. Assuming
(m − m̄1p

2
1) = p1, (m − m̄2)p

1
2 = p2&(m − m̄1)(m − m̄2) = M . Assuming that the minimum expenditure

in x1&x2 are constant i.e. p11x1min = m̄1, p
2
2x2min = m̄2. There are two possibilities viz. m̄1 ̸= m̄2 &

m̄1 = m̄2 = m̄.The different prices for these constraints create a non-linear price. The derived demand
functions9 are given below.

x1 =
µ

p1
[
p1
p21

(m− p22x2min)− p1x1min] + x1mn (12)

x2 =
ϕ

p2
[
p2
p12

(m− p11x1min)− p2x2min] + x2min (13)

Using Equations 12 & 13 I derived as below.

x∗1 =
m− p12x2

p11
(14)

x∗2 =
m− p21x1

p22
(15)

9The derivations are in the appendix



Aggregate Demand Functions. The aggregate demand function10 can be found by summing for N

number of consumers in the industry. First, we need to convert the demand functions 12 & 13 into
aggregate terms, as below. The aggregate demand function for X2 depends on the degree of preference of
the large customer.

N∑
i=1

x∗1i =
µk

p1
[
p1
p21

(

N∑
i=1

mi − p22

N∑
i=1

x2mini)− p1

N∑
i=1

x1mini ] +

N∑
i=1

x1mni

and
N∑
i=1

x∗2i =
ϕk

p2
[
p2
p12

(

N∑
i=1

mi − p11

N∑
i=1

x1mini)− p2

N∑
i=1

x2mini ] +

N∑
i=1

x2mini

Finally, using Equations (25) and (26), the final range of the demand equations can be found.These are;
(
∑N

i=1 x1i ,
∑N

i=1 x2i) ∈ [(
∑N

i=1 x
∗∗
1i
,
∑N

i=1 x
∗∗
2i
)], (

∑N
i=1 x

∗∗∗
1i

,
∑N

i=1 x
∗∗∗
2i

).
Remarks 3. The interpretation is very clear from the Equations 12, 13, 14, 15, i.e., there is a two-way
complementary relationship that exists between the two commodities, viz. x1&x2. Say, for example, for
commodity x1. In the first round, the demand depends on the minimum expenditure to buy x2. The higher
the minimum expenditure incurred, the lower the demand for x1. Now, if all the parameters are fulfilled
and decide x1 in 12, the next level or the final decision will be taken in Equation 14. Again, the demand
of x2 matters based on Equation 11. Higher is the demand of x2 lower is the demand of x1. The same
analysis is true for x2. Therefore, the higher the non-linearity of the step functions, the lower the demand,
and the consumer would not prefer that domain to buy. Rather, they prefer to buy from a domain with
a linear domain. The choice of domain and the conditions thereof have been explained in the following
section as an application toward consumer behavior. Thus far, it is clear that the platform will be able
to earn more revenue if the domain contains step functions of price-quantity relationship or non-linearity.
Because of this nonlinearity, the choice set becomes very small for the consumer. As a result, the consumer
needs to spend more on that domain.
Remarks 4. From the above model, it is clear that the minimum quantity constraints create the decision
space nonconvex. Hence, the proposed method also suggests that the nonconvex domain does not guarantee
that the solution will be at the optimum point. Clearly and accurately, the consumer’s decision-making
domain is a lattice. All the parameters, viz. prices, discounts, minimum order quantities, etc... are in
integer lines. As a result, the solution considered is in real space, and the nonconvex domain provides a
set of solutions in the interior. Now, it is necessary to know how many lattice points there are in possible
solutions. The individual demand function derived in equations 2& 3 predicts the demand quantities in real
numbers for different minimum purchase constraints and other parameters. Hence, the second question is
to identify the lattice commodity bundle nearest to the real one concerning the demand function defined
in actual variables. The above questions can be solved in a process as follows. The estimated/projected
demand vector in real numbers can be determined from the individual demand function. After that, a set
of available lattice points will be determined. In the end, the nearest lattice points need to be derived and
match the same.

Remarks 5 The revenue is dependent on the choice of the products offered, respected prices, the mini-
mum order constraints, the motive of the customer as represented by the degree of preference for a product

10The derivations are in the appendix



in different slabs of each offer, etc... So far, I have considered that the customer motive viz, µ, ϕ are
identical in both linear and non-linear offers. This means that it was not dependent on slabs. For the sake
of a clear understanding of the price response function, hereafter, the motive of the customer is different
in the nonlinear offer for each slab so that the expected revenue can be calculated for a fixed and random
attention span. This means each customer may have a different preference for various slabs of a given offer.
Let us try to understand the using Figure 7. To buy Fresho Beans, there are three slabs in the left panel:
viz. (1 kg, @ |53.50),(500g, @|27),(250g, @|13.50). So far, it was assumed that the degree of preference,
say µ, to derive the demand function of this commodity is constant in these three slabs. To generalize, µ
is different for these three slabs.

4 The Price Response Function and its Properties

This section explains the properties of the generalized price response function, as given by the following
equation for commodity xi:

xi(pi | µk, xki,min,m, pkj , x
k
j,min; ∀j, k = 1, ..., N) = (1− µk)xki,min + µk(

m

pki
)− µk(

pkj

pki
)xkj,min (16)

In economic textbooks, the price-response function is analogous to the market demand function. There is,
however, a significant distinction. The price-response function describes the demand for a single seller’s
goods as a function of the price given by that seller. This contrasts the concept of a market demand curve,
which outlines how a whole market will react to price changes. This distinction is significant because various
firms competing in the same market confront different price-response functions Phillips (2021); Pinchuk
(2006). Eq.16 gives the general demand function of commodity xi∀i = 1, ..., N and for all possible slabs
k = 1, ..., N and for other commodity xj∀j = 1, ..., N . If the platform offers in the non-convex domain,
then for each slab, the price response function can also be calculated using Eq.16 instead of calculating
the overall response for that domain. Because each slab offer is linear, nonlinearity arises when considering
a set of linear offers for all slabs. For example, in Figure 7, to buy Fresho Beans, there are three slabs;
this is considered the set of offers viz. D1= (1 kg, @ |53.50),(500g, @|27),(250g, @|13.50). The set D1 is
a nonlinear offer, but individual elements or individual offers in that set are linear. We can easily derive
Eq.16 by taking any other set like this for another commodity. Let the offer set for other commodity is
D2= (1 kg, @ |55),(500g, @|20),(250g, @|12). Then for each ordered pair of the set D1 × D2=[{(1 kg,
@ |53.50)(1 kg, @ |55)},{(500g, @|27)(500g, @|20)},{(250g, @|13.50)(250g, @|12)}] Equation 16 can be
calculated, and those will be the price response functions of the two commodities under each pair of the
domain D1 × D2. This will increase the predictability and the responses due to price, number of slabs,
minimum order constraints, consumer motive, and budget.

Non-negativity The demand function xi(pi | µk, xki,min,m, pj , x
k
j,min; ∀j, k = 1, ..., N) is greater than or

equal to zero for all prices i.e. xi(pi) ≥ 0∀pi.

Downward Sloping There is a negative relationship exists between xi(pi)&pi and its has been shown in

Fig. 5 and the equation of negatively sloped curve is x′(pki,min) = −[
mµ

p2
−
pkjx

k
j,minµ

p2
] for [

mµ

p2
−
pkjx

k
j,minµ

p2
] >

0.



Continuity It will have no gaps or jumps. The price response function proposed here has a small number
of discrete steps because these are for only one customer. As the number of customers increases, the price
response function will approach a more continuous function. While price-response functions are not truly
continuous because prices of the discrete nature of customer demand and minimum order constraints and
price can only occur at discrete intervals, they are often treated as continuous for mathematical convenience.

Hazard Rate Hazard Rate of a price response function at a particular price is equal to minus one

times the slope of the price response function at that price divided by the demand; i.e., h(p) = −x′(p)

x(p)
.

This means the hazard rate is positive because the slope is negative. And the hazard rate is given by

h(p) = −
µ(−m+ pkjx

k
j,min)

(−mµ+ pki x
k
i,min(µ− 1) + pkjx

k
j,minµ)

2
.

Price Elasticity The most common measure of the sensitivity of demand to price is price elasticity,
defined as the ratio of the percentage change in demand to the percentage change in price. Formally, it

can be written as ϵ(p1, p2) = −100{[x(p2)− x(p1)]/x(p1)}
100{(p2 − p1)/p1}

where ϵ(p1, p2) is the elasticity of a price change

from p1 to p2. However, the point elasticity at p is written as ϵ(p) = −x′(p1)p1
x(p1)

. In other words, the point

elasticity equals 1 times the slope of the demand curve times the price divided by demand. And the Price

Elasticity is given by ϵ(p) = −
pki µ(−m+ pkjx

k
j,min)

(−mµ+ pki x
k
i,min(µ− 1) + pkjx

k
j,minµ)

2
.

Price Response and Willingness to Pay The willingness-to-pay approach assumes that each potential
customer has a maximum willingness to pay (sometimes called a reservation price) for a product or service.
A customer will purchase if and only if the price is less than her maximum willingness to pay. It can derive

the willingness-to-pay distribution from the price-response function using11 w(p) = −x′(p)

x(0)
. The demand

at price p = 0 is infinite and the limit value is also infinite i.e. limpki → 0 x(p
k
i ) = ∞sign(mµ − pkjx

k
j,minµ).

This means if sign(mµ− pkjx
k
j,minµ) becomes zero, then it will be undefined. Otherwise, it will be positive

infinity for positive signs and negative infinity for negative signs. Therefore the willingness to pay at pki = 0

is 0. The willingness to pay exists at any positive limit value. Here, I have considered three possible cases.

(i) At pki = 0.01 the willingness to pay is
mµ
p2

− pkj x
k
j,minµ

p2

10.0mµ− 10.0pkjx
k
j,minµ− 1.0xki,minx

k
j,min + 1.0xki,min

(ii) At pki = 0.001 the willingness to pay is
mµ
p2

− pkj x
k
j,minµ

p2

100.0mµ− 100.0pkjx
k
j,minµ− 1.0xki,minx

k
j,min + 1.0xki,min

(iii) At pki = 0.001 the willingness to pay is
mµ
p2

− pkj x
k
j,minµ

p2

100.0mµ− 100.0pkjx
k
j,minµ− 1.0xki,minx

k
j,min + 1.0xki,min

Therefore, it is clear that the willingness to pay is an increasing function with respect to price, given
the other factors affecting the willingness to pay. Given the other factors, the willingness to pay can be
increased by increasing the prices. This is so the customer has selected the particular slab and wants to
stay put. Once the preferred slab and the degree of preference of the product in question are known, the
pricing will be the revenue maximizer.

11Assuming that the price-response function is finite.



Purchase probability. I assume no offers in each slab have identical characteristics (the combination of
price-quantity and conditional purchase probability). Given that position k is within a customer attention
span, her purchase probability of the product at slab k is

k−1∏
j=1

(1− λj).λk

where, λk is the probability that the customer will select a slab k given the prices and other factors affecting
the demand. In other words, the customer purchases a product at the slab k if it is satisfactory while all
products displayed earlier slabs are not. (1−λk) is the effect that a product at slab j exerts on the products
displayed later. This is the probability that the product at the jth slab has not been preferred over k.

5 Revenue Function

The revenue function depends on the parameters viz. membership function, minimum order constraints
of the commodity and the related commodities, prices af of the commodity and the related commodities,
and the choice of slabs by the customer. Moreover, consumers prefer to select the convex domain over the
noon convex domain, which can be represented by the probability elements attached to it. In this case,
the revenue can be maximized by changing other factors, keeping the commodity’s price exogenous. The
platform controls the demand function using a choice-set policy. The platform’s goal is to choose prices pi

to maximize the expected revenue from a potential consumer. From the earlier introduction, we see that
the total expected revenue E[xi(pi)] = R(xi) from a consumer with an individual demand function for each
slab and with an attention span of y can be expressed as

R(k, y, xi) ≜
min(y,N)∑

k=1

k−1∏
j=1

(1− λj)

λk.xi(p
k
i ).p

k
i (17)

Remarks 6 The Eq. 17 is the expected revenue function and depends on the random choice of the slab
of a given customized commodity offer. The predicted revenue function is affected by the addition and
removal of slabs. This has been explained by explaining the creation of a non-convex domain to earn more
revenue and push the customer to buy more, given the price in each slab.

Proposition 2 The expected revenue function is affected by the addition and removal of slabs. The higher
the number of slabs, the higher the convexity, and the lower the expected revenue. On the other hand, the
lower the number of slabs, the higher the non-convexity and the higher the expected revenue.

Proof: The proof is in the appendix. □

Remarks 7 From Proposition 2, the expected revenue depends on the slabs’ choice. Because the higher
number of slabs will be supported by the lower prices, and on the other hand, if the customer selects more
elevated slabs for the lower prices, then the factor

[∏k−1
j=1(1− λj)

]
λk will be lower to get the expected

value. This will again reduce the expected revenue. To maximize the expected revenue, there should be
more than one slab to create the non-convex domain. As a result, the consumer will buy more quantity.
On the other hand, if the slabs are increased, the customer will tend to buy less at a lower price. The



slabs’ choice depends on the willingness to pay and the intention to buy more. This section generalizes the
price-response function as defined in Eq.(16) with respect to different risk behavior.

6 Conclusions and the Managerial Implications

This article suggests a straightforward mechanism for slab pricing on an e-commerce platform. The article’s
main idea is that customers will be considered homogeneous if the quantity is provided in a compact set,
which is closed and bounded. However, diverse customers can be produced if the same quantity is provided
by making the domain non-convex. The study above indicates that income increases with increasing non-
convexity.

This means that in the case of any two commodities, as explained here, the revenue will be higher in
terms of higher quantity sold. This is the case where Non-Convex Domain Case with Non-Linear X1 Price
and Non-Linear X2 Price; the less revenue will be earned in the case Convex Domain Case with Linear
X1 Price and Non-Linear X2 Price, and finally the case Convex Domain Case with Linear X1 Price and
Linear X2 Price.

The platform must choose the offering domain, figure out how many slabs to offer, and then calculate
the equilibrium price for that domain to maximize income. The convex domain scenario will be more
elevated, and the degree of nonlinearity will be lower the more slabs there are. Conversely, the greater
the flexibility to apply non-linear prices, the fewer slabs there are. The revenue will drop as the number
of slabs rises. Therefore, this article explains that choosing two slabs is the best option. However, the
predicted revenue will drop if there is a more than two-slab increase. Consequently, the study suggests a
novel method for figuring out non-linear prices by choosing the right amount of slabs, prices, minimum
order restrictions, etc. A marketing manager has to remember that the least amount of money needed for
matching must be spent when choosing the domain and spending to optimize revenue. If not, the offer
would still be available, but the customer, assuming the platform employs the same method for choosing
the domain and pricing, would go to another one where the matching price is the lowest.

7 Limitation

The present article proposes a model of creating slabs by setting non-linear prices in each slab using a
proposed elegant model. The present article does not consider the n-commodity case. Therefore, in future
research may be developed for n commodities. Conflict of Interest: we certify that we have no affiliations
with or involvement in any organization or entity with any financial interest (such as honorarium, educa-
tional grants, participation in speakers bureaus, membership, employment, consultancies, stock ownership,
or other equity interest; and expert testimony or patent-licensing arrangements), or non-financial interest
(such as personal or professional relationships, affiliations, knowledge or beliefs) in the subject matter or
materials discussed in this manuscript.
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